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| FILE NO. . 170475 : RESOLUTION NO.

[Apply for, Accepf, and Expend Grant - U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development -
Community Development Block Grant Program - $18,782,824 - FY2017-2018]

Resolution approving the FY2017-2018 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
Program; authbrizing the Mayor, on behalf of the City and Cdunty of San Francisco, to
apply for, accept, and expend the City’s FY2017-2018 CDBG Program entitlement from
the U.S. Depértment of Housing and Urban Develbpment in the émbun’t of $16,485,875
and to expend program income in the amount of $2,2Q6,949 for a combined total of

approximately $18,782,824 for a period beginning July 1, 2017, through the date when

all funds are expended.

WHEREAS, Under Title | of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as

amended, and related Federal Regulations, the City and County of San Francisco is eligible to

- apply for and receive a Community Development Block Grant (CDBG); and

WHEREAS, The City and County of San Francisco anticipates receiving approximately
$16,485,875 in FY2017-2018 CDBG Prograrh funds from the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) and has approximately $2,296,949 in anticipated Program
Income, for a bombined total of approximately $18,782,824; and

WHEREAS, The Citizen’s Committee on Cémmunity Development (CCCD) has

prepared recommendations for FY2017-2018 CDBG funding as set fqrth in a proposed

Expenditure Schedule, a copy of which is located in Clerk of the Board of Supervisors File No.
170475: and

WHEREAS, The proposed grant does not require an Annual Salary Ordinance

amendment; and

WHEREAS, The funding agency (HUD) does not allow use of grant on indirect costs;

now, therefore, be it

Mayor Lee
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RESOLVED, That the Mayor of the City and County of San Francisco is hereby
authorized to apply for, accept, and expend the City’'s 2017 CDBG Program funds from HUD
and expend an estiméted $2,296,949 in Pfogram,lncome, all in accordance with the purposes
and goals for the funding as generally set forth in 2015-19 Five Year Consolidated Plan and
the Expénditure Schedule; and, be it _

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors does hereby approve the
purposes and goals for FY2017-2018 CDBG Program funding as set forth in the Expenditure
Schedule for recipient égencies and departments; as well as provisions in the Expenditure ;

Schedule for adjusting two expenditure line items to correspond to the final entitlement

-~ amount received from HUD; énd, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisbrs hereby waives inclusion of

' indiréct costs in the grant budget; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Mayor is hereby authorized to enter into and execute

agreements between the City and County of San Francisco and various agencies consistent

‘with FY2017-2018 CDBG Program and the Expenditure Schedule; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Mayor is hereby authorized to submit documentation
and certifications as may be requested or required by HUD, and to take such additional |
actions as may be required to apply for, accept and expend the FY2017—201-8 CDBG funds
consistent with this Resolution and the goals of the FY2017-2018 CDBG Program and all
applicable legal requirements, and any such actioné are solely intended to fuﬁher the

purposes of this Resolution, and are subject in all respect to the terms of this Resolution, and

~ any such action cannot increase the risk to the City, or require the City to éxpend any

resources, and that the Mayor shall consult with the City Attorney prior to execution and
provided that within 30 days of the agreements approved by this Resolution being executed

by all parties, such final documents (showing marked changes, if any) shall be provided to the

Mayor Lee
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Clerk of the Board, for inclusion in the official file, together with a brief explanation of any
actions from the date of the adoption of this Resolution; and, be it .
FURTHER RESOLVED, That all actions heretofore tak,en by the officers of the City
with respect to the application for, or the acceptance or e’xpéhditure_ of, FY2017-2018 CDBG
funds and Program Income, as consistent with the documents herein and this Resolution, are

hereby approved, confirmed and ratified.

Mayor Lee
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Recommended:

Olson Lee, Director o~

Approved:

N~

O W 0 N OO O B~ W N

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
X |

Mayor Lee
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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. % %bn Rosenfield, Controller
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File Number:
{Provided by Clerk of Board of Supervisors)

Grant Resolution Information Form
(Effective July 2011)

Purpose: Accompanieé proposed Board of Supetrvisors resolutions authorizing a Department to accept and
expend grant funds.

The following describes the grant referred to in the accompanying resolution:
1. Grént Title: Corﬁmunity Development Block Grant (CDBG)
2. Department: Mayor’s Office of .Housing
3. Contact Person: Benjamin McCI/oskey . Telephone: 415-701-5575
4. Grant Approvél Status (check one):
[ ] Approved by funding agency _ [X] Not yet approved

5. Amount of Grant Funding Approved or. Applied for: $16,485,875 plus $2,296,949 in estimated program
income

6a. Matching Funds Required: $O
b. Source(s) of matching funds (if applicable): N/A

7a. Grant Source Agency: US Department of Housing and Urban Development
" b. Grant Pass-Through Agency (if applicable): N/A

8. Proposed Grant Project Summary: Proposed Expenditure Schedule attached
9. Grant Project Schedule, as allowed in approval documents, or as proposed: :
Start-Date: July 1, 2017 End-Date: When all. funds are expended — HUD does not require

an end date

10a. Amount budgeted for contractual services: None; attached expenditure schedule details grants tobe
made to nonprofit agencies. '

b. Wil contractual services be put out to bid? N/A

- ¢. If so, will contract services help to further the goals of the Department’s Local Business
Enterprise (LBE) requirements? N/A

d. Is this likely to be a one-time or ongoing request for contracting out? N/A
" 11a. Does the budget‘ include indirect costs? [1Yes [x] No

b1. If yes, how much? $

b2. How was the amount calculated?

c1. If no, why are indirect costs not included?
[x] Not allowed by granting agency [ 1 To maximize use of grant funds on direct services
[ 1Other (please explain):

c2. If no indirect costs are included, what would have been the indirect costs? None.
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12. Any other significant grant requirements or comments: Project detail MOCD18, CFDA 14.218

**Disability Access Checklist***(Departmeht must forward a copy of all completed Grant Information
Forms to the Mayor’s Office of Disability)

13. This Grant is intended for activities at (check all that apply):

[ 1 Existing Site(s) [ 1 Existing Structure(s) - [x] Existing Program(s) or Service(s)
[ ] Rehabilitated Site(s) - [x] Rehabilitated Structure(s) [x] New Program(s) or Service(s)
[ 1 New Site(s) .1 New Structure(s) -

14. The Deparimental ADA Coordinator or the Mayor’s Office on Disability have reviewed the proposal and
concluded that the project as proposed will be in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act and all
other Federal, State and local disability rights laws and regulations and will allow the full inclusion of persons
with disabilities. These requirements include, but are rot limited to:

1. Having staff trained in how to provide reasonable modifications in policies, practices and procedures; '
2. Having auxiliary aids and services available in a timely manner in order to ensure communication access;

3. Ensuring that any service areas and related facilities open to the public are architecturally accessible and
have been inspected and approved by the DPW Access Compliance Officer or the Mayor’s Offlce on
Dlsablhty Compliance Officers.

If such access would be technically infeasible, this is described in the comments section below:
Comments:
Departmental ADA Coordinator or Mayor's Office of Disability Reviewer:

Eugene Flannerv
(Name)

Environmental Compliance Manager

(Title) ~ ' ’7 ' '
Date Reviewed: Ll" -/ 3 -/ 7 W/@

(%natu@eﬁuired}'

Department Head or Designee Approvél of Grant Information Form:

QOlson Lee
_(Name)

Director : _ : /%\CK
(Title)
Date Reviewed: 04 i 1% } '%" dao

(Signature Required)
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2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditure Schedule

The following is a list of proposed expenditures for the 2017-2018 CDBG program. The list of
recommended projects is organized by five-year objectives, priority needs and goals that are described
in the 2015-2019 Consolidated Pian. While a recommended project may meet more than one goal, it is

only listed under its primary goal.

Objective 1: Families and Individuals are Stably Housed
¥ Priority Need 1A: Develop and Maintain Affordable Housing
e Goal 1Aii. Preserve and Maintain Affordable Housing Supply

Agency Name Project Description CDBG
. . Funding Amount
Asian Neighborhood Design Provide Architectura! Technical Assistance $51,000
‘ . for affordable housing projects
Mayor's Office of Housing and Housing development pool - CDBG $4,110,207*
Community Development (includes $1,500,000 of CDBG program
: ' income in a revolving loan pool) .
Mayor's Office of Housing and Housing program delivery $675,000
Community Development
Mayor's Office of Housing and Housing development grant funding pool $623,470
Community Development )
Rebuilding Together San Critical home repairs for homeowners $30,000
Francisco ,
Subtotal $5,489,677
Objective 1: Families and Individuals are Stably Housed
» Priority Need 1B: Make Housing Affordable
e Goal 1Bii. Increased opportunities for sustainable homeownership
Agency Name Project Description CDBG
: Funding Amount
Consumer Credit Counseling Pre-purchase homeownership counseling $50,000
Service of San Francisco and information and referral services
Housing and Economic Rights Foreclosure intervention services through $50,000
Advocates legal counseling and representation »
San Francisco Community Land Education and technical assistance for $36,000
Trust ' residents and boards of existing and
proposed co-0ps
San Francisco Housing Pre- and post-purchase homebuyer $100,000
Development Corporation education counseling and information and
referral services ‘
SF LGBT Community Center Pre-purchase homebuyer education and $50,000
counseling services
Subtotal $286,000

*The difference between the projected and actual 2017-2018 CDBG entitlement amount that San Francisco

receives from HUD will proportionally increase or decrease these two expenditure line items.
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~ 2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditure Schedule .

. Objective 1: Families and Individuals are Stably Housed
» Priority Need 1B: Make Housing Affordable
e Goal 1Biii. Increase access to rental and homeownership housing

Agency Name

Project Description CDBG
Funding Amount
Homeless Prenatal Program, Inc. | Short-term financial assistance and $65,000
‘ workshops to help families obtain and
retain safe housing
Independent Living Resource Rental housing counseling, financial $35,000
{ Center of SF management education and application
assistance services for primarily disabled
persons '
Mayor's Office of Housing and Housing stabilization programs $230,000
Community Development
Self-Help for the Elderly Housing counseling and placement $50,000
assistance .
Subtotal $380,000
Objective 1: Families and Individuals are Stably Housed
> Priority Need 1C: Prevent and Treat Homelessness
» Goal 1Ci. Reduced rate of evictions
Agency Name Project Description CDBG
: Funding Amount
Chinatown Community Tenant counseling primarily for $50,000
Development Center monolingual Chinese households
Justice & Diversity Center of the | Eviction prevention legal services, including $10,000
Bar Association of San Francisco | services focused on individuals with mental
: health disabilities '
San Francisco Study Center - Tenant counseling, advocacy and education $60,000
Housing Rights Committee of for renters to ensure housing stability and
San Francisco avoid eviction : . :
Tenderloin Housing Clinic, Inc. Legal counseling and representation for $42,500
tenants threatened with eviction
Subtotal $162,500

*The difference between the projected and actual 2017-2018 CDBG entitlement amount that San Francisco

receives from HUD will proportionally increase or decrease these two expenditure line items.
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2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditure Schedule

Objective 1: Families and Individuals are Stably Housed
3 Priority Need 1C: Prevent and Treat Homelessness
e Goal 1Cii. Transitional housing is available for those who need it

Agency Name Project Description CDBG
i Funding Amount
Gum Moon Residence Hall Shelter beds in a comprehensive $55,000
' . transitional housing program primarily for
Asian immigrant women who are survivors
of domestic violence and sexual assault
Subtotal $55,000
Objective 1: Families and Individuals are Stably Housed
» Priority Need 1C: Prevent and Treat Homelessness ,
¢ Goal 1Ciii. Homeless people receive basic shelter and sdpport services
Agency Name Project Description CDBG
: Funding Amount
Asian Women'’s Shelter Shelter services primarily for Asian and $102,000 |.
Pacific Islander women who are victims of
domestic violence
Friendship House Association of | Recovery services primarily for homeless $55,000
American Indians Native Americans
La Casa de las Madres Shelter services primarily for Spanish $26,678
' speaking women who are victims of
domestic violence
Subtotal $183,678
Objective 1: Families and Individuals are Stably Housed
> Priority Need-1D: Provide Supportive Housing Services
e Goal 1Di. Increased access to services for public housing residents
Agency Name Project Description CDBG
Funding Amount
APA Family Support Service connection for primarily public $45,000
Services/YMCA of San Francisco | housing residents in Sunnydale-Velasco and
(Bayview) greater Visitacion Valley
Chinatown Community RAD Workforce Services at Ping Yuen and $150,000
Development Center Ping Yuen North . :
Mayor's Office of Housingand | HOPE SF program delivery $75,000
Community Development
Mayor's Office of Housing and Academic support and case management $350,000

Community Development

services for HOPE SF residents

*The difference between the projected and actual 2017-2018 CDBG entitlement amount that San Francisco

receives from HUD will proportionally increase or decrease these two expenditure line items. -
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2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditure Schedule

Agency Name

Project Description CDBG
Funding Amount |-
San Francisco Housing RAD Workforce Services at Westbrook $150,000
Development Corporation
YMCA of San Francisco (Bayview) | Community building and service connection $245,000
\ for primarily public housing residents in
Hunters View and greater Bayview/Hunters
Point
Subtotal $1,015,000

Objective 2: Communities Have Healthy Physical, Social, and Business Infrastructure
» Priority Need 2A: Enhance Community Facilities and Spaces
‘e Goal 2Ai. Key nonprofit service providers have high quality facilities

n

Agency Name

'| Project Description

CDBG Funding
Recommendation

Asian Neighborhood Design Architectural/planning services for MOHCD . $35,000
funded capital projects
Mayor's Office of Housing and | Capital program delivery $327,512
Community Development
Mayor's Office of Housing and | Capital grant pool - CDBG $1,463,863*
Community Development
Mayor's Office of Housing and | Repayment of Section 108 loan for the Boys $220,000
Community Development and Girls Clubs of San Francisco facility in
’ Hunter's Point
’ Subtotal $2,046,375
Objective 2: Communities Have Healthy Physical, Social, and Business Infrastructure
» Priority Need 2B: Strengthen Small Businesses and Commercial Corridors
e Goal 2Bi. Thriving, locally-owned small businesses '
Agency Name Project Description’ CDBG
: Funding Amount
La Cocina Kitchen incubator and technical assistance $50,000
for food based microentrepreneurs
Lawyers' Committee for Civil Legal services for entrepreneurs $100,000
Rights of the San Francisco Bay ' '
Area .
Mission Asset Fund Building credit and access to capital for $50,000
microentrepreneurs
Mission Economic Development | Technical assistance for Mission Street $75,000

Agency

(16th-25th) and Mission Bernal

commercial corridor businesses

*The difference between the projected and actual 2017-2018 CDBG entitlement-amount that San Francisco

receives from HUD will proportionally increase or decrease these two expenditure line items.
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; 2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditure Schedule

Agency Name Project Description CDBG
Funding Amount
Mission Economic Development | Technical assistance in English and $75,000
Agency Spanish for microentrepreneurs
Northeast Community Federal Business technical assistance on ADA $100,000
Credit Union . compliance |
Office of Economic and Section 108 repayment contingency $262,308
Workforce Development '
Office of Economic and Small business loans {funded with CDBG $250,000
Workforce Development - program income in a revolving loan pool) -
Pacific Community Ventures Access to capital and technical assistance $45,000
' for small businesses
Renaissance Entrepreneurship Technical assistance for $75,000
Center microentrepreneurs
Renaissance Entrepreneurship Technical assistance in English and $40,000 |
Center Spanish to women entrepreneurs
San Francisco Small Business Technical assistance for small businesses $200,000
Development Center ' , .
SF LGBT Community Center Technical assistance, credit building $35,000
microloans, workshops and mentorship )
SFMade Technical assistance for local $65,000
manufacturers ‘ '
Southeast Asian Community Technical assistance for Larkin $50,000
Center Street/Little Saigon and Sunset '
commercial corridor businesses )
Southeast Asian Community Technical assistance in English and . §75,000
Center Chinese for small businesses citywide : »
WAu Yee Children's Services Technical assistance for child care $45,000
- businesses '
Subtotal $1,592,308
Objective 2: Communities Have Healthy Physical, Social, and Business Infrastructure
»  Priority Need 2B: Strengthen Small Businesses and Commercial Corridors
+ Goal 2Bii. Robust commercial corridors in low-income neighborhoods
Agency Name Project Description CDBG
. . . Funding Amount
Asian Neighborhood Design '| Architectural services for Invest in $11,561
Neighborhoods small businesses :
Bay Area Community Excelsior commercial corridor $70,000
Resource/Excelsior Action Group | revitalization
Bay Area Community Portola San Bruno Avenue commercial $70,000
Resource/Portola Neighborhood | corridor revitalization
Association :
North of Market Neighborhood | Tenderloin commercial corridor $90,000

*The difference between the projected and actual 2017-2018 CDBG entitlement amount that San Francisco

‘receives from HUD will proportionally increase or decrease these two expenditure line items.
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2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditure Schedule

Agency Name

Project Description

CDBG
Funding Amount

Improvement Corp.

revitalization

QOcean Avenue Association Ocean Avenue commercial corridor $30,000
' _ revitalization and technical assistance
Renaissance Entrepreneurship Technical assistance BizFitSF for Third $100,000
Center ' Street and Leland Avenue commercial
corridor small businesses
Subtotal $371,561
 Objective 2: Communities Have Healthy Physical, Social, and Business Infrastructure
> Priority Need 2C: Increase Community Cohesion
e Goal 2Ci. Increased supports for residents to convene and build social capital
Agency Name Project Description CDBG
) Funding Amount
Mercy Housing California Community engagement and services for $65,000
primarily public housing residents in
Sunnydale-Velasco and greater Visitacion
Valley
Subtotal $65,000
Objective 2: Communities Have Healthy Physical, Social, and Business Infrastructure
> Priority Need 2C: Increase Community Cohesion ‘ N
¢ Goal 2Cii. Increased capacity for community-based organizations
Agency Name Project Description CDBG
S 4 Funding Amount
HomeownershipSF Capacity building for a collaborative of five $45,000
agencies that provide homeownership
assistance
Northern California Community | Asset management planning for $70,410
Loan Fund CDBG/HOPWA-eligible facilities
Richmond District Organizational capacity building through $38,000
Neighborhood Center participation in SF Neighborhood Centers
Together, which offers training and peer
support to Executive Directors
Subtotal $153,410

*The difference between the projected and actual 2017-2018 CDBG entitlement amount that San Francisco
- receives from HUD will proportionally increase or decrease these two expenditure line items. . -
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2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditure Schedule

Objective 3: Families and Individuals are Resilient and Economically Self-Sufficient

> Priority Need 3A: Promote Workforce Development
e Goal 3Ai. Increased job readiness

Agency Name Project Description . CDBG

Funding Amount

Central City Hospitality House - | Job Readiness Services . $100,000
Community Housing Partnership | Job Readiness Services ~ $75,000
Compass Family Services . Job Readiness Services $75,000
Five Keys Charter School Job Readiness Services $70,000
Mujeres Unidas Activas Job Readiness Services $10,000
San Francisco LGBT Center Job Readiness Services . $75,000
' ' Subtotal $405,000

Objective 3: Families and Individuals are Resilient and Economical‘ly Self-Sufficient

» Priority Need 3A: Promote Workforce Development
¢ Goal 3Aii. Increased occupational skills that match {abor market needs’

Agency Name Project Description ‘ , CDBG
: : i Funding Amount
City College of San Francisco Healthcare Bridge Services ' $150,000
Office of Economic and Workforce development services $90,000

Workforce Development ‘ :
The Arc San Francisco Disability focused Specialized Access Point $50,000
Toolworks ‘ Disability focused Speuahzed Access Point $100,000
Subtotal $390,000

Objective 3: Familigs and Individuals are Resilient and Economically Self-Sufficient
»  Priority Need 3A: Promote Workforce Development

» Goal 3Aiii. Access to job opportunities for disadvantaged San Francisco residents

Agency Name : Project Description : ' CDBG

Fundmg Amount
America Works of California, Reentry focused Specialized Access Point $180,000
Inc.
Central City Hospitality House | Neighborhood Access Point $200,000
Positive Resource Center Disability focused Specialized Access Pomt $100,000
Success Center San Francisco Neighborhood Access Point "~ $50,000
Young Community Developers, | Neighborhood Access Point v $230,029
Inc. '
. Subtotal $760,029

*The difference between the projected and actual 2017-2018 CDBG entitlement amount that San Francisco
recéives from HUD will proportionally increase or decrease these two expenditure line items.
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2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditure Schedule

Objective 3: Families and Individuals are Resilient and Economically Self-Sufficient
> Priority Need 3B: Promote Economic Advancement Through Barrier Removal

s Goal 3Bi. Improved service connections

Agency Name

Project Description

CDBG
Funding Amount

APA Family Support
Services/SCDC

Service connection in housing assistance,
immigration and naturalization,
employment, senior services, advocacy, *
information and referrals and outreach
primarily for Samoan and Pacific Islander
communities . v

$50,000

Community Youth Center-San

Francisco (CYC-SF)

Culturally competent and linguistically
acceptable social services primarily for
Asian residents in the Bayview, including
access to employment, family support,
childcare services, education, financial
literacy, housing counseling and other
supportive services

$50,000

Hearing and Speech Center of
Northern California

Increase the early identification of hearing
loss, support participants in accepting this

loss, and connect them to services that can
provide treatment and help them to thrive

$50,000

Lavender Youth Rec. & Info. .
Ct.(LYRIC)

Youth advocacy and case management
services primarily for LGBTQQ transitional
age youth between ages 18 and 24 to
connect them to urgently needed
resources, build their capacity to improve
their lives and support them in moving
toward self sufficiency

$50,000

Tides Center / Arab Resource
and Organizing Center. -

Service connection primarily for the Arab
community

$50,000 |

United Playaz

Case management and support services to
direct youth away from influences that
.sustain at risk behavior and towards
strengthening skills for self-sufficiency and
becoming agents of change for their
community

$55,000

Subtotal

$305,000

Objective 3: Families and Individuals are Resilient and Economically Self-Sufficient
> Priority Need 3B: Promote Economic Advancement Through Barrier Removal

¢ Goal 3Bii. Improved foundational competencies and access to job training and employment
opportunities for disconnected populations ’

*The difference between the projected and actual 2017-2018 CDBG entitlement amount that San Francisco
receives from HUD will proportionally increase or decrease these two expenditure line items.
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2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditure Schedule

Agency Name

Project Description CDBG
Funding Amount
‘ Community Youth Céenter-San Academic assistance, life skills building and - $50,000
Francisco (CYC-SF) support for at-risk, underserved young
adults to enhance their educational/career
outlook
Donaldina Cameron House ESL and job readiness classes primarily for $50,000
immigrants '
Episcopal Community.Services of | Foundational competencies programming, $70,000
San Francisco primarily for homeless adults :
Homies Organizing the Mission Foundational competencies programming, $50,000
to Empower Youth (HOMEY) primarily for individuals re-entering from
. the correctional system '
Mayor's Office of Housingand | Program delivery for direct services 1$45,000
Community Development : _
Mission Language and Foundational academic competencies, $50,000
Vocational School, Inc. primarily for adults in the Mission District '
Mission Neighborhood Centers Academic foundational competencies $55,000
‘programming and GED preparation for
transitional aged youth _
Positive Resource Center Employment and academic foundational $50,000
' ) _| competencies programming, primarily for
people with HIV/AIDS or mental health
disabilities
San Francisco Conservation Academic foundational competencies $50,000
| Corps programming for transitional aged youth, :
Sunset District Comm. Develop. | Foundational competencies programming $50,000
Corp. dba Sunset Youth Services | and intensive case management on youths ’
at risk or involved with the juvenile justice
system .
The Arc San Francisco Foundational competencies programming $50,000
for adults with developmental disabilities
Vietnamese Youth Development | Academic foundational competencies $50,000
Center ' programming, primarily for immigrants and
transitional aged youth in the Tenderloin
YMCA of San Francisco (Bayview) | Foundational competencies programming. $55,000
' and case management, primarily for
transitional aged youth in Bayview
YMCA of San Francisco Foundational competencies programming $100,000
(Bayview)/Together United and case management, primarily for
Recommitted Forever (T.U.R.F.) | transitional aged youth in Sunnydale
: Subtotal $775,000

*The difference between the projected and actual 2017-2018 CDBG entitlement amount that San Francisco-

receives from HUD will proportionally increase or decrease these two expenditure line items.
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2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditure Schedule . _ -

Objective 3: Families and Individuals are Resilient and Economically Self-Sufficient
> Priority Need 3B: Promote Economic Advancement Through Barrier Removal
* Goal 3Biii. Increased access to job retention and advancement supports through legal and
other related services: '

Agency Name Project Description CDBG
' Funding Amount
AIDS Legal Referral Panel of the | Legal services primarily for people with $82,000
SF Bay Area - B HIV, including immigrants i
Asian Americans Advancing Legal services primarily for immigrants. $52,000

-Justice - Asian Law Caucus

Bay Area Legal Aid Legal representation and counseling $100,000

regarding housing issues, economic self- .
sufficiency and issues faced by survivors of
domestic violence

Central American Resource Legal services primarily for immigrants $80,000
Center (CARECEN)
Dolores Street Community Legal services primarily for African $50,000
Services immigrants ‘ '
Instituto Laboral de la Raza Legal services primarily for immigrant $60,000
workers
La Raza Centro Legal . Legal services primarily for immigrants : $50,000
La Raza Community Resource Legal services primarily for immigrants $80,000
Center
Positive Resource Center Legal representation and advocacy $50,000
: 4 regarding SSI benefits

Swords to Plowshares Veterans Legal services to secure VA benefits for $81,111
Rights Organization homeless and low-income veterans

Subtotal $685,111

Objective 3: Families and Individuals are Resilient and Economically Self-Sufficient
> Priority Need 3B: Promote Economic Advancement Through Barrier Removal
¢ Goal 3Biv. Improved financial literacy and management

Agency Name Project Description : CDBG

' Funding Amount
Consumer Credit Counseling Provide high-volume, quality, one-on-one $100,000
Servicé of San Francisco financial counseling services to low-income

San Franciscans through targeted referral
systems developed in partnership with the
Office of Economic Empowerment and
partner city agencies

Mission Asset Fund Financial education, coéching and access to . $65,000

*The difference between the projected and actual 2017-2018 CDBG entitlement amount that San Francisco
receives from HUD will proportionally increase or decrease these two expenditure line items.
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2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditure Schedule

Agency Name - ‘ Project Description  CDBG
: Funding Amount

ioans for primarily immigrants
Mission Economic Development | Financial education and coaching through . $50,000
Agency - | workshops and individual counseling for
’ primarily Spanish-speaking families

My Path ' Financial coaching and credit-building $50,000
‘ services to reduce and eliminate barriers to
asset building '

Northeast Community Federal Financial education and credit $50,000
Credit Union ' building/repair counseling services

' | primarily for the unbanked population
San Francisco Housing Financial education counseling and $50,000
Development Corporation | coaching services primarily for Bayview

Hunters Point, Visitacion Valley, Potrero
Hill and Western Additional residents

Subtotal $365,000 |
Administration Costs
Agency Name ‘| Project Description - : CDBG
. ‘ Funding Amount
Mayor's Office of Housing and General CDBG administration and planning $3,297,175
.Community Development
Subtotal ' $3,297,175

TOTAL 2017-2018 CDBG: $18,782,824

*The difference between the projected and actual 2017-2018 CDBG entitlement amount that San Francisco
receives from HUD will proportionally increase or decrease these two expenditure line items. '
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City and County of San Francisco

DRAFT 2017-2018
Action Plan

Please note that as of April 6, 2017 when this draft document was made available for public review and
comment, the federal funding amounts for the CDBG, ESG, HOME and HOPWA programs for 2017-2018 were still
pending Congressional approval and San Francisco had not yet received the program year 2017-2018 entitlement
amounts for these four programs from HUD. These funding recommendations are based on estimates that reflect
flat funding for the CDBG, ESG and HOME programs and an anticipated decrease to last year's actual funding
amount for the HOPWA program, and therefore are contingent upon Congressional approval of the federal

budget and HUD announcement of the 2017-2018 funding amounts for San Francisco for the CDBG, ESG, HOME
and HOPWA programs.

Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development
Office of Economic & Workforce Development
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Welcome to San Francisco’s DRAFT 2017-2018
Action Plan.

NOTES FOR PUBLIC REVIEW and COMIMENT:

1)

2)

3)

6).

7)

This draft document is available for public review and comment between April 6, 2017 and May
5,2017.
You may review the on-line version or review a hard copy of the draft document at the following
locations:

« MOHCD, 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5% Floor;

e OEWD at City Hall, Room 448, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place and 1 South Van Ness

" Avenue, 5 Floor; and
= Main Branch of the SF Public Library, 100 Larkin Street, 5% Floor, Government
Information Center.

Staff welcomes your comments in writing. They may be directed to: MOHCD Action Plan Staff, 1
South Van Ness Avenue, 5% Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103. Your comments will be directed to
the appropriate agency. In your comment, please be specific about your issue and refer to a
specific section of the Draft Plan, if appropriate.
The close of the public comment period is May 5, 2017.
The public is invited to provide testimony on the Draft Action Plan ata pubhc hearing on .
Tuesday, April 18, 2017 at 5:00pm. The hearing will take place at 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 2"
Floor Atrium Conference Room.
Thank you in advance forybur participation in this process.
For more information, please call (415) 701-5500.

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan © San Francisco 2
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Public Comment Form for Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan

Your Name (optional);

Phone # {optional): Email address {optional):

_ Comments (Please refer to specific section(s) of the Draft Report, if appropriate):

Please send your comments to:
MOHCD — Action Plan Staff
1 South Van'Ness Avenue, 5™ Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan A San Francisco
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Executive Summary

AP-05 Executive Summary - 24 CFR 91.200(c), 91.220{b)

1. Introduction

The Office of Community Planning and Development {CPD) of the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) requires that jurisdictions consolidate goals for all of its CPD programs into
one strategic plan, called the Consolidated Plan. The four federal grant programs included in the
Consolidated Plan are 1) the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program, 2) the Emergency
Solutions Grant (ESG) program; 3) the HOME Investment Partnerships (HOME) program and 4) the
Housing Opportunities for Persons With AIDS (HOPWA) program. San Francisco’s current Consolidated
Plan is afive-year strategic plan that covers the time period of July 1, 2015 through June 30, 2020.

The 2017-2018 Action Plan addresses the goals established in the 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan and
represents the annual implementation plan for the third year of the 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan. The
Action Plan identifies specific programs and projects that have been recommended for funding for the
2017-2018 program year with CDBG, ESG, HOME and HOPWA funds, as well as projects that are
supported by resources other than the four federal funding sources. These additional projects are
included because they are directly related to the needs that were identified in the 2015-2019
Consolidated Plan.

The Action Plan is submitted to HUD annually and constitutes an application for funds under the four
federal funding sources. Please referto the 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan for background information,
including a demographic profile of San Francisco, an analysis of community development and housmg
needs, and San Francisco’s strategic plan for community development and housing.

2. Summary of the objectives and outcomes identified in the Plan Needs Assessment
Overview ‘ s
This five-year Consolidated Plan focuses on the following three overarching objectlves

1. Families and indjviduals are stably housed;

2. Communities have healthy physical, social and business infrastructure; and,

3. Families and individuals are resilient and economically self-sufficient.

3. Evaluation of past performance
In general, the community development and affordable housmg activities that were implemented during
the previous Consolidated Plans served the identified needs. The five-year performance measures
matrix and the one-year annual performance measures matrix in each of the City’s Consolidated Annual
Performance and Evaluation Reports {CAPERs) show how the City performed against the goals that were
set in the five-year strategic plan-and the one-year action plan. The comparison of accomplishment data
to goals indicate that the Consolidated Plan activities made a positive impact on the identified needs.
However, due to the complexity and extent of the needs in the City, the identified needs are still’
_significant.

4. Summary of citizen participation process and consultation process
Two formal objectives of the planning process for the Consolidated Plan/Action Plan are to 1) promote
citizen participation in the development of local priority needs and objectives; and 2) encourage

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco . 4
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consultation with public and private agencies to identify shared needs and solutions to persistent
community problems. ’

As part of the strategic planning process for the 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan, MOHCD and OEWD

conducted a thorough needs assessment, collecting data from a variety of city stakeholders.

~ In addition to providing forums for residents to comment on housing and community needs for the next
five years, MOHCD and OEWD staff consulted with public and private agencies. -

During the development of the 2017-2018 Action Plan, MOHCD and OEWD convened public hearings to
receive public input. MOHCD and OEWD continue to meet and consult with City departments and
community-based organizations in an effort to better coordinate and deliver services.

5. Summary of public comments ‘

In preparation for the 2017-2018 program year, the CCCD, MOHCD and OEWD conducted a public
hearing on November 17, 2016 to-solicit feedback and ideas from residents and the community at large
concerning the five-year Consolidated Plan. Notes from the November 17, 2016 community needs
hearing can be found in the Citizen Participation Comments Attachment.

The Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan is available to the public for review and comment between April 6,
2017 and May 5, 2017. The City published a notice in the San Francisco Examiner on March 16, March
24, March 29, April 12 and April 26, 2017 informing the public of the availability of the draft document
for review and comment. The public has access to review the document at the Main Branch of the Public
Library and at the offices of MOHCD and OEWD. The document is also posted on the MOHCD and OEWD
websites. The CCCD, MOHCD and OEWD will hold a public hearing on April 18, 2017 to receive
comments on the Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan. Persons who cannot attend the public hearing or who do

not want to speak at the public hearings are encouraged to provide written comments o
MOHCD/OEWD.

6. Summary of comments or views not accepted and the reasons for not accepting them
Not applicable o - '

7. Summary

The needs assessment data is one category of information that was reviewed as part of the strategic
planning process. Other components included developing a Theory of Change for MOHCD; leveraging
the expertise of MOHCD staff and their understanding of city concerns, service delivery, and '
programmatic operations; and analyzing the funding available from MOHCD as well as other city
agencies. All of this information was synthesized to inform the objectives, priority needs, goals and
activities for the Consolidated Plan.

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco ' 5
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PR-05 Lead & Responsible Agencies 24 CFR 91.200(b)

1. Describe agency/entity responsible for preparing the Consohdated Plan and those
responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source

The following are the agencies/entities responsible for preparing the Consohdated Plan and those
“ responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source.

Table 1 — Responsible Agencies

Agency Role . Name ' Department/Agency
CDBG Administrator SAN FRANCISCO Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
: Devélopment
HOPWA Administrator SAN FRANCISCO Mayor's Office of Housing and Community
Development
HOME Administrator SAN FRANCISCO Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community -
' Development
ESG Administrator SAN FRANCISCO - Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development
HOPWA-C Administrator SAN FRANCISCO Mayor’s Office of Housmg and Community
Development ‘ .

Narrative

In San Francisco, the Mayor’s Office.of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) is the lead
agency responsible for the consolidated planning process and for submitting the Consolidated Plan,
annual Action Plans and Consolidated Annual Performance Evaluation Reports to HUD. MOHCD
administers the CDBG housing, public facility, non-workforce development public service and
organizational planning/capacity building activities; and all HOME, HOPWA and ESG activities. The Office
of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) is responsible for economic development and
workforce development activities of the CDBG program.

MOHCD serves as the lead agency for the HOPWA program for the San Francisco EMSA, whlch consists
of San Francisco and San Mateo Counties.

Consolidated Plan Public Contact Information

Gloria Woo, Director of Compliance and Data Analysis
Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

gloria.woo@sfgov.org

415-701-5586

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco. ‘ - 6
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AP-10 Consultation - 91.100, 91.200(b), 91.215(l)
1. Introduction |

Two formal objectives of the plénning process are to 1) promote citizen participation in the
development of local priority needs and objectives; and 2) encourage consultation with public and
private agencies to identify shared needs and solutions to persistent community problems.

As part of the strategic planning process for the 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan, MOHCD and OEWD .
conducted a thorough needs assessment, collecting data from a variety of city stakeholders.

San Francisco's approach to community ehgagement was multi-layered to ensure that the various
sectors were provided the opportunity to raise their concerns and provide valuable insight. In addition

to providing forums for residents to comment on housing and community needs for the next five years,
MOHCD and OEWD staff consulted with public and private agencies. MOHCD and OEWD continue to A
meet and consult with City departments and community-based organizations in an effort to better
coordinate and deliver services.

Provide a concise summary of the jurisdiction’s activities to enhance coordination between
public and assisted housing providers and private and governmental health, mental health
and service agencies (91.215(1)).

The Director of MOHCD meets on a weekly basis with the Director of Planning and the Director of
Development for the Office of Economic and Workforce Development to discuss affordable and market-
rate housing development issues citywide.

The City’s HOPE SF initiative, focusing on the revitalization of four selected public housing sites at
Hunters View, Alice Griffith, Sunnydale, and Potrero Terrace/Annex, brings together a bi=monthly
Leadership Team consisting of deputy-level City staff represénting health, human services, children and
youth, workforce development, public housing, community development, affordable housing, and
private philanthropy.

The MOHCD Director is a member of the Our Children, Our Families Council, an inter-agency body that is
co-chaired by the Mayor and the Superintendent of the San Francisco Unified School District. The Our
Children, Our Families Council consists of up to 42 members, with leaders from the City & County of San
Francisco, the San Francisco Unified School District, and the community. The Mayor and Superintendent
of SFUSD chair the Council. The Council is comprised of 13 City Department heads, up to 13 leaders from
.San Francisco Unified School District, and 14 community representatives appointed by the Mayor. The
Council is charged with promoting coordination, increasing accessibility, and enhancing the
effectiveness of programs and services for children, youth and families.

Affordable housing developers in San Francisco have formed a council that meets on a monthly basis to
assist in the coordinated development of affordable housing throughout the City. Staff from MOHCD }
participates in these monthly meetings to provide a two-way channel of communication between these
community-based organizations and the City representatives who are responsible for overseeing City-
financed affordable housing.

The City agencies also coordinate in the decision-making at the project level on affordable housing

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco 7

2195




developments in the City, including at the level of individual project funding decisions. The Citywide

. Affordable Housing Loan makes funding recommendations to the Mayor for affordable housing
development throughout the City or to the OCII Commission for affordable housing under their
jurisdiction. Committee Members consist of the directors or the director’s representative from the
Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, Department of Homelessness and Supportive
Housing (DHSH) and the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure as successor to the San
Francisco Redevelopment Agency (OCll). MOHCD also works closely with OCIl and DHSH to issue
requests for proposals (RFPs) or notices of funding availability (NOFAs) on a regular basis to seek
applications for particular types of developments. NOFAs are generally issued for projects to serve
specific populations (family renters, single adults, seniors, people requiring supportive services, etc.),
while RFPs are generally issued for specific development sites. Staff develops funding and general policy
recommendationé to the Loan Committee.

Staff from MOHCD, OClI, and DHSH also meets on a bi-monthly basis to coordinate the development
and operation of the City’s permanent supportive housing pipeline and portfolio. Like the Health and )
Human Services Cluster meeting, this bi-monthly convening provides a regular forum to discuss issues of.
services coordination, policy, new initiatives, funding opportunities, and emerglng needs specific for
permanent supportive housing funded by these departments.

The Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development also is a member of the Long Term Care
Coordinating Council (LTCCC). This body is charged to: (1) advise, implement, and monitor community-
based long term care planning in San Francisco; and (2) facilitate the improved coordination of home,
community-based, and institutional services for older adults and adults with disabilities. It is the single .
body in San Francisco that evaluates all issues related to improving community-based long-term care
and supportive services. The LTCCC has 41 membership slots. Membership categories were created to
ensure representation from a variety of consumers, advocates, and service providers (non-profit and
public). The Mayor appoints people to fill 32 slots, which represent non-profit service provider
organizations, consumers, and advocates. The additional 9 slots represent City and County departments
including: Human Services, Aging and Adult Services, Public Health (two slots), Mayor's Office on
Disability, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development, San Francisco Housing Authority,
and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, plus one non-voting slot to enable
representation of the Mayor's Office. The LTCCC evaluates how service delivery systems interact to
serve people, and recommends ways to improve service coordination and system interaction.
Workgroups responsible for carrying out the activities in the plan provide penodlc progress reports
through presentations to the LTCCC.

Describe coordination with the Continuum of Care and efforts to address the needs of
homeless personis (particularly chronically homeless individuals and families, families with
children, veterans, and unaccompanied youth) and persons at risk of homelessness

The San Francisco Local Homeless Coordinating Board (Local Board) is the lead entity for the San
Francisco Continuum of Care. The Local Board is staffed by the City’s Human Services Agency (HSA). HSA
staff has informed and updated the Local Board about the recent changesto the ESG program as a result
of the HEARTH Act. The Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD), the lead
agency for the City’s ESG program, has been working closely with HSA staff and the Local Board to align
the city’s ESG program with the intent of the Act. MOHCD staff consuited with the Local Board during
the creation of the Consolidated Plan toget its specific feedback on housing and homeless issues, the
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Local Board’s'pricrities, and how the City’s ESG programs and homeless housing programs can best align
with the City’s continuum of care.

The Mayor has also recently created the new department of Homeless and Supportive Hodsing. The new
Department has approxifnately 110 staff members, largely transferring from the Department of Public
Health and the Human Service Agency. This will bring together under one roof the multitude of City
services from outreach — including the Homeless Outreach Team — to shelter and supportive housing.
The Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing’s budget is approximately $165 million
annually and was introduced as part of the Mayor's proposed FY 2016-17 and 2017-18 budget. It
encompasses the majority of homeless spending in the City which is primarily expended through
contracts to non-profits to provide services and interventions from outreach through supportive
housing.

Describe consultation with the Continuum(s) of Care that serves the jurisdiction’'s area in
determining how to allocate ESG funds, develop performance standards and evaluate
outcomes, and develop funding, policies and procedures for the administration of HMIS

MOHCD staff meets regularly with staff of the newly formed Department of Homelessness and
Supportive Housing (HSH) as HSH is overhauling the City’s HMIS and Coordinated Entry systems to assist
with prioritization and placement; capture performance standards and client outcomes of ESG sub-
recipients; and to serve as a case management tool. The Human Services Agency (HSA) was the lead-City
department over homeless services prior to the formation of HSH, which consolidated all homeless
services across City departments. MOHCD and HSA worked with a consultant in program year 2016 to
develop.both ESG and HMIS policies and procedures manuals. MOHCD has been assigned the
responsibility to train all ESG sub-recipients in the requirements of HMIS required data fields, and has
developed coordinated data collection systems that align HMIS to MOHCD’s own internal contract
monitoring system, and sub-recipient data management systems to ensure the capture of all relevant
and required outcomes and outputs. MOHCD additionally met with the senior management of HSA prior
to the formation of HSH during the creation of the Consolidated Plan to solicit input into MOHCD’s
homeless and homelessness prevention objectives and strategies, and convenes regular meetings of all
HSH and MOHCD homeless service providers to coordinate strategies, review policy initiatives, review
systems of service, and discuss funding allocations to coordinate ESG, McKinney, and City General Funds
as they support these program areas.

2. Describe Agencies, groups, organizations and others who participated in the process
and describe the jurisdictions consultations with housing, social service agencies and other

entities

Table 2 — Agencies, groups, organizations who participated

1 | Agency/Group/Organization ‘ San Francisco Immigrant Legal and Education
. Network
Agency/Group/Organization Type Services-Immigrant Legal
What section of the Plan was addressed | Market Analysis
by Consultation? . Non-housing Community Development Needs
How was the MIOHCD receives monthly grant reporting narratives
Agency/Group/Organization consulted | which include progress of activities and outcomes,
and what are the anticipated outcomes | examples of impact/success and description on
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of the consultation or areas for
improved coordination? i

emerging trends.

Agency/Group/Organization

Transitional Age Youth Advisory Board and Youth
Commission

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Services-TAY

What section of the Plan was addressed
by Consultation?

Market Analysis
Non-housing Commtunity Development Needs

How was the
Agency/Group/Organization consulted
and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for
improved coordination?

MOHCD staff serves on a working group with

{ members of these groups focusing on TAY Housing

Public Service needs. MOHCD, in partnership with
the Department of Public Health, recently completed
an evaluation process for TAY housing stock and this
waorking group aims to implement the
recommendations created out of the evaluation’s
final report.

Agency/Group/Organization

HIV Community Planning Council

‘Agency/Group/Organization Type

Services-Persons with HIV/AIDS

What section of the Plan was addressed
by Consultation?

Non-Homeless Special Needs
Market Analysis .
Non-housing Community Development Needs -

How was the
Agency/Group/Organization consulted
and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for
improved coordination?

A MOHCD staff member is a full voting member of
the HCPC and is designated the Housing Seat on the
Council. At the bi-monthly meetings, emerging needs
and responses are discussed.

Agency/Group/Organization

Housing Counseling Network

Agency/Group/ Qrganization Type

Services - Tenant Counseling/Eviction Prevention

What section of the Plan was addressed
by Consultation?

Housing Need Assessment

- Market Analysis

Non-housing Community Development Needs

How was the \
Agency/Group/Organization consulted
and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for
improved coordination?

MOHCD staff convenes and facilitates bi-monthly
groups of legal service and tenant counseling
services to coordinate services and better inform
housing policy.

Agency/Group/Organization

Homeownership/Family Economic Success
Coordinating Council

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Services-Financial Literacy

What section of the Plan was addressed
by Consultation?

. Anti-poverty Strategy

Non-housing Community Development Needs

How was the
Agency/Group/Organization consulted
and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for
improved coordination?

MOHCD staff participates in quarterly FES
Coordinating Council meetings, sharing best
practices and information about new programs from
governmental and nonprofit agencies focusing on
financial education.

Agency/Group/Organization

HOPE SF Network

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Services - Housing

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan
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What section of the Plan was addressed
by Consultation?

Public Housing Needs
Market Analysis )
Non-housing Community Development Needs

How was the
Agency/Group/Organization consulted
and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for
improved coordination?

MOHCD staff participates in monthly HOPESF
Network meetings. MOHCD staff facilitates the

| implementation of monthly newsletters and

community calendars to encourage better
coordination of services. MOHCD receives monthly
grant reporting narratives which include progress of
activities and outcomes.

Agency/Group/Organization

Homeownership SF

Agency/Group/Organization Type Housing

What section of the Plan was addressed | Market Analysis

by Consultation? Non-housing Community Development Neéds
How was the MOHCD staff meets with Homeownership SF on a

Agency/Group/Organization consulted ‘
i and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for
improved coordination?

quarterly basis to help plan appropriate services to
prepare low and moderate income San Franciscans
to become homeowners.

Agency/Group/Organization

Neighborhood Economic Development Partners

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Services - Small Business Technical Assistance

What section of the Plan was addressed
by Consultation?

Economic Development'

How was the
Agency/Group/Organization consulted
and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for
improved coordination?

Pertinent issues and needs include cultural
awareness/isolfation; updating/modern tools to
manage the business; education regarding resources
for small businesses; proactive programs; financing
(existing resources, understanding management of -
money, credit history); education about what
landlords want in a space and how.to negotiate with

. them to get a fair lease; business basics; language

capacity issues; technical assistance for existing
businesses; develop a 1 year plan for clients; City
permitting process is challenging in starting a
business-food safety handling training in Spanish is
needed; legal issues are difficult to understand; small
businesses and nonprofit agencies need lease
negotiation and leasing services; technical assistance
in Chinese; data on the development of SF
businesses that hit the 3+ year mark after startup to
track progress and additional technical assistance
needs; better client tracking across agencies and -
services ’ :

Agency/Group/Organization

Long Term Care Coordinating Coqncil Housing and
Services Workgroup

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Housing
Services - Housing
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Services-Elderly Persons
Services-Persons with Disabilities

1 Services-Long Term Care

What section of the Plan was addressed
by Consultation?

Housing Need Assessment
Non-Homeless Special Needs ,
Non-housing Community Development Needs

How was the
Agency/Group/Organization consulted
and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for
improved coordination?

MOHCD has a membership slot on this council, which
works to improve community-based long term care
and supportive services for older adults and adults
with disabilities. '

10 | Agency/Group/Organization Local Homeless Coordinating Board
Agency/Group/Organization Type Housing
- - : 4 Services-homeless
What section of the Plan was addressed | Housing Need Assessment
by Consultation? Homelessness Strategy .
Homeless Needs - Chronically homeless
Homeless Needs - Families with children
Homelessness Needs - Veterans
. Homelessness Needs - Unaccompanied youth
How was the B A MOHCD staff member attends the monthly
Agency/Group/Organization consulted | meetings of the LHCB, which is the governing board .
and what are the anticipated outcomes | for the Continuum of Care {COC); and thus the
of the consultation or areas for MOHCD staff member is there as part of ongoing
improved coordination? consultation with the COC.
11 | Agency/Group/Organization South of Market Community Advisory Committee
Agency/Group/Organization Type Housing '
Services — Housing
Services — Elderly
Services - Youth
Services - Veterans
Services - Workforce
What section of the Plan was addressed | Housing Need Assessment
by Consultation? Non-Homeless Special Needs
: Non-housing Community Development Needs
How was the . MOHCD attended monthly meetings to listen to
Agency/Group/Organization consulted | community discussion of housing and non-housing
and what are the anticipated outcomes | community development needs, focusing on
of the consultation or areas for affordable housing, employment, community
improved coordination? convening, youth services, infrastructure, and
‘ displacement.
12 | Agency/Group/Organization Mayor's Disability Council

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Services-Persons with Disabilities

What section of the Plan was addressed
by Consultation?

Housing Need Assessment
Non-Homeless Special Needs
Non-housing Community Development Needs

How was the

Met with Disability Council to describe development
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Agency/Group/Organization consulted
and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for
improved coordination?

of new online housing access portal to ensure equal
access for people with disabilities to housing
application process.

13

Agency/Group/Organization

Workforce Investment San Francisco

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Services-Employment

What section of the Plan was addressed
by Consultation?

Market Analysis
Non-housing Community Development Needs

How was the : .
Agency/Group/Organization consulted
and what are the anticipated outcomes

| of the consultation or areas for

improved coordination?

Worlkforce Investment San Francisco (WISF) is
designated as the City’s Workforce Investment
Board. The WISF plays an integral role in partnering
with OEWD in overseeing and setting the direction
for San Francisco’s Workforce System. The mission of
the WISF is to provide a forum where business, labor,
education, government, cdmmunity-—based
organizations and other stakeholders work together
to increase their collective cépacity to address the
supply and demand challenges confronting the
workforce. OEWD presents regular updates on the
City’s workforce services at quarterly WISF meetings.

14

Agency/Group/Organization

Department of Children, Youth and Their Families

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Other government - Local

What section of the Plan was addressed

. by Consultation?

Market Analysis .
Non-housing Community Development Needs

How was the
Agency/Group/Organization consulted
and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for
improved coordination?

MOHCD has ongoing conversations with DCYF for
strategy development and better coordination of
services.

15

Agency/Group/Organization

Department of Homelessness and Supportive
Housing

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Other government - Local

What section of the Plan was addressed
by Consultation? “

Homelessness Strategy

Homeless Needs - Chronically homeless
Hoimeless Needs - Families with children
Homelessness Needs - Veterans
Homelessness Needs - Unaccompanied youth

- HOPWA Strategy

Market Analysis
Anti-poverty Strategy - i
Non-housing Community Development Needs

How was the
Agency/Group/Organization consulted
and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for
improved coordination?

MOHCD has ongoing conversations with DHSH for
strategy development and better coordination of
services.

116

Department of Public Health
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Agency/Group/Organization Type

| Other government — Local

What section of the Plan was addressed
by Consultation? '

HOPWA Strategy
Market Analysis
Non-housing Community Development Needs

How was the
Agency/Group/Organization consulted
and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for
improved coordination? '

MOHCD has ongoing conversations with DPH for
strategy development and better coordination of
services.

17 | Agency/Group/Organization Department on the Status of Women
Agency/Group/Organization Type Other government — Local
What section of the Plan was addressed | Market Analysis
by Consultation? Non-housing Community Development Needs
How was the MOHCD staff consulted with DOSW staff to ensure
Agency/Group/Organization consulted | appropriate domestic violence services targeting the
and what are the anticipated outcomes | Arab community to ensure continuity of services
of the consultation or areas for following the closure of a local community group
improved coordination? serving this community. ‘

18 | Agency/Group/Organization Department of Aging and Adult Services
Agency/Group/Organization Type Other government — Local '
What section of the Plan was addressed | Market Analysis )
by Consultation? Non-housing Community Development Needs
How was the MOHCD staff participated in interdepartmental
Agency/Group/Organization consulted | discussions to ensure ongoing senior services to be
and what are the anticipated outcomes | provided in the Visitacion Valley area. MOHCD staff
of the consultation or areas for also consulted with senior organizations to help
improved coordination? develop a home sharing program matching senior

homeowners with potential tenants to support aging
in place and supplement incomes for seniors.

19 | Agency/Group/Organization Office of Civic Engagement and Immigrant Affairs
Agency/Group/Organization Type Other government — Local
What section of the Plan was addressed | Market Analysis
by Consultation? Non-housing Community Development Needs
How was the MOHCD staff worked with OCEIA staff to ensure
Agency/Group/Organization consulted | appropriate language access for interpretation and
and what are the anticipated outcomes | translation for monolingual non-English speakers and
of the consultation or areas for people with disabilities. Staff is also working closely "
improved coordination? with OCEIA staff to coordinate services for the

: . "immigrant community. '
20 | Agency/Group/QOrganization Mission Action Plan

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Other government — Local

What section of the Plan was addressed
by Consultation?

Market Analysis
Non-housing Community Development Needs

How was the
Agency/Group/Organization consulted
and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for

Participate in government and community working
group aiming to develop housing policies and
resource development for Mission District residents.
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improved coordination?

21 | Agency/Group/Organization Planning Department
Agency/Group/Organization Type Other government — Local
What section of the Plan was addressed | Market Analysis
by Consultation? . Non-housing Community Development Needs
How was the Ongoing conversations for strategy development and

Agency/Group/Organization consulted | better coordination of responses to housing needs
and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for

improved coordination?
22 | Agency/Group/Organization | RAD Network
Agency/Group/Organization Type Services — Housing
What section of the Plan was addressed | Public Housing Needs
by Consultation? , ‘ Market Analysis ’
Non-housing Community Development Needs
How was the Participate in monthly RAD Network meetings.

Agency/Group/Organization consulted | Facilitate the implementation of monthly
and what are the anticipated outcomes | newsletters and community calendars to encourage

of the consultation or areas for better coordination of services.

improved coordination? ' Receive monthly grant reporting narratives which
include questions about progress of activities and
outcomes.

Identify any Agency Types not consulted and provide rationale for not consulting
MOHCD and OEWD staff consulted with all agency types that are involved in'the housing and
community development activities that are included in this Consolidated Plan.

Other local/regional/state/federal planning efforts considered when preparing the Plan

Table 3 — Other local / regional / federal planning efforts

Name of Plan Lead Organization How do the goals of your Strategic Plan
. ‘ ' overlap with the goals of each plan?
Continuum of Care . Human Services The Local Homeless Board and this
A Agency (HSA) Consolidated plan identify similar strategies
and needs for the targeted population.
HIV/AIDS Housing Plan Mayor's Office of This plan and the Consolidated plan are
Housing and coordinating similar goals and objectives.
Community
Development
Child Services Allocation Plan | Department of To ensure that there wasn't a duplication of
2013-2016 Children Youth and | services and investment, this plan was
their Families considered and the Director of the
Department was consulted.

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco 15
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. Name of Plan

Lead Organization

How do the goals of your Strategic Plan
overlap with the goals of each plan?

Community Health ‘Department of - Open spaces, health and general community
Improvement Plan Public Health development goals overlap with our

' Consolidated Plan efforts.
Department of Aging Area Department of Seniors as a target population and the effort

Plan 2012-2016 ‘

Aging and Adult
Services

to improve technology in the SF Housing
Authority ties to our Consolidated plan.

HSA 2014 Federal Budget and

Human Services

Target populations, workforce development

Legislative Priorities Agency (HSA) goals and homeless strategies were deemed
‘ as informative and related to our N
Consolidated Plan formation.
Five-Year Strategic Plan of the | HSA/Local Focus on homeless prevention, emergency
SF LHCB, 2008-2013 Homeless shelters and transitional housing, supportive

Coordinating Board
(LHCB)

housing, service connection and financial
education overlap with Consolidated plan
goals and objectives.’

LHCB Strategic Plan
Framework, 2014-2019

HSA/Local
Homeless
Coordinating Board
(LHCB)

Focus on affordable housing, employment-
readiness, emergency shelters and )
transitional housing, and homeless
prevention overlap with Consolidated plan
goals and objectives.

San Francisco’s Ten-Year Plan

Human Services

Focus on expanding permanent supportive,

to End Chronic Homelessness: | Agency (HSA) housing, homeless prevention and rapid re-
Anniversary Report Covering ’ housing efforts overlap with Consolidated
2004-2014 . plan goals and objectives. 4
2012-2014 Comprehensive Department of Focus on enhanced services for homeless and

HIV Health Services Plan

Public Health: HIV
Health Services

marginally housed persons with HIV overlap
with Consolidated plan goals and objectives.

2014 Violence Against Women
Community Needs Assessment

Department on the
Status of Women

Similar emphasis on transitional housing
resources that are gender-responsive to the
needs of women survivors, and continued

.| support of case management services for

domestic violence survivors.

San Francisco Public Safety Adult Probation Supports goals for partnerships for services
Realignment and Post Release | Department focusing on homeless or temporarily housed
Community Supervision 2012 individuals and providing job readiness
Implementation Plan services.

Reentry in San Francisco: Adult Probation Supports overall focus on the needs of re-
Annual Report * . | Department entry individuals.

Realignment in SF: Two Years | Adult Probation Supports recommendation to ensure fair

in Review ’ Department housing access to permanent supportive

rental housing.

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan

San Francisco
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Name of Plan Lead Organization How do the goals of your Strategic Plan
' overlap with the goals of each plan?

San Francisco General Plan Planning The Housing Element includes

2014 Housing Element Department implementation strategies that preserve,

' develop and fund affordable housing for
extremely low income, very low income and
moderate income groups.

San Francisco’s Workforce | Office of Economic Supports workforce strategies to lmprove
Strategic Plan for PY 2017- and Workforce access to lob Opportunities for
2021 Development Disadvantaged San Francisco Residents

Describe cooperation and coordination with other public entities, including the State and any

adjacent units of general local government, in the implementation of the Consolidated Plan
(91.215(1)) '

MOHCD works closely with the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCIl),I which is the
Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, and the San Francisco Housing Authority
" on affordable housing activities. '

In addition, the City and Cou nty of San Francisco works with the County of San Mateo on the use of
HOPWA funds.

Narrative {(optional):

Key takeaways from the consultation and citizen participation processes are:

« Increasing affordable housing is consistently identified as the top pnonty across all stakeholder
groups and data collection formats.

» Apart from housing concerns, residents and service providers largely agree on what they
consider to be other pressing concerns confronting the city. Issues frequently identified by both
groups include the following: providing mental health and substance use services, addressing
homelessness, and suppornng transmonal age youth {TAY). ' .

e Staff members of other city agencies were the only stakeholder group to emphasize the
importance of capital support and facilities improvement.

It is important to note that the activities proposed in the Consolidated Plan may not exactly mirror the
issues identified through the needs assessment process. The needs assessment data is one category of
information that was reviewed as part of the strategic planning. Other components include developing a
Theory of Change for MOHCD; leveraging the expertise of MOHCD staff and their understanding of city
concerns, service delivery, and programmatic operations; and analyzing the funding available from -
MOHCD as well as other city agencies. Synthesizing all this mformatnon informed the goals, strategies,
and objectives for the Consolldated Plan

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco - 17
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AP-12 Citizen Participation

1. Summary of citizen participation process/Efforts made to broaden citizen participation
Summarize citizen participation process and how it impacted goal-setting

The Citizen’s Committee on Community Development (CCCD) is a nine-member advisory body charged

with promoting citizen participation for CDBG and ESG programs. Members are appointed by the Mayor
and the Board of Supervisors, and represent a broad cross-section of communities served by the two

' programs. The CCCD holds public hearings, assists with the identification of community needs and the

formulation of program priorities, and. makes funding recommendations for the CDBG and ESG

programs to the Mayor. The CCCD has regular monthly public meetings.

Public Input on Needs

In preparation for the development of thé 2015-2019 Consolldated Plan, during the Spring of 2014, the
Citizen’s Committee on Community Development, MOHCD and OEWD convened four public hearings in
key neighborhoods to collect more detailed resident input on specific community needs. Ali locations
were accessible to persons with disabilities, and translation services were made available to the public.
In addition to the public hearings, MOHD conducted an on-line survey of residents to assess their
perspectives on the needs of their neighborhoods.

In preparation for the 2017-2018 program year, the CCCD, MOHCD and OEWD conducted a public
hearing on November 17, 2016 to solicit feedback and ideas from residents and the community at large
concerning the five-year Consolidated Plan.-The public meeting was accessible to persons with
disabilities and interpretation services were made available to the public.

Notice of the hearing was published in the San Francisco Examiner, in neighborhood-based newspapers,
and on MOHCD’s website. MOHCD also sent out a mass mailing of the public notice. The mailing list
consisted of more than 900 non-profit organizations and neighborhood-based groups. The notice was
translated into Chinese and Spanish and was distributed to public libraries and to other neighborhood
organizations that serve low-income and hard-to-reach residents. Persons who did not want to speak at
a public hearing were encouraged to provide written comments to MOHCD/OEWD.

Notes from the November 17, 2016 community needs heanng can be found in the Citizen Participation
Comments Attachment .

Public Input on the Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan _

The Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan is available to the public for review and comment between April 6,
2017 and May 5, 2017. The City published a notice in the San Francisco Examiner on March 16, March -
24, March 29, April 12 and April 26, 2017 informing the public of the availability of the draft document
for review and comment. The public has access to review the document at the Main Branch of the Public
Library and at the offices of MOHCD and OEWD. The document is also posted on the MOHCD and OEWD
websites. The CCCD, MOHCD and OEWD will hold a public hearing on April 18, 2017 to receive
comments on the Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan. Persons who cannot attend the public hearing or who do
not want to speak at the public hearings are encouraged to provide written comments to
MOHCD/OEWD.

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco - 18 .
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Citizen Participation Outreach

Table 4 — Citizen Participation Outreach

Sort Mode of | Target of Summary of Summaryof | Sumrmary of URL (if
Order | Outreach | Outreach response/ Comments comments | applicable)
attendance received not accepted
and reasons ‘
1 Community .| Non- See Citizen See Citizen n/a n/a
Needs targeted/b | Participation Participation
Public road Comments Comments
Meeting community | Attachment Attachment
11/17/2016
2- - | Draft Action | Non- See Citizen See Citizen n/a nfa -
Plan Public | targeted/ | Participation Participation
Meeting broad Comments Comments
4/18/2017 | community | Attachment Attachment
L 1 '
Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco 19

2207




80¢¢

AP-15 Expected Resources — 91.220(c)(1,2)

Ihtrod uction

For the 2017-2018 program year, San Francisco anticipates the use of federal CDBG, HOME, ESG and HOPWA funds as well as [ocal funds for the
housing and community development activities described in this Plan, Local funding sources include General Fund, Housing Trust Fund, housing
impact fees, revenue from former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency housing assets, a general obligation bond for affordable housing and
OCIl (Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure) housing development funds.

Anticipated Resources

Table 5 ~ Expected Resources ~ Priority Table -

Program Source Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 3 Exﬁe,cted Narrative Description
: of Annual Program Prior Year Total: © Amount
- Funds Allocation: $ | Income:$ | Resources: $ " Available
$ 1 Reminder of
: ConPlan
. S o
CDBG public - | Acquisition - | Assumes approximately 5%
federal | Adminand . reduction in entitlement
I Planning : : . funds each year and
Economic . : program income of $500k
Development each year. '
Housing
Public
lmprovements‘ . :
Public Services 16,485,875 | 2,296,949 0| 18,782,824 | 31,540,083
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Program

Source
of
Funds

Uses of Funds

Expected Amount Available Year 3

Annual
Allocatlon: $

Program
Income: §

Prior Year
Resources:

$

Total:

$

Expected
Amount
Available
Reminder of
ConPlan

$

Narrative Description

HOME

pub”C -
federal

Acquisition
Homebuyer
assistance
Homeowner
rehab
Multifamily -
rental new
construction
Multifamily
rental rehab
New
construction for
ownership
TBRA

4,158,751

100,000

4,258,751

7,754,086

Assumes approximately 5%
reduction in entitlement
funds each year and
program income of $25k
each year.

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan
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Program

Source

of
Funds

Uses of Funds

Expected Amount Available Year 3

Annual
Allocation: §

" Program
Income: §

$

Prior Year
Resources:

Total:

$

Expected

Amount

Avallable
Reminder of
" ConPlan

$

Narrative Description

[ HOPWA

public -
federal

Permanent

‘housing in

facilities
Permanent
housing
placement
Short term or
transitional
housing facilities
STRMU
Supportive
services
TBRA

6,735,026

50,000

6,785,026

12,576,636

Assumes approximately 5%
reduction in entitlement
funds each year and
program income of S50k
each year. '

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan
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Program

Source
of
Funds

"Uses of Funds

Expected Amount.Available Year 3

Annual Program Prior Year
Allocation: $ | Income: $ | Resources:

$

Total:
S

Expected
Amount
Available
Reminder of
ConPlan

$

Narrative Description

ESG

public -
federal

Conversion and
rehab for
transitional
housing-
Financial
Assistance
Overnight

| shelter

Rapid re-
housing {rental
assistance)
Rental
Assistance
Services
Transitional
housing

1,484,425

. 2,749,897

Assumes approximately 5%

reduction in entitlement
funds each year and no
program income,

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan

1,484,425 0 0
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Program

Source
of
Funds

Uses of Funds

' Expected Amount Avallable Year 3

Annual Program | PriorYear Total:
Allocation: $ | Income:§ | Resources: S

$

Expected

Amount
_Available
Reminder of

ConPlan

$

Narrative Description

General
Fund

public ~
local

Acquisition
Financial
Assistance

Homebuyer

assistance
Housing
Multifamily
rental new
construction

| Multifamily

rental rehab

1 Public Services ",

Rapid re-
housing {rental
assistance)
Services
Supportive
services

21,000,000 0 0| 21,000,000

42,000,000

Investments in Public

| Services and Housing from

the City General Fund
budget. Estimated at
$16,000,000 for services and
§5,000,000 for HOPE SF
Housing each year.

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan

San Francisco

24




€1¢¢

Prograrﬁ Source Uses of Funds Expected Amount Avallable Year 3 Expected Narrative Description
of Annual Program Prior Year Total: Amount
Funds Allocation: $ | Income: $ | Resources: 3 Avallable
s Reminder of
ConPlan
$
Housing public - | Acquisition : Local Housing Trust Fund
Trust Fund | local Admin and (HTF). Annual allocation
Planning increases 52.8MM each
Homebuyer year.
.assistance
Housing
Multifamily
rental new
construction -
Multifamily
rental rehab
Public
Improvements
Rental ,
Assistance 31,200,000 0 0] 31,200,000 70,800,000
Other public - | Acquisition | Housing Impact Fees include
Housing local Admin and ‘Inclusionary In-Lieu fees,
Impact Fees Planning Jobs-Housing Linkage Fees,
Housing 1 and Development
Multifamily Agreement Fees. Amount
rental new available in current year
construction includes anticipated unspent
311,000,000 0 0| 311,000,000 | 273,000,000 | balances from prior years.
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Program

Source
of
Funds

Uses of Funds

Expectet! Amount Available Year 3

Annual
Allocation: $

Program
Income: $

Prior Year
Resources:

$

Total:

$

Expected
Amount
Available
Reminder of
ConPlan

$

Narrative Description

Other
Low-Mod
[ncome
Housing
Asset Fund

public -
local

Acquisition
Admin and
Planning
Homebuyer

" assistance

Housing
Multifamily
rental new
construction
Multifamily
rental rehab

4,000,000

4,000,000

8,000,000

Annual program income
from former Redevelopment
Agency assets

Other
General
Obligdgtion
Bond

public -
local

Acquisition
Admin and
Planning
Homebuyer
assistance
Housing
Multifamily
rental new
construction
Multifamily
rental rehab

171,500,000

171,500,000

138,000,000

2015 General Obligation
Bond for affordable housing

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan
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Expected Amount Avallable Year 3

. Program Source Uses of Funds . Expected Narrative Description
of ' Annual Program . | Prior Year Total: . Amount :
Funds Allocation: 8 | Income:$ | Resources: S Available
S Reminder of
ConPlan
. $ .
Other public - | Acquisition OCll (Office of Community
oci local .| Admin and [nvestment and
Planning Infi'astructure) housing
Housing dgvelopment funding
Muitifamily
rental new
construction 0 0| 17,500,000 | 241,000,000

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan
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Explain how federal funds will leverage those additional resources (private, state and local
funds), including a description of how matching requirements will be satisfied

San Francisco leverages Iocal and state dollars to support its community development activities in
various ways.

The City's Housing Trust Fund.providES funding for affordable housing development, homeownership
counseling, eviction prevention, access to rental housing, downpayment assistance, neighborhood
infrastructure, and homeowner home rehabilitation.

The South of Market Community Stabilization Fund provides resources to assist vulnerable South of
Market residents and support affordable housing, economic development and community cohesion
through a residential impact fee imposed on residential developers in that-specific neighborhood.

The City has also successfully applied for and received state funds for Housing Related Parks Projects,
enabling the department to fund capital improvements and public space improvements to community
facilities and outdoor spaces in low-income neighborhoods that are near to qualifying housing

* developments. C

The City’s General Fund supports additional projects at MOHCD, primarily focusing on legal services for
immigrants and for residents facing eviction; revitalization efforts in public housing, including HOPE SF
and the City’s RAD public housing conversion projects; increased support for neighborhood-based
services; increased support for immigrant communities seeking additional training in foundational life
skills and transitions to self-sufficiency, and community planning efforts with residents in low-income
communities.

In addition to CDBG workforce dollars, OEWD leverages WIA and local funds to execute local workforce
development strategies. WIA funds a comprehensive range of workforce development activities to
benefit job seekers, laid off workers, youth, incumbent workers, new entrants to the workforce,
veterans, persons with disabilities, and employers. The purpose of these activities is to promote an
increase in the employment, job retention, earnings, and occupational skills improvement by
participants. '

The ESG program requires a match in an amount that equals the amount of ESG funds provided by HUD. -
Matching contributions may be obtained from any source, including any federal resource other than the
ESG program, as well as state, local and private sources. According to the ESG regulations, the City may
comply with this requirement by providing the matching funds itself, or thropgh matching funds

provided by any ESG sub-recipient. San Francisco will comply with this requirement with non-ESG funds
that will be provided by ESG sub-recipients to support the emergency shelter, rapid re-housing and/or
homeless prevention activities that are supported by ESG funding.

HOME regulations require that participating jurisdictions match federal HOME funds that are used for
housing development, rental assistance or down payment assistance with local sources at a rate of 25%.

The City-intends to satisfy this requirement by allocatmg sufficient funds from the Affordable Housing
Fund for this pu rpose. .

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan o San Francisco ’ ‘ 28
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If appropriate, describe publically owned land or property located within the jurisdiction that

. may be used to address the needs identified in the plan

San Francisco currently leverages publicly owned land to strategically deliver essential services when
possible. For example, a number of social service hubs are.operated out of City-owned buildings that are
master-leased to community based organizations. In addition, many youth services are located within
elementary, middle, or high schools within the public school system ag part of San Francisco’s “Beacon”
program. Visitacion Valley, a HUD-approved NRSA, is an excellent example of this leveraging, as it has
two different multi-tenant buildings owned by the City and leased to nonprofits to provide a range of

childcare, youth, family resource, and senior services, in addition to a public-schoo! base youth services
Beacon Center. '

In 2002, the City of San Francisco passed an ordinance requiring the transfer of underutilized or surplus
property to the Mayor's Office of Housing for the development of affordable housing, pamcularly
housing for the homeless.

Properties that are suitable for housing development are to be sold or leased to a non-profit for the
development of affordable housing for the homeless and households earning less than 20 percent of
Area Median Income or the property is sold and those proceeds are used to develop affordable housing
for the homeless, or affordable housing for households earning less than 60 percent of AMI. Additionally
MOHCD works with other agencies not subject to the Surplus Property Ordinance to acquire properties
they deem surplus and develop the sites into affordable housing such as land from the San Francisco
Unified School District, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, and the Port of San .
Francisco. .

Under this year’s Action Plan, MOHCD will issue between two to four Request for Proposals for
developing up to four sites owned or to be owned by MOHCD into affordable housing for low-income
families or special need populations such as very low-incomne seniors or Transition-Age Youth. Specific
sites to be made available for development through RFPs may include a site MOHCD is purchasing from
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency that wili be above a new Central Subway station in
the South of Market. Another site is land that a market rate developer is transferring to MOHCD in the
South of Market in order to fulfill the market rate development’s inclusionary housing requirements.

Discussion

San Francisco will continue to leverage local, state, federal and private philanthropic dollars to maximize:
the effectiveness of HUD funds. The City strategically seek out other governmental funding
opportunities such as-Choice Neighborhood, Byrne, Promise Neighborhood, and other sources that
support its integrated inter-departmental strategies of community revitalization. The City also utilizes its
own property as appropriate to support the needs of the Consolidated Plan. In particular, the City has
prioritized all appropriate surplus property to be dedicated first to affordable housing development,
demonstrating the strong commitment the City has towards providing housing for its neediest residents.

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco - 29
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AP-20 Annual Goals and Objectives

Goals Summary Information

Table 6 ~ Goals Summary

Annual Goals and Objectives

Goal Qutcome

Sort Goal'Name - Start | End Category Geographic Needs Addressed Funding
Order : Year | Year Area - - ) . B Indicator
1 increased Supply of Affordable | 2015 | 2019 | Affordable Tenderloin | Develop and See Table 7~ See Table 7~
Housing Housing Chinatown | Maintain Five-Year Five-Year
Homeless South of Affordable Housing | Performance Performance
Non-Homeless Market Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
Special Needs - Mission
. Bayview
Hunters
| Point
Visitacion
Valley . .
2 Preserve and Maintain 2015 | 2019 | Affordable Tenderloin | Develop and See Table 7 - See Table 7~
Affordable Housing Supply Housing Chinatown | Maintain Five-Year Five-Year
Public Housing South of Affordable Housing | Performance Performance
Homeless Market ’ Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
.Non-Homeless Mission
Special Needs Bayview
Hunters
Point
Visitacion . .
Valley

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan
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" Sort Goal Name Start | End Category Geographic Needs Addressed Funding Goal Outcome
Order . Year | Year Area . Indicator
3 increased Affordability of 2015 | 2019 | Affordable Tenderloin | Make Housing See Table 7~ See Table 7 -
Rental Housing Housing Chinatown | Affordable Five-Year Five-Year
' Homeless South of Performance Performance
Non-Homeless Market Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
Special Needs Mission :
Bayview
Hunters
Point
Visitacion
Valley _ : . .
4 _Increased Opportunities for 2015 | 2019 | Affordable Tenderloin | Make Housing See Table 7 - See Table 7 -
Sustainable Homeownership Housing Chinatown | Affordable Five-Year Five-Year
South of Performance Performance
Market Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
Mission
Bayview
Hunters
Point
Visitacion
. Valley .
5 Increase Access to Rental and | 2015 | 2018 | Affordable Tenderloin | -Make Housing See Table 7 - See Table 7 —
Homeownership Housing Housing Chinatown | Affordable Five-Year " | Five-Year
. Public Housing South of - Performance Performance
Homeless Market Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
Non-Homeless Mission
Special Needs Bayview
' Hunters -
Point
Visitacion
Valley

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan -
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Funding

Sort Goal Name Start | End Category Geographlc Needs Addressed Goal Qutcome
Order - Year | Year : Area - Indicator
6 Reduced Rate of Evictions 2015 | 2015 | Affordable Tenderloin | Preventand End See Table 7 - See Table 7 —.
' Housing Chinatown | Homelessness Five-Year Five-Year
Homeless - South of Performance Performance
Non-Homeless Market Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
Special Needs Mission
Non-Housing Bayview
Community Hunters
Development Point
Visitacion
. : Valley -
7 Transitional Housing is’ 2015 | 2019 | Affordable Tenderloin | Prevent and End See Table 7~ See Tahle 7~
Available for Those Who Need Housing Chinatown | Homelessness Five-Year Five-Year
It ' Homeless South of Performance Performance
Non-Homeless Market Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
Special Needs Mission '
Bayview
Hunters
Point
Visitacion
. : Valley
8 Homeless People Receive 2015 | 2019 | Homeless Tenderloin | Prevent and End See Table 7 ~ See Table 7 -
Basic Shelter and Support Non-Housing Chinatown | Homelessness Five-Year Five-Year
Services Community . South of Performance Performance
Development Market ‘Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
Mission
Bayview
Hunters
Point
Visitacion
Valley

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan
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Sort Goal Naime Start | End Category’ " Geographic Needs Addressed Funding Goal Outcome

Order Year | Year Area ) Indicator

9 Increased Access to Services 2015 | 2019 | Public Housing Tenderloin | Provide Supportive | See Table 7 - See Table 7—
for Public Housing Residents Non-Housing Chinatown Housing Services Five-Year Five-Year

Community South of Performance Performance
Development Market Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix

Mission

Bayview

Hunters

Point

Visitacion

Valley . .

10 Increased Access to 2015 | 2019 | Affordable. Tenderloin | Provide Supportive | See Table 7 - See Table 7 -
Permanent Supportive Housihg Chinatown | Housing Services Five-Year Five-Year
Housing and Transitional Non-Homeless |.South of Performance Performance
Housing for PLWHA Special Needs Market Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix

Mission

Bayview

Hunters

Point

Visitacion
- Vallay

11 Key Nonprofit Service 2015 | 2018 | Non-Housing Tenderloin | Enhance See Table 7 - See Table 7 -
Providers Have High Quality Community Chinatown | Community Five-Year Five-Year
Facilities Development South of Facilities and Performance Performance

Market Spaces Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
Mission )
‘Bayview

Hunters

Point

Visitacion

Valley
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Sort Goal Name Start | End Category ‘Geographic Needs Addressed Funding Goal Qutcome
Order Year | Year : Area . Indicator
12’ Enhanced Public Spaces 2015 | 2019 | Non-Housing Tenderloin | Enhance See Table 7 - See Table 7~
Community Chinatown | Community Five-Year Five-Year
Development South of Facilities-and Performance Performance
Market Spaces ‘Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
Mission : '
Bayview {
Hunters
Point
Visitacion
, : Valley
13 Thriving, Locally-Owned Small | 2015 | 2019 | Non-Housing Tenderloin | Strengthen Small See Table 7- See Table 7 -
Businesses Community Chinatown | Businesses and Five-Year Five-Year
' Development South of Commercial Performance Performance
Market Corridors Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
Mission
Bayview
‘Hunters
Point
Visitacion
, Valley
14 Robust Commercial Corridors { 2015 | 2019 | Non-Housing Tenderloin | Strengthen Small See Table 7~ See Table 7~
in Low-Income Neighborhoods Community Chinatown | Businesses and Five-Year Five-Year
Development South of Commercial Performance Performance
Market Corridors Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
Mission
Bayview -
Hunters
Point
Visitacion
Valley
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Sort Goal Name Start | End Category Geographic Needs Addressed Funding Goal Qutcome
Order Year | Year Area ‘ Indicator
15 Increased Supports for - 2015 | 2018 | Non-Housing Tenderloin | Increase See Table 7 - See Table 7 -

Residents to Convene and Community Chinatown | Community Five-Year Five-Year
Build Social Capital Development South of Cohesion Performance Performance
Market : Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
Mission ’
Bayview -
Hunters
Point
Visitacion
. Valley
16 Increased Capacity for 2015 | 2019 | Non-Housing Tenderloin | Increase See Table 7 - See Table 7 -
“Community-Based ’ Community Chinatown Community Five-Year Five-Year
Organizations Development Southof | Cohesion ) Performance Performance
Market Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
Mission
Bayview
Hunters
Point
Visitacion
Valley
17 Increased Job Readiness 2015 | 2018 | Non-Housing Tenderloin | Promote See Table 7— See Table 7 -
’ Community Chinatown | Workforce Five-Year Five-Year
Development South of Development Performance Performance
Market : Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
Mission ' |
Bayview
Hunters
Point
Visitacion
Valley
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Needs Addressed

Funding

Sort Goal Name Start | End Category Geographlc Goal Outcome
Order Year | Year Area Iridicator
18 Increased Occupational Skills | 2015 | 2019 | Non-Housing Tenderloin | Promote. See Table 7 - See Table 7~

that Match Labor Market I | Community Chinatown | Workforce Five-Year Five-Year

Needs ’ Development” | South of Development Performance Performance

' . Market ' Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
Mission )
Bayview
Hunters
Point
Visitacion
. Valley-

19 Access to Job Opportunities 2015 | 2018 | Non-Housing Tenderloin | Promote See Table 7 See Table 7 -
for Disadvantaged San Community Chinatown | Workforce Five-Year Five-Year
Francisco Residents Development South of Development Performance Performance

' : Market Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
Mission :
Bayview
Hunters
Point
Visitacion
- . Valley

20 Improved Service Connections | 2015 | 2019 | Non-Housing Tenderloin | Promote Economic | See Table 7 - See Table 7 -

: Community Chinatown | Advancement Five-Year Five-Year

Development South of through Barrier Performance Performance

Market Removal Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
Mission '
Bayview
Hunters
Point
Visitacion
Valley
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Sort Goal Name Start | End Category Geographic Needs Addressed Funding Goal Outcome
Order Year | Year . Area . . Indicator
21 Improved Foundational 2015 | 2019 | Non-Housing Tenderloin | Promote Economic | See Table 7— See Table 7 -
Competencies and Access to Community Chinatown Advancement Five-Year Five-Year
Job Training and Employment Development South of through Barrier Performance Performance
Opportunities for Market Removal Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
Disconnected Populations Mission :
Bayview
Hunters
Point
Visltacion
Valley
22 [ncreased Job Retention and 2015 | 2018 | Non-Housing Tenderloin | Promote Economic | See Table 7 - See Table 7 -
Advancement Supports Community Chinatown | Advancement Five-Year Five-Year
| Through Legal and Other Development South of through Barrier Performance Performance
Related Services Market Removal Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
Mission
Bayview
Hunters
Point
Visitacion
Valley
23 Improved Financial Literacy 2015 | 2019 { Non-Housing Tenderloin | Promote Economic | See Table 7 - See Table 7—
and Management Community Chinatown | Advancement Five-Year Five-Year
Development South of through Barrier Performance Performance
Market Removal Measures Matrix | Measures Matrix
Mission
Bayview
Hunters
Point
Visitacion
Valley
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Table 7 - Five-Year Performance Measures Matrix

: | year
Funding E:_p(:c:fg Am:'é Actu Expected Year 1§ Actual Year1$§ Expected Year 2 $ Expected Year 3 § Expected Year 4 $ Expected Year5 $
Amount v year al% Amount Amount Amount Amount ’ Amount Amount
Amount Amount of
Goal
CDBG 40 $0
HOME $14'1°16'i $8,134,000 | 58% $5,787,150 $8,134,000 30 $2,214,514 $2,500,000 $3,600,000
HOPWA 50 $0
ESG 50 $0
General
Fund $0 50 .
Housing | $55,838,7
Trust Fund g | $2169,139 | 4% $4,782,290 $2,169,139 $18,013,287 $9,866,007 $16,466,182 $6,710,993
Houslng | $420,893, | $11,566,50 . :
Impact Fees 088 6 3% $63,587,850 $11,566,906 $40,081,514 $308,869,694 $7,033,818 $1,420,212
Low-Mod .
}m‘;ﬁ: 54'205'5; $2,778,432 | 66% $892,710 $2,778,432 $1,312,969 $0 $0 #2,000,000
Asset Fund
4,3 ,641,6
Other | $13% -t $12,641 o1 ow $1,200,000 $12,641,612 $92,230 $133,052,868 $0 $0
oci $224’7090:3 $24'677’4; 11% $107,350,000 $24,677,477 $3,015,000 $64,161,000 ~ $44,235,000 $6,030,000
Total 5854'227855 551'957'52 7% $183,600,000 $61,967,566 $62,515,000 $518,164,083, $70,235,000 $19,761,205
Performanc ye:; Expected Year 1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
e 5-year . .
5-year Actu .
Maasures: Actual to A : I
Outcome Goal pate | & ‘ﬁ Goal $Amt ctua; ACtl::;st Goal S$Amt Goal $Amt Goal | * $Amt Goal $ Amt
Indicators 0
Goal
Outcome
Indicator .
1Al 22% $183,600, 924 $61,967, $62,515, HiHERHE $70,235, $18,761,
Number of 4,164 924 1,190 . 000 566 438 000 1,612 H#i 649 000 275 205
affordable
housing
Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan ' 38
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units
created -

Performanc
e
Measures:
Output
Indicators

5-year
. Goal

5-year
Actual to
Date

year
Actu
al%
of
Goal

Expected Year1

Actual Year 1

Expected Year 2

Expected Year 3

Expected Year 4

Expected Year 5

Goal

$Amt

Actual
#

Actual $
Amt

Goal S AmMt

Goal

§Amt

Goal

T sAmt

Goal

S Amt

Output
Indicator:
Number of.
Permanent
Supportive
Housing
units built
for TAY
(Parcel U,
17th &
Folsom)

29’

25

86%

12

$2,600,00
0

25

$6,114,4
74

$1,500,0
- 00

17

$9,120,00
0

S0

50

Outpyt ~
Indicator:
Number of
Permanent
Supportive
Housing
units built
for seniors
(24th 5t)

451

98

22%

$1,500,00 |

0

98

$2,169,1
39

$9,250,0
35 00

316

$80,298,2
77

100

$26,000,
000

$0

Output
Indicator:
Number of
Permanent
Supportive
Housling
units bullt
for
veterans
{MBS3E)

50

50

100.

%

50

$24,000,0
00

50

$1,250,0
00

30

$41,101,0
00

$0

30

Output
Indicator:
Number of
Permanent
Supportive
Housing
units bullt
for
homeless

284

51

17%

110

$21,200,0
00

51

$5,824,5

85

$10,353,
41 000

108

$27,150,0
00

20

§4,447,0
00

15

$3,353,0
00

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan
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8222

famllles
(20% set-
aside for
MBS6E,
Parcel O,
1950
Mission,
SWL322-1,
MBSEW)

Output
Indicator:
Number of
affordable
housing
units bullt
for low-
income .
households
at or below
60% AMI
{non-
homeless
units for
homeless
family
projects
listed

- above, plus
Alice
Griffith Ph
1-3, HP
Block 49,
MBS7W,
TB6, TB7)

2,276

420

18%

818

Output
Indicator:
Numpber of .
BMR
houslng
units
developed
(884
MOHCD
Incluslonary
+214 0Clf
incluslonary

1,000

)

280

28%

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan

$134,300,
000

420

$46,609,
368 162

280

$41,412,
000

907

HERRRRRY
HiE

329

San Francisco

$35,788,
000

" 60

416,408,
205

40
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Output
Indicator:
Number of
" workforce
housing
units
developed
beyond

TBD

$19,920,0
64 00

BMR
“G T

Expected Year4 $

Funding E;(?yir::g Ac‘;u:;lrss- Actu Expected Year1$ ActualYear1$ Expectéd Year2 $ Expected Year3 § Expected Year 5 $
Amount al % Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
Amount Amount of | .
Goal
€DBG $28'8599'g $716,022 | 2% $5,725,259 $716,022 | $5,689,723 $8,727,614 $4,286,754 $4,430,549
HOME | $5,700,00 0| o% 42,500,000 40 $3,600,000 ) $3,600,000
0
HOPWA %0 50 ’
ESG 50 30
Ge;‘s:; 55'834'/8; %0 | o% $92,716 50 43,356,667 50 $1,692,716 $1,692,716
Tri‘;‘;ﬂ:g $7°'4341'g - 528'933’58 41% 434,322,728 428,933,500 48,834,983 44,330,000 416,302,100 $6,645,000
]mp:;“;;’g 592'87%; 38,626,774 | 9% $29,392,694 $8,626,774 $28,889,010 $23,284,105 $1,992,300 $8,317,400
Low-Mod R -
I:';i"smz 51357955'§ 3 15'231'7; nﬂz $2,097,058 $15,231,776 43,698,854 $2,000,339 $4,000,000 42,000,000
Asset Fund ' ! ‘
Other 5101’%7321' $18,914,9 g 19% 435,135,458 418,914,539 %0 $46,279,973 47,600,000 412,856,500
7
ocn | #1854 é: so| o% $2,500,000 50 $17,047,988 50 50 50
Total - 5343'12014' 5'77"423'0:; 21% 111,765,913 72,423,011 $72,117,225 $84,622,031 $39,474,470 $35,942,265
performanc 5- Expected Year 1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 . Expected Year 5
year
;leasurey S-year Actsl;Zf: Actu Actual A |
Outcome Goal Date al % Goal $Amt ctue\# Amfmi Goal $Amt Goal $Amt Goal $Amt Goal SAmt
Indlcators of .
Goal
Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco 41
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Outcome
Indicator:
Number of
affordable
housing
unlts )
preserved
or
maintained

3,510

1,327

38%

2,317

$109,891,
443

1,327

$72,028,
633

286

$70,242,
755

526

$83,587,5
- 61

133

$37,600,
000

248

$34,067,
795

Performanc
e
Measures:
Qutput
Indicators

5-year
Goal

5-year

" Actual to

Date

year
Actu
al%

"Goal

Expected Year1

Actual Year 1

Expected Year 2

Expected Year 3

Expected Year 4

Expected Year 5

Goal

$Amt

Actual,
#

Actual §
Amt

Goal

$ Amt

Goal

$Aamt

Goal

$Amt

Goal

SAmt

Output
Iindicator:
Number of
units where
lead
hazards are
addressed

60"

3%

60

$23,550

Output
Indicator:
Number of
public
housing
units
converted
to private
ownership
under the
Rental
Assistance
Demonstrat
ion '
program

2,066

1,128

55%

2,066

$42,685,5
63

1,128

$53,084,
699

s0

$2,000,33
9

$0

$0

Output
Indicator:
 Number of

single
family
homes
rehabllitate
d

115

45

39%

23

45

$698,09
5

23

23

23

23

Output
Indicator;

743

134

18%

105

$21,705,8.

80

134

$13,267,
673

- 156

" $32,194,

767

403

$55,542,2
49

14

$3,500,0
00

65

$11,067,
795

 Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan

San Francisco

42



L€¢¢

Number of ¢
multifamily
units
rehabilitate
d
Output
Indicator:
Number of
public 3% $45,500,0 18 $4,954,6 $38,047, $26,044,9 $34,100, $23,000,
housing 526 18 ° 63 00 16 107 3988 100 73 96 000 160 . 000
units rebullt : '
under
HOPE SF
7 i
5-
‘Ex ected Actual 5- | Y88 )
Funding 5p ré ar§ Actu Expected Year 1§ Actual Year1$ Expected Year2 § Expacted Year3 § Expected Year 4 $ Expected Year 5 5
Amount yea ve al% Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
Amount Amount of
Goal
CDBG o) S0 -
HOME 50 S0
HOPWA 30 $0
ESG $0 $0
G""F‘z:i' 59,945,7_: $127,953 | 1% $1,385,119 $127,953 $542,052 $1,649,650 $5,640,083 $728,322
Housing
Trust Fund. 50 30
Housing
Impact Fees %0 30
Low-Mod
Income
Housing 30 30
Asset Fund
Other $o0 $0
$9,945,22 . :
Total 6 $127,953 1% §1,385,119 $127,953 $542,052 $1,649,650 . $5,640,083 $728,322
Performanc ‘ 5- Expected Year1 Actual Year 1° Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
g year -
:lleasures' 5-year Acfuzrta; Actu Actual | Actual |
' B ctua ctua :
Outcome Goal Date aln/i Goal §Amt M amt | . 803 $Amt Goal 5 Amt Goal §Amt Goal $ Amt
Indicators
: Goal
Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan 43
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Outcome
Indicator:
Number of
lower
Income
households
served with
the
assistance
of rental
subsidles
(LOSP)

290

$1,385,11

20 9

$127,95
3

$542,05

23 2

$1,649,65

30 0

$5,640,0

199 23

$728,32

18 2

Performanc
e
Measures;
Output
Indicators

5-year
Goal

5-year
Actual to
Date

year
Actu
al%
of
Goal

Expected Year 1

Actual Year1

Expected Year 2

Expected Year 3

Expected Year 4

Expected Year 5

Goal $AmMt

Output
Indicator:
Number of
units
supported
with rental
subsidles
(Shelter
plus Care or

75

0%

Actual | Actual §
# Amt

Goal $Amt

Goal §Amt

Goal $Amt

Goal $amt

| year . : .
Funding E;?Zc:fg Amf; ss Actu Expected Year 1 $ Actual Year1$ Expected Year2 § Expected Year3 § Expected Year4 $ Expected Year 5§
Amount v year al% Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
Amount Amount of
Goal
CPBG $1,533,9; $356,000 | 23% $337,958 $356,000 $337,958 $286,000 $286,000 $286,000
HOME $0 30 '
HOPWA $0 $0
ESG $0 30
Gegs;ad' 31,5 15'02 0| o% $128,042 30 $128,042 $420,000 $420,000 $420,000
Houslng { $17,030,3 :
Trust Fund 55 | $3831628 | 22% $3,400,000 $3,831,628 $3,400,000 $3,410,125 $3,410,125 $3,410,125
Housing
Impact Fees 50 50
Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco 44
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Low-Mod
Income
Housing %0 50
Asset Fund
Other 51'775’13 $4,400,992 245 $783,187 $4,400,992 $248,000 $248,000 $248,000 $248,000
. o
Total $21'8556’; $8,588,620 | 39% $4,649,187. $8,588,620 §4,114,000 54,364,125 $4,364,125 $4,364,125
5- Expected Year 1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year5
Performanc year
e _ 5-year
Measures: S-year Actual to Actu % af
Outcome Goal pate | & A% Goal $Amt | Actual Goal Goal $ Amt Goal $Amt Goal $Amt Goal 5 Amt
o :
Indlcators Goal
Outcome '
Indicator
1Bil. |t T
Number of 690 443 64% 180 | 443 246% 170 4 170 |9 170
new e
homeowne ; |
rs created ﬁ st X ha
Performanc 5- Expected Year 1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expect Expected Expected Year 5
.year -
e . 5-year
Measures: S-year Actual to A?,u % pf
Output Goal Date | 2 /; Goal $Amt | Actual Gosl Goal § Amt Goal $Amt Goal $Amt Goal §Amt
o : C :
In'd]cators Goal
Output
Indicator:
‘Number of | 270 110° 41% 60 110 183% 50
new COP
holders
Output f
Indicator: . ! ajgﬂf :
Number of 250 165 | 56% 50 i65 | 330% 50 [§ 'ysé,gir, 7
new EAHP ‘ il 51‘} 2
holders G
Output
Indicator:
Number of
individuals
recelving 3 ; o
pre- 12,100 3,857 32% 800 3,857 | | 482% 3,500 |46 Gk
purchase s
education
and
counseling

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan
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Output
Indlcator:
Number of
individuals
recelving
post-
purchase
education
and
counseling

1,265

339

27%

70

Output
Indicator:
Number of
households
receiving

. downpaym
ent ’
assistance
loans

500

139

28%

100 |

Output
Indicator:
Number of
households
recelving
loans to
purchase
shares In
€0-0ps

50

0%

Output
Indicator:
Number of
new BMR
owners

635

159

25%

150 |

.
o

bt
;
v

Output
indlcator:
Number of
MCCs
Issuad

250

49

20%

50

Output
Indicator:
Number of
Indlviduals
submitting
an online
application
for BMR

homeowne

4,000

0%

100

339 484% 70
N
i iﬁ‘jﬁx' "‘
SRR ‘-L,."?_i Liddls
s T
i g} i U
139 139% 100 LAy
@
k
0 0% 10 i
I i
158 106% 125
49 98% 50
0 0% 975

ey

Pt
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rship
housing

Expected Year5 §

Funding E;FZ‘::: Actl;aalrss- Actu Expected Year 1 $ Actual Year1$ Expected Year 2 $ Expected Year 3 § Expected Year4 §°
Amount v ¥ al% Amount Amount Amount " Amount Amount Amount
Amount Amount of ) b
Goal
COBG | 31,5127 | s231804 | 15% $186,384 $231,844 $186,384 $380,000 $380,000 $380,000
HOME 30 S0 | .
HOPWA | $224,202 $52,262 | 23% $40,101 $52,262 $40,101 $48,000 $48,000 $48,000
"ESG | 578,487 : 0| 0% $33,333 33,333 $170,607 $170,607 $170,607
GEQE; ‘L‘ $2'44°'7i - $627,320 | 26% $17,849 $627,320 417,849 $801,682 $801,682 $801,682
Housing | $18,410,7 3
Trust Fund 32 | P7IL04B | 4% $3,445,000 §711,048 $3,445,000 $3,840,244 $3,840,244 43,840,244
Houslng
Impact Fees 50 $0
‘Low-Mod
Income :
0
Housing $0 $
Asset Fund
Other 55'000'08 so| o% - $3,107,606 $0 $473,000 $473,000 $473,000 $473,394
Total 528'1663'5 81,622,474 6% $6,830,273 $1,622,474 $4,195,667 §5,713,533 $5,7143,533 $5,713,927
Parformanc ye:; Expected Year 1 Actual Yearl Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 . Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
N S-year S-year | 4 ctu :
Measures: Goal Actual to al% : % of . : - . )
Outcome Date 0; Goal $Amt Actual Goal Goal $ Amt Goal $Amt Goal $ Amt Goal $Amt
Indlcators Goal
Outcome
Indicator
1Biii.
Number of
households 1,000 524 | 2% 233 524 225% 180
placed In
BMR and
affordable

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan
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rental
housing

£

performanc
e
Measures:
Output
Indicators

5-year
Goal

5-year
Actual to
Date

5-
year
Actu
al%
of
Goal

Expected Year 1

Actual Year 1

Expectad Year 2

Expected Year 3

Expected Year 4

Expected Year 5

Goal $Amt

% of

Actual Goal

Goal $ Amt

Goal §AmMt

Output
Indicator:
Number of
households
submitting
an online
application
for BMR
rental
housing

40,000

0%

0 0%

Output
Indicator:
Number of *
households
submitting
anonline
application
for
affordable
housing

*10,000

0%

Qutput
Indicator:
Number of
individuals
recelving
assistance
In accessing
housing,
Including
preparing
for
successful
rental
application

12,200

2,348

15%

2,500

Qutput
Indicator:

Number of

500

172

34%

2,348 | 94%

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan

172 172%

San Francisco

Goal $Amt .

Goal $ Amt
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LECT

new and re-
rental
opportunitl
es

Output
Indicator:
Number of
existing
BMR rental
units

6,408

1,145

18%

1,345

1,445

1,545

Output
tndicator:
Number of
new COP
holders

270

110

41%

50

50

50

" Output
indicator:
Number of
new EAHP
holders

250

165

50

50

]

+

50

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan

: | year
Funding E;Pe::eg ActL::fs Actu Expected Year 1§ Actual Year 13 Expected Year 2 § Expected Year3 § Expected Year4 $ Expected Year5 §
Amount year ¥ al% Amount Amaount Amount Amount Amount Amount
Amount. Amount of )
Goal
tbBG 51'052'32 $267,500 | 25% $282,423 $267,500 $282,423 $162,500 $162,500 $162,500
HOME $0 30
HOPWA 50 0
EsG 52'114'53 $470,607 22% $487,274 $470,607 $487,274 $380,000 $380,000 $380,000
GE?S;ZI 510’141'3 $3,154,830 | 31% $1,462,832 43,154,830 $1,462,832 $2,407,575 $2,407,575 $2,407,575
Housing | $11,518,4 .
Trust Fund 90 $1,365,404 12% $955;000 $1,365,404 $955,000 $3,202,830 $3,202,830 $3,202,830
Housing
Impact Fees $0 $0
Low-Mod
Income
Housing 30 $0
Asset Fund
Other | $600,000 $0 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000
San Francisco 49
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Total

$25,433,7
73

$5,258,361

21%

$3,187,529

$5,258,341

$3,187,529

$6,352,805

$6,352,905

$6,352,305

Performanc
e
Measures:
Outcome
indicators

5-year
Goal

S5-year
Actual to
Date

year
Actu
al %

Goal

Expected Year 1

Actua

| Year1

Expected Year 2

Expected Year 3

Expected Year 4

Expected Year 5

$ Amt

Goal

Actual

% of
Goal

Goal

Goal $ Amt

‘Goal

Goal

Outcome
Indlcator
1CL
Number of
individuals
whose
evictions
have been
prevented

11,500

3,614

31%

1,250

3,614

289%

1,250 3

33

“::;‘;1:39’“-‘ %

—'1134’7‘,

3,000

—:i—":" 2

P
o

Performanc
e
Measures:
Output
Indicators

5-year
Goal

5-year
Actualto
Date

Expected Year1 -

Actua

IYearl

Expected Year 3

Goal $ Amt

Actual

% of
Goal

Goal

Goal $Amt

Goal

Goal

Output
Indicator:
Number of
indlviduals
receiving
legal
representat
ion

13,400

5,075

38%

1,000

5,075

508%

1,000

3,800 (A

3,800 |

Qutput
Indicator:
Number of -
Indlviduals
receiving
tenant
education
and
counseling

10,800

2,373

22%

2,000 §

12,373

115%

(eriz

GRS

2,000

2,300 |mad

2,300

Output
Indicator:
Number of
individuals
recelving

short-term

1,675

767

46%

260

767

295%

260

385

7

i
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rental

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan

assistance
Output
Indicator:
Number of
individuals
receiving
financlal
asslstance,
Including
moving
costs,
securlty
deposlis,
utilities, last
month’s
rent
_ | year .
Funding Efe:::g Actl:;lfs Actu Expected Year1 $ Actual Year1$ Expected Year2 § Expected Year 3 § Expected Year4 § Expected Year5 $
Amount ' v ¥ al% Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
A Amount Amount of .
Goal
CDBG | $165,000 $0 $55,000 $55,000 $55,000
HOME $0 30
HOPWA $0 S0
ESG $110,000 $55,000 50% $55,000 |- $55,000 $55,000
General | - : ’
Fund 50 30
Housing
0
Trust Fund 30 ?
Housing
Impact Fees $Q 30
Low-Mod
Income
Housing $0 $0
Asset Fund
Other $0 $0
Total $275,000 $55,000 20% $55,000 $55,000 $55,000 $55,000 $55,000 $55,000
Expected Year 1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
San Francisco 51



0¥¢e

Performanc 5
year
N 5-year Syear | en % of
Measures: ¥ Actual to Goal $Amt | Actual g Goal $Amt Goal $ Amt Goal $Amt Goal $Amt
Goal al% Goal
Outcome Date
Indicators of
Goal
Outcome
Indlcator
1Clt,
Number of
individuals
5 5 5
and/or 31 5 16% 8 5 63% 8
familles
moving to
permanent
housing £
Performanc ye:; Expected Year1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expect! Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
:/leasures" 5-year Actsl;ZT:; Actu % of :
. o, e O
Output Goal Date al(ﬁ Goal $Amt | Actual Goal Goal $Amt Goal $Amt Goal $Amt Goal $ Amt
Indicators N
Goal
. Output
Indicator:
Number of
Individuals .
and/9r 75 17 23%
families
placed In
transitional
housing
: i ZBnloeeaaagl
Expected Actual 5- | Y&2' A
Funding Seyear $ ear$ Actu Expected Year1§- Actual Year1 $ Expected Year2 § Expected Year 3 § Expected Year4 § Expected Year 5 $
Amount v ¥ al% Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
- Amount Amount of
Goal
CDBG | $953,304 $161,873 | 17% $201,135 $161,873 $201,135 $183,678 $183,678 $183,678
HOME S0 50
HOPWA $0 $0
ESG $4,006,0;l $834,292 | 21% $784,292 $834,292 $784,292 $812,487 $812,487 $812,487
General N
" kund $21,476 S0 0% $10,738 $10,738

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan

San Francisco

52



lvée

Housing
Trust Fund 50 30
Housing
Impact Fees $0 $0
Low-Mod .
Income
Housing %0 50
Asset Fund
Other 50 50
$4,980,82 o
Total 5 $986,165 | 20% $996,165 $996,165 $996,165 $996,165 $996,165 _$996,165
Performanc 5- Expected Year 1 Actual Year1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
year
Ny 5-year 5-year Actu
Measures: Actual to N % of : .
Outcome Goal pate | 2l /i Goal $Amt Actual Goal Goal $ Amt Goal $ Amt Goal $ Amt Goal $ Amt
o .
Indicators Goal
Outcome
Indlcator
1Clii.
Number of 28% 220 310 141% 220 220 226 220
Individuals 1,100 310 ; °
moved into
more stable
housing
performanc 5- Expected Year 1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
year -
y 5-year S-year Actu
Measures: Actual to . % of . .
Output Goal Date al /1': Goal S$AmMt Actual Goal Goal $ Amt Goal $ Amt Goal $§Amt Goal
.. o .
Indicators Goal
Output
Indlcator:
Number of
Individuals
recelving
rapid-
rehousing ;
services, 3,080 207 7% 640 207 32% 640 600 600 600
including : ’
case
manageme
nt, and
housing
placement i ;
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Output
Indicator:
Number of
Individuals
receiving
short-term
rantal
asslstance

310

61

20%

80

Output
Indicator:
Number of
Individuals
receiving
financial
assistance,
including
moving
costs,
secuiity
deposits,
utilities, last
month’s
rent

320

169

53%

10

Cutput
Indlcator;
Number of
Individuals
and familles
recelving
shelter
services

3,885

1,491

38%

800

Output
Indicator:
Number of
units
subsidized
through

Funding
Amount

418

Expected
5-year $
Amount

Actual 5-

year$
Amount

0%

20

Expected Year 15
Amount

Actual Year 18
Amount

Expected Year 2 §
Amount

Expected Year 3 §
Amount

Expected Year4 §
Amount

Expected Year 5 §
Amount
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CDBG 54’388'93 $65,000 1% $671,966 $65,000 $671,966 $1,015,000 $1,015,000 $1,015,000
HOME $0 $0
HOPWA [} 30
ESG %0 $0
GE?E;"C} $7,so4,og $1,663,353 | 22% $678,569 41,663,353 $678,569 $2,082,316 $2,082,316 $2,082,316
Housing
0,0 300, g
Trust Fund | $900:000 $0 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000
Housing .
Impact Fees 30 $0
Low-Mod )
Income
Housing $0 $0 .
Asset Fund
Other 50 s0
$12,893,0 P
Total 18 $1,728,353 13% 51,350,535 $1,728,353. $1,350,535 $3,397,316 $3,387,316 53,397,316
Performanc ye:; Expected Year 1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
& S-year “Evear | g .
Measures: Goal Actual to 1% % of
Outcome oa pate | ° o; Goal §Aamt | Actual Goal Goal $ Amt Goal $Amt Goal $ Amt Goal $ Amt
Indicators :
Goal
Outcome
Indicator -
1Dt
Number of
public
housing .
residents - ., g . il
that 972 197 20% 147 187 134% 147 226 b 226 226
achleve
75% of
their goals
from thelr
service
plans heutl T g b
performanc ye:; Expected Year 1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
e S-year
Measures: s‘éi?l‘ Actual to :‘;t; % of )
Output Date . Goal $ Amt Actual Goal Goal $Amt Goal $ Amt Goal $Amt Goal $Amt
Indicators o
Goal
Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco 55
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Output
Indicator;
Number of
rasidents
engaged In
case
manageme
nt across
four HOPE
SF sltes and
beginning
in 2016-
2017 eight
RAD sltes

1,179

244

21%

Output
Indicator:
Number of
resident
service
referrals
across four
HOPE SF
sites and
beglning in
2016-2017
eight RAD

Funding
Amount

5,190

Expected
5-year$
Amount

1,158

Actual 5-

year $
Amount

22%

Expected Year 1§
Amount

Actual Year 1 $
Amount

Expected Year2 $
Amount

Expected Year3 §
Amount

Expected Year4 §
Amount

Expected Year5 $
Amount

CDBG

S0

S0

HOME -

50

$0

HOPWA

$31,189,1
37

$6,820,223

$6,670,425

$6,820,223

$6,670,425

$5,949,429

55,948,429

$5,949,429

ESG

S0

50

General
Fund

$6,700,20
9

$1,357,485

20%

$1,313,877

$1,357,485

41,313,877

$1,357,485

$1,357,485

$1,357,485

Housing’
Trust Fund

$0

$0

Houslng
Impact Fees

S0

S0

N
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Low-Mod
Income
0 0
‘Housing ; d
Asset Fund

Other $1'391'°§’ 50 $463,667 $463,667 $463,667

$39,280,3 . :

Total 47 $8,177,708-| 21% $7,984,'301 $8,177,708 $7,984,302 $7,770,581 $7,770,581 §7,770,581
Performanc ye:; Expected Year 1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
:IleasureS' 5-year Actsl;:lle:t: Actu : 0

: Goal al% Goal §Amt | . Actual % of Goal $Amt Goal 3 Amt Goal $Amt Goal $Amt

Qutcome Date of - Goal

Indicators

Goal .

Outcome

Indlcator

1Dii: ) : {
‘l\:‘L;?:ibdﬂ';: 2572 574 22% 500 574 115% 500 524 | 524 :
more stably

housed

performanc ye:; Expected Year 1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expect Expected Year 5
e . S-year

Measures: s'ézaa: Actu:l to ':‘l:f; ' % of .

Ot;tput Date o:‘ Goal $Amt | Actual Goal Goal 5 Amt Goal $Amt |  Gaal $Amt Goal $Amt
indicators

Goal

Output

Indicator:

Number of

individuals i i
“housed In 7‘12 161 23% 113 161 142% 113 162 |i& 162 |4 162 |%
long-term j !
- residential

care

facllitles

Output

Indlcator: )

Number of . 3

:odll\;leddurnls 3240 68 20% 68 68" 100% 68 e 68 i ; 68 68 §
permanent T "";m o :

facilities ﬁ F‘J‘ﬁé AR

OQutput e ‘)'“‘k‘“t, {2 j
indicator: ?:‘; %‘ﬁ%ﬁ' A g LA
Number of 88 18 | 20% 1 18 164% 11 i?ﬁ? ! 22 ‘:,g{’ 5 *; T 22 22 i
individuals ?ﬁé uf'.»?}% el
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housed in
transitional
facilitles

Output
indicator:
Number of
Individuals
receiving
shallow
rental
subsidies

330

101

31%

S0

Output
Indicator :
Number of
individuals
receiving
fong-term
deep rental
subsldies

1,101

226

21%

240

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan

P
[
Expected Actual 5- | Y&RF . - X
Funding S-year $ year § Actu Expected Year 1§ Actual Year 1§ Expected Year 2 § Expected Year3 $ Expected Year4 $ Expectad Year 5 §
Amount Amount Amount al:ﬁ Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
' Goal
CDBG $11'2766'§ $2,675,718 | 24% $2,568,721 $2,675,718 $2,568,721 $2,046,375 $2,046,375 $2,046,375
HOME $0 $0 ’ )
HOPWA 50 $402,986 $402,986
ESG 30 40
Geﬁﬁ:‘ad' 52'204'28 $950,000 | 43% $1,637,130 $950,000 $537,130 $10,000 "$10,000 $10,000
Houslng ’
Trust Fund $0 | $177,379 $177,379
Housing
Impact Fees $0 SO'
Low-Mod
Income .
Houslng $0 $0
Asset Fund
San Francisco 58
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Other $1,ooo,og $2,592,300 25; $1,000,000 $2,592,300

$14,480,8 ) . -

Totai 57 | $6:798,383 | 47% $5,205,851 $6,798,383 $3,105,851 42,056,375 42,056,375 42,056,375
Performanc 5- Expected Year 1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
e 5-year year
Measures: 5‘2;22: Actual to I:Tt; : % of : -

Outcame Date ¢ Goal $Amt Actual Geal Goal $Amt Goal $Amt Goal Goal 5 Amt

Indicators
Goal

Outcome

Indicator

2Ai.

Number of

wi‘i}:”d”als " 60,000 50,882 10;; 12,000 59,882 499% | 12,000 12,000 12,000

Increased

access to

community

facllitles

Outcome

Indicator

2A1(2).

Improved

capacity of

nonprofit

:";;‘Cgers 50 20 | 50% 12 30 250% 12

to plan and

secure

resources

for capital

improveme

nts AFSR T A

Performanc 5- Expected Year 1 Actual Year1 Expecte Expected Year 5

e S-year year

Measures: sféizl; Actual to :Tt; : "o of

Output Date 6 Goal $Amt | Actual Goal Goal $Amt Goal Goal Goal $ Amt

Indicators of ’ . -
Goal

Qutput

" Indicator:

Number of .

nonproflt 60 30 50% 30 250% 12 12

service

providers

receiving

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan
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capltal
Improveme-
nts to their
facllities

Output
Indicator:
Number of
nonprofit
service
providers
recelving
Capital
Needs
Assessment

60

16

27%

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan

: year
| Funding’ E;pic::g Actl;elalr5$ Actu Expected Year1$ Actual Year1 $ Expected Year2 § Expected Year 3 $ Expected Year 4 $ Expected Year 5 §
Amount 4 ¥ al% Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
Amount Amount | of :
Goal
CpBG $0 $70,230 $70,230
HOME $0 S0 -
HOPWA 50 0
ESG 30 . %0
General
Fund 50 50
Housing | $5,450,00 . -
Trust Fund o $996,380 | 18% $1,700,000 $996,380 1,500,000 750,000 750,000 750,000
Houslng
Impact Fees %0 20
Low-Mod -
Income
Housing $0 $0
Asset Fund
Other $0 30
| $5,450,00 . .
Total 0 $1,066,610 20% $1,700,000 $1,066,610 41,500,000 $750,000 $750,000 $750,000
Performanc . 5. Expected Year 1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
e . S-year | . g
Measures: SV actualto | VO3 % of
Outcome Goal Date | Aty Goal §AmMt | Actual - Goal Goal $ Amt Goal $Amt Goal $Amt Goal $Amt
Indicators al% '
San Francisco 60



6¥¢¢

of
Goal

Qutcome
Indicator
2Alii.
Number of
Individuals
with
Increased
access to
_community
and public
spaces

375,000

217,378

58%

75,000

- 217,378 290%

75,000

75,000

Performanc
e
Measures:
Output
Indicators

5-year
Goal

5-year
Actual to
Date

year
Actu
al %

of
Goal

Expected Yeard

Actual Year1

Expected Year 2

* Expect

Goal S Amt

% of

Actual Goal

Goal $ Amt

Goal $ Amt

Goal $Amt

Goal § Amt

Qutput
Indicator:
Number of
communlty
and public
spaces
Improved
through
caplital
investment

25

36%

AT T
5*%'(:
|

il

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan

esse!
5-
Expected Actual 5- year
Funding Actu Expected Year1 $ Actual Year1 $ Expected Year2 § Expected Year3 § Expected Year 4 § Expectad Year5 $§
S-year$ year$§
Amount al% Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
Amount Amount of
Goal
CoBG 5-5'848'4;‘ $1,238,322 | 18% $1,121,561 $1,238,322 $950,000 $1,592,308 $1,592,308 $1,592,308
HOME $0 30
HOPWA 40 $0
ESG 50 $0
G
e;‘s;‘;’ 52'575'03 $130,302 | 5% $365,000 $130,302 $365,000 $615,000 | $615,000 $615,000
San Francisco 61
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Housing
Trust Fund

]

$0

Housing
Impact Fees

S0

$0

Low-Mod
Income
Housing
Asset Fund

$0

S0

Other |

$0

$254,000

$254,000

Total

$9,423,48
5

$1,622,624

17%

§1,486,561

$1,622,624

$1,315,000

$2,207,308

$2,207,308

$2,207,308

Performanc
[
Measures:
Outcome
Indlcators

5-year
Goal

5-year
Actual to
Date

year
Actu
al%
of
Goal

Expected Year 1

Expected Year 2

Expected Year 3

Expected Year 4

* Expected Year 5

Goal

$ Amt

Actual Year 1

Actual

% of
Goal

Goal $Amt

Goal

$Amt

Goal

$Aamt

Outcome
Indicator
2BI.
Number of
Jjobs

business

‘| technical

assistance

created via -

900

307

34%

150

307

205%

(I se T
'ﬁ" i ; ag‘?ilﬂ

200

200 |

‘Outcome
Indicator
2Bi(2).
Number of
jobs
created and
retained via
loans
funded

775.

709

91%

125

Outcome
Indicator
28i(3).
Number of
Jjobs
retained via
business
technical
assistance

1,125

366

33%

225

708

567%

175

175

366

163%

225

225

225

Goal

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan

San Francisco

62




LG¢¢

Outcome
Indicator
2Bi(5).
Number of
new
businesses
established
via
technical
assistance
provided

625

261

42%

261

522%

Outcome
Indicator
2Bi(6).
Number of
borrowers
that
graduate to
convention
al lending

45

7%

30%

Performanc
e
Measures:
Output
Indicators

5-year
Goal

5-year
Actual to
Date

year
Actu
al%
of
Goal

Expected Year-1

Actual Yearl

Expect

Goal

$AmMt

Actual

% of
Goal

Goal

Goal

Goal

Qutput
Indicator: #
of startup
businesses
asslsted

1,450

267

18%

300

267

89%

300 "i

250

L

Siew
Selsy

Output
Indicator: #
of existing
businesses
assisted

1,950

853

49%

400

953

238%

400

Output
Indicator; #
of partners
that engage
non-English
speakers as
clients

64

13

20%

10

13

130%

12

Output

of long-
term

Indicator: #

500

136

27%

75

136

181%

100

- Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan
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businesses
in
nelghborho
od
commerclal
corridors
assisted

Output
Indicator: #
of loans
funded

475

154

32%

125

Output
Indicator:
total dollar
amount
value of
loans
Issued

20,500,00
0

14,460,070

71%

$3,500,
000

Output
Indicator:
% of loan
repald

90%

96%

90%

Output
Indicator; #
of Section

108 funded
yroject

0%

14,460,
070

413%

$4,000, E
000 i

$5,000,
000

| year
Funding E;(?Zc::g Actn;aalrss Actu Expected Year 1§ Actual Year1$ | . Expected Year2 $ Expected Year 3 $ Expected Year4 § Expected Year 5 §
Amaunt v - al% Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
Amount Amount of . !
Goal )
CDBG 51,894,9: $445,983 | 24% $390,131 $445,983 $390,131 $371,561 $371,561 $371,561
HOME S0 S0
HOPWA 50 30
ESG |, S0 - $0
GEQSTJ $15,80%g $2,576,000 | 16% $2,576,000 42,576,000 1,731,000 43,831,000 43,831,000 43,831,000
Housing )
Trust Fund 50 $0
Housing \
Impact Fees 50 50
Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco 64
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Low-Mod
Income ’
Housing 50 50
Asset Fund
Other $0 $0
$17,694,9 or :

Total 45 $3,021,983 | 17% $2,966,131 $3,021,983 $2,121,131 $4,202,561 $4,202,561 $4,202,561

Performanc 5~ Expected Year 1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
year -
& S-year Syear | ) cu
Measures: Actual to o % of
Outcome Goal Date al/!l: Goal $Amt | Actual Goal Goal $ Amt Goal $Amt Goal $Amt Goal $ Amt
o .
Indicators Goal
Outcome
Indicator
2Bii. a7 |
Number of 110 21 | 19% 2 B4% 20 @ 20 s
Jjobs B
created
Qutcome
Indicator
2Bii(2). .
Number of 115 0] % 10 25% 10 =
Jobs
retalned
Outcome .
Indicator
2Bii{3).
Number of :
existing o o !
leases 200 55 28% 55 275% 50 50
strengthen )
ed and
businesses
stabilized ;
Performanc 5- Expected Year 1 .~ Actual Year 1 Expecte Expect Expected Y Expecte
year
N S-year Syear | acty
Measures: | Actual to Iy % of ‘
Output Goa pate | 2 /; Goal $Amt | Actual Goal Goal $Amt Goal $Amt | - Goal $Amt Goal §Amt
. o

Indicators Goal
Output :
Indicator; # X
of exIsting 575 225 39% 100 225 225% 100 125 125
businesses -
assisted

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan
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Output
Indicator: #
of openings
and
expansions
assisted

57

106

186
%

10 106

1060%

Output
Indicator: #
of
organlzatio
ns that .
achleved
some
developme
nt
benchmark *
Including
formallzatio
n, 501(c}(3)
status, new
pald staff,
sustainable
funding
source

16

0%

Output
Indlcator; #
of fagade
Improveme
nt projects
approved
for grant
funding

100

29

29%

0%

10 28

290%

Qutput
Indicator: #
of
_completed
facade
Improveme
nt projects

36

15

42%

15

Output
Indicator:
Total funds
deployed
for active
and
completed
projects

2,500,000

606,689

24%

250%

$500,00
0

$606,68
9

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan

121%

$500,00
0

$500,00
0

$500,00
0

$500,00
0

San Francisco
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Output
Indlcator: #
of ADA
workshops
provided

5 merchant

walks

10

Output
Indicator: #
of grants
made to
fund
accessibility
Improveme
nts

30

35%

20

.
-

S

SR

e

Output
Indicator: #
of
-businesses
assisted
with ADA
compliance

72

1%

125

S
v

Output
Indicator; #
of catalytic
projects
that
achieve
entitlement

’
groundbrea
king, or
grand
opening

0%

TRy
Sl

‘z /‘2—' >
o

I

Qutput
Indicator: #
of
customized
service
plans
developed

25

TR
I

N
204}
i
tsitojcon

P RTIEtiED

63%

20

Funding
Amount

Actual 5~

year$
Amount

5.
year
Actu

al %

Expected Year 1 $
Amount

Actual Year 1§
Amount

Expected Year2 §
Amount

Expected Year3 §
Amount

Expected Year 4 $
Amount

Expected Year5 §
Amount
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of
, Goal
CDBG | $195,000 $50,000 $0 $50,000 $65,000 465,000 $65,000
. HOME $0 30
HOPWA 50 30
ESG 30 $0 )
Ge?ﬁfﬁ.} $7,558,4l71 $1,147,830 | 15% $1,400,000 © $1,147,830 . 41,400,000 $1,586,149 $1,586,149 $1,586,143
Housing 9,383 ‘
Trust Fund 50 $49,393 349,
Housing
Impact Fees $0 50 )
Low-Mod
Income
Housing %0 30 :
Asset Fund
Other ] $221,749 8221,749 ‘
Total $7'753’4; 51,468,972 15% $1,400,000 $1,468,972 $1,400,000 $1,651,149 $1,651,149 §1,651,149
Performanc 5- Expecte& Year1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
y year :
;leasures' S-year Ac'fulle:c: Actu % of
Outcome ' Goal pate | 2% Goal | ~ $Amt | Actual G°°:| Goal $ Amt Goal $Amt Goal $ Amt Goal $Amt
Indicatars of
Goal
Outcome
Indicator
2CH.
Number of
residents
engaged in .
opportuniti 2,870 908 | 32% 340 908 267% 730
es for
nelghborho .
od
involvemen
t N
Performanc 5- Expected Year 1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
g year
N S-year Syear |y . .
Measures: Actualto |.° " % of
Output Goal Date al % Goal $Amt Actual Goal Goal $Amt Goal $ Amt Goal $Amt Goal | . $Amt
Indicators of i .
Goal
Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco 68
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Outplit
Indicator:
Number of
planning
processes
completed

17

15

88%

15

1500% 1 . 5 5 5

Qutput
Indicator:
Number of
residents
particlpatin
gin
community
building
‘actlvitles
across four
HOPE SF
sites and
beginning
in 2016-17
eight RAD
sites

3,127

1,517

49%

Output
Indlcator:
Number of
community
based
organizatlo
ns receiving
grants
through
community
grantmakin
g process

70

96

137
%

s
B

b

R

Output
Iindicator:
Number of
residents
engaged in
the
community
‘grantmakin
g process

75

0%

LI by

ncrease

crea
UM AT Y]

T
il
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Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan

San Francisco

5 -
Expected Actual 5- year .
Funding 5.year ar$ Actu Expected Year 1 $ Actual Year 1§ Expected Year2 $ Expacted Year3 § Expected Year4 $ Expected Year5 $
Amount =y ye al% Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
Amount Amount of e
Goal .
CDBG | $794,230 $226,039 | 28% $167,000 $226,038 $167,000 $153,410 $153,410 $153,410
" HOME $0 0 : .
HOPWA %0 " %0
ESG $0 S0
Gegs;zl ' $2,313,4i. - $2,790,237 12; $350,000 $2,790,237 $350,000 . $537,808 $537,808 $537,808
Housing ’ -
Trust Fund | 720000 S0 | 0% $360,000 50 $360,000
Housing )
Impact Fees 30 30
Low-Mod
Income
. Housing 30 $0
Asset Fund .
Other so $55,000 $55,QOO ,
$3,827,65 .
Total 4 $3,071,276 | .80% $877,000 $3,071,276 $877,000 $691,218 $691,218 $691,218
Performanc 5- Expected Year1~ Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
year -
N 5-year 5-year Actu . . .
Measures: Goal Actual to al % % of . ;
Outcome a Date ; Goal SAmt | Actual Goal Goal § Amt Goal $Amt Goal $Amt Goal SAamt
indicators o ' :
Goal
Outcome
indicator . .
2CH:
Number of
community
based
organizatio
ns 150 159 45% 70 159 227%
benefiting
from
technical
assistance
and
capaclty
building *
Expected Year1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 5
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Performanc year
& 5-year Syear | g | % of ;
Measures: v Actuai to Goal $Amt Actual y Goal $ Amt Goal $ Amt Goal $Amt Goal $Amt
Goal al% Goal
Output . Date of
Indicators Goal |
Qutput
Indicator;
Number of
community
based
organizatlo
ns recelving 350 159 45% 0
technical *
asslstance
and
capacity
bullding
Il
5-
year .
Funding Expected Actual 5 Acty Expected Year 1§ ActualYear1$ | ° Expected Year2$ Expected Year3 $ Expected Year4 $ Expected Year 5§
S-year $ year $
Amount al % Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
Amount Amount of .
Goal
CDBG $2’01O'08 $409,166 20% $397,500 5409,166 $397,500 $405,000 $405,000 $405,000
HOME $0 $0
. HOPWA $0 30 -
ESG s0 o}
Ge;’:';‘;l 4195,000 |  $565,757 $565,757 $65,000 465,000 $65,000
Housing
Trust Fund $0 50
Housing y
Impact Fees %0 30
Low-Mod
Income
Housing 30 $0.
Asset Fund
Other $0 S0
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Total $2,205,0g $974,923 | 44% $397,500 $974,923 $397,500 $470,000 $470,000 $470,000
performanc 5- Expected Year1 Actual Year 1 Expectad Year 2 Expected Year3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
e 5-year year
Measures: 5-year Actual to Actu % of .
Outccme' Goal Date éll(:”/ﬂf _Goal $Amt | Actual Guoal Goal $ Amt Goal $Amt Goal $ Amt Goal $ Amt
Indicators :
Goal
Outcome
indicator
3Ai. '
Number of
low-income
SF residents
who 4,570 615 13% 914 615 67% 914 914
recelved
Job
readiness
services
{Includes
job search) ; i
Performanc 5- Expected Year 1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year4 Expected Year5
e year
Measures: 5-year ActSLIZleta; Actu % of .
Output Goal Date | 2% Goal 5Amt | Actual 0 Goal $Aamt Goal $Amt Goal $ Amt Goal $ Amt
Indicators of Goal
Goal . -
Number of
particlpants
who
complete
oneor
more of the 4,570 615 13%
followlng:
resume, .
mock
interview,
cover letter
S TR
FG;AWQL crease
year .
Funding E;(-p;c::g AC;Talrss' Actu Expected Year1$ Actual Year1$ Expected Year2$ Expected Year 3 & Expected Year4 $§ Expected Year 5 §
Amount . .al% Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
. Amount . Amount of .
Goal
CDBG $2’320'08 $586,567 25% 3575,000 $586,667 $575,000 $390,000 $390,000 $390,000
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HOME

$0 0
HOPWA 50 50
ESG $0 $0
General :
Fund $0 . §565,758 $565,758
Housing
Trust Fund 30 30
Housing y
Impact Fees $0 30
Low-Mod
Income
0
Housing $ $0
Asset Fund
Other $0 $0
$2,320,00 .

Total 0 $1,152,425 | 50% $575,000 $1,152,425 $575,000 $390,000 $390,000 $390,000
Performanc yeas; Expected Year 1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
& 5-year Syear | 4o
Measures: Goal Actualto al% ) % of
Outcome Date ot Goal $ Amt Actual Goal Goal 5 Amt Goal $ Amt Goal $Amt Goal $Amt
Indicators

Goal
Outcome )
Indicator
3AlL .
Number of
occupatlon o
al training 1,600 263 2?/n 330 463. 140% 330 280 330 330
graduates
placed Into
employmen
t iaw
Performanc 5- Expected Year 1 Actual Year1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5~
& 5-year year
Measures: S-year Actu
Output Goal | Afwalte | Goal 4 Amt 1 % of Goal ’ Amt

Date oa m Actua Goal oa 5 Amt Goal $ Amt Goal $ Amt Goal $ Amt

Indicators of

Goal
Number of
participants
enrolled
Into 2,900 790 | 27%
occupation

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan
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5- .
Expected Actual 5- year .
Funding 5_p ear ar$ Actu Expected Year1$ Actual Year1$ Expected Year 2 § Expected Year3 § Expected Year 4 $ Expectad Year5 §
Amount 5 e al% Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
) Amount Amaount | . of :
- Goal )
0BG | 3331408 | srane67 | 16% $517,000 $528,667 $517,000 " $760,029 $760,029 $760,029
HOME 30 $0
HOPWA 50 50
ESG $0 $0
General
Fund 50 $565,758 $565,758
Housing .
Trust Fund 50 5(_)
Housing .
Impact Fees $0 50
Low-Mad
Income
Housing $0 50
Asset Fund
Other | $0 o}
T $3,314,08 o
otal 7 $1,094,425 | 33% $517,000 $1,094,425 $517,000 $760,028 $760,029 $760,029
Performanc ' 5- Expected Year1 Actual Year1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
year
e S-year
Measures: BYear | actualto ACtuu ' % of ‘
Outcome Goal Date al% Goal $Amt Actual Goal Goal $Amt Goal $Amt Goal | - $Amt Goal $ Amt
Indicators of :
Goal
Outcome
Indlcator
3Alii,
Number of
low income
San 26% 872 1,123 129%
Franclsco 4,360 1123
residents
who secure
employmen
t
Performanc 5.
e 5-vear 5-year ear Expected Year1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
Measures: éoal Actual to XCtu - : ]
Date | 1o Goal $Amt | Actual éo:I Goal $ Amt Goal $Aamt Goal $ Amt Goal § Amt
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Qutput . of
Indlcators Goal
Output
Indicator:
Number of
low income
SF resldents
24 1,377
that . 6,885 1,666 % !
eénrolled :
into
workforce
services
Expected . Actual5- | Y5 . A
Funding S.year § ear $ Actu Expected Year1$ Actual Year 1§ Expected Year2 § Expected Year3 $ Expected Year 4 § Expected Year5 §
Amount 4 ¥ al% Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amaunt
Amount Amount of
Goal
ChBG $1'626’9§ $375,000 23% $355,995 $375,000 $355,995 $305,000 $305,000 $305,000
HOME 50 $0
HOPWA 50 $0
ESG S0 $0
Ge;s; ‘;' $8'°,56"3§ $3,099,985 | 38% $859,571 43,099,985 $855,571 $2,115,725 $2,115,725 $2,115,725
Housing
Trust Fund %0 $0
Houslng .
Impact Fees 50 #0
Low-Mod
Income
Housing %0 $0
Asset Fund
Other $300,000 $0. 0% $300,000 S0
Total 59'593’32 $3,474,985 | 35% $1,515,566 $3,474,985 $1,215,566 $2,420,725 $2,420,725 $2,420,725
Performanc ye:; Expected Year 1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
e T S-year
Measures: 5-yeat; Actual to Actvu % of
Outcome Goa Date | A% Goal §Amt | Actual Goal Goal $Amt Goal $Amt Goal $Amt Goal $Amt
Indicators ’ of .
Goal
San Francisco .75
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Qutcome
Indicator
3Bl
Number of
Individuals
who
achleve at
least 75%
of their
service plan

2,660

958

36%

280

958 342%

280

700

700

Perfarmanc
e
Vieasures:
Output
Indicators

5-year
Goal

S-year
Actual to
Date

year

. Actu

al %
of
Goal

Expected Year 1

Actual Year1

Expected Year2

Expected Year 3

Expected Year 4

Expected Year 5

Goal § Amt

% of

Actual Goal

Goal § Amt

Goal $ Amt

Goal ‘$ Amt

" Goal $Amt

Qutput
Indicator;
Number of
Individuals
connected
to one or
more
service(s)

8,400

3,717 |

44%

600

Output
Indicator;
Number of
individuals
recelving
case
manageme
ntasan
element of
service

3,958

1,256

connection
[ty
sy

Expected

Actual 5-

32%

500

Funding Actu Expected Year1$ ActualYear1$ Expected Year2 3 Expected Year3 § Expected Year 4 $ Expected Year5§ -
Amount 5-year 3 year § al% Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
Amount Amount of
Goal
cDBG 3,881, -
3 1 BZ $775,000 20% $778,443 $775,000 $778,443 $775,000 ] $775,000 $775,000
HOME $0 30
HOPWA $0 $0 i
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ESG

50

$0

General
Fund

$3,663,85
0

$963,107 .

26%

$118,652

$963,107

$118,652

$1,142,182

$1,142,182

$1,142,182

Housing
Trust Fund

$0

$0

Housing
Impact Fees

$0

S0

Low-Mod
Income
Housing
Asset Fund

S0

S0

Other

" 4300,000

588,333

29%

$300,000

$88,333

Total

57,845,73
6

41,826,440

23%

$1,197,095

$1,826,440

_$897,095

$1,917,182

$1,917,182

1,917,182

Performanc
e
Measures:
Outcome

1 Indicators

S-year
Goal

S-year
Actual to
Date

year
Actu
al%

Goal

Expected Year 1

Expected Year 2

Expected Year 3

Expected Year 4

Expected Year 5

Goal $ Amt

Actual Year 1

% of

Actual Goal

Goal $ Amt

Goal

Goal

Goal .

Outcome
Indlcator
3Bil.
Number of °
Individuals
with
increased
foundation
al
competenc|
es

4,100

1,282

31%

250

1,282 513%

250 |

1200 |;

1200

1200 |’

Outcome
Indicator
3BH(2).
Number of
individuals
receiving
high school
diploma,
GED,
and/or
enrolling In
post-
secondary
education

376

123

33%

20

123 515%

20

112

112

112 |¢

Expected Year 1

ActualYear1

Expected Year 2

Expected Year 3

Expected Year 4

Expected Year 5
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5-
Performanc year | ) )
N 5-year 5-year Actu % of
Measures: . éoal Actual to al% Goal $ Amt Actual Goal Goal $ Amt Goal $Amt Goal $Amt Goal $Amt
Output Date D"f ' .
Indicators Goal
Output
Indlcator:
Number of
individuals
| tralned in 21%
foundation 7,000 1,486
al
competenc]
es
Expected Actual 5- | Y&ar : : y
Funding 5? ear § edar $ Actu Expected Year1$ Actual Year1$ Expected Year2 $§ Expected Year3 5 Expected Year4 $ Expected Year5 $
Amount v ¥ al % Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount - Amount
Amount Amount of
Goal
CDBG 53'498'5'% $925,111 | 26% $721,589 $925,111 $721,589 $685,111 $685,111 $685,111
HOME $0 $0
HOPWA $0 $0
_EsG S0 50
Ge?ﬁ:‘a{; $17'931§§ | 84,230,450 | 24% $2,986,009 $4,230,450 $2,586,009 $3,986,438 $3,986,438 $3,986,438
Housing
Trust Fund 50 $0
Housing
Impact Fees %0 30
Low-Mod
Income
Houslng $0 $0
Asset Fund
Other $0 S0
21,429,8
Total | ¥ 43 | $5/155,561 | 24% $3,707,598 $5,155,561 $3,707,598 $4,671,549 $4,671,549 $4,671,549
Performanc 5- Expected Year 1 Actual Year1’ Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5
e S-year T
Measures: 5 éea'; “Actualto | Yo % of
Outcome oa Date A‘;;‘: Goal $Amt | Actual Goal Goal $ Amt Goa‘l $ Amt Goal $amt Goal $Amt
Indicators #
Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan, San Francisco - 78
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of |
Goal

Outcome
Indicator
3Bitl
Number of
Individuals
with
Increased
.knowledge 6% 800
of their 1,849 106
rights as
determined
by pre-and
post-
assessment
g
Outcome
Indicator
3BIii(2).
Number of
Individuals
that with
positive
outcome,
Indlcators
for their
legal cases

83 83

106 13% | 800

30% 275 383% 275 1000 |ibuhii 1000 1000

3,550 . 1,052 1,052

P hfl
5- Expected Year 1 Actual Year 1. Expectéd Year 2 Expect

e 5-year year *

Measures: 5-year Actual to Ac'iu

Output Goal | Date al % Goal $ Amt Actual
of .

Indicators
neica Goal

Expected Year 4 Expected Year 5

performanc

% of

Goal Goal $Amt Goal $Amt Goal $ Amt Goal

P R
Ve e

Pl Tl
e

A

Output
indicator:
Number of
individuals

recelving 8,200 1,719 21% 1,400
legal
representat
lon

Qutput
Indicator: )
Number of 12% 350
individuals 1,051 ) 125

recelving

e

123% 1,400 1,800 1,800 i 1,800

1,719

37% | 350 117 117

di

Fei

i Tl

St
129 L
r”
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San Francisco

education
about
workers’
Expected Actual 5. | Yo&' .
Funding 5-p ar ear § Actu Expected Year 1§ Actual Year1$ Expected Year2 § Expected Year3 § Expected Year4 § Expected Year5 §
Amount Ve ¥ al% Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
Amount Amount of .
Goal
CDBG | 51’788’02 $395,000 | 22% $346,502 $385,000 $346,502 5365!OOO $365,000 $365,000
HOME $0 $0
HOPWA 30 $0
ESG S0 30
GEQS::; $801,996 $251,000 | 31% $183,498 $251,000 $168,498 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000
Housing ‘
Trust Fund $0 70
Housling H
Impact Fees %0 $0
Low-Mod
Income .
Housing 30 30
Asset Fund
Other | $675,284 $282,471 | 42% $324,818 -5282,471 §127,518 $74,316 $74,316 $74,316
65
Total $3,2 'ZZ $928,471 | 28% $854,818 $928,471 $642,518 $589,316 $589,316 $589,316
Performanc ye:; Expected Year1 Actual Year 1 Expected Year 2 Expected Year 3 Expected Year 4 Expected Year §
e 5-year -
Measures: 5-year Actual to Aciu % of ' .
Outcome Goal Date | 3% Goal $Amt | Actual Goal Goal § Amt Goal $ Amt Goal $Amt [ . Goal $Amt
Indicators of
Goal
Outcome
Indlcator
3Biv.
Number of .
indlviduals 2,000 242 12% 800 242 | 30% 300 300
that
Increase
thelr
savings by

80
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2% of net
Income”

Outcome
Indicator
3Biv{2).
Number of
individuals
that
improve
their credit
score by at
least 35
paints

2,150

267

12%

267

33%

300

350

Performanc
e
Measures:
Output
Indicators

5-year
Godl

5-year
Actual to
Date

5.
year
Actu
al %

of
Goal

Expectad Year 1

Actual Year1

Expected Year 2

Expected Year 3

Expected Year 4

Expected Year 5

Goal

$Amt-

Actual

% of
Goal

Goal

$Amt

Goal

$Amt

Goal

$Amt

Goal $ Amt

Qutput
Indicator:
Number of
individuals
opening up
savings
accounts
and/or IDAs

970

240

25%

250

240

96%

180

180

180

180

Output
Indicator:
Number of
Individuals
receiving
credit

" counsellng
and repalr
services

1,800

587

38%

300

687

229%

300

400

400

400

Output
Indicator:
Number of
individuals
receiving
financial
counseling
and
education

5,600

1,424

25%

2,000

1,424

71%

600

1000

1000

1000
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Goal Descriptions

Table 8 — Goal Descriptions

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan

1 | Goal Name Increased Supply of Affordable Housing :
Goal New affordable and permanent supportive housing units will be developed.
Description ' :
2 | Goal Name Preserve and Maintain Affordable Housing Supply
Goal Existing affordable housing units will be preserved or maintained through remediating lead-based paint hazards,
Description | rehabilitating multiunit and single family homes; rehabilitation and conversion of public housing to nonprofit ownership
and management under the RAD Program; and rebuilding dilapidated public housing under HOPE SF.
3 | Goal Name | Increased Affordability of Rental Housing
Goal . Pursue long-term rental supportto provide deep affordability for permanent supportive housing.
-Description i -
4 | Goal Name Increased Opportunities for Sustainable Homeownership
Goal Programs to assist potential and existing homeowners will be expanded with education programs, down payment
Description | assistance and the continuation of successful homeownership programs.
5 | Goal Name Increase Access to Rental and Homeownership Housing
Goal Improve housing application system and the capacity of community-based orgamzatlons that assist clients find rental and
Description homeownership opportunities.
6 | Goal Name Reduced Rate of Evictions .
Goal Legal services and counseling will be provided to counsel individuals before a notice of unlawful detainer is ﬂled and full-
Description scope representation will be offered to individuals who need legal services after having received notice. -
7 | Goal Name Transitional Housing is Available for Those Who Need It
Goal Operating support will be provided to transitional housing facilities as approprlate with priority given to vulnerable
Description populations such as survivors of domestic violence.
8 | Goal Name Homeless People Receive Basic Shelter and Support
Goal Homeless individuals, particularly those in emergency shelters, will be prowded supportive services focusing on providing
Description .| foundational skills and transitioning them to more stable housing.
| 9 { Goal Name Increased Access to Services for Public Housing Residents
Goal Provide suppart services for public housing residents to assist them with transition of their public housing from housing
Description | authority control to nonprofit ownership and management under the RAD or HOPE SF programs.
10 | Goal Name Increased Access to Permanent Supportive Housing and Transitional Housing for PLWHA

San Francisco _ . ’ 83
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Goal Operating support and program support will be provided to residential care facﬂmes for the chronically ill serving PLWHA,
Description and to transitional housing spec1f|cally targeting PLWHA.
11 | Goal Name Key Nonprofit Service Providers Have High Quality Facilities
Goal Capital funds will be made available for rehabilitation, tenant improvements, and new construction for community
Description | facilities, as well as providing service providers with capital needs assessments and assetreserve analyses to ensure long-
term sustainability of these facilities.
12 | Goal Name Enhanced Public Spaces
Goal Funding will be made available to enhance public spaces, focusing on greenmg efforts in low-income communmes and
Description enhancements to neighberhoods impacted by increased housing density.
13 | Goal Name Thriving, Locally-Owned Small Businesses
Goal Community Development Block Grants will be utilized to provide a variety of support for small businesses and
Description entrepreneurs in San Francisco. Central to this support is technical assistance for entrepreneurs who want to establish a
new-microenterprise or small business, and for owners who seek to strengthen or expand their existing small business.
14 | Goal Name Robust Commercial Corridors in Low-Income Neighborhoods :
Goal - Community Development Block Grants will be utilized to strengthen commercial corridors in low-and moderate -income
Description | areas. Activities fall in a variety of categories including business attraction, physical improvements to businesses and in
neighborhoods, and capacity-building to help neighborhood stakeholders manage and improve commercial dlstrlc’ts
15 | Goal Name Increased Supports for Residents to Convene-and Build Social Capital
Goal Community planning efforts will be supported that bring together residents to build soclal capital In low-income
‘Description | communities, including programming that allows residents to invest directly in community bu|ldmg grant opportunities.
16 | Goal Name Increased Capacity for Community-Based Organizations .
Goal Community based organizations will be supported by strategic capacity building and technical assistance.
Description
17 | Goal Name | Increased Job Readiness
Goal Individuals will be provided with services that help build job search competencies.
Description ’ - :
18 | Goal Name Increased Occupational Skills that Match Labor Market Needs
Goal Individuals will be provided with job-driven, sector-specific occupational skills training.
. | Description ) . :
19 | Goal Name Access.to Job Opportunities for Disadvantaged San Francisco Residents
Goal | Individuals will be provided with priority access to potential job opportunities,
Description } '
20 | Goal Name . Improved Service Connections

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan
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Community centers that serve as neighborhood and constituency hubs will be enhanced through service connection

Goal
Description | resources that allow residents to better access the existing social service infrastructure citywide and in their
neighborhoods
21 | Goal Name Improved Foundational Competencies and Access to Job Training and Employment Opportunities for Disconnected
: Populations

Goal Individuals will be provided with foundational competencies that will move them into the City’s workforce development
Description system and provide them skilis towards achieving economic self-sufficiency

22 | Goal Name Increased Job Retention and Advancement Supports Through Legal and Other Related Services .
Goal Individuals will be provided with legal services and other tools that will allow them to maintain their residency and
Description | employment and feel safe where they are living to ensure their ability to move towards self—sufﬁmency

23 | Goal Name Improved Financial Literacy and Management :
Goal Individuals and families will be provided with financial literacy skills linked to key financial events in thelr lives that will
Description promote asset building and increase housing stability

Estimate the number of extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate-income families to whom the jurisdiction will provide
affordable housing as defined by HOME 91.215(h):

MOHCD will assist approximately ___ extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate-income families with affordable housing
under this Action Plan. :

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan . V San Francisco
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Projects

AP-35 Projects —91.220(d)
Introduction
San Francisco’s 2017-2018 proposed projects are listed in AP-38 Project Summary.

Describe the reasons for allocation priorities and any obstacles to addressing underserved
needs

Allocation priorities are driven by the needs as determined by needs assessments, focus groups,
resident surveys, input from community-based organizations, and analyses of existing investments by
the City. MOHCD consults with the executive leadership of other City departments to coordinate funding
and programmatic strategies to ensure maximum leverage. Given MOHCD's limited resources, priorities
are given to those areas which maximize MOHCD’s expertise in affordable housing and advancing
ecbr)omic opportunities. ’

Many of our residents are disenfranchised based on their limited income, disability status, cultural or
language barriers, or other characteristics that make it difficult for them to adequately access services.
San Francisco has identified eight overarching challenges that have a widespread effect on the well-
‘being of its residents. Some are common to urban cities and counties. Some are especially significant for
San Francisco. The eight challenges are: ‘ '

e Lack of affordable housing;

« Concentration of low-income communities;
e Income disparity;

= Linguistic and cultural isolation;

e Education disparity;

e Immigrant workforce;

« Digital divide; and

s Lack of asset building opportunities.

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco ' 86
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AP-38 Project Summaryl

Project Summary Information

The proposed projects are listed by funding source (i.e., CDBG, ESG, HOPWA, and HOME) and then by
Consolidated Plan goals. Proposed p{’ojects that are funded by more than one funding source will be
listed separately under each of the funding sources. Please note that projects funded with local funding
sources (i.e., General Fund and Housing Trust Fund) are not included in this draft document.

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan . 4 San Francisco ' © 87
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2017-2018 CDBG Projects

This list of proposed CDBG-funded projects is organized by five-year objectives, priority needs and goals
- that are described in the 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan. While a recommended prOJect may meet more

than one goal itis only listed under its primary goal.

Objective 1: Families and Individuals are Stably Housed
> . Priority Need 1A: Develop and Maintain Affordable Housing

« Goal 1Aii. Preserve and Maintain Affordable Housing Supply

CDBG

2276

Agency Name Project Description

Funding Amount
Asian Neighborhood Design Provide Architectural Technical Assistance . $51,000

for affordable housing projects
Mayor's Office of Housing and Housing development pool - CDBG $4,110,207
Community Development (includes $1,500,000 of CDBG program
_ ' income ina revdlving loan pool)
Mayor's Office of Housing and Housing program delivery $675,000
Community Development ' '
Mayor's Office of Housing and Housing development grant funding pool $623,470
Community Development
Rebuilding Together San Critical home repairs for homeowners $30,000
Francisco )
Subtotal $5,489,677
Objective 1: Families and Individuals are Stably Housed
Priority Need 1B: Make Housing Affordable
e Goal 1Bii. Increased opportunities for sustainable homeownership

Agency Name Project Description CDBG

Funding Amount
Consumer Credit Counseling Pre-purchase homeownership counseling $50,000
Service of San Francisco and information and referral services
Housing and Economic Rights Foreclosure intervention services through $50,000
Advocates legal counseling and representation
San Francisco Community Land | Education and technical assistance for $36,000
Trust residents and boards of existing and

] proposed co-0ps
San Francisco Housing Pre- and post-purchase homebuyer $100,000
Development Corporation education counseling and information and
‘ referral services
SF LGBT Community Center ‘| Pre-purchase homebuyer education and $50,000 |
: counseling services :
Subtotal $286,000
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Objective 1: Families and Individuals are Stably Housed
» Priority Need 1B: Make Housing Affordable

e Goal 1Biii. Increase access to rental and homeownership housing

Agency Name Project Description CDBG
. Funding Amount
Homeless Prenatal Program, Inc. | Short-term financial assistance and ’ $65,000
workshops to help faniilies obtain and
) retain safe housing
Independent Living Resource Rental housing counseling, financial $35,000
Center of SF management education and application
assistance services for primarily disabled
.| persons
Mayor's Office of Housing and Housing stabilization programs $230,000
Community Development
Self-Help for the Elderly Housing counseling and placement $50,000
' assistance
Subtotal $380,000
Objective 1: Families and Individuals are Stably Housed
» Priority Need 1C: Prevent and Treat Homelessness
= Goal 1(i. Reduced rate of evictions
Agency Name Project Description CDBG
Funding Amount
Chinatown Community Tenant counseling primarily for -, $50,000
Development Center monolingual Chinese households
Justice & Diversity Center of the | Eviction prevention legal services, including $10,000
Bar Association of San Francisco | services focused on'individuals with mental
health disabilities
San Francisco Study Center - Tenant counseling, advocacy and education $60,000
Housing Rights Committee of for renters to ensure housing stability and
San Francisco avoid eviction
Tenderloin Housing Clinic, Inc. Legal counseling and representation for $42,500
tenants threatened with eviction
Subtotal $162,500
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Objective 1: Families and Individuals are Stably Housed

S

> Priority Need 1C: Prevent and Treat Homelessness

«  Goal 1Cii. Transitional housing is available for those who need it .

Agency Name

~

Project Description CDBG
, Funding Amount
. Gum Moon Residence Hall Shelter beds in a comprehensive $55,000
transitional housing program primarily for
Asian immigrant women who are survivors
of domestic violence and sexual assault
' Subtotal $55,000
Objective 1: Families and Individuals are Stably Housed
> Priority Need 1C: Prevent and Treat Homelessness '
= Goal 1Ciii. Homeless people receive basic shelter and support services
Agency Name Project Description CDBG
’ Funding Amount
Asian Women's Shelter Shelter services primarily for Asian and $102,000
Pacific Islander women who are victims of
. domestic violence
Friendship House Association of | Recovery services primarily for homeless $55,000
American Indians Native Americans -
La Casa de las Madres Shelter services primarily for Spanish $26,678
' speaking women who are victims of
domestic violence ‘
Subtotal $183,678
Objective 1: Families and Individuals are Stably Housed
# Priority Need 1D: Provide Supportive Housing Services
¢ Goal 1Di. Increased access to services for public housing residents
Agency Name Project Description. CDBG
' . . Funding Amount
APA Family Support Service connection for primarily public $45,000
Services/YMCA of San Francisco | housing residents in Sunnydale-Velasco and
(Bayview) greater Visitacion Valley
Chinatown Community RAD Workforce Services at Ping Yuen and $150,000
Development Center Ping Yuen North ‘
Mayor's Office of Housing and HOPE SF program delivery - $75,000
Comrnunity Development
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Agency Name Project Description CDBG
Funding Amount
Mayor's Office of Housing and Academic support and case management $350,000
Community Development services for HOPE SF residents
San Francisco Housing RAD Workforce Services at Westbrook $150,000
Development Corporation.
YMCA of San Francisco (Bayview) | Community building and service connection $245,000
for primarily public housing residents in
Hunters View and greater Bayview/Hunters
Point . - |
Subtotal $1,015,000

Objective 2: Communities Have Healthy Physical, Social, and Business Infrastructure

»  Priority Need 2A: Enhance Community Facilities and Spaces

* Goal 2Ai. Key nonprofit service providers have high quality facilities

Agency Name

Project Description

CDBG Funding
Recommendation

Architectural/planning services for MOHCD

Asian Neighborhood Design $35,000
’ ' funded capital projects
Mayor's Office of Housing and .| Capital program delivery $327,512
Community Development ‘ '
Mayor's Office of Housingand | Capital grant pool - CDBG $1,463,863
Community Development . :
Mayor's Office of Housingand | Repayment of Section 108 loan for the Boys $220,000
Community Development and Girls Clubs of San Francisco facility in
' Hunter's Point )
Subtotal $2,046,375
Objective 2: Communities Have Healthy Physical, Social, and Business Infrastructure
> Priority Need 2B: Strengthen Small Businesses and Commercial Corridors
s  Goal 2Bi. Thriving, locally-owned small businesses '
| Agency Name Project Description CDBG
- . Funding Amount
La Cocina Kitchen incubator and technical assistance $50,000
for food based microentrepreneurs
Lawyers' Committee for Civil Legal services for entrepreneurs $100,000
Rights of the San Francisco Bay
Area
Mission Asset Fund Building credit and access to capital for $50,000
microentrepreneurs :
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Agency Name

2280

Project Description ) CDBG
) Funding Amount
Mission Economic Development | Technical assistance for Mission Street $75,000
Agency (16th-25th) and Mission Bernal
v commercial corridor businesses
Mission Economic Development | Technical assistance in English and $75,000
Agency Spanish for microentrepreneurs
Northeast Community Federal Business technical assistance on ADA $100,000
| Credit Union - compliance -
Office of Economic and Section 108 repayment contingency $262,308
Workforce Development :
Office of Economic and Small business loans (funded with CDBG $250,000
Workforce Development program income in a revolving loan pool)
Pacific Community Ventures Access to capital and technical assistance $45,000
' for small businesses ] A
Renaissance Entrepreneurship Technical assistance for $75,000
Center microentrepreneurs
Renaissance Entrepreneurship Technical assistance in English and $40,000
Center Spanish to women entrepreneurs
San Francisco Small Business Technical assistance for small businesses $200,000
Development Center
SF LGBT Community Center Technical assistance, credit building $35,000
microloans, workshops and mentorship
SFMade Technical assistance for local $65,000
) manufacturers
Southeast Asian Community Technical assistance for Larkin $50,000
Center Street/Little Saigon and Sunset
commercial corridor businesses
Southeast Asian Community Technical assistance in English and $75,000
Center Chinese for small businesses citywide
Wu Yee Children's Services Technical assistance for child care $45,000
' businesses .
Subtotal | - $1,592,308
Objective 2: Communities Have Healthy Physical, Social, and Business Infrastructure
Priority Need 2B: Strengthen Small Businesses and Commercial Corridors
e Goal 2Bii. Robust commercial corridors in low-income neighborhoods
Agency Name Project Description CDBG
. Funding Amount
Asian Neighborhood Design Architectural services for Invest in $11,561
Neighborhoods small businesses
Bay Area Community Excelsior commercial corridor $70,000
Resource/Excelsior Action Group | revitalization '
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Agency Name Project Description - " CDBG
" Funding Amount
Bay Area Community Portola San Bruno Avenue commercial $70,000
Resource/Portola Neighborhood | corridor revitalization
Association . . .
North of Market Neighborhood | Tenderloin commercial corridor $90,000
improvement Corp. revitalization
Ocean Avenue Association Ocean Avenue commercial corridor . $30,000
revitalization and technical assistance
Renaissance Entrepreneurship Technical assistance BizFitSF for Third $100,000
Center . Street and Leland Avenue commercial '
corridor small businesses
Subtotal _ $371,561
Objective 2: Communities Have Healthy Physical, Social, and Business Infrastructure
» Priority Need 2C: Increase Community Cohesion
.* Goal 2Ci. Increased supports for residents to convene and build social capital
*Agency Name Project Description . ) CDBG
. Funding Amount
Mercy Housing California Community engagement and services for $65,000
' primarily public housing residents in
Sunnydale-Velasco and greater Visitacion
Valley
Subtotal $65,000
Objective 2: Communities Have Healthy Physical, Social, and Business Infrastructure
» Priority Need 2C: Increase Community Cohesion
= Goal 2Cii. Increased capacity for community-based organizations
Agency Name Project Description CDBG
' . . : ' Funding Amount
HomeownershipSF Capacity building for a collaborative of five $45,000
: . agencies that provide homeownership
. assistance '
Northern California Community | Asset management planning for ’ - $70,410
Loan Fund ' CDBG/HOPWA-eligible facilities
‘| Richmond District - | Organizational capacity building through $38,000
Neighborhood Center participation in SF Neighborhood Centers
" | Together, which offers training and peer
support to Executive Directors
Subtotal $153,410
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Objective 3: Families and Individuals are Resilient and Economically Self-Sufficient
» Priority Need 3A: Promote Workforce Development

®  Goal 3Ai. Increased job readiness

Project Description

2282

Agency Name CDBG
Funding Amount
Central City Hospitality House Job Readiness Services $100,000
Community Housing Partnership | Job Readiness Services $75,000
Compass Family Services Job Readiness Services $75,000
Five Keys Charter School Job Readiness Services $70,000
Mujeres Unidas Activas Job Readiness Services $10,000
San Francisco LGBT Center Job Readiness Services $75,000
: Subtotal $405,000
Objective 3: Families and Individuals are Resilient and Economically Self-Sufficient
> Priority Need 3A: Promote Workforce Development
4 e Goal 3Aii. Increased occupational skills that match labor market needs -
Agency Name Project Description CDBG
. v Funding Amount
City College of San Francisco - Healthcare Bridge Services $150,000
Office of Economic and Worldorce development services $90,000
Workforce Development . ‘
The Arc San Francisco Disability focused Specialized Access Point $50,000
Toolworks Disability focused Specialized Access Point * $100,000
Subtotal $390,000
Objective 3: Families and Individuals are Resilient and Economically Self-Sufficient
» Priority Need 3A: Promote Workforce Development
e  Goal 3Aiii. Access to job opportunities for disadvantaged San Francisco residents
Agency Name ' Project Description CDBG
" Funding Amount
America Works of California, Reentry focused Specialized Access Point $180,000
Inc. ' .
Central City Hospitality House * | Neighborhood Access. Point $200,000
Positive Resource Center Disability focused Specialized Access Point $100,000
Success Center San Francisco _Neighborhood Access Point $50,000
' Young Community Developers, | Neighborhood Access Point $230,029
Inc. '
Subtotal $760,029
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Objective 3: Families and Individuals are Resilient and Economically Self-Sufficient -

» Priority Need 3B: Promote Economic Advancement Through Barrier Removal

« - Goal 3Bi. Improved service connections

Agency Name

Project Description

CDBG
Funding Amount

APA Family Support
Services/SCDC

Service connection in housing assistance,
immigration and naturalization,
employment, senior services, advocacy,
information and referrals and outreach

" primarily for Samoan and Pacific Islander

communities

$50,000

Community Youth Center-San
Francisco (CYC-SF)

Culturally competent and linguistically
acceptable social services primarily for
Asian residents in the Bayview, including
access to employment, family support,
childcare services, education, financial
literacy, housing counseling and other
supportive services

$50,000

Hearing and Speech Center of
Northern California

Increase the early identification of hearing
loss, support par’cicipanfs in accepting this

loss, and connect them to services that can
provide treatment and help them to thrive

$50,000

Lavender Youth Rec. & Info.
Ct.(LYRIC)

Youth advocacy and case management
services primarily for LGBTQQ transitional
age youth between ages 18 and 24 to
connect them to urgently needed
resources, build their capacity to improve
their lives and support them in moving
toward self sufficiency

$50,000

Tides Center / Arab Resource -
and Organizing Center

Service connection primarily for the Arab
‘community '

$50,000

United Playaz

Case management and support services to
direct youth away from influences that
sustain at risk behavior and towards
strengthening skills for self sufficency and .
becoming agents of change for their
community

$55,000

Subtotal

$305,000

Objective 3: Families and Individuals are Resilient and Economically Self-Sufficient
» Priority Need 3B: Promote Economic Advancement Through Barrier Removal
s Goal 3Bii. Improved foundational competencies and access to job training and employment
opportunities for disconnected populations '
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Agency Name .| Project Description CDBG
Funding Amount
Community Youth Center-San Academic assistance, life skills building and $50,000
Francisco (CYC—SF) support for at-risk, underserved young
adults to enhance their educational/career
outlook .
Donaldina Cameron House ESL and job readiness classes primarily for $50,000
: immigrants :
Episcopal Community Services of | Foundational competencies programming, $70,000
-1 San Francisco ' . primarily for homeless adults
Homies Organizing the Mission Foundational competencies $50,000
to Empower Youth (HOMEY) “programmming, primarily for individuals
re-entering from the correctional system.. ~
"Mayor's Office of Housing and Program delivery for direct services ' $45,000
Community Development .
Mission Language and Foundational academic competencies, $50,000
Vocational School, Inc. primarily for adults in the Mission District
Mission Neighborhood Centers Academic foundational competencies $55,000
programming and GED preparation for
A : ; -| transitional aged youth
| Positive Resource Center Employment and academic foundational $50,000
competencies programming, primarily for '
people with HIV/AIDS or mental health
disabilities ‘
San Francisco Conservation Academic foundational competencies $50,000
Corps ' programming for transitional aged youth
Sunset District Comm. Develop.” | Foundational competencies programming $50,000
Corp. dba Sunset Youth Services | and intensive case management on youths '
at risk or involved with the juvenile justice
_ system '
The Arc San Francisco Foundational competencies programming $50,000
for adults with developmental disabilities :
Vietnamese Youth Development | Academic foundational competencies $50,000
Center programming, primarily for immigrants and
transitional aged youth in the Tenderloin’
‘| YMCA of San Francisco (Bayview) Foundational competencies programming $55,000
and case management, primarily for
transitional aged youth in Bayview
YMCA of San Francisco Foundational competencies programming $100,000
(Bayview)/Together United .| and case management, primarily for
Recommitted Forever (T.U.R.F.) | transitional aged youth in Sunnydale
' Subtotal $775,000
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Objective 3: Families and Individuals are Resilient and Economically Self-Sufficient
> Priority Need 3B: Promote Economic Advancement Through Barrier Removal

»  Goal 3Biii. Increased access to job retention and advancement supports through legal and

other related services
Agéncy Name Project Description CDBG
‘ . Funding Amount
AIDS Legal Referral Panel of the | Legal services primarily for people with $82,000
SF Bay Area HIV, including immigrants
Asian Americans Advancing’ Legal services primarily for immigrants $52,000
Justice - Asian Law Caucus
Bay Area Legal Aid Legal representation and counseling $100,000
regarding housing issues, economic self-
sufficiency and issues faced by survivors of
domestic violence
Central American Resource Legal services primarily for immigrants $80,000
Center (CARECEN) -
Dolores Street Community Legal services primarily for African $50,000
Services immigrants
Instituto Laboral de la Raza Legal services primarily for immigrant $60,000
workers
La Raza Centro Legal Legal services primarily for immigrants $50,000
La Raza Community Resource Legal services primarily for immigrants $80,000
Center _ '
Positive Resource Center Legal representation and advocacy $50,000
’ regarding SS| benefits '
Swords to Plowshares Veterans | Legal services to secure VA benefits for $81,111
Rights Organization homeless and low-income veterans
Subtotal $685,111
Objective 3: Families and Individuals are Resilient and Economically Self-Sufficient -
¥ Priority Need 3B: Promote Economic Advancement Through Barrier Removal
* - Goal 3Biv. Improved financial literacy and management '
Agency Name. Project Description CDBG
Funding Amount
Consumer Credit Counseling Provide high-volume, quality, one-on-one ~ $100,000
Service of San Francisco financial counseling services to low-income
: San Franciscans through targeted referral
systems developed in partnership with the
Office of Economic Empowerment and
partner city agencies
Mission Asset Fund Financial education, coaching and access to $65,000
loans for primarily immigrants
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Agency Name Project Description CDBG
Funding Amount
Mission Economic Development - | Financial education and coaching through $50,000
Agency ’ " workshops and individual counseling for
primarily Spanish-speaking families
My Path Financial coaching and credit-building " $50,000
services to reduce and eliminate barriers to
asset building
Northeast Community Federal Financial education and credit $50,000
Credit Union building/repair counseling services
primarily for the unbanked population .
San Francisco Housing Financial education counseling and $50,000
Development Corporation coaching services primarily for Bayview
Hunters Point, Visitacion Valley, Potrero
Hill and Western Additional residents
Subtotal $365,000
Administration Costs
Agency Name Project Description CDBG |
Funding Amount
Mayor's Office of Housing and General CDBG administration and planning $3,297,175
Community Development
Subtotal $3,297,175

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan
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2017-2018 ESG Projects

This list of proposed ESG-funded projects is organized by five-year objectives, priority needs and goals
that are described in the 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan. While a recommended project may meet more
than one goal, it is only listed under its primary goal.

Objective 1: Families and Individuals are Stably Housed
» Priority Need 1B: Make Housing Affordable

* Goal 1Biil. Increase access to rental and homeownership housing

Agency Name

Project Description ESG Funding

. Amount

Hamilton Families Rental assistance to assist families avoid $170,607
eviction and become stably housed

’ Subtotal $170,607

Objective 1: Families and Individuals are Stably Housed
» ' Priority Need 1C: Prevent and Treat Homelessness

= Goal 1Ci. Reduced rate of evictions

Agency Name Project Description ESG Funding
) Amount

AIDS Housing Alliance Homeless prevéntion and rapid rehousing $150,000
primarily for HIV+ persons i

Catholic Charities CYO Tenant based rental assistance for at-risk $150,000

' ' or homeless persons ‘

Compass Family Services Homeless and eviction prevention services $40,000
and housing counseling for individuals and ‘
families '

Subtotal $380,000
Objective 1: Families and Individuals are Stably Housed
» Priority Need 1C: Prevent and Treat Homelessness
» Goal 1Ciii. Homeless people receive basic shelter and support services
Agency Name Project Description ESG Funding
, . Amount

Central City Hospitality House Shelter services primarily for single men $65,000

Community Awareness & Shelter services primarily for women $50,000

Treatment Services

Compass Family Services Shelter services for homeless families 587,000
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ESG Funding

Agency Name Project Description
) Amount
Dolores Street Community Shelter services primarily for homeless men $52,176
Services '
Episcopal Community Services of Shelter services for homeless persons $81,116
San Francisco '
Hamilton Families Shelter services for homeless families $50,000
Homeless Children's Network Case management services for homeless $50,000
families with children
La Casa de las Madres . Shelter services primarily for Spanish $123,322
speaking women who are victims of
domestic violence
Larkin Street Youth Services Shelter services for homeless youth $112,000
Mission Neighborhood Health Leadership development and case $46,873
Center ] management services for homeless persons
Providence Foundation Shelter services for homeless persons $45,000
YMCA of San Francisco {Bayview) | Respite services for homeless persons $50,000
Subtotal $812,487
Administration Costs
Agency Name Project Description ESG Funding
-Amount
Mayor's Office of Housing and HMIS $10,000
Community Development
Mayor's Office of Housing and General ESG administration $111,331
Community Development
- Subtotal $121,331

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan
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2017-2018 HOPWA Projects

MOHCD serves as the lead agency for the HOPWA program for the San Francisco EMSA, which consists
of San Francisco and San Mateo Counties.

San Francisco HOPWA Projects

This list of proposed HOPWA- funded projects is organized by five-year objectives, priority needsand
goals that are described in the 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan. While a recommended project may meet
more than one goal, it is only listed under its primary goal. ‘

Objective 1: Families and Individuals are Stably Housed
% Priority Need 1B: Make Housing Affordable

« Goal 1Bili. Increase access to rental and homeownership housing

Agency Name Project Description HOPWA Funding

' Amount

Mayor's Office of Housing and Housing information and referral project $13,000
Community Development

San Francisco AIDS Foundation Housing information and referral project $35,000

Subtotal $48,000

Objectivé 1: Families and Individuals are Stably Housed

¥ Priority Need 1D: Provide Supportive Housing Services

e Goal 1Dii. Increased access to permanent supportive housing and transitional housing for

PLWHA
Agency Name Project Description HOPWA Funding
Amount
Catholic Charities CYO Partial rental subsidy program for people o $75,000
, with HIV/AIDS : _
Catholic Charities CYO RCF-Cl (Residential Care Facility for the $1,683,973
Chronically 1li) for people with HIV/AIDS
Catholic Charities CYO RCF-CI (Residential Care Facility for the $758,187
Chronically 11i) for people with HIV/AIDS
Department of Aging and Adult | Eligibility screening for HIV Housing Waitlist- | . $50,000
Services
Dolores Street Community RCF-Cl (Residential Care Facility for the $479,350
Services _ Chronically 1lI) for people with HIV/AIDS
Larkin Street Youth Services RCF-CI (Residential Care Facility for the i $348,144
Chronically 11} for people with HIV/AIDS
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 Agency Name

Project Description

HOPWA Funding

. Amount
Maitri Compassionate Care - RCF-C! {Residential Care Facility for the $492,167
' Chronically HI) for people with HIV/AIDS
Mayor's Office of Housing and Capital pool - HOPWA (includes $50,000 in $109,433
Community Development HOPWA program income) : .
Mercy Housing CA XVii Operating costs for a residence for persons $50,Q00
o . with HIV/AIDS ’ ’
Rafiki Coalition for Health and Transitional housing for persons with $50,000
Wellness HIV/AIDS
San Francisco Human Services Housing advocacy for persons with $257,494'
Agency HIV/AIDS
San Francisco Human Services Rental assistance for persons with $1,595,681
Agency HIV/AIDS ’ .
Subtotal $5,949,429
Administration Costs
Agency Name - Project Description . HOPWA Funding
Amount
Mayor's Office of Housing and General HOPWA administration $183,941
Community Development : :
' Subtotal $183,941

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan
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San Mateo HOPWA Projects

Agency Name ) Project Description 2017-2018 Funding
) ' . Amount
San Mateo: Mental Health Housing information referrals and $28,350
Association of San Mateo assistance with locating
affordable/appropriate housing units for
very low-income persons living with
HIV/AIDS »
San Mateo: Mental Health Project sponsor administrative expenses $37,690
Association of San Mateo : 4 .
San Mateo: Mental Health HUD-defined move-in costs {e.g., deposits) $25,000
Association of San Mateo for very low-income persons living with
) HIV/AIDS o .
San Mateo: Mental Health Short-term housing subsidies, including : $485,085
Association of San Mateo ~ | pre-and post-placement housing advocacy -
.| services for very low-income persons living
‘ . with HIV/AIDS ,
San Mateo: San Mateo County Comprehensive case management and : $27,531
STD/HIV Program . community based services for very low-
' income persons with HIV/AIDS
' - ‘ Subtotal $603,656
TOTAL SAN MATEOQ 2017—2_018 HOPWA: $603,656
TOTAL 2017-2018 HOPWA: 6,785,026
Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco 103

2291




2017-2018 HOME Projects

This list of proposed HOME-funded projects is organized by five-year objectives, priority needs and goals
that are described in the 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan. While a recommended project may meet more
than one goal, it is only listed under its primary goal.

Objecfive 1: Families and Individuals are Stably Housed
> Priority Need 1A: Develop and Maintain Affordable Housing

& Goal 1Ai. Increased supply of affordable housing

Agency Name Project Description HOME Funding
- . ’ Amount
Mayor's Office of Housing and Housing development pool - HOME $3,842,876
Community Development (includes $100,000 in HOME program
: income)
Subtotal $3,842,876

General Administration

Agency Name : Project Description . . HOME Funding
Amount
Mayor's Office of Housing and General HOME administration . $415,875

Community Development

Subtotal . $415,875

TOTAL 2017-2018 HOME: $4,258,751
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AP-50 Geographic Distribution — 91.220(f)

Description of the geographic areas of the entitlement (including areas of low-income and
minority concentration) where assistance will be directed

Assistance will be directed in HUD-designated Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Areas (NRSAs),
HUD-defined areas of low- and moderate-income concentration and minority concentration, and Invest
in Neighborhoods Commercial Districts. HUD funds will be primarily directed in NRSAs and in areas of
low- and moderate-income and minority concentration. See Map 1 for these geographic areas.

Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Areas {NRSAs) '

In 1993-94 San Francisco applied to HUD for consideration of six neighborhoods as federally designated
Enterprise Communities. In order to be considered, all six neighborhoods developed ten-year strategic
plans for community development. Of the six neighborhoods considered for recognition as Enterprise
‘Communities, four were selected: Bayview Hunters Point; Visitacion Valley; South of Market and the
Mission. The two neighborhoods not selected include Chinatown and the Tenderloin. The ten-year plans
developed for the Enterprise Community application was sufficient for HUD to designate all six
neighborhoods as Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Areas (NRSAs) in'1996.

MOHCD has made investments in each of these areas that correspond to the key principles of the
original Enterprise Community Program, including 1) economic opportunity; 2) sustainable community
development; 3) community based partnerships; and 4) strategic visions for change. The strategic plans
for these neighborhoods provide substantive detail regarding community priorities such as economic
development and job training; safe and affordable housing; public safety; neighborhood beautlfcatlon
education; child care and public serwce support. .

MOHCD respectfully requests renewal for all six of the current NRSA designations as provided for at 24
CFR 91.215 (e) (2) and CPD Notice 96.01.

MOHCD comphance with HUD criteria:

e Boundaries: MOHCD has provided census tract boundaries to specifically define each
neighborhood according to year 2010 census data;

e . Demographic Criteria: Each of the designated neighborhoods meets or exceeds the
requirement that it be primarily residential and contain a percentage for low- and moderate-
income residents that is equal to the “upper quartile percentage” {as computed by HUD
pursuant to 24 CFR 570.208(a)(1)(ii) or 70%, whichever is less, but not less than 51%);

» Consultation: Strategic plans were developed for ali six neighborhoods in consultation with the
area’s key stakeholders, including residents, owners/operators of businesses and financial
institutions, non-profit organlzatlons and community groups that are in or serve the -

“neighborhood; )
S e Assessment: Each strategic plan includes an assessment of the economic situation in each area
and economic development improvement opportunities and problems likely to be encountered;

s Economic Empowerment: MOHCD has a realistic development strategy and implementation
plan to promote the area’s economic progress focusing on activities to create meaningful jobs
for the unemployed and low- and moderate-income residents of the area as well as activities to
promote the substantial revitalization of the neighborhood; and '

= Performance Measurement: MOHCD has developed a program matrix that identifies reliable
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indicators including physical improvements, social initiatives and economic development
activities, which are measurable over time.

In addition to the HUD guidelines, MOHCD has taken the additional step of reviewing each of the
neighborhood strategic plans and is committed to achieving very specific outcomes over the next five
years. The table above provides a supplemental snapshot of neighborhood assets, persistent needs and
five-year opportunities for each neighborhood.

Areas of Low-~ and Moderate-Income Concentration
HUD calculates low- and moderate-income concentration by census block groups. See Map 1 for what
HUD considers as areas of low- and moderate-income concentration in San Francisco.

Areas of Minority Concentration

Although racial and ethnic groups are distributed throughout the City, certain neighborhoods have
higher than average concentrations of minority households. HUD requires recipients of its funding to
identify areas of minority concentration in the aggregate as well as by spetiﬁc racial/ethnic group.

San Francisco has defined an area of aggregate minority concentration as any census tract with a
minority population that is 20 percentage points greater than that of the City's total minority
percentage. According to the 2013 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 58.2% of the City’s -
population is identified as being composed of minorities, and therefore any census tract in ' which 78.2%
of the population is classified as minority would qualify as an Area of Minority Concentration. See Map
1. -

Invest In Neighborhoods Commercial Districts

Our neighborhood economic development strategy focuses on strengthening small businesses and key
commercial neighborhood corridors that contribute fo the local fabric of communities and are the
backbone of our local economy. CDBG resources are a key component of this strategy, they fund our
community based organizations (CBQO'’s) to provide business technical assistance and support local
commercial corridors. Our CBO’s serve to provide services that are accessible at the neighborhood level
and are culturally, ethnically and linguistically tailored for startup and existing businesses.. While-CDBG
allows us to provide basic business assistance, we leverage these services by combining them with city
programs that address the existing economic development needs in a strategic way. In 2012 as part of
Mavyor Ed Lee’s 17 points jobs, he created the Invest In Neighborhoods (IIN) initiative, which has become
our approach to neighborhood economic development. The basic principal of the initiative is to provide
customized assistance that meets the specific needs of San Francisco’s neighborhood commercial
corridors. It aligns existing and new City resources and services to commercial corridors around the City
in a way that is smart, efficient, and responsive to individual neighborhood needs and opportunities.
Small businesses make an essential contribution to the culture and identity of San Francisco and in
response the second point to the jobs plan created the Jobs Squad, which helps small businesses,

. navigate City processes, access vital City programs, and stay informed of issues that may affect them.
This team of City staff conducts door-to-door outreach to small businesses around the City to connect

. them with help and information.

The purpose of the lIN initiative is to strengthen small businesses, improve physical conditions, increase

quality of life, and build community capacity in 25 commercial districts throughout the city. While
“continuing to prioritize low- and moderate-income neighborhoods the goal is to establish more robust

citywide programs and services to benefit small businesses, their owners, employees, and their
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neighborhoods across the city.

The initiative is managed by OEWD' but represents an interagency approach under the Mayor’s
direction. HIN builds on the prior Administration’s commercial corridor revitalization efforts, which
targeted a smaller cohort of low- and moderate-income neighborhoods and did not leverage other €ity
departments and resources as effectively. The initiative has also served to offset some of the
neighborhood resources that were lost due to the dissolution of the SF Redevelopment Agency.

Invest in Neighborhoods provides a standard set of “baseline interventions” to all 25 cortidors, and then
targeted customized interventions to individual corridors based on an initial economic assessment and
stakeholder input. ) :

Among the baseline services all corridors receive include:

« An aséigned staff person at City Hall, that oversees a plan for the area and manages provision of -
services .

s AlJobs Squad member for business outreach and provides businesses with guidance on
navigating City processes and referrals to city agencies and community partners

s, Quarterly tracking and update of existing vacancies and access to StorfrontSF.com, a citywide,
on-line vacancy-tracking database

« Access to a set of City-funded small business loan programs

Customized interventions for each corridor are then deployed based on their initial economic
assessment. These interventions are selected from a broad-ranging suite of tools aimed at supporting
small businesses and their surrounding commercial districts. OEWD utilizes CDBG along with General
Fund dollars to provide these programs and services, and léverages them with resources and efforts .
from other City agencies and often private partners.
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Map 1 — NRSAs, Areas of Low- and Moderate-Income Concentration, Areas of Minority Concentration
and Invest In Neighborhoods Commercial Districts

:] Neighborhood Boundaries

[ Joress

e IVESt I Neighborhoods
RS Commerclal Districts

Areas of Minorlfy Concentration
by Census Trac{

% > 78.28 Minorlty

Areas of Low/Mod Income
Concantration by Census Tract

Marinarcrs:

3
Russian il ;
Frasidie o E ¢ : B 1%

Sources:

San Francisco Office of Economic and
Workforce Development. {2015}, Invest i
Neighborhoods Commercial Districts. lnvest
int Nelghborhoods nitiafive.

U.S. Census Bureau, (2014). Hispanic or
Latino Origin by Race, (B3002), 2013 ACS
§-Year Estimates

U.8, Department of Housing and Urban

Development (2014). Amafican Cx
Survey 5-Year 2006-2010 Low and
Moderste [ncome Summary Data. HUD
Gten Park. A;;amalﬂo!gh‘; .
LS /
GFE
Deeanvl:'w'lﬂsr‘gedl;(? "‘H/M"/ss/
0 05 1 2 Miles
[ 1 1 S S|
Geographic Distribution
Table 9 - Geographic Distribution
Target Area Percentage of Funds .
Tenderloin 10
Chinatown ) 10
South of Market » 10
Mission : . 10
Bayview Hunters Point : 10
Visitacion Valley 10
Rationale for the priorities for allocating investments geographically
See discussion above.
Discussion
See discussion above.
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Affordable Housing
AP-55 Affordable Housing — 91.220(g)

Introduction

Table 10 — One Year Goals for Affordable Housing by Support Requirement
One Year Goals for the Number of Households to be Supported

Homeless : 20
Non-Homeless 1,614
Spécial—Needs 652
Total 2,286

Table 11— One Year Goals for Affordable Housing by Support Type
One Year Goals for the Number of Households Supported Through

Rental Assistance . 720

The Production of New Units 194

Rehab of Existing Units 1,352

Acquisition of Existing Units 50

Total 2,316
Discussion

Approximately 720 individuals and households will receive rental assistance in 2017-2018. MOHCD
intends to provide tenant-based rental assistance to approximately 700 individuals and households
through grants provided to community-based organizations offering tenant counseling and eviction
prevention services. In addition, 20 formerly homeless households will be supported with project-based
rental assistance.

Approximately 194 units will be produced for low-income families earning less than 60% of area median
income including 145 public housing replacement units developed under the City’s HOPE SF program.
Additionally, the rehabilitation, of 1,352 existing units will occur urider HUD Rental Assistance
Demonstration program and the issuance of a Notice of Funding Availability to preserve existing
affordable housing. Additional MOHCD anticipates acquisition of approximately 50 existing housing
units for preservation as affordable housing through MOHCD’s Small Sites Program.
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AP-60 Public Housing ~91.220(h)
introduction

MOHCD will continue to work closely with the San Francisco Housing Authority to address its dilapidated
public Housing either through demolishing and rebuilding the City’s most distressed public housing
through the HOPE SF initiative, or rehabilitating the remaining public housing portfolio through the
Federal Rental Assistance Démonstration (RAD) program.

Actions planned during the next year to address the rieeds of public housing

In the next year MOHCD will continue to rehabilitate approximately 1,153 former public housing units
that were converted to nonprofit ownership and management under the RAD program. Under the HOPE
SF initiative canstruction on the 2™ phase of Hunters View will and the 3™ phase of Alice Griffith will be
completed in 2017-2018 and demolition of the 3™ phase of Hunters View and construction on the 4™
phase of Alice Griffith will commence. Construction actlwtles at Potrero will continue in 2017, and at
Sunnydale in 2018.

Actions to encourage public housing residents to become more involved in management and
participate in homeownership

The RAD and HOPE SF revitalization programs will increase tenant engagement activities and tenant
services substantially. A framework for the RAD tenant engagement work follows. At HOPE SF
properties, this level of connection is exceeded, with deep case management services available to many
residents, as further described below.

RAD Community Engagement
Our community engagement model consists of 3 tiers of service:

Establish trust; Map assets and identify needs; Begin community activities; Build resident base;
Develop neighborhood partnerships

Foundational and ongoing work with residents and community members of Housing
Developments by all service providers or those who conduct work there.

Community Building — Community organizing and events; Increased information and opportunities;
Deeper resident and neighborhood partnerships; Implement peer leadership activities; Development
of Health and Wellness, Educational, and Economic Mobility activities

Deeper foundational and ongoing work that builds upon Community Engégement. As residents
and community members become accustomed to providers then work can include recruiting
peers and engaging them in leadership and skills building activities. This then establishes them
as part of the team.

Service Connection — Enhanced information and referral with follow up; Intentional Support for
Housing Stabilization; Ongoing Health and Wellness, Educational, and Economic Mobility Activities
Once engaged and investments have been made in the Housing Development the consistent staff teams
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who participate in Community Engagement and Community Building work are available for ongoing
resources and activities (Health and Wellness, Educational, Economic Mobility) to learn and expose the
community to new choices. One-on-one support is available for residents regarding any needs but
especially related to housing stabilization. Staff teams are made up of paraprofessional to.professional
providers who respond quickly to requests with follow up to ensure information / activities are helpful
and accurate. Off-site services enhance these efforts. Important key element is for onsite providers to
have a relationship with offsite city service providers.

Resident Engagement and RAD
' > Goals accomplished during phased conversion of all 28 properties
e Easing transition of residents to RAD .
e Helping residents understand what RAD is and how it will affect them
« Engaging them in development of construction scope of work
s  Engaging them in development and implementation of the following processes such as:
o Grievances
" Leases / House Rules
Services
Relocation
Wait Lists
Housing Retention
Recertification
o Tenant Councils

O 0O 0 0 0 O

Introducing residents to new owners, management entities and services personnel
Providing continuity and evolution of tenant associations

>  Why monthly meetings with residents at large are required?
= Regular meetings message that development, property management, services team are
here o stay — trust building
= Provide regular opportunity for asking questions, getting updates and providing feedback
- Provide updates on construction, relocation, property management systems, and services
activities .
= Provide on-going opportunity for staff teams and residents to get to know each other

All meetings include appropriate notification, translation, and food. Key messaging elements include:
that there will be no permanent relocation due to RAD; rents will be calculated in the same way that
they have been under public housing; definition and preserving of RAD tenant protections, SFHA retains
ownership of the land, which means that the buildings will be for people with low incomes for at least
99 years with the most important emphasis on housing stability for all tenants.

Below are the roles each partner is playing in the RAD Engagement process:

SFHA: identify and support existing resources for resident engagement that are effective and
sustainable. Establish partnerships with Developers, the City and Commumty
Partners to communicate and engage with resndents

MOHCD: MOHCD coordinates the real estate transition from SFHA to developer team and will be

a project lender. MOHCD will also coordinate the resident services model and its
implementation at each site. Lastly MOHCD is leading the creation of clear and
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consistent dialogue, documentation and communication about RAD between all
partners and residents.

Development Teams: Developer teams will implement the rehabilitation programs and own
the buildings as well as provide consistent and effective property
management including investment in the on-site services model. They
are committed to support resident involvement in all phases of the
conversion and implementation.

Tenant Advocates: Tenant Advocates (Housing Rights Committee, National Housing
Law Project, Bay Area Legal Aid) work with residents and
stakeholders to promote greater understanding of resident rights

HOPE SF Community Engagerhent

Resident Services and Community Building Overview 4

Each of the four HOPE SF sites will continue to integrate intensive resident services and community
building activities, executed by lead on-site service providers in collaboration with neighboring CBOs and
city-wide programming. Services teams will focus their efforts towards preparing HOPE SF site residents
for the transition to non-profit management, continuing to stabilize the tenant populations, and
developing pathways towards economic mobility. They will achieve this through service connection and
on-site programming in areas of economic mobility, public safety, health and wellness, and education.

In the next five years, all four HOPE SF sites will have completed construction of a subset of replacement
and affordable housing units. Residents will continue to be included in community space planning
efforts across all four sites, managed by the non-profit developers. The Mayor’s Office will work with on-
site service providers to coordinate the training and placement of residents in construction jobs
occurring on site. All of the on-site service providers will be preparing residents for relocation and
placement in the units. Residents will be included in a series of relocation planning meetings across the
sites and will contribute to the development of the final relocation plans. Additionally, services and
programming assisting with the transition to non-profit management will be ramped up, such as those
related to financial literacy, workforce development, and tenant education. Community building
activities — such as senjor, teen & family programming, community gardening, and community-wide
celebrations - will also continue to be executed at each of the four HOPE SF sites.

All four HOPE SF sites will be integrating learnings from the pilot Peer Health Leadership programs and
will be furthering the delivery and evaluation of services and leadership development through this
program over the next five years. Similarly, HOPE SF sites will continue to deepen their educational
strategies which are executed in collaboration with the four on-site Educational Liaisons, 8 HOPE SF
schools, and families at each of the sites. In partnership with the San Francisco Department of Public
Health, HOPE SF is developing Health and Wellness programs at each of the four sites. HOPE SF and the
Department of Public Health will engage both community-based organizations and HOPE SF residents to
help shape the program’s offerings, outreach and more.

Lead HOPE SF Residenf Services Agencies:

Site | Lead Service Provider
Alice Griffith Urban Strategies
Hunters View Bayview YMCA
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Potrero Terrace and Annex_ | Bridge Housing
Sunnydale ‘ Mercy Housing

At Hunters View, the Bayview YMCA has worked to prepare residents for relocation. The YMCA
has also focused on barrier removal, career development support, health and weliness

activities, family support programming, educational activities, and employment soft and hard
skills.

At Alice Griffith, the Urban Strategies team continues to link residents with senior programs,

family support programming, youth and education programming, afterschool activities, health
and wellness activities, and workforce development opportunities.

At Potreroc Annex/Terrace, Bridge Hous'lng continues to provide community building activities
and foster individual participation in planning sessions. These actiilities included leadership
development and safety workshops, healthy living and healthy generations groups,
gardening/sustainability programs, social activities, and a service connection contract with the
Potrero Hill Family support Center (Urban Services YMCA) in which they work with residents to
assess, connect and support them in workforce and educational opportunities. '

At Sunnydale, Mercy Housing, the Bayview YMCA, APA/Visitation Valley Strong Famlies, and
TURF work collaboratively to provide outreach, family support, service connections, health and
wellness, and educational activities and community convenings to Sunnydale residents.

Both Sunnydale and Potrero Annex and Terrace received HUD Choice Neighborhood Initiative
Planning Grants in 2012 to support ongoing revitalization efforts.

Choice Neighborhood Grants

Planning Grants

Both Sunnydale and Potrero Annex and Terrace received HUD Choice Nelghborhood Initiative Planning
Grants in 2012 to support ongoing revitalization efforts. These planning efforts came to a close in 2014.
Both of these communities utilized the momentum they gained throughout the planning process to
éngage residents, city agencies, and other stakeholders in the implementation of the resulting plans.
Sunnydale formed implementation committees consisting of residents, city agencies, community
organizations, and other stakeholders to collaborate on the execution of objectives in areas of housing
development, health & wellness, safety, and economic stability.

The South Potrero Neighborhood Transformation Plan has supported the development of a coordinated
blueprint for improving Potrero Annex and Terrace, and the surrounding neighborhood. At Potrero

. Annex and Terrace, the work focused on establishing quality services in the community, and eonnecting
_ residents to the greater neighborhood and services.

Implementation Grants

Urban Strategies complete their cycle of the Choice Nenghborhoods Implementation Grant at Alice
Griffith in 2017. The team will continue to partner with residents, city agencies, community
organizations, and other stakeholders as they complete their process. Workforce development
programming will proceed as construction on-site continues at Alice Griffith through 2016; construction
is projected to be completed in fall 2016 for the initial phases of Alice Griffith. Additionally, key
neighborhood revitalization and construction projects will continue to come online in the surrounding
district which will provide opportunities for training and placement. Educational Liaison at Alice Griffith
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will continue to partner with the school district to execute plans addressing chronic absenteeism and
parent engagement. Other city agencies will continue to execute their plans for improved
transportation, parks, retail, and other commercial and recreational assets in the greater neighborhood.

If the PHA is designated as troubled, describe the manner in which financial assistance will be
provided or other assistance

HUD designated SFHA as a “Troubled” agency on December 13, 2012.

SFHA executed a Public Housing Authority Recovery and Sustainability Agreement and Action Plan
(PHARS) with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban-Development and the City and County of San
Francisco on July 1, 2013. The PHARS Agreement and Action Plan included several milestones for SFHA
to achieve recovery and long-term sustainability. Elements of the PHARS include:
= Assessment of existing staff assignments, policies and procedures, and development of
improved policies and procedures '
« Implementation of procedures to monitor mdependent audit fmdmgs
* Improved rent collection practices
« |mproved unit turn-over rates and reduce vacancies |
» Improved Commission oversight of SFHA finances and operations
e Development and implementation of a Waitlist Management Plan for both public housing and
the Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) programs
= Development of a plan for housing quality standard (HQS) inspections for the (HCV) program
. " Development of a plan for HCV re-certifications (etc.) '

Discussion

MOHCD'’s work with SFHA to address SFHA’s dilapidated housing stock either through the RAD and
HOPE SF programs will preserve or rebuild some of the most important housing for San Francisco’s
poorest residents. More importantly resident engagement under both programs will provide the public
housing residents input on the rehabilitation or reconstruction and keep them informed of other
important changes in their housing management. SFHA continues to work toward moving the agency
out of “Troubled” status including engaging in a technical assistance contract with HUD.

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco - 114

2302



AP-65 Homeless and Other Special Needs Activities — 91.220(i)

Introduction

Describe the jurisdictions one-year goals and actions for reducing and ending homelessness
including : '

Reaching out to homeless persons (especially unsheltered persons) and assessing their
individual needs o

The San Francisco Homeless Outreach Team (SFHOT) was formed in May 2004 as part of a Mayor’s
Office, health, social services, and community initiative. Ten years later, SFHOT continues to evolve to
meet various population needs. Over 3,000 chronically homeless severely disabled individuals have been -
care managed by SFHOT, with nearly 50% securing permanent housing. SFHOT works coilaboratively in
small teams first to engage and stabilize chronically homeless individuals and next to help gain care for
chronic conditions and find permanent housing via three lines of service, as follows:

Stabilization Care: This SFHOT service line provides short-term stabilization care management for high
risk homeless individuals (homeless more'than three years, experiencing complex medical, psychiatric,
and substance abuse tri-morbidity, using a high number of urgent/emergent care services, and not able
to navigate health and human services system on their own. Care Managers accept referrals from SFHOT
First Responders and high user treatment programs. Within six to twelve months, the goals are to: {1)
Stabilize individuals from the street into shelter/SRO, (2) Remove personal barriers to attaining
permanent housing; e.g., attain benefits, primary care linkage, behavioral health care linkage, IDs, legal
aid, etc., (3) Secure and place into permanent housing, (4) Assess and serve as care coordinators for SF
Health Network members who are high risk / high cost individuals and are unable to engage into the,
system.

First Responders and Street Medicine Staff: This SFHOT service line provides outreach, engagement and
warm-handoffs from the street to (or Between) urgent/ emergent institutions. First Responders operate
24/7 and responds to requests from 311, Care Coordinators, Police, Fire, and Urgent/Emergent facilities
{hospitals, SF Sobering Center, Psych Emergency Services, and Dore Psych Urgent Care) for street\
outreach/intervention and therapeutic transports. The goals are to, within two hours, respond and
determine if the individual can be cleared for transpoit and provide warm-handoff to and/or from
urgent/emergent facilities. In addition, the First Responders provide targeted search and outreach of
HUMS (High Users of Multiple Systems) and other high-risk homeless individuals as identified by 311
(citizens) and health care coordinators and, once found, performs wellness checks and attempts to
engage individuals into services and other resources as identified by community care plans. First
Responders assess and refer the highest risk to the Care Management teams.

San.Francisco Public Library: This SFHOT service line includes a Psychiatric Social Worker situated at the
Civic Center Main Branch who conducts outreach and offers referrals to homeless, marginally housed
and/or mentally ill patrons of the library. She also facilitates education sessions in group or individual
settings for library staff, in order to improve understanding of behaviorally vulnerable patrons of the
library. Her goal is to help library staff serve this group of patrons according to their needs, while helbing
to decrease the number and severity of incidents that require intervention from Library security staff.
This social worker also supervises four 15-hours/week Health and Safety Associates (HaSAs) whe are
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- selected from a group of homeless library patrons being served by SF HOT’s case management function.
HaSAs assist the team by using their life experiences and learned engagement skills to reach out to other
homeless patrons, in order to persuade them to accept case management and other services. In the
process, HaSAs gain employment and job-seeking skills, through their supervision by the Psychlatnc
Social Worker, as well as an associated DPH Vocatlonal Rehabilitation Counselor.

Addreésing the emergency shelter and transitional housing needs of homeless persons

The City’s Ten Year Plan to End Chronic Homelessness directed the City to move its focus away from
traditional emergency shelters and toward shelters with 24-hour crisis clinics, and sobering centers.

Since the Plan was published, the Department of Public Health has created the Dore Urgent Care Clinic,
a medically-staffed 24/7 urgent care clinic designed to serve people in psychiatric crisis that is able to
accommodate up to 12 clients at any one time. The department also funds the Dore Residence, a 14~
bed intensive crisis residential treatment program, operated in a social rehabilitation model, that
provides a 24- hour alternative to hospitalization and serves clients who need psychiatric crisis support.
The average length of stay is 3-5 days. Many of the individuals served by the two programs are
homeless.

The emergency shelter system for adults has had a reduction of 440 year-round beds between January
2005 (1,579 total beds) and the present (1,139 total beds in June 2014). While decreasing the number of
emergency shelter beds, the City has enhanced the quality of emergency shelter and improved access
for its clients. Between FY08-09 and FY13-14, the annual budget for emergency shelters increased by
$4.3 million. The additional money has been used to invest in added case management and sustain
service levels.

The City continues to promote fair and efficient access to emergency shelter. It is supporting adding a
new shelter in the Bayview, the neighborhood with the highest number of persons living on the street,
according to the 2013 homeless count. HSA received a capital grant of nearly $1 million from the state
and plans to use local funding for shelter operations.

Another way that shelters have been made more accessnble is that as of February 2014, homeless
persons can make 90-day shelter reservatlons by calling the City’s 311 System. The new process makes it
easier for seniors, persons with disabilities, and non-English speakers to access the emergency shelter
system by eliminating the need to wait in line and instead using the 311 system’s 24 hours a day, 7 days
a week, 365 days a year translation capabilities. By making it as convenient as possible for homeless
adults to access safe, clean emergency shelters when needed, more time is available them to seek
employment, to engage with vital services, and to find permanent housing. Providing better access to
the emergency shelter system enables the City to maximize the number of beds that are used every

_ night, leaving fewer people on the street at night. :

Although permanent housing is the primary goal for people who are homeless, interim housing is a
necessity until the stock of housing affordable to people with extremely low incomes can accommodate
the demand. Interim housing should be available to all those who do not have an immediate option for

.permanent housing, so that no one is forced to sleep on the streets. Interim housing should be safe and
easily accessible and should be structured to provide services that assist people in accessing treatment
in a transitional housing setting or permanent housing as quickly as possible.
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In order to provide the interim housing needed in the City, existing shelters must be restructured so that
they are not simply emergency facilities, but instead focus on providing services that link people with
housing and services that promote ongoing stability. In addition, to ensure that people who are
homeless are willing to access these facilities, emphasis should continue to be placed on client safety
and respectful treatment of clients by staff, including respect for cultural differences. The shelter system.
should provide specialized facilities or set-aside sections to meet the dlversxty of need, including safe
havens respite care beds, and places for senior citizens. ‘

The City has placed a high priority on assisting people who are homeless to access permanent housing as
quickly as possible, without requiring “housing readiness” or participation in services or transitional
programs as a pre requisite. This strategy has been found to be effective with most populations,
including people who are chronically homeless. However, for some people, access to treatment (either
treatment in a clinical sense or mental health and/or substance abuse services) in a transitional housing
setting can be beneficial; it provides a necessary steppingstone enhancing their ability to successfully
access and maintain permanent housing. Particular sub-populations that have been found fo benefit
from treatment housing include: people suffering from a serious mental illness, people with chronic

" substance abuse problems, recently discharged offenders, people suffering from trauma (domestic
violence, former sex workers, youth experiencing homelessness, veterans), and emancipated foster and
homeless youth. For these populations, treatment housing provides a supportive, transitional
environment that facilitates the stability necessary for future housing retention and provides treatment
in a setting that offers immediate support against relapse and other potential set-backs. In order to be
effective, treatment housing must offer culturally competent programs designed to meet the needs of
the specific population being served.

Strategies necessary to effectively meet the need for treatment housing include: 1) evaluation of existing
treatment/transitional housing in the City to determine which facilities to maintain and which to
transform into permanent supportive housing; 2) appropriate assessment of the population that will
benefit from treatment housing; 3) development of intensive case management and service packages for
specific populations; and 4) creation of stronger linkages to facilitate movement between treatment
programs and permanent housing.

Helping homeless persons (especially chronically homeless individuals and fémilies,’families }
" . with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth) make the transition to

* permanent housing and independent living, including shortening the period of time that
individuals and families experience homelessness, facilitating access for homeless individuals
and families to affordable housing units, and preventing individuals and families who were
recently homeless from becoming homeless again

Many people who are homeless or at-risk, in particutar those who are sufféring from a disabling

_condition, are in touch with one or more of the City’s public institutions and systems of care, iricluding
hospitals, mental health programs, detoxification and treatment programs, foster care and the criminal
justice system. As such, these institutions have an important role to play in identifying people who need
assistance to maintain their housing or who are homeless and need help regaining it. Through
comprehensive transition, or “discharge” planning, these individuals; upon release, can be linked with
the housing, treatment and services they need to facilitate ongoing stability and prevent future
homelessness.
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Key aspects of effective discharge planning include: assessment of housmg and service related needs at
intake; development of comprehensive discharge plans and assignment ‘of a discharge planner/case
manager to oversee plan implementation; provision of services that will promote long-term housing
stability, while in custody/care; and expansion of housing options for people being discharged.

For people who are homeless involved with the criminal justice system whose crimes are non-violent
petty misdemeanors, and for repeat, frequent users of the hospital system occasioned by lack of on-
going health care-and homelessness, diversion strategies should be used that focus on addressing
housing, treatment and service needs so as to prevent both recurring homelessness as well as repeat
offenses and to support health Qutcomes. '

“Respite” beds with appropriate medical care, medication and care supplies are needed by people who
are homeless.to recuperate post- hospitalization. These beds with care do not prevent homelessness nor
end homelessness; but until sufficient permanent housing is available, they are necessary to support
recovery. Coupled with other supportive services, they also can provide a link to other community
services and housing opportunities.

In order to ensure the effectiveness of discharge planning efforts, data on the permanent housing
outcomes of those discharged should be collected and included as part of ongoing evaluations of these
public institutions.

Helping low-income individuals and families avoid becoming homeless, especially extremely
low-income individuals and families and those who are: being discharged from publicly
funded institutions and systems of care (such as health care facilities, mental health facilities,
foster care and other youth facilities, and corrections programs and institutions); or, receiving
assistance from public or private agencies that address housing, health, social services,
employment, education, or youth needs ‘

MOHCD’s homeless and homeless prevention programs align with the City’s 5-Year Homeless Strategic
Framework to achieve the Framework’s following objective:

e Prevent homelessness by intervening to avoid evictions from permanent housing that lead to )
homelessness. Increase outreach and education about eviction-prevention resources, including
financial assistance and tenant rights laws. Provide short-term rental support and wraparound
services to address underlying issues threatening housing stability and to prevent eviction.
Increase the provision of legal services for individuals and families at risk of eviction. Provide

- rehousing support. '

Effective homelessness prevention requires early identification and assistance to help people avoid
losing their housing in the first place. Public agencies, including social service agencies, health clinics,
schools, the foster care system and city government offices, have an important role to play in this effort
as they are often in contact with these households and can provide key information and referrals. San
Francisco has a long history of public support for tenant’s rights and eviction prevention services which
has led to model tenant protections and social support for tenants who are often at risk of eviction and
-displacement.

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco : 118

2306



Strategies to facilitate the early identification and assistance needed to prevent homelessness include 1)

expansion of resources available for rental assistance and for key services that address threats to housing
stability; 2) facilitating access 1o eviction prevention services through education and outreach, expanded

legal services and the establishment of specialized eviction prevention programs; and 3) development of
standard “just-cause” eviction policies for city-funded programs.

To address the multi-various challenge of homelessness, the homelessness and homeless prevention
program is grant—b'ased and melds CDBG, ESG and Housing Trust Fund funding to support homeless -
prevention and eviction prevention programs, operating support for emergency and transitional shelters,
direct services for homeless individuals and families, and supportive housing. This program coordinates
closely with other City Departments, in particular the Human Services Agency, to align its strategies.

Through this program, MOHCD administers the HUD Emergency Solutions Grant program as authorized
under the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act. ESG grants support essential services related to
emergency shelter or street outreach; ongoing operations of emergency shelters; and homeless
prevention services for those individuals at imminent risk of homelessness.

MOHCD also utilizes Housing Trust Fund funds for tenant-based rental assistance for individuals and

" families. Finally, it utilizes CDBG funds to support programs preventing homelessness and providing
direct services. Homeless prevention programs focus primarily on eviction prevention, including tenant
rights trainings, legal representation at eviction hearings, as well as rental vouchers and assistance with
first and last month rent. Direct service programs support case management and related services to
individuals and families in-shelters and on the streets, focusing on those services which will maximize
housing stability for those individuals and families.

Ongomg housing stability also depends upon access to a stable and sufficient income stream. However,
‘many homeless people have education deficits, limited job skifls and/or gaps in their work history that
make it difficult for them to obtain living wage employment. For these reasons, access to education, job
training and employment services are vitally important. There are homeless-targeted training and
employment services that offer these services in a way that is designed to meet the special reeds of
homeless people. While these programs are necessary and should be expanded, homeless people also
need access to the mainstream workforce development system, which offers a wider range of resources,
However, in order to be effective with this population, these mainstream programs must take steps to
increase homeless families’ and individuals’ access and better accommodate their needs.

Discussion

In addition to the items described above, the Mayor has also recently created the new department of
Homeless and Supportive Housing. The new Department has approximately 110 staff members, largely
transferring from the Department of Public Health and the Human Service Agency. This will bring
together under one roof the multitude of City services from outreach~ including the Homeless Outreach
Team — to shelter and supportive housing. The Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing’s
budget is approximately $165 million annually and was introduced as part of the Mayor’s proposed FY
2016-17 and 2017-18 budget. It encompasses the majority of homeless spending in the City which is
primarily expended through contracts to non-profits to provide services and interventions from
outreach through supportive housing.
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AP-70 HOPWA Goals— 91.220 (I)(3)

Table 12 - HOPWA Goals

One year goals for the number of households to be provided housing through the use of HOPWA
for: ' '
Short-term rent, mortgage, and utility assistance to prevent homelessness of the individual or
family - ‘ o ' 90
Tenant-based rental assistanc : ' 207
Units provided in permanent housing facilities developed, leased, or operated with HOPWA
funds : ' 230
Units provided in transitional short-term housing facilities developed, leased, or operated with
HOPWA funds 22
Total . 549
1
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AP-75 Barriers to affordable hous‘ing —91.220(j)
Introduction:

San Francisco continues to work to address how to remove barriers to the development of affordable
housing be it through its land use policies or improving city procedures to expedite affordable housing
production such as priority permit processing for affordable housing projects.

Actions it planned to remove or ameliorate the negative effects of public policies that serve
as barriers to affordable housing such as land use controls, tax policies affecting land, zoning
ordinances, building codes, fees and charges, growth limitations, and policies affecting the
‘return on residential investment )

Addressing Barriers to Housing Production?

Identify Sites Appropriate for Housing Development . .
San Francisco is relatively dense, and has limited opportunities for infill development. It is critical to
identify and make avajlable, through appropriate zoning, adequate sites to meet the City’s housing
needs—especially affordable housing. The San Francisco Planning Department has successfully

developed neighborhood specific housing plans to accommodate the majority of new housing needs
anticipated.

In an effort to identify specific sites for housing in accordance with Housing Element law and the City's
Surplus Property Ordinance, all City agencies subject to Ordinance must annually report their surplus
properties to the Board of Supervisors and Mayor. MOHCD then is tasked with evaluating those

- 'properties for their potential for affordable housing development. To the extent that land is not suitable

for housing development, the City sells those surplus sites and uses the proceeds for affordable housing
development elsewhere.

in order to reduce the land required for non-housing functions, such as parking, the Planning
Department will consider requiring parking lifts to be supplied in all new housing developments seeking
approval for parking at a ratio of 1.1 or above. Also through area plans, especially in transit-rich
neighborhoods, parking may be allowed at a ratio.of less than 1:1in order to encourage the use of
public transit and maximize a site’s use for housing.

Encourage “Affordability by Design”: Small Units & Rental Units

Using less expensive building materials and building less expensive construction types (e.g. wood frame
midrise rather that steel frame high-rise) and creating smaller units can reduce development costs
per/unit. High development. costs are a major barrier to affordable housing development. The City
encourages this type of affordability by design.

* The following section on Addressing Barrlers to Housing Production is cited from the April 2015 Housing Element. The role of the Housing
Element is to provide policy background for housing programs and decisions and broad directions for meeting the City's housing goals.
However, parameters specified in the Zoning Map and Planning Code can only be changed through a community process and related legislative
process. Thus, not.all strategies identified in the Housing Element are certain to be implemented. The Mayor’s Office of Housing and

Community Development is exploring recommendations of the Housing Element as they pertain to findings from the 2011 Analysis of
Impediments to Fair Housing.

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco - h 121

2309



Secondary Units :

Secondary units {in-law or granny units) are smaller dwellings within a structure that contains a much
larger unit, using a space that is surplus to the primary dwelling. Secondary units represent a simple and
cost-effective method of expanding the housing supply. Such units can be developed to meet the needs
of seniors, people with disabilities, and others who, because of modest incomes or lifestyles, prefer or
need small units at relatively low rents. Within community planning processes, the City may explore
where secondary units can occur without adversely affecting the neighborhood. The City also passed
laws in 2015 to make the process easier for legalizing secondary units that were created without proper
planning or building permits.

Smaller Units .

Density standards in San Francisco have traditionally encouraged larger units by setting the number of
dwelling units in proportion to the size of the building lot. However, in some areas, the City may
consider using the building envelope to regulate the maximum residential square footage. This will - -
encourage smaller units in neighborhoods where building types are well suited for increased density.

Moreover, the Planning Department allows a density bonus of twice the number of dwelling units when
the housing is specifically designed for and occupied by senior citizens, physically or mentally disabled
persons. State Density Bonus law also allows an increase in a building’s density if a certain amount of
affordable housing is provided. Often not this law is producing smaller affordable housing in a building
that is predominantly market rate housing. 'In July 2016 the City approved a San Francisco-specific 100%
Affordable Housing Density Program, which provides developers incentives such as increased density
and up to three additional stories in height than what is permitted by the site’s zoning in return for
building 100% of its units as permanently affordable housing. The 100% Affordable Housing Density
Program also provides a more expeditious way to increase an affordable housing’s height and density
rather than using the lengthy Special Use District historically used by affordable housing developments.

Rental Units

In recent years the production of new housing has yielded primarily ownership units, but low-income
" and middle-income residents are usually renters. The City encourages the continued development of
rental housing, including market-rate rentals that can address moderate and middle income needs.
Recent community planning efforts have explored incentives such as fee waivers and reductions in
inclusionary housing requirements in return for the development of deed-restricted, long-term rental
housing. The Planning Department monitors the construction of middle income housing under
provisions included within the inclusionary requirements of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans,
under the Regional Housing Needs Assessment requirements and pursuant to Proposition K passed by
the voters in November 2014, which requires the Planning Department to monitor and report on the
balance of market rate housing production and affordable housing production in order to inform the
City’s decision-making on new housing development.

ldentify and Implement Creative Financing Strategies

Due to the high cost of housing subsidies required to provide a unit to low and very low income
households (typically public subsidy of $250,000-$350,000 required per unit), financing is amongst the
most challenging barriers to affordable housing production. In addition, several Federal and State
programs that historically have supported affordable housing development are diminishing. The recent
recession impacted government coffers as well as financial institutions, reducing the capital available for
development. For example, the Federal Low Income Housing Tax Credit program (LIHTC) has,.in years
past, financed about 90% of affordable housing. In this economic climate and with the elimination of
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redevelopment agencies and their required commitment of 20% of their tax increment for affordable
housing, it forced the City of San Francisco seek creative solutions to finance affordable housing
production and preservation.

Jobs-Housing-Linkage Program
New commercial and other non-residential development increase the City’s employment base and
thereby increase the demand for housing. The City’s Jobs-Housing Linkage Program, which collects fees

- for affordable housing production from commercial developments, will continue to be enforced and
monitored.

Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credits

Planning and OEWD will promote the use of the Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credits to help SUbSldlZe
rental projects, and continue to provide information about such preservation incentives to repair,
restore, or rehabilitate historic resources towards rental housing in lieu of demolition.

Citywide Inclusionary Housing Program

‘Planning and MOHCD will continue to implement the Citywide Inclusionary Housing Program, which
requires the inclusion of permanently affordable units in housing developments of 10 or more units.
MOHCD is also looking to expand the program to allow developers to target higher incomes than what is

currently allowed under the Inclusionary Housing Program in exchange for more affordable housing
units to be built.

Tax Increment Financing
Tax Increment dollars in the major development pro;ects of Mission Bay, Hunters Point Shipyard and
Transbay will continue to be set aside for affordable housing as required by the development

. agreements for those major development projects and subject to the State Department of Finance’s
approval.

Housing Trust Fund

San Francisco voters approved Proposition C in November 2012, which amended the City’s charter to
enable creation of the Housing Trust Fund. It is a fund that will exist for 30 years payable from set-asides
from the City’s general fund and other local sources. MOHCD is implementing housing programs or

modifying existing programs to account for this new fundmg source and began using funds from the
Housing Trust Fund in July 2013.

Proposition A Housing Bond

San Francisco voters approved Proposition A in November 2015, which authorized the City to sell $310
million in general obligation bonds in order to pay for low and middle-income housing production as
well as fund other programs that assist first-time homebuyers and address the rehab needs of existing.
public housing. The bonds will be repaid from the City ‘s General Fund. MOHCD is continuing to
implement housing programs and modifying existing programs to account for this new fundlng source,
The first sale of the Proposition A bond sales occurred in October 2016.

Proposition C Loans to Finance Acquisition and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing

San Francisco voters approved Proposition Cin November 2016, which amends the 1992 voter-
approved Proposition A, to allow the City to sell up to $260 million in general obligation bonds to
finance the acquisition, improvement and rehabilitation of at-risk multi-unit residential buildings and
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convert them to permanently affordable housing. MOHCD will be implementing a housing program for ,
use of these funds in 2017 and 2018.

Reduce Regulatory Barriers

Public processing time, staffing, and fees related to City approval make up a considerable portion of
affordable development costs. The City has implemented Priority Application Processing through
coordination with the Planning Department, Department of Building Inspection, and Department of
Public Works for 100% affordable projects. This expedites the review and development process and
reduces overall development costs. As described above, passage of the 100% Affordable Housing

Density Bonus Program in 2016 allows affordable housing developers to pursue zoning accommodations
such as increased density and height without going through the lengthy rezoning and application of a
Special Use District process.

The City is also exploring mechanisms that maintain the strength of the California Environmental Quality -
Act (CEQA) and its use as a tool for environmental protection while eliminating aspects of its
implementation that are not appropriate and unnecessarily delay proposed projects. For instance, the
Planning Department will continue to prioritize projects that comply with CEQA requirements for infill
exemptions by assigning planners immediately upon receipt of such applications. Other improvements

to CEQA implementation are underway. For example, the Board of Supervisors report studled how to
meaningfully measure traffic impacts in CEQA.

Address NIMBYISM . _

Neighborhood resistance to new development, especially affordable housing development, poses a
significant barrier. However, NIMBYism can be reduced by engaging neighbors in a thorough and.
respectful planning process. In order to increase the supply and affordability of housing, the City has
engaged in significant planning for housing through Area Plans and other processes that respect
community voice and neighborhood character. In general, the Planning Department’s review of projects
and development of guidelines builds en community local controls, including Area plans, neighborhood
specific guidelines, neighborhood Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&R’s) and other resident-
driven standards for developmernt.

Public education about the desirability and necessity of affordable housing is also an ongoing effort.
Planning, DBI and other agencies will continue to provide informational sessions at Planning Commission
Department of Building Inspection Commission and other public hearings to educate citizens about
affordable housing. ‘

Discussion:

As one of the most expensive cities in the United States to live, the need for affordable housing is more
acute than elsewhere in the country. Consequently the need to remove barriers to the production or
preservation of affordable housing has become an even more important priority for MOHCD. MOHCD is
working closely with other City departments to revisit the City regulations that may serve one public
purpose, such as increasing indoor air quality in residential buildings near major roadways, but is
becoming a barrier to affordable housing production by increasing the development cost of affordable
housing by requiring more expensive mechanical ventilation systems. MOHCD will also continue to work
with other City departments to improve City process improvements that will help expedite the
production of affordable housing be it with the Planning or Building Inspection departments.
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. AP-85 Other Actions — 91.220(k)

Introduction:

Actions planned to address obstacles to mee’fing underserved needs

Obstacles to meéting underserved needs for San Francisco are related to the extent of need in the City
and the diversity of the population of the City. Major obstacles are limited funds, language barriers and
gaps in institutional structure.

Due to high housing costs, economic conditions, poveity and unemployment, a significantly large
number of low-income San Franciscans are not economically self-sufficient. The limited resources that
are available to support programs and services that help individuals and families to become self-
sufficient are inadequate. The situation is made worse by reductions in funding at the federal, state and
local government levels at the same time as needs are increasing due to the weak economy. To
minimize the impact of the City’s limited resources, MOHCD and OEWD have increased our strategic
coordination with other City departments in an effort to av0|d duplication of services and to maximize
the-leveraging of federal, state and local dollars.

Another major set of obstacles are language barriers. San Francisco has historically been a haven for
immigrants. Language barriers impact immigrants’ abilities to access necessities such as employment,
healthcare, and police protection. Many adult immigrants and refugees are not necessarily literate in
their own native languages, and struggle to master the complexities of English. In particular,
sophisticated transactions such as legal issues or governmental forms may be confusing. Of all San
Franciscans over the age of five, 46% speak a language other than English at home, with the largest
language groups being Chinese, Spanish, Tagalog and Russian. Fifty percent of the Asian population are
of limited English proficiency (LEP), meaning that they speak English less than “very well.” Thirty
percent of Asian children are identified as LEP. Fourteen percent of San Francisco households are
“linguistically isolated” with no one in the household over the age of 14 indicating that they speak
English “well” or “very well”. Among Asian households, that number increases to 35%. At the individual
level, about 25% of all San Franciscans in the 2008 survey indicated that they did not speak English “very
well”, which is the third highest percentage in the state of California, and the 10* highest percentage of
any county in the entire United States.

In response to this particular obstacle, San Francisco uses CDBG resources to provide language-
appropriate services to linguistically and culturally isolated individuals and families, including translation
services, legal services, vocational ESL instruction, information and referral, and case management.
Services are provided through CDBG funding to neighborhood-based multi-service community centers.

Another action that will be taken will be granting those households displaced by Ellis Act evictions and ‘
former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency displacement first preference to any affordable housing
under MOHCD’s purview. These households were forcibly displaced from their homes so the San

Francisco Board of Supervisors deemed them to have higher priority to be screened for eligibility for ;
MOHCD’s affordable housing stock. In order to qualify for this housing, these households must be ?
certified by MOHCD that they meet specific displacement criteria, such as having lived in their residence ' :
for at least 10 years {or 5 years if they were seniors or disabled) prior to receiving an eviction notice ‘ ’
under the State Ellis Act. MOHCD will also certify if a household was living in the Western Addition or
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Hunters Point area during the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency’s large-scale displacement of
residents from those areas under its 1960s urban renewal policies. Should these households be certified
that they were displaced by an Ellis Act eviction or by the Redevelopment Agency and given a certificate
of preference, then these households would be prioritized for eligibility screening for MOHCD’s
affordable housing. These certificate of preference holders must meet the housing’s ellglbxllty criteria,
such as income and household size, for the housing they applied to.

Actions planned to foster and maintain affordable housing

The maintenance and preservation of existing affordable housing is a key housing activity for San
Francisco given the age of its affordable housing stock. To this end MOHCD issued a Notice of Funding
Avatlability (NOFA) for addressing the most pressing capital needs of existing affordable housing,
especially those that impact the health and safety and ultimately the long-term livability of the
properties. In 2016 MOHCD issued such a NOFA and anticipates issuing another NOFA in Fiscal Year
2017-2018.

Actions planned to reduce lead-based paint hazards

The Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development is a multi-grant recipient of HUD’s Officé of
Lead Hazard Control and Healthy Homes. Over the past 20 years, MOHCD has developed a highly
collaborative infrastructure of City agencies and non-profit organizations to address childhood lead
poisoning, lead hazards, and other health conditions stemming from poor quality housing in low-income
communities. Collaborating agencies serve as referral partners to the lead program, which is a vital
component of the day-to-day programmatic activities of MOHCD's Lead and Housing Rehabilitation
Programs unit, which serves to improve low-income tenant- and owner-occupied housing.

To promote the occupancy of lead safe units by low-income families with children, the program will
require property owners to execute a grant agreement, deed of trust, and declaration of restrictions
that impose a five year restriction-period; forbidding the property owner to evict current tenants;
requiring property managers to maintain the property free of lead hazards; affirmatively marketing to
low-income families with children under the age of six; and advertising and coordinating re-rentals
through our office. As a result of this enforcement tool, MOHCD maintains a registry of lead remediated
housing units, which upon re-rental must be affirmatively marketed to low-income families with children
under the age of six. These re-rentals must also be advertised and coordinated through MOHCD. In
addition, MOHCD’s monitoring and asset management team performs compliance monitoring requiring
the owner to provide documentation of current tenants and property maintenance. MOHCD also
requires CDBG funded housing, tenant rights, and other non-profit housing related agencies to provide
lead poisoning prevention education to tenant families with young children, information on the Federal
Lead Hazard Disclosure Law, and infarmation on MOHCD’s_ Lead Program.

MOHCD response systenr is comprised of several City agencies and non-profit partners to address the
problem of lead poisoning, prohibited nuisances code enforcement and dilapidated housing.
Fundamental to the response system, the San Francisco Department of Public Health code enforcement
has the legislative authority to cite property owners with a notice of violation whenever there is visibly.
deteriorated paint in the exterior or interior of a pre-1978 building where children under six may be
exposed to the lead hazard. These violations become direct referrals to 'MOHCD, which provides lead
grant assistance for the assessment and remediation services of lead hazards in low-income tenant- and
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owner-occupied housing.

In addition, MOHCD works with the Family Childcare Assoc:atlon the Chlldren s Counclil, the San
Francisco Head Start Program, and other private preschools serving low-income families - to ensure
families are educated on lead poisoning prevention and timely lead blood level testing of children under
the age of six. As a result, low-income children attending targeted preschools are regularly tested for
lead blood content as a commitment to a healthy educational start. Children with a detectable lead
blood level are case managed by the San Francisco Department of Public Health.

Actions planned to reduce the number of poverty-level families

San Francisco is perceived as a wealthy area with an average household income of $117,255. However,
13.8% of residents live below the poverty level. According to Chief Economist, Ted Egan, between 1990
and 2010, the population living in Extremely Low / Very Low income households {those earning less than
50% of Area Median Income) has grown the most. Growth has also been seen in households earning
over 150% of area median income, and, to a lesser extent, in those earning 120-150% of AMI. The low
income population (50-80% of AMI) has seen very slight growth, and the moderate income population
(80-120%) experienced a decline in absolute numbers.

The cost of housing in San Francisco exacerbates the wealth disparity. Local housing costs not only
exceed the national average but, thanks to a housing market crash that affected San Francisco less than
other places, the city now has the most expensive housing in the region.

OEWD has implemented evidence-based sector academies and programs that provide access to’

employment opportunities for our priority populations, those most affected by wealth disparity. Our

sectors ~ healthcare, construction, information and communications technology, and hospitality — were

selected because of their high growth potential, entry-level employment opportunities, and more
_importantly, because of their pathways to self-sufficiency and economic security.

All San Franciscans deserve to live in safety and prosperity. But today, not all San Franciscans do. In
truth, while we are one City, united in name and government, we remain separate communities. In
neighborhoods with concentrated poverty, there is a San Francisco that is a community apart, separated
by geography, violence, and decades of neglect. According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2012 5-Year
American Community Survey, 13.2%, of San Francisco’s residents live in poverty. This, in the context of a
growing yet fragile city economy with a $6 billion budget and for many people unaffordable housing
presents a unique opportunity for monumental change.

- San Francisco’s unequal income distribution and skyrocketing housing prices could jeopardize the City's
future competitiveness and overall economic stability. The role of government is to intervene where the
market fails society’s most vulnerable. populatlons the City’s poorest residents. At the neighborhood
level, the City's policy levers include investing public funds to counteract policies at other levels of
government that disadvantage a geographic area, promote localized economic development, create
jobs, and increase the provision of goods and services. Because most nonprofits lack the economies of
scale to construct infrastructure, and private actors have little incentive to invest in reweaving the
frayed social fabric, government through a strategic public-private partnership is uniquely positioned to
create the reqdired innovative infrastructure to eradicate poverty. This infrastructure facilitates novel
policy development, the formation of equitable redevelopment, enhanced service access and social
capital in areas of concen‘trated poverty.
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In April 2007, the Center for American Progress issued a report, From Poverty to Prosperity: A National
Strategy to Cut Poverty in Half, which was the result of the Center convening a diverse group of national
experts and leaders to examine the causes and consequences of poverty in America and to make
recommendations for national action. In the report, the.Center’s Task Force on Poverty calls for a
national goal of cutting poverty in half in the next 10 years and proposes a strategy to reach the goal. .

In order to cut poverty in half over the next 10 years, the Task Force on Poverty recommended that
strategies should be guided by four principles: ' '

« Promote Decent Work: People should work and work should pay enough to ensure that workers
and their families can avoid poverty, meet basic needs, and save for the future;

« Provide Opportunity for All: Children should grow up in conditions that maximize their
opportunities for success; adults should have opportunities throughout their lives to connect to
work, get more education, live in a good neighborhood, and move up in the workforce;

» Ensure Economic Security: People should not fall into poverty when they cannot work or work is
unavailable, unstable, or pays so little that they cannot make ends meet; and

» Help People Build Wealth: Everyone should have the opportunity to build assets that allow them
" to weather periods of flux and volatility, and to have the resources that may be essential to
advancement and upward mobility.

San Francisca’s anti-poverty strategy embodies all of these guiding principles. Creating opportunity for
socially and economically isolated San Franciscans requires a multifaceted and comprehensive
approach.

Smart Government

Smart government starts with inter-agency collaboration and community-based partnerships. Across the
City, innovative strategies have been developed to provide unprecedented opportunities for our
residents. From healthcare to housing, environment to employment, San Francisco is at the forefront of
de\)eloping and implementing best practices to make our city better for everyone. However, many of the
residents in our most disconnected neighborhoods lack the resources they need to connect to those
programs and strategies. Low educational attainment, safety concerns, inability to access capital, and
the lack of a cohesive social fabric to support residents makes it difficult to reach even the first rungs of
these ladders. Working together in four priority areas — homelessness, asset building/homeownership,
employment and youth/education — City departments are developing “on-ramps” that give residents the
skills and resources they need to take advantage of the City’s innovations:

Table 13 — “On-Ramp” Programs to Address City Goals
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Policy Homelessness Asset Employment Youth/Education
area ‘ Building/Homeownership '
Goal To end chronic | Asset building for low- and | Living-wage jobs All students
homelessness moderate-income with opportunities | graduate high
residents for career school and have
advancement the ability to go to
’ college
City Housing First is | City’s First Time Four Sectors have SF Promise
strategy | asuccessful Homebuyers’ Program been identified by | guarantees college
program that helps low-income OEWD as having financial assistance
places homeless | residents afford to ownin | high growth for SF students
individuals into | San Francisco potential for our who do well in
permanent city. Job training school and
supportive and development graduate high
housing with programs.are school
wrap around aligned around
services . those sectors
“On- Project Bank on San Francisco is Career Pathways Promise
Ramp” Homeless an award winning national | that promote job Neighborhood is a
Connect reaches | model program which mobility and federal
out to homeless | allows families dependent | advancement: 1 Department of
individuals every | on high-cost check- Creating career Education-
other month cashers to easily opena’ pathways that supported program
and provides a starter bank account with | support the ability | that brings
one-stop shop of | mainstream financial of residents and together City
health and institutions workers to attain departments and
human services | Financial Empowerment | the industry community-based
for them ~ | Center Initiative is an relevant/recognized

inter-departmental

“program to support

centers that will conduct
financial triage, set goals,
and establishes action
plans in 5 service areas:
money management,
improved credit,
decreased debt, safe and
affordable banking ‘
relationships, and build
savings '

skills employers are
looking for is key to
job mobility and
advancement.in the
San Francisco labor
market. Working in
partnership with
employers, the City
will continue to
implement
industry-driven
pathway
approaches that
cross learning at
the K-12 and post-
secondary levels.

organizations to
transform a low-
income, largely
immigrant
neighborhood by
linking family
economic security
with student
academic
achievement. It
creates a
comprehensive,
integrated
framework of
evidence-based
services that
responds to urgent
needs and builds
on the foundation
of student, family,
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Policy Homelessness Asset Employment Youth/Education
area .| Building/Homeownership

community, and
school strengths
and assets.

The City’s Family
Resource Center
Initiative brings
national and local
best practices in
parent education
and family support
to high need
communities. This
inter-departmental |
program has tracks
for parents of new
babies,
preschoolers and
young kids. It
provides support
for all parents so
they can help each
otherin the
knowledge that it
“takes a village”.

‘An on-ramp is only as good as the system to which it connécts. In some cases, those systems are not
working as well as they could. City departments are working together with community-based
organizations to determine situations where existing systems need to be tweaked or overhauled to
achieve their intended effect. A critical part is changing the way the system works. If we want these

* efforts to result in lasting change, we must move beyond the coordination efforts often associated with
an initiative to true integration and a new system that lasts beyond the efforts of any group of
individuals driving the initiative. To do that will require some changes in the infrastructure that support
the programs and services offered by the City.

Community Voice . ,
Innovating means understanding problems and solutions at the ground level. The City must works
alongside skilled and informed stakeholders that live in and know the neighborhoods and are able to
work with us to pinpoint where systems are breaking down. These organized residents then hold
everyone —the City, the nonprofit providers and their fellow residents themselves — accountable for
measuring and achieving real results. A

Shared Data and Goals

The first fundamental change is to create a mechanism to better share data across City agencies. Sharing
data is critical as it allows us to identify specific families in multiple systems of care, who require
multiple interventions. Understanding the complete needs of an individual and family helps City
programs provide a more customized set of services to those families, ensure those services are

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco : - 130

2318




coordinated, and identify where there are gaps in services that need to be addressed. Residents will be
able to provide informed consent to participate in data sharing.

Sector Based Approach to Worldorce Development

San Francisco has identified a sector, or industry-based approach to organize key aspects of its
workforce development activities. Sector-based programs are skill-development that align training to
meet the specific demands of growing or high demand industries. They incorporate case management
career counseling, and job search assistance for workers.

Sector strategies have emerged as a best practice within federal state and local policy. A report by
Public/Private Ventures, Targeting Industries, Training Workers and_ Improving Opportunities, through a
" longitudinal random assign study found that sector strategies have produced the following results:

« Participants in skills-training programs had decreases in poverty, from 64 percent to 35 percent.

= Participants in skills-training programs also accessed higher-quality jobs. The percentage of
participants with health insurance available through their employers increased from 49 percent
to73 percent while the percentage with pald sick leave increased from 35 percent to 58
percent. ‘

« Many participants in skillls—training programs obtained jobs in targeted sectors. Among advanced
skills-training participants, these positions paid more than positions unrelated to training.

= Sectoral Employmient Initiative participants believed the programs helped them achieve success

" in the labor market. Eighty-three percent of participants agreed that the training prepared them
well for work in the targeted sector, and 78 percent said the program had improved their
chances of getting a good job. ‘

s Organizations using sectoral approaches other than or in addition to skills training demonstrated
the potential to bring about systemic change. In very different contexts, through organizing and
advocacy efforts or using leverage with industry contacts to negotiate with educational
institutions, organizations either led or were involved in efforts that brought about significant
changes to systems—changes that had the potential to benefit less-educated workers
throughout the targeted sector.?

San Francisco’s proven sector strategy for workforce development is rooted in detailed economic
analysis and forecasting performed by both the.San Francisco Office of Economlc Analysis (OEA) and the
California Employment Development Department {EDD). :

Since hitting the trough of the last business cycle in 2010, San Francisco has demonstrated its economic
resiliency and recovery. From 2010 to 2015, San Francisco added an average of 25,000 new jobs each
year. In 2012, total employment in the City reached pre-recession levels?, and, since reaching this
milestone, the unemployment rate has continued to steadily decline — standing at approximately 3% as
of the publishing of this report*.

The city is also out performing other large counties throughout the country. Between 2011-2012, San
Francisco was the fastest growing largé county in the United States as measured in annual private sector

-2 Roder, Anne; Clymer, Carol; Wyckoff, Laura; Targeting Industnes Training Workers and Improving Dppartunit/es Pubhc Private Veritures 2010
3 Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2013 .

4 California Employment Development Department, 2014

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco 131

2319



job growth. San Francisco’s recovery has also occurred-across sectors with every sector in the city’s
economy outpacmg the US growth rate®.

The key characteristics of San Francisco’s Sector Based Approach include

« |dentified four priority industries based upon employment growth, job accessibility to
moderately skilled workers, career ladder opportunities, and providing self sufficiency wages.

=  Align skill developmenf and occupational skills training to meet the workforce needs of these
priority industries.

« ldentify intermediaries who can engage industries serve as a bridge to social s service prov;ders
that work intensively with disadvantaged participants.

« Integrate intensive:case management into skill development and job training prbgrams

e Implement and enforce policies that generate employment .opportunities for San Francisco -
workers.

Serious Collaboration

The City will bring together public and philanthropic funding, tap into nonprofit expertise, and work with
businesses and corporations to make sure that opportunity is accessible for all people in our
communities and that every community can fully contribute its strengths and unique culture to our
collective prosperity.

Economic Development . :

For the first time since the closing of the Hunters Point Ship Yard real investment, nearly $1 billion, is

slated for the surrounding communities. From major public investment such as the redevelopment of

public housing to significant private investment such as the development at the old Ship Yard and the
Schilage Lock site, renewed activity in the southeast sector brings jobs, revitalizes buildings and

' neighborhoods and has the potential to transform communities.

One challenge is helping residents to get ready for such economic development. Many of the jobs that
are available require different skill levels than most residents have. The City has been working with
planning and contracting groups to try and forecast employm‘ent needs further out to give more time to
prepare residents with the right skills. When there are many steps in the process, it is difficult to get the
whole pipeline running smoothly. City departmients, including MOHCD, OCIl and OEWD, are working
closely to develop training programs, provide life skills support, create job opportunities, and adjust -
employment systems that make this process more seamless

Nonprofit Collaboration .

The City cannot do this work alone. There are hundreds of nonprofit organizations that provide critical
services, reach out t0 résidents and advocate for change. Without these organizations the social service '
delivery syStem simply will not work. However, through sdrveys and focus groups, we heard from
residents that the quality of services was uneven. We also heard from nonprofits themselves that they
lacked access to the kind of training and capacity building they believed they needed in order to reach
their full potential. The City is working with community-based organizations (CBOs) through a number of
capacity building City initiatives to develop new capacity building supports and deeper partnerships. This

5 Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2013
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include the Capacity Building Project within the City’s Controller’s Office; MOHCD's capacity building
programs; the Department of Children, Youth and their Family’s capacity building programs; the -
Nonprofit Displacement Working Group; the Working Group on Nonprofit Sustainability and

Accountability; and the newly created Nonprofit Sector Initiative within the Office of Economic and
Workforce Development.

Private Investment

Reducing poverty is a major transformation that the public sector cannot do alone. Thereis an
important role for philanthropy and the private sector to play in its implementation. The vast majority of
new job creation will occur in the private sector.
The City sees foundations playing several roles:

«  Providing expert advice

e Jointly funding critical enabling elements of the strategy .

»  Aligning other funding with the strategy

»  Providing support for the strategy in the San Francisco public debate
* Helping identify and raise other pﬁilanthropic support

To that end, the City has newly created the position of Director of Strategic Partnerships within the
Mayor’s Office; this new position is focused on creating meaningful partnerships with private
philanthropy to leverage private resources to support the City’s work.

Actions planned to develop institutional structure

The large number of non-profit organizations serving low-income communities in San Francisco is both
an asset and a challenge. With a long history of serving the commuhity, the sheer number of non-profits
leads to increased competition for limited resources. Conversely, the benefits of a rich variety of social
service organizations often translates to more community-based and culturally competent services for
low-income residents. Lack of organizational capacity of non-profits is another gap in institutional
structure. In response, the City is engaged in an ongoing effort to work with non-profits in organizational
and programmatic capacity building to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of service delivery.

Itis the City's policy to coordinate community development and housing activities among its
departments. Because this works involves many City departments, coordination and information sharing
across the various departments are challenges. City staff meets on a regular and as-needed basis with
colleagues from other City departments to overcome gaps in institutional structure. For example,
MOHCD leads a regularworking group focused on the issues of nonprofit displacement with every other
department with a significant investment in community-based organizations. Another example is the
Alignment Committee, which was created in 2014 to undertake long and short-term planning for the
City's workforce development programs, to set goals and priorities for these programs, to coordinate
workforce development activities among City departments, and to monitor their effectiveness. In the
coming months, the Alignment Committee will engage with stakeholders from throughout San Francisco
to refine this plan into a comprehensive strategy for City workforce development services and
.investments. Among other stakeholders, the Alignment Committee will hear from jobseekers,
employers, community based organizations, labor, and education and training partners.

In addition, staff of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development and the Office of
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Economic and Workforce Development uses the Consolidated Plan/Action Plan development process as
an opportunity to engage other departments in a dialogue about the current developments and
priorities. This dialogue aids the City in being more strategic in the investment of Consolidated Plan
dollars.

Actions planned to enhance coordination between public and private housing and social
service agencies

The City's HOPE SF initiative, focusing on the revitalization of four selected public housing sites at
Hunters View, Alice Griffith, Sunnydale, and Potrero Terrace/Annex, brings together a bi-monthly
Leadership Team consisting of deputy-level Clty staff representing health, human services, children and
youth, workforce development, pubhc housing, community development, affordable housing, and
private phllanthropy

The MOHCD Director is a member of the Our Children, Our Families Council, an inter-agency body that is
co-chaired by the Mayor and the Superintendent of the San Francisco Unified School District, The Our
Children, Our Families Council consists of up to 42 members, with leaders from the City & County of San
Francisco, the San Francisco Unified School District, and the community. The Mayor and Superintendent
of SFUSD chair the Council. The Council is comprised of 13 City Department heads, up to 13 leaders from
San Francisco Unified School District, and 14 community representatives appointed by the Mayor. The
Council is charged with promoting coordination, increasing accessibility, and enhancing the

effectiveness of programs and services for children, youth and families.

Affordable housing developers in San Francisco have formed a council that meets on a monthly basis to

" assist in the coordinated development of affordable housing throughout the City. Staff from MOHCD
participates in these monthly meetings to provide a two-way channel of communication between these
community-based organizations and the City representatives who are responsible for overseemg City-
flnanced affordable housing.

The City agencies also coordinate in the decision-making at the project level on affordable housing
developments in the City, including at the level of individual project funding decisions. The Citywide
Affordable Housing Loan makes funding recommendations to the Mayor for affordable housing
development throughout the City or to the OCll Commission for affordable housing under their
jurisdiction. Committee Members consist of the directors or the director’s representative from the
Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, Department of Homelessness and Supportive
Housing {DHSH) and the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure as successor to the San
Francisco Redevelopment Agency (OCIl). MOHCD also works closely with OCli and DHSH to issue
requests for proposals (RFPs) or notices of funding availability (NOFAs) on a regular basis to seek
applications for particular types of developments. NOFAs are generally issued for projects to serve
specific populations (family renters, single adults, seniors, people requiring supportive services, etc.),
while RFPs are generally issued for specific development sites. Staff develops funding and general policy
recommendations to the Loan Committee.

Staff from MOHCD, OCil and DHSH also meet on a bi-monthly basis to coordinate the development and
operation of the City’s permanent supportivé housing pipeline and portfolio. Like the Health and Human
Services Cluster meeting, this bi-monthly convening provides a regular forum to discuss issues of
services coordination, policy, new initiatives, funding opportunities, and emerging needs speclﬁc for
permanent supportlve housing funded by these departments.
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The Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development also is a member of the Long Term Care
Coordinating Council {LTCCC). This body is charged to: {1) advise, implement, and monitor community-
based long term care planring in San Francisco; and (2) facilitate the improved coordination of home,
community-based, and institutional services for older adults and adylts with disabilities. It is the single
hody in San Francisco that evaluates all issues related to improving community-based long-term care
and supportive services. The LTCCC has 40 membership slots. Membership categories were created to
ensure representation from a variety of consumers, advocates, and service providers (non-profit and
public). The Mayor appoints people to fill 32 slots, which represent non-profit service provider
organizations, consumers, and advocates. The additional 9 slots represent City and County departments
including: Human Services, Aging and Adult Services, Public Health (two slots), Mayor's Office on
Disability, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development, San Francisco Housing Authority,
and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, plus one non-voting slot to enable
representation of the Mayor's Office. The LTCCC evaluates how service delivery systems interact to
serve people, and recommends ways to improve service coordination and system interaction.
Workgroups responsible for carrying out the activities in the plan provide periodic progress reports
through presentations to the LTCCC. ’ ’

Discussion:

See above.
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Program Specific Requirements
AP-90 Program Specific Requirements — 91.220(1)(1,2,4)
Introduction:

Community Development Block Grant Program {(CDBG)
Reference 24 CFR 91.220(1)(1)

Projects planned with all CDBG funds expected to be availahle during the year are identified in the
Projects Table. The following identifies program income that is available for use that is included in
projects to be carried out. .

1. The total amount of program income that will have been received before thestartof - -~ =~~~ =
the next program year and that has not yet been reprogrammed 2,296,949

2. The amount of proceeds from section 108 loan guarantees that will be used during the

year to address the priority needs and specific objectlves identified in the grantee's )

strategic plan. 0

3. The amount of surplus funds from urban renewal settlements 0]
4. The amount of any grant funds returned to the line of credlt for which the planned use

has not been included in a prior statement or plan _ 0
5. The amount of income from float-funded activities . 0
Total Program Income: 2,296,949

Other CDBG Requirements
1. The amount of urgent need activities 0

2. The estimated percentage of CDBG funds that wiil be used for activities that
benefit persons of low and moderate income. Overali Benefit - A consecutive
period of one, two or three years may be used to determine that a minimum
- overall benefit of 70% of CDBG funds is used to benefit persons of low and .
moderate income. Specify the years covered that include this Annual Action Plan. 99.00%

‘HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME)
Reference 24 CFR 91.220(i)(2)

1. being used beyond those identified in Section 92.205 is as follows:

HOME funds are only being used for those eligible activities identified in 24 CFR 92.205. In addition to
the HOME funds, MOHCD is also using local funds to supplement the HOME funds for HOMFE-eligible
activities, namely funds from San Francisco’s Housing Trust Fund, housing or job-linkage fees collected
by the City and County of San Francisco, or from the Proposition A housing bond passed by San
Francisco voters in November 2015,
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2. Adescription of the guidelines that will be used for resale or recapture of HOME funds when used
for homebuyer activities as required in 92.254, is as follows:

- An account and a reuse account are established in the City and County of San Francisco's Financial
Accounting Management Information System (FAMIS) accounting system. An exclusive account is set-up
for the HOME ADDI program which is segregated from other funding sources.

The City and County of San Francisco's Financial Accounting Mahagement Information System is used to
- track and report expenditures and income for each HOME ADDI loan to a program qualified borrower;
including information related to the individual borrower detail such as borrower name and address..

All HOME ADDI loan repayments including ioan principal and share of appreciation is deposited into the
reuse account. Funds in the account and reuse account are expended in accordance with the HOME'
ADDI program guidelines.

3. Adescription of the guidelines for resale or recapture that ensures the affordability of units écquired
with HOME funds? See 24 CFR 92.254(a)(4) are as follows:

MOHCD does not use HOME funds to acquire property that would be resold, such as single-family
homes. MOHCD may use HOME funds to acquire multifamily properties. Any property receiving HOME
funds will have a declaration of restrictions recorded against the property, which will specify the
affordability requirements of the HOME funds. The declaration of restrictions and its affordability
restrictions remain recorded on the property even if the HOME funds are repaid before the end of the
declaration of restriction’s term. Furthermore the HOME loan agreement includes the form of MOHCD’s
annual monitoring report that sub-recipients of HOME funds must to submit to MOHCD on an annual

basis. This report includes the rent schedule that MOHCD crosschecks against the HOME affordability
restrictions.

4. Plans for using HOME funds to refinance existing debt secured by multifamily housing that is
. rehabilitated with HOME funds along with a descnptlon of the refmancmg guidelines required that
will be used under 24 CFR 92.206(b), are as follows:

If MOHCD loans HOME funds to multifamily projects that require refinancing and rehabilitation then
MOHCD requires the project to meet its underwriting guidelines as well as extend the affordability term
for an additional 55 years. Those guidelines include but are not limited to: the requirement that the
rehabilitation must be a certain per unit threshold if any existing MOHCD financing is being requested to
be refinanced; specify if the HOME funds will be used to maintain the number of existing affordable
units or whether the funds will help create new HOME-assisted units; require that the underwriting
must be done in conjunction with MOHCD’s annual monitoring of the operations of the property to
ensure the rehabilitation is not a result of poor ongoing maintenance of the property; demonstrate that
- the long term needs of the project can be met including serving the targeted population over an
extended affordability period; state whether the HOME funds are being used in a NRSA; and explicitly

inform the project sponsor that HOME funds cannot be used to refinancing other Federally-fu nded loans
_ such as CDBG.
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' Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG)
_ Reference 91.220(1)(4)

-1 lnclude written standards for providing ESG assistance (may include as attachment)

The following standards have been developed by the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development in consultation with local Continuum of Care staff and with community-based
organizations that serve individuals and families experiencing homelessness and those who are at
imminent risk of experiencing homelessness

These standa_rds are intended to serve as broad standards through which San Francisco’s various ESG
sub-recipients may incorporate additional requirements, limits, etc. into their respective ESG programs
to more effectively serve diverse populations who are experiencing homelessness or who are at risk of
experiencing homelessness. It is anticipated that as San Francisco’s highly coordinated Continuum of
Care and its broader system of health and human service providers build a more integrated service
delivery infrastructure, these ESG standards may also become more standardized and the delivery of
ESG assistance more uniform. Currently however, ESG sub-recipients’ programs reflect the diversity of
the individuals and families experiencing homelessness or who are at risk of experiencing homelessness
and thusly do not use a one-size-fits-all approach to address and prevent homelessness.

ESG sub-recipients include, but are not limited to: victim service providers, legal service providers, family
shelter providers, youth shelter providers, etc. ESG sub-recipients have designed ESG programming that
is responsive to the needs of their respective clientele and connects ESG program participants to the
broader health and human service system, which includes mainstream benefits and services, and
permanent supportive housing.

Standard policies and procedures for evaluating individuals’ and families’ eligibility for assistance
under ESG '

Individuals and families seeking assistance must receive at least an initial consuitation and eligibility
assessment with a case manager or other authorized representative who can determine eligibility and
the appropriate type of assistance needed. ESG sub-recipients shall ensure that all program participants,
at the time of intake, meet the definition of homeless or at risk of homelessness {including meeting the
two threshold criteria - annual income below 30% area median income and lacking immediate
resources to attain housing stability) and shall document accordingly, consistent with recordkeepihg and
reporting requirements at 24 CFR 576.500. A

With regard to the need for Homelessness Prevention Assistance, there are many San Franciscans who
are housed and have great need but would not experience homelessness if they did not receive
assistance. To be eligible for Homelessness Prevention Assistance, programs must assess and document
that the household would experience homelessness but for the ESG assistance. In other words, a
household would require emergency shelter or would otherwise become literally homeless in the
‘absence of ESG assistance. A household that is at risk of losing their present housing may be eligible if it
can be documented that their loss of housing is imminent, they have no appropriate subsequent
housing options, and they have no other financial resources and support networks to aSS|st with
maintaining current housing or obtammg other housing.

Additionally, ESG sub-recipients shall document the following prior{o providing ESG Homelessness
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Prevention or Rapid Re-Housing Rental Assistance: , _

e Ensure rents do not exceed the lesser of current fair market rent {San Francisco, CA HUD Metro
FMR Area) or the rent reasonableness standard at 24 CFR 982.507. If the gross rent for the unit
exceeds either, ESG sub-recipients are prohibited from using ESG funds for any portion of the

- rent, even if the household is willing and/or able to pay the difference. The FIMR and rent
reasonableness standard requirement does not apply when a program participant receives only
Financial Assistance or Services under Housing Stabilization and Relocation Services. This
includes rental application fees, security deposits, an initial payment of last month’s rent, utility
payments/deposits, and/or moving costs, housing search and placement, housing stability case
management, landlord-tenant mediation, legal services, and credit repair. (Note: last month’s
rent may not exceed the rent charged‘for any other month; security deposits may not exceed
two months’ rent.) ' ‘

s Ensure units meet lead-based paint remediation and disclosure requirements, as well as ESG’s

minimum habitability standards at 24 CFR 576.403(a) and 576.403(c), respectively.

s See “standards for determining what percentage or amount of rent and utilities costs each
program participant must pay while receiving homelessness prevention or rapid re-housing
assistance” that are listed below for additional requirements.

ESG sub-recipients will either develop internal documentation forms or utilize standard forms
distributed by MOHCD or HUD as available and appropriate.

Standards for targeting and providing essential services related to street outreach
San Francisco does not fund ESG Street Outreach. However, any agency seeking ESG funds for Street
QOutreach would be required to develop a written standard developed in consultation with the local
Continuum of Care. The agency would be required to design an outreach plan that details targeting
strategies for specific populations/subpopulations:
- & Alisting of the targeted population(s)/subpopulation{s), including recent data that estirnates
their numbers and location(s)
« Barriers to connecting targeted population(s)/subpopulation(s) to appropriate services,
including service gaps ' :
s Strategies to eliminating or mitigating these barriers
« A description of essential services that would be provided

Policies and procedures for admission, diversion, referral and discharge by emergency shelters
assisted under ESG, including standards regarding length of stay, if any, and safeguards to meet the
safety and shelter needs of special populations, e.g., victims of domestic violence, dating violence,
sexual assault, and stalking; and individuals and families who have the highest barriers to housing and
are likely to be homeless the longest

Admission to ESG Emergency Shelter facilities will be limited to those who meet the federal definition of

homeless at 24 CFR 576.2. Upon initial contact at the point-of-entry, individuals and famities will be
screened by intake staff to determine appropriate response. Responses may range from immediate case
management assistance in determining available and unutilized resources, to referrals for existing
homelessness prevention and/or rapid re-housing programs.

if diversion is not possible and emergency shelter is appropriate, the maximum length of stay will be no

longer. than 6 months, unless ESG sub-recipient determines, on a case-by-case basis, that a longer stay is
appropriate. No persons who are facing or suspect they may face a threat of violence will be discharged
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into'an unsafe condition. Emergency shelter workers will work in collaboration with appropriate victim
service providers to arrange safe accommodations for those who are or may be facing a threat of
violence. Those who are in danger of a violent crime or feel they may be will be entered into a secure
database system that is comparable to the Homeless Management Information Systems (HMIS). All
other Emergency Shelter admissions will be entered into HMIS.

All persons discharged from Emergency Shelter facilities will have their exit status entered into either
HMIS or a comparable database, and will be provided discharge paperwork as applicable orupon
request.

Individuals and families who are determined to have the highest barriers to housing — due to a myriad of
factors including discrimination, dual-diagnosis, chronic homelessness, etc. — will be prioritized for
existing housing resources and paired with existing supportive services to increase the likelihood of
staying successfully housed consistent with the local Continuum of Care’s Coordinated Assessment
system and other local permanent supportive housing systems (e.g., serving veterans, families,
trans;tlonal age youth, etc.)

Policies and procedures for assessing, prioritizing, and reassessing individuals’ and families’ needs for
essential services related to emergency shelter

Persons seeking Essential Services related to Emergency Shelter will have access to case management,
at a minimum. Other ESG-funded Essential Services that may be available in San Francisco include: child
.care, education services, employment assistance and job training, outpatient health services, legal
services, life skills training, mental health services, substance abuse treatment services, transportation,
and services for special populations. These types of essential services are typically funded by other local,
state, and federal sources and provided by many health and human service providers. At a minimum,
ESG-funded case management will be designed to connect program participants to other essential
services, housihg resources, and mainstream programs.

Continued assistance at re-assessment will vary according to intensity and duration of Essential Services.

Policies and procedures for coordination among emergency shelter providers, ess_ential‘services
providers, homelessness prevention, and rapid re-housing assistance providers, other homeless

. assistance providers, and mainstream service and housing providers (see §576. 400(b) and (c) for a list
of programs with which ESG-funded activities must be coordinated and mtegrated to the maximum
extent practicable).
To the extent that the local Continuum of Care is designed to coordinate among these providers to more
effectively and efficiently serve persons experiencing homelessness and those who are at risk of
experiencing homelessness, ESG sub-recipients will be required to participate in the local Continuum of
Care. To meet these goals, the local Continuum of Care requires that all ESG sub-recipients:

e Participate in the Coordinated Assessment system. It is expected that the Coordinated
Assessment system will provide a standardized means for clients to access emergency shelter
(including essential services), homelessness prevention and rapid re-housing programs, etc.,
including a common assessment tool for client information related to identification of needs,
barriers, risk factors, etc. and a process for referral to other appropriate assistance, especially
mainstream and housing resources. .

e Ensure that ESG sub-recipient staff coordinate as needed regarding referrals and service delivery
with staff from other agencies in order to ensure that services are not duplicated and clients can
more easily access appropriate services.
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e  Ensure that ESG sub-recipient staff participate in any Continuum of Care trainings related to
improving coordination among Continuum of Care members and to the 1mplementat|on of the
Coordinated Assessment system. :

Policies and procedures for determining and prioritizing which eligible families and individuals will
receive homelessness prévention assistance and which eligible families and individuals will receive
rapid re-housing assistance: .

ESG Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing assistance (including Rental Assistance, Fmancxal
Assistance and other Housing Relocation and Stabilization Services) will be provided based on the
chronological order in which eligible individuals and families seek assistance and on the extent of their
need. Need is determined by the presence of risk factors, such as: unlawful detainer proceedings,
veteran status, survivor of domestic violence status, families with dependent children, chronic
homielessness, persons fiving with HIV/AIDS, etc..

Based upon San Francisco’s high rental costs and extremely low vacancy rates, it may be necessary for
ESG program participants to secure housing outside of San Francisco if at the time of intake the
participant is hvmg in San Francisco.

The diverse composition of San Francisco’s ESG sub-recipierit portfolio reflects the diverse groups who
experience homelessness or at risk of experiencing homelessness. These groups include: families,
transitional age youth, survivors of domestic violence, persons living with HIV/AIDS, etc. As a result, ESG
sub-recipients collectively address the needs of these diverse groups. Internal policies and procedures
for determining and prioritizing which individuals and families will receive assnstance will vary according
to the core competency of the ESG and the population served.

Homelessness Prevention program participants shall be recertified for continued eligibility every three
months. Rapid Re-Housing program participants will be recertified annually. -

Standards for determining what percentage or amount of rent and utilities costs each program
participant must pay-while receiving homelessness prevention or rapid re-housing assistance

Each ESG sub-recipient will be responsible for determining annual income as a basis of eligibility for
services when applicable. As part of this income determination, the relevant staff person will ascertain
the amount that the household is able to contribute toward Rental and other Financial Assistance, it
any, depending on the ESG sub-recipient’s internal Rental/Financial Assistance program policy. ESG sub-
recipients may provide shallowsubsidies (payment of a portion of the rent}, payment of 100 percent of
the rent, a set dollar amount, or graduated or declining subsidies. :

Regardless, when providing Rental Assistance, ESG sub-recipients shall document the following:

= Ensure that a written lease agreement is in place; (not required if only providing rental arrears
assistance) ‘ ‘

« Enterinto arental assistance agreement with the owner of the unit; (not required if only
providing rental arrears assistance). This agreement must indicate the amount of the program
participant’s contribution toward rent and utilities, as well as the duration of assistance.

e« Rental assistance cannot be provided.if program participant is also receiving rental assistance
from another public source during the same period.

e ESG rental and other financial assistance may be administered by ESG sub-recipients as a grant
or may be repaid by program participant. If repaid, funds shall be treated as program income
pursuant to 24 CFR 85.25. Program income also includes.any amount of a security or utility
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deposit returned to the ESG sub-recipient. 4
» See “standard policies and procedures for evaluating individuals’ and families’ eligibility for
. assistance under ESG” listed above for additional requirements.

As the overali goal the ESG program is to help individuals and families maintain housing independently;
it is impaortant that each ESG sub-recipient properly assess potential program participants to ensure that
they are a good match for the program, and to refer them to more extensive supports.as available if the
individual or family is not likely to maintain housing independently. '

Standards for determining how long a particular program participant will be provided with rental
assistance and whether and how the amount of that assistance will be adjusted over time

Each ESG sub-recipient may set a maximum number of months that a program participant may receive
rental assistance, or a maximum number of times that a program participant may receive rental
assistance. The total period for which any program participant may receive ESG assistance shall not
exceed 24 months in three years. However, no program participant may receive more than a cumulative
total of 18 months of Rental Assistance, including up to 6 months of Rental Arrears.

Each ESG sub-recipient will conduct an initial screening to determine the number of months that a
program participant will initially receive a commitment of Rental Assistance, including Rental Arrears.
This initial commitment will be in writing and signed by an ESG sub-recipient representative and the
program participant. Factors to take into consideration during the initial commitment are the program
participant’s ability to pay rent in the immediate month and subsequent months such as anticipated
change in income, time.necessary to recover from unexpected expenses, etc.

s Conflicts of Interest ) - '

o Organizational: ESG assistance may not be conditioned on an individual’s or family’s
acceptance or occupancy of emergency shelter or housing owned by the City and
County of San Francisco or the ESG sub-recipient offering the assistance. No ESG sub-
recipient may, with respect to individuals or families occupying housing owned by the
ESG sub-recipient, carry out the initial screening required under or administer
Homelessness Prevention assistance.

o Individual: No person who is an employee, agent, consultant, officer, or elected or
appointed official of the City and County of San Francisco or the ESG sub-recipient who

- exercises or has exercised any functions or responsibilifies with respect to activities
assisted under the ESG program, or who is in a position to participate in a decision-
making pracess or gain inside information with regard to activities assisted under the
program, may obtain a financial interest or benefit from an assisted activity; have a
financial interest in any contract, subcontract, or agreement with respect to an assisted
activity;.or have a financial interest in the proceeds derived from an assisted activity,
either for him or herself or for those with whom he or she has family or business ties,
during his or her tenure or during the one-year period following his or her tenure.

.o ESG sub-recipient staff conducting the initial screening and authorizing assistance will be
required to certify in a form that complies with these guidelines that a conflict of
interest does not exist.

As the program participant is nearing the end of their initial commitment of assistance, the case
manager may contact the program participant to assess their need for continued assistance — depending
on the design of the ESG sub-recipient’s Rental Assistance program. If continued assistance is necessary
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and the potential assistance is within the period of recertification (i.e., every three months for .
Homelessness Prevention assistance and every twelve months for Rapid Re-Housing assistance), the ESG
sub-recipient may provide more assistance. Otherwise, the ESG sub-recipient is required to recertify
program participant eligibility, as well as perform the necessary requirements for the unit (e.g.,
habitability standards, rent reasonableness standard, FMR, lease agreement, etc.)

While providing Homelessness Prevention or Rapid Re- Housing assistance to a program participant, ESG
sub-recipients shall: :
e  Require the program participant to have monthly contact, which may include phone/email, with
a case manager to assist the program participant in ensuring long-term housing stability.
o Note: ESG sub-recipients that are victim service providers are exempt from meeting
with a‘case manager if the Violence Against Women Act of 1994 or the Family Violence
Prevention and Services Act prohibits the ESG sub-recipient from making its shelter or
housing conditional on the participant’s acceptance of services. .
= Develop a plan‘to assist the program participant to retain permanent housing after the ESG
assistance ends, taking into account all relevant considerations, such as the program
participant’s current or expected income and expenses and other public or private assistance for
which the program participant will be eligible and likely to receive.
Standards for determining the type, amount, and duration of housing stabilization and/or relocation
services to provide a program participant, including the limits, if any, on the homelessness prevention
or rapid re-housing assistance that each program participant may receive, such as the maximum
amount of assistance; maximum number of months the program participant may receive assistance;
or the maximum number of times the program participant may receive assistance.
Each ESG sub-recipient may set a maximum number of months that a program participant may receive
Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing assistance, or a maximum number of times that a
program participant may receive such assistance. The total period for which any program participant
may receive ESG assistance shall not excéed 24 months in three years. However, no program participant '
may receive more than a cumulative total of 18 months of Rental Assistance, including up to 6 months
of Rental Arrears.

Each ESG sub-recipient will conduct an initial screening to determine the number of months that a
program participant will initially receive a commitment of ESG assistance, including Rental/Utility

- Payment Arrears. This mmal commitment will be in wntlng and signed by an. ESG sub -recipient
representative and the program participant.

'As the program participant is nearing the end of their initial commitment of ESG assistance, the case
manager may contact the program participant to assess their need for continued assistance — depending
on the design of the ESG sub-recipient’s ESG-funded program. If continued assistance is necessary and
the potential assistance is within the period of recertification (i.e., every three months for Homelessness
Prevention assistance and every twelve months for Rapid Re-Housing assistance}), the ESG sub-recipient
may provide more assistance. Otherwise, if continued assistance is needed, the ESG sub-recipient is
required to recertify program participant eligibility, as well as perform the necessary requirements for
the unit {e.g., habitability standards, rent reasonableness standard, FMR, lease agreement, etc.)

While providing Homelessness Prevention or-Rapid Re- Housing assistance to a program participant, ESG
sub-recipients shall: :

s Require the program participant to have monthly contact, which may include phone/email, with
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a case manager to assist the program participant in énsuring long-term housing-stability.

o Note: ESG sub-recipients that are victim service providers are exempt from meeting
with a case manager if the Violence Against Women Act of 1994 or the Family Violence
Prevention and Services Act prohibits the ESG sub-recipient from making its shelter or
housing conditional on the participant’s acceptance of services.

. Develop a plan to assist the program participant to retain permanent housing after the ESG
assistance ends, taking into account all relevant considerations, such as the program
participant’s current or expected income and expenses and other public or private assistance for
which the program participant will be eligible and likely to receive.

2. If the Continuum of Care has established centralized or coordinated assessment system that
meets HUD requirements, describe that centralized or coordinated assessment system.

As described above under the Written Standards for Emergency Shelter Activities section, all City-funded
shelters for single adults are accessed through HSA resource centers, and Connecting Point is a
centralized intake system for homeless families seeking emergency shelter.

Also, as described under the Written Standards for Essential Services Related to Emergency Shelter
section, the City’s embedded information and referral specialists/case managers act as the coordinating
entities within the City’s shelter system. The City also centralized the behavior health services within the
SF START structure so that one entity offers city-wide services throughout the broad spectrum of
interlinked areas of mental health, substance abuse and related medxcal conditions that homeless
individuals and families often exhibit.

3. Identify the process for making sub-awards and describe how the ESG allocation available to
private nonprofit organizations (including community and faith-based ofganizations).

In San Francisco, MOHCD is the lead agency responsible for allolé;ati'ng four federal funding sources,

Community Development Block Grant, Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG), HOME Investment Partnership

and Housing Opportunities for Persons With AIDS funds for community development and housing

activities. All of San Francisco’s ESG-funded services are provided by private non-profit organizations.
‘The process for making ESG funding allocations to non-profit organizations is outlined below:

e In partnership with the Citizen's Committee on Community Development (CCCD), MOHCD and
the Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) conduct multiple public hearings
to solicit citizen input on commumty needs for allocating funds from four federal sources,
including ESG;

« MOHCD and OEWD issue Requests for Proposals-and hold techmcal assistance workshops for
interested non-profit organizations to provide information on the application and the review
process; '

= MOHCD and OEWD staff review all of the applications that are submitted by non- proflt
organizations and make funding recommendations to the CCCD;

e CCCD makes funding recommendations to the Mayor for specific projects that will be

" implemented by non-profit organizations; '

e In partnership with the CCCD, MOHCD and OEWD conduct a public .hearing to solicit input on
the preliminary recommendations;

. Funding recommendations for specific prolects that will be implemented by non-profit
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a

orgahizations go through the San Francisco Board of Supervisors review process;
The Board of Supervisors and the Mayor approve the funding recommendations; and
MOHCD submits annual Action Plan application for HUD consideration.

4. If the jurisdiction is unable to meet the homeless participation requirement in 24 CFR
576.405(a), the jurisdiction must specify its plan for reaching out to and consulting with
homeless or formerly homeless individuals in considering policies and funding decisions
regarding facilities and services funded under ESG.

MOHCD staff currently coordinates with HSA staff and the Local Board to ensure that the perspective of
homeless and formerly homeless individuals and families are integrated into the goals and objectives of
the Consolidated Plan. MOHCD will be incorporating input from these individuals and families through
hearings held in partnership with the Local Board, neighborhood hearings, focus groups with provxders
and surveys conducted with both providers and residents.

5. Describe performance standards for evaluating ESG.

Consistent with consolidated planning regulations at 24 CFR 91.220(1)(4)(vi) and 91.320(k){3){v), San
Francisco utilizes the following indicators as performance standards for evaluating ESG activities:

Number of individuals/households served by homelessness prevention and rapid re-housing
activities
Number of individuals/households served by emergency shelter activities
Number and percentage of individuals/households stably housed after 3 and 6 months from the
time of initial homelessness and rapid re-housing assistance
Number and percentage of individuals/households who avoided eviction

Number and percentage of individuals/households who transitioned to permanent housing
Number and percentage of mdlvnduals/households who completed 75% of goals of
individualized service plan

i

Discussion:
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Citizen Participation Comments Attachment

Notes from November 17, 2016 Communit\f Needs Hearing

Discussed Strategies to address Homelessness

Sustainable housing for youth {e.g. name on lease)

Sustainable employment (e.g. SF minimum-wage and up)
Post-Secondary education (e.g. 4-year degree or CTE)

Mental Health and Physical Wellness (health plan and provider)
Street outreach and building trusting relationships

Local merchants helping to pay for services for homeless

Discussed Barriers and Needs of Homeless population

Stop evictions

Stronger tenant protections

Build low cost housing for %30 AMI and below

Decriminalize homelessness (opposed td “Sit-Lie” laws)

Invite homeless voices .

More attention to public health

More resources in and for the Castro

Improve shelter conditions and services senior, LGBTQ, and specifically trans/youth
Promote equity and access in HUD regulations

Mental health prbviders —more psychiatrists for homeless

Look to Salt Lake City, UT for successful interventions
hitp://www.slcdocs.com/hand/SLC Homeless Services Strategy.pdf

Tax the wealthy, tax tech

That homelessness in San Francisco is “rare, brief, and one-time”

Shelter and low income housing is for seniors (dedicated # of units and shelter beds)
Lower the minimum income threshold eligibility requirement on apphcatlons for affordable
housing

Storage space for homeless belongmgs

More public restrooms, shower, storage

Increased access to personal hygiene products (e.g. tampons, towels, toilet paper)
Look to more church congregations for the additional space in winter months (St. Boniface’s
Sacred Sleep and Sanctuary http://thegubbioproject.org/) .

Oppose policies that punish homeless )

~ Advocate for new policies and funding from federal and state levels of government

Discussed Strategies to support Seniors

Build, rehabilitate, and adaptively reuse more homes for seniors

Create additional and deeper subsidies ‘

Dedicate RAD units to seniors as they turn over

Enforce fire safety and habitability in buildings that house low-income households
Expand Small Sites Program

o Ensure program has its eyes and ears open for purchase opportunities before these
properties hit the open market

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Francisco

2334

146



o Enacta City ordinance that requires property-sellers to first offer the property to
City/nonprofits (right of first refusal) to increase the affordable housing stock and
combat real estate speculation

Provide application and case management support to seniors

o Many seniors are not proficient in Internet-based technology and/or are resistant
to/intimidated by BMR lottery process and therefore culturally competent services
include: one-on-one support and educational workshops

o Administer the BMR lottery in a mannerthat provides important information on lottery
tickets (applicants are prohibited from applying twice) so that seniors could take their
ticket to any Access to Housing service provider

o Basicsupport (“hand holding” and emotional support), especially during the first stages
of the BMR lottery process.

Increase eviction prevention services for seniors (legal services, tenant counseling, and
rental/financial assistance) and provide emotional support so that they don't lose heart
Develop anti-discrimination strategies to combat landlords that discriminate on the basis of age
or source of income (namely Section 8) both for existing and prospective tenants.

Increase access to housing services for seniors

Ensure homes of seniors are accessible (e.g., home modifications for seniors with limited
mobility, elevators in senior residential buildings)

improve operational efficiency at the SFHA to be responsive to existing and prospective
landlords, as the SFHA is currently not easy to work with. An unresponsive SFHA only further
disincentivizes and discourages landlord willingness to rent to a voucher-holder. -

Work to further increase federally calculated Fair Market Rent

Barriers and Needs for Seniors:

Draft 2017-2018 Action Plan San Frangisc

Addressing the unintended negative consequences of rent control {e.g., higher income earners-
paying rents far below market rate in older tenancies versus lower income households who are
severely rent burdened in relatively newer tenancies)

Eviction prevention, especially pre-legal action is a concern

MOHCD needs to put the name/address of the property on the lottery ticket for easy
identification

As we move towards digital communications, including housing appllcatlons need to take
special consideration for seniors and their access ,

To maximize applications from broad constituency, need to offer workshops and addmonal
person to person services
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Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development
City and County of San Francisco

Edwin M. Lee
Mayor
Olson Lee
Director
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM: - Benjamin McCloskey, Deputy Director Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community

Development

DATE: - April 14, 2017

SUBJECT: Accept and Expend Resolution for Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)

GRANT TITLE: Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)

Attached please find the original and 2 copies of each of the following:.

_X_  Proposed resolution; original signed by Department, Mayor, Controller
X -Grant information form
X Grant budget

X | Ethics Form 126

_N/A_ Grant applicaﬁon

_N/A_ Grant award letter from funding agency

_N/A_ Grant agreement

_N/A_ Other (Explain): |

Departmental representative to receive a copy of the adopted resolution:

Name: ' Benjamin McCloskey

Phone: 701-5575

Interoffice Mail Address: Benjamin.McCloskey@sfgov.org

Certified copy required Yes [] : No

(Note: certified copies have the seal of the City/County affixed and are occasionally required by funding
agencies. In most cases ordinary copies without the seal are sufficient).

1 South Van Ness Avenue — Fift]z g‘g)s)r, San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 701-5500 Fax: (415) 701-5501 TDD: (415) 701-5503 ® www.sfmohcd.org



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR EDWIN M. LEE
SAN FRANCISCO
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM: %< Mayor Edwin M. Lee /
RE: Apply for, Accept, and Expend Grant - Community Development Block
Grant Program - $18,782,824 - FY2017-2018
DATE:  April 25, 2017

Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is a resolution approving the
FY2017-2018 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program; authorizing the
Mayor, on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco, to apply for, accept, and
expend the City’s FY2017-2018 CDBG Program entitlement from the U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development in the amount of $16,485,875, and to expend
program income in the amount of $2,296,949, for a period beglnnlng July 1, 2017,
through the date when all funds are expended .

Should you have any questions, please contact Mawuli Tugbenyoh (415) 554-5168.
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1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Roowm 200
SAN FRANCISCO, C/Q_ggmm 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141




File No. 170475
FORM SFEC-126:
NOTIFICATION OF CONTRACT APPROVAL
(S.F. Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code § 1.126)

City Elective Officer Information (Please print clearly.)
Name of City elective officer(s): : City elective office(s) held:
Members, Board of Supervisors : Members, Board of Supervisors

Contractor Information (Please print clearly.)

Name of contractor;
See attached list of contractors

Please list the names of (1) members of the contractor’s board of directors; (2) the contractor’s chief executive officer, chief
financial officer and chief operating officer; (3) any person who has an ownership of 20 percent or more in the contractor; (4)
any subcontractor listed in the bid or contract; and (5) any polztzcal committee sponsored or controlled by the contractor. Use
additional pages as necessary.

See attached

Contractor address:

See attached
Date that contract was approved: : Amount of contract;
(By the SF Board of Supervisors) Contracts total $6,563,289

Describe the nature of the contract that was approved:
CDBG grants to nonprofit organizations to serve low and moderate income persons

Comments:
Attached form includes requested information

This contract was approved by (check applicable):
0 the City elective officer(s) identified on this form

M a board on which the City elective officer(s) serves: San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Print Name of Board
O the board of a state agency (Health Authority, Housing Authority Commission, Industrial Development Authority
Board, Parking Authority, Redevelopment Agency Commission, Relocation Appeals Board, Treasure Island
Development Authority) on which an appointee of the City elective officer(s) identified on this form sits

Print Name of Bkoard

Filer Information (Please print clearly.)

Name of filer: Contact telephone number:
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board (415)554-5184

Address: E-mail:

City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr, Carlton B. Goodlett P1., San Francisco, CA 94102 | Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org

Signature of City Elective Officer (if submitted by City elective officer) Date Signed

Signature of Board Secretary or Clerk (if submitted by Board Secretary or Clerk) Date Signed
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2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditures - Form 126 Attachment

Agency Name

Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding
Amount

Project Description

Chief Executive
Officer (or ED)

Chief Financial
Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members

AIDS Legal Referral Panel of the SF
Bay Area

1663 Mission Street,
San Francisco, CA
94103

$82,000

Legal services primarily for people with HIV, including

immigrants

Bill Hirsh

Anthony Blackburn

Cathy Blackstone

Mara Boundy

Beau Burbidge

Ginamarie Caya

Felicia Draper

Robert Esposito

Joe Gorman

Chase Haslam

Aldo Ibarra

Jeffrey Jacobi

Noah Jennings

Peter Julian

Katrina Kershner

Dae Ho Lee

a3 4
b G

Travis Luke Manfredi

Ramon Miyar

6

Vincent Novak

Emily Nugent

Jason Pang

James Picerno

Matthew Richards

Paul Richardson

Erika Schmidt

Lisa Serebin

Andrew Foster Shi

Kenneth Shurtz

Joachim Steinberg

Michael Stevens

Alex Touma

America Works of California, Inc.

1663 Mission Street,

San Francisco, CA
94103

$180,000

Reentry focused Specialized Access Point

Lee Bowes

Mark Mackler

no Board members
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2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditures - Form 126 Attachment

Agency Name

Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding
Amount

Project Description

Chief Executive
Officer {or ED)

Chief Financial
Officer

- |Chief Operating

Officer

Board Members

APA Family Support Services/SCDC

10 Nottingham Place,
San Francisco, CA
94133

$50,000

Service connection in housing assistance, immigration

and naturalization, employment, senior services,
advocacy, information and referrals and outreach

primarily for Samoan and Pacific Islander communities

Amor Santiago

Mai-Sie Chan

. [Cary Chen

Rose Chung

Van Diep

Julie Hoxle

Jackie Huie

Stephen Koh

Fanny Lam

Amor Santiago

Susan Sung

N

Joyce Tso

(€8]

Dean Yao

ARRFamily Support

(Bayview)

SRCES/YMCA of San Francisco

10 Nottingham Place,
San Francisco, CA
94133

$45,000

Service connection for primarily public housing residents

in Sunnydale-Velasco and greater Visitacion Valley

Amor Santiago

Mai-Sie Chan

Cary Chen

Rose Chung

Van Diep

Julie Hoxie

Jackie Huie

Stephen Koh

Fanny Lam

Amor Santiago

Susan Sung

Joyce Tso

Dean Yao

- Asian Law Caucus

Asian Americans Advancing Justice

55 Columbus Avenue,
San Francisco, CA
94111

$52,000

Legal services primarily for immigrants

Aarti Kohli

Lin Yee Chan

Allison Cheung

Larry Huynh

James Kan
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2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditures - Form 126 Attachment

gency Name

Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding
Amount

Project Description

Chief Executive
Officer (or ED)

Chief Financial
Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members

Belinda Lee

Laila Mehta

Ashok Ramani

Monica Ramani

Tiffany Santos

Christine Sun

Darren Teshima

David Tsai

Pankaj Venugopal

Sue Wong

Catha Worthman

sian Neighborhood Design

1245 Howard Streat,
San Francisco, CA
94103

$35,000

Architectural/planning services for MOHCD funded
capital projects :

Erica Sklar

Frank Baumgartner

Zorana Carter

Jorge Colunga

Eron Ersch

Sabrina Hernandez

H?SZ

AvniJamdar

Kathy Hoover Maioinchi

Farah Makras

Robert Marcial

Esther Marks

Edwin Oshika

Asian Neighborhood Design

1245 Howard Street,
San Francisco, CA:
94103

$51,000

Provide Architectural Technical Assistance for affordable
housing projects

Erica Sklar

Frank Baumgartner

- |Zorana Carter

Jorge Colunga

Eron Ersch

Sabrina Hernandez

Avni Jamdar

Kathy Hoover Maioinchi

Farah Makras

Robert Marcial

Esther Marks
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2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditures - Form 126 Attachment

Agency Name

Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding
Amount

Project Description V . " |Chief Executive Chief Financial
Officer (or ED} Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members

Edwin Oshika

Asian Neighborhood Design

1245 Howard Street,
San Francisco, CA
94103

$11,561

Architectural services for Invest in Neighborhoods small |Erica Sklar
businesses

Frank Baumgartner

Zorana Carter

Jorge Colunga.

Eron Ersch

Sabrina Hernandez

Avni Jamdar

Kathy Hoover Maioinchi

Farah Makras

Robert Marcial

Esther Marks

Edwin Oshika

Asian Women’s Shelter

»
’

3543 18th Street, San
Francisco, CA 94110

$102,000

Shelter services primarily for Asian and Pacific Islander  |Elizabeth Kirton
women who are victims of domestic violence

Kirn Gill

Joyce Pisnanont

AR LA

Stephanie Romney

Tavae Samuelu

Jeanine Shimatsu

tvane Tat

Nancy Wan

Christine Wang

Bay Area Community .
Resource/Excelsior Action Group

171 Carlos Drive, San
Rafael, CA 94503

$70,000

Excelsior commercial corridor revitalization Martln Weinstein |Cathleen Campbell

Mary Jo Williams

Bryan Breckinridge’

Robert Davisson

Lissa Franklin

Nancy McEvers Anderson

Rob Ness

Bud Travers

Monica Vaugn

Shannon Vincent

Bay Area Community
Resource/Portola Neighborhood

171 Carlos Drive, San
Rafael, CA 94903

$70,000

Portola San'Bruno Avenue commercial corridor Martin Weinstein |Cathleen Campbell
revitalization

Mary Jo Williams

Bryan Breckinridge

Association
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2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditures - Form 126 Attachment

gency Name

Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding,
Amount

Project Description

Chief Executive
Officer (or ED)

Chief Financial
Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members -

Robert Davisson

Lissa Franklin

Nancy McEvers Anderson

Rob Ness

Bud Travers

Monica Vaugn

Shannon Vincent

ay Area Legal Aid

1735 Telegraph
Avenue, Oakland, CA
94632

$100,000

Legal representation and counseling regarding housing
issues, economic self-sufficiency and issues faced by
survivors of domestic violence

Alex Gulotta

Mohammad
Sheikh

Wwilliam Alderman

Bivette Brackett

Alan Brayton

Sheila Castrillo

Teresa Cunnigham

Gladys Dean

John Duckworth

John Dwyer

Greg Edmonds

Fred Feller

gvel

Ennoaja Frazier

Derek Foran

William Gagen Jr.

Robert Goodin

Hazel Goff

Arlene Hipp

Christopher Hockett

Johnathan Hughes

Molly Moriarity Lane

Theodora Lee

David McClain

David Murphy

Wassim Nassif

Robert Planthold

Natalya Samoylova

Susan Schwegman

Karen Silverman
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2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditures - Form 126 Attachment

Agency Name

Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding
Amount

Project Description

Chief Executive
Officer (or ED}

Chief Financial

-|Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members

Rick Simons

George Speir

David Steuer

Joseph Tabacco

Robert Van Nest

Central American Resource Center
{CARECEN)

3101 Mission Street,

- |San Francisco, CA

94110

$80,000

Legal services primarily for immigrants

Lariza Dugan-
Cuadra

Ronald Munoz

lLaura Sanchez

Jose Artiga

Elena Asturias

Senaida Fernandez

Michelle Loya-Talamantes

Randy Quezada

Francisco Ugarte

Central City Hospitality House

290 Turk Street, San
Francisco CA 94102

$100,000

Job Readiness Services

Jackie Jenks

Jeanie Bunker

[

Braden Cerutti

£
WA
o

Kelley Cutler

S

Tess Davis

Alice Fong

Kimberly Gallion

Elaine Go

Nella Goncalves

Michael Hampton

Justin Hibbard

Matt Hilton

Daniel Hlad

Jasse Johnson

Leslie Rabine

Maria Rocchio

Jason Rodrigues

Monique Zmuda

Jackie Jenks

Central City Hospitality House 290 Turk Street, San ~ $200,000{Neighborhood Access Point Jeanie Bunker
- Francisco CA 94102 4 -
Braden Cerutti
Kelley Cutler
Tess Davis
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2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditures - Form 126 Attachment

Agency Name

Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding
Amount

Project Description

Chief Executive
Officer (or ED)

Chief Financial
Officer

Chief Operating

1Officer

Board Members

Alice Fong

Kimberly Gallion

Elaine Go

Nella Goncalves

Michael Hampton

Justin.Hibbard

Matt Hilton

Daniel Hiad

Jesse Johnson

Leslie Rabine

Maria Rocchio

Jason Rodrigues

Monigue Zmuda

Chinatown Community

Development Center

1525 Grant Avenue,
San Francisco, CA
94133

$50,000

Tenant counseling primarily for monolingual Chinese

households

Norman Fong

Karen Gansen

Cindy Wu

Pam Calloway

Greg Chin

Phil Chin

Amy Chung

| 9¥ER

Cathy Craig

Fay Darmawi

Theo Ellington

Mark Fong

Ben Golvin

Jessica Kyo

Joanne Lee

- |Winston Lee

Tommy Lim

Michael Louie

James McCray

Ben Ng

irma Poe

Nils Rosenguest

Santiago {Sam) Ruiz

Janet Lee Tse

Nigel Tse
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2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditures - Form 126 Attachment

Agency Name

Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding
Amount

Project Description

Chief Executive
Officer {or ED)

Chief Financial
Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members

Jade Wu

Calvin Yan

Eddy Zheng

Chinatown Comsmunity
Development Center

1525 Grant Avenue,
San Francisco, CA
94133

$150,000

RAD Workforce Services at Ping Yuen and Ping Yuen

North

Norman Fong

Karen Gansen

- |Cindy Wu

Pam Calloway

Greg Chin

Phil Chin

Amy Chung

Cathy Craig

Fay Darmawi

Theo Ellington

Mark Fong

Ben Golvin

Jessica Kyo

Joanne Lee

Winston Lee

Tommy Lim

Michael Louie

James McCray

Ben Ng

Irma Poe

Nils Rosenquest

Santiago (Sam) Ruiz

Janet Lee TsAe

Nigel Tse

Jade Wu

Calvin Yan

Eddy Zheng

City College of San Francisco

50 Phelan Avenue, San
Francisco, CA 94112

$150,000

Healthcare Bridge Services

Susan Lamb

David Martin

1 Ron_Gerhard

Brigitte Davila

Rafael Mandelman

Alex Randolph

John Rizzo

Thea Selby
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2017-2018 CDBG Preoposed Expenditures - Form 126 Attachment

Agency Name Agency Address 2017-2018{Project Description Chief Executive Chief Financial Chief Operating Board Members
- Funding| Officer (or ED) Officer Officer
Amount
Bouchra:-Simmons
Tommy Temprano
Shanell Williams
Community Housing Partnership |20 Jones Street, San $75,000 Gail Gilman Eric Fischer Sheila Aharoni

Job Readiness Services

Francisco CA 94102

Steve Bowdry

Ramie Dare

Karoleen Feng

John Fisher

Jackie Jenks

Keith Kemp

David Elliot Lewis

Greg Miller

Ali Riker

Orlon Michael Ryel

Beth Stokes

Chuck Turner

Patrick Valentino

Jonathan Wyler

—5

Malcolm Yeung

Community Youth Center-San
Francisco (CYC-SF)

1038 Post Street, San
Francisco, CA 94109

$50,000

risk, underserved young adults to enhance their

Academic assistance, life skills building and support for at{Sarah Wan

Benjamin Lau

educational/career outlook

Hanna Leung

Victoria Lyuber

Jaynry Mak

Joel Sato

Joseph Subblondo

Mary Tsui

May Ann Wong

Community Youth Center-San
Francisco (CYC-SF)

1038 Post Street, San-
Francisco, CA 94109

$50,000

Culturally competent and linguistically acceptable social
services primarily for Asian residents in the Bayview,
including access to employment, family support,
childcare services, education, financial literacy, housing
counseling and other supportive services

Sarah Wan

Benjamin Lau
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2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditures - Form 126 Atftachment

Agency Name

Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding
Amount

Project Description

Chief Executive
Officer (or ED)

Chief Financial
Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members

Hanna Leung

Victoria Lyuber

Jaynry Mak

Joel Sato

Joseph Subbiondo

Mary Tsui

May Ann Wong

Compass Family Services

49 Powell Street, San
Francisco CA 94102

$75,000

Job Readiness Services

Erica Kisch

Michelle Battelle

JoAnn Bertges

Jeff Cain

Lisa Cardone

Shawn M. Cross

Robert Daoro

Alison Engel

o
X1

Nancy Field

Kelly Flannery

8

Stephanie Fredericks

Beth Gassel

Dennis Gibbons

Doug Goelz

Beth Roy Jenkyn

\

Sloan Klein

Diane Larrabee

Sara Lemke-von Ammnion

Michael McCarthy

Kyri McClellan

Brian Mclnerney

Rosalind Navarro Solon

Mary Noel Pepsy

Lisa Odyniec

Anne Parish

Katie Traina

Christopher Wagner

Stephanie Zeppa
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2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditures - Form 126 Attachment

gency Name Agency Address 2017-2018|Project Description Chief Executive  |Chief Financial Chief Operating Board Members
: Funding Officer {or ED) Officer Officer
Amount . ]
onsumer Credit Counseling 595 Market Street, Sth $50,000!Pre-purchase homeownership counseling and Kathryn Davis Melyssa Barrett

ervice of San Francisco

Floor, San Francisco,
CA 94105

information and referral services

Nancy Birenbaum

Tristram Coffin

Michael Covert

Kenneth Crone

JoAnn Dunaway

Diana Dykstra

James Hoffman

Brad Houle

Thomas Layman

James Norwine

Jim Redmond

Steven Stapp

‘onsumer Credit Counseling
ervigsDf San Francisco
w
N
[{o]

595 Market Street, 9th
Floor, S5an Francisco,
CA 94105

$100,000

Provide high-volume, quality, one-on-one financial
counseling services to low-income San Franciscans
through targeted referral systems developed in

partnership with the Office of Economic Empowerment
and partner city agencies.

Kathryn Davis

Melyssa Barrett

Nancy Birenbaum

Tristram Coffin

Michael Covert

Kenneth Crone

JoAnn Dunaway

Diana Dykstra

James Hoffman

Brad Houle

Thomas Layman

James Norwine

Jim Redmond

Steven Stapp

2olores Street Community
iervices

938 Valericia Street,
San Francisco, CA
94110

$50,000

Legal services primarily for African immigrants

Wendy Phillips

Khary Dvorak-Ewell

Rosha Jones

" Page 11 of 40




2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditures - Form 126 Attachment

Agency Name

Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding
Amount

Project Description

Chief Executive
Officer (or ED)

Chief Financial
Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members

Hiraa Khan

Monica Regan

Alvaro Sanchez

Don Soto

Victor Ray Valdiviezo

Lisa Weisman-Ward

Donaldina Cameron House

920 Sacramento
Street, San Fraricisco,
CA 94108

~$50,000

ESL and job readiness classes primarily for immigrants

May Leong

Bill Vigna

Alex Chan

Ed Chin

Carole Chinn-Morales

Bruce Der-Mcleod

Wayne Eng

Jeannette Huie

Charlene Jung

>

Catherine Ko

Martin Ko

05!

Francis Lau

Kelly Lim

Jiano Ma

Tom Pong

Debbie Sue

Jeannette Tam

Joanne Woo

Wesley Woo

Kelley Yee

San Francisco

Episcopal Community Services of

165 8th Street, 3rd
Floor, San Francisco,

.1CA 94103

$70,000

Foundational competencies programming, primarily for

homeless adults

Kenneth J. Reggio

Melanie Johnson

Karen Gruneisen

Christopher Ball

Ted Chambers

Andrea Clay

Todd Clayter

David Cooke

Cort Cortez

Sedge Dienst

Richard Gill
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Agency Name

|Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding
Amount

Project Description

Chief Executive
Officer {or ED)

Chief Financial
Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members

Rev. Marc Handley Andrus

Chris Hoberg

Martin Jones

Frederic Knapp

Gordon Leong

Rita Moutan Patterson

Christiane Pendarvis

Kenneth Reggio

Megan Robershotte

Richard Springwater

Kelly Steckelbert

Yvonne Tatsuno

Rev. Margaret Trezevant

Pablo Wong

S. Hassan Zaldi

Five Keys Charter School

70 Oak Grove Street,
San Francisco, CA

194107

$70,000

Job Readiness Services

Steve Good

Tijanna Eaton

hGEC

Delia Ginorio

Steve Good

Elyse Graham

Michael Hennessey

Vicki Hennessy

Freya Horne

Sunny Schwartz

Friendship House Association of
American Indians

56 Julian Avenue, San
Francisco, CA 94103

$55,000

Recovery services primarily for homeless Native

._|Americans

Helen Waukazoo

Sandra Huber

Abby Abinanti

Robert "Tamaka" Bailey

Peter Bratt

Edwardo Madril

Margie Mejia

Ethan Nebelkopf

Ron Rowell

Kurt Schweigman

Lucia Tallchief Mele

Peterson Zah
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Agency Name

Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding
Amount

Project Description

Chief Executive
Officer (or ED)

Chief Financial
Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members

Gum Moon Residence Hall

940 Washington

CA 94108

Street, San Francisco,

$55,000

Shelter beds in a comprehensive transitional housing
program primarily for Astan immigrant women who are

survivors of domestic violence and sexual assault

Gloria Tan

Darius Chan

Winna Davis

Derek Fong

Peter Goetze

Katherine Kim

Lynette Lee

Valerie Lee

Mina LI

Adrienne Lieu

Selina Soo Lim

Bill Lock

Jackie Ma

Y/

g
v

Michele Mah

George Mak

AL

Kathy Richardson

Nina Richey Brown

Diana Wong

Hearing and Speech Center of
Northerri California

San Francisco, CA
94115

1234 Divisadero Street,

$50,000

Increase the early identification of hearing loss, support
participants in accepting this loss, and connect them to
services that can provide treatment and help them to

thrive

Darragh Kennedy

patrick Gibbons

Roger Boas

Jim Canty

Paola Casey

Steven Cheung

Thomas Engel

Susan Hambrecht

James Jones

Karen Kennedy

Betty Kimble

Charles Limb

Helen Luey

Tom Marlow

Jan Minar
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Agency Name

.|Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding
Amount

Project Description

Chief Executive
Ofﬁce}' {or ED)

Chief Financial
Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members

Martha Peterson

Mike Simmons

Homeless Prenatal Program, Inc.

2500 18th Street, San

$65,000

Short-term financial assistance and workshops to help

families obtain and retain safe housing

Martha Ryan

‘Ashish Agrarwal

Francisco, CA 84110

Ramona Benson

Charmaine Curtis

Linda Giffith

Donna James

September Jarrett

Mary Johnson

“{ohn Koeppel

Fred Lambright

Deborah Landres

Rita Louh

Margaret Carlson Lynch

Rick Matcovich

Cheri Pies

™o

Lorie Rice

e
HogpgownershipSF
(0]

275 Fifth Street, San
Francisco, CA 94103

$45,000

Capacity building for a collaborative of five agencies that
provide homeownership assistance

Shannon Way

Elmar Aslami

Emma Bigge

Juan Diego Castro

Nobby Cheung

Kathryn Davis

Clair Farley.

Katy Fitzsimmons

Rafael Morales

Alex Nerguizian

Sheri Powers

Keith Rockmael

Sasha Werblin

Homies Organizing the Mission to
Empower Youth {HOMEY)

1337 Mission Street,
San Francisco, CA-
94103

$50,000

Foundational competencies programmming, primarily for

individuals re-entering from the correctional system

Roberto Alfaro

Roberto Eligio Alfaro

Alfredo Bojorquez

Pierre Marie Rose
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Agency Name Agency Address 2017-2018|Project Description Chief Executive  |Chief Financial Chief Operating  |Board Members
: Funding Officer (or ED) Officer Officer
Amount
Maru Salazar
Housing and Economic Rights 1814 Franklin St., Ste $50,000| Foreclosure intervention services through legal Maeve Brown Maeve Brown Justin T. Berger
Advocates 1040, Oakland CA, counseling and representation ’
94612
Scott Chang
Todd Espinosa
Kristin Garcia
Solu Nwanze
Sandra Price
Lisa Tomlinson
. } James Zhang
independent Living Resource 825 Howard Street San $35,000|Rental housing counseling, financial management Jessie Lorenz Juma Byrd
Center of SF : Francisco, CA 94103 education and application assistance services for
primarily disabled persons
N - |dulie Feldman
w Kolya Kirienko
o1 Jane Lam
- Ben McMullan
Will Simpson
Instituto Laboral de fa Raza 2947 16th Street, San $60,000]|Legal services primarily for immigrant workers Sarah Shaker Sarah Shaker Sarah Shaker Oscar De La Torre
Francisco, CA 94103 )

Jaime Gonzalez

Rudy Gonzalez

Frank Martin Del Campo

Brian McWilllams

Laurie Mesa

Samuel Robinson

Freddy Sanchez

John Ulrich

Justice & Diversity Center of the
Bar Association of San Francisco

301 Battery Street, San
Francisco, CA 94111

$10,000

Eviction prevention legal services, including services
focused on individuals with mental health disabilities

Yolanda Jackson

Stephen Nerheim

Merri Baldwin

Charles Birenbaum

Amy Bomse

Doris Cheng

Eric Connell
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Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding
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Project Description

Chief Executive
Officer (or ED)

Chief Financial
Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members

Deborah Daniloff

Robert Esposito

Holly Gaudreau

Malcolm Heinicke

Steven Hirsch

Erick Howard

Sebastian Kaplan

Colin Kemp

Miriam Kim

Carolyn Lee

Phyra McCandless

Felicia Medina

David Otsuka

Neil Popovic

Kirupa Pushparaj

Tony Schoenberg

Michael Sears

Ragesh Tangri

Michael Tubach

qGEL

7

Mohammad Walizadeh

a Casa de las Madres

1663 Mission Street,
San Francisco, CA
94103

$26,678

Shelter services primarily for Spanish speaking women
who are victims of domestic violence

Kathy Black

Maria Bee

Bob Littiefield

Betty Miller Creary

Christine Omata

Lisa Polacci

Julie Roberts

Carmen Sanchez

Arthur Stellini

Carolyn Tsal

Nanci Tucker

Michelle Zauss

a Cocina

2948 Folsom Street,
San Francisco, CA

94110

$50,000

Kitchen incubator and technical assistance for food

based microentrepreneurs

Caleb Zigas

Aniela Valtierra

Laura Ambroseno
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Agency Name

Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding
Amount

Project Description

Chief Executive
Officer (or ED)

Chief Financial
Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members

Allson Arth

Traci des Jardins

Alec Hughes

Surina Khan

Joel Lacayo

Amir Massih

Seema Patel

Marty Sanchez

Jaghada Sivan

Katie Truitt Sharafi

Sarah Wigglesworth

Dara Zadanel

La Raza Centro Legal

474 Valencia Street,
San Francisco, CA
94103

$50,000

Legal services primarily for immigrants

Vicky Castro

Camilo Artiga-Purcell

2

3
y

Rubail Birwadker

Eduardo Blount

DG ¢

Alejandro Delgado

Hilary Dykes

Daren Garshelis

Lydia Lopez

Jeannine Merritt-Elzey

Katherine Naff

Jasmine Owens

Yvette Pan

Michael Smith

Victor ¥Vazquez

David Zimmer

La Raza Community Resource
Center

474 Valencia Street,
San Francisco, CA
94103

$80,000

Legal services primarily for immigrants

Melba Maldonado

Mariano Contreras

Annette Goldman-Mosqueda

Bob Hernandez

Enrique Ramirez

Belinda Reyes

Bernardo Silva

Page 18 of 40




2017-2018 CDBG Proposed Expenditures - Form 126 Attachment
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' Funding Officer {or ED) Officer Officer
Amount
. Martin Steinman
avender Youth Rec. & Info. 127 Collingwood $50,000| Youth advocacy and case management services primarily |Jodi Schwartz Dennis David Robin Abad Ocubillo

.(LYRIC)

Street, San Francisco,
CA 94114

for LGBTQQ, transitional age youth between ages 18 and
24 to connect them to urgently heeded resources, build
their capacity to improve their lives and support them in
moving toward self sufficency

Oliver Austria

Rebecca Goodstein

Amos Lim
Lisa Mcintire
Julia Rhee
Mark Sanchez
Marcus Stevens
. John Viet
awyers' Committee for Civil 131 Steuart Street, San $100,000|Legal services for entrepreneurs Kimberly Thomas {David Salniker Manny Alvarez
tights of the San Francisco Bay Francisco, CA 94105 Rapp
wreaphN)
(b Krystal Bowen
o1 John Burris
|

Raymond Cardozo

James Finberg

Sara Finigan

Lupe Garcia

Steve Guggenheim

Nancy Harris

Daniel Hutchinson

Loren Kieve

Jjack Londen

David Lowe

Jim Lynch

Shauna Marshall

Priya Sanger

Rohit Singla

Keith Slenkovich

Jacob Sorensen

James Sturdevant
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Agency Name

Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding
" _Amount

Project Description

Chief Executive
Officer {or ED)

Chief Financial
Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members

Robert Thompson

Virginia Villegas

Mercy Housing California

1360 Mission Street
San Francisco CA,
94103

$65,000

Corﬁmunity engagement and services for primarily public

housing residents in Sunnydale-Velasco and greater

Visitacion Valley

Doug Shoemaker

JoAnn Bertges

Tangerine Brigham

Susan Diamond

Ford Fish

Christina Garcia

Maryann Leshin

Ezra Mersey

Timothy Murray

Craig Reigel

Janet Ruggiero

Mirian Saez

¢

Ann Sewill

Brian Swift

Steven Wade

I8gE

‘Mary Waskowiak, RSM’

Misslon Asset Fund

3268 Mission Street,
San Francisco, CA
94110

$65,000

Financial education, coaching and access to loans for

primarily immigrants

Jose Quinonez

Daniela Salas

Vicki Joseph

Dave Krimm

Mona Masri

lan McLeod

Haydee Moreno

Manuel Santamaria

Aquilina Soriano-Versoza

Salvador Torres

Stephan Waldstrom

Mission Asset Fund

3269 Mission Street,
S_an Francisco, CA
94110

$50,000

Building credit and access to capital for -

microentrepreneurs

Jose Quinonez

Daniela Salas

Vicki Joseph

Dave Krimm

Mona Masri

lan McLeod
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Agency Name

Agency Address

2017-2018|Project Description
Funding
Amount

Chief Executive
Officer (or ED)

Chief Financial
Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members

Haydee Moreno

Manuel Santamaria

Aquilina Soriano-Versoza

Salvador Torres

Stephan Waldstrom,

Mission Economic Development
Agency

7301 Mission Street,
San Francisco, CA
94110

$50,000(Financial education and coaching through workshops
and individual counseling for primarily Spanish-speaking
families

Luis Granados

John Sedlander

Cindy Clements

Karling Aguilera

Jane Duong

Kavita Gobburi

Matt Haney

Jabari Herbert

Whitney Jones

William Ortiz

Kevin Stein

Mission Economic Development
Ageyey
(d%)

2301 Mission Street,
San Francisco, CA
94110

$75,000(Technical assistance in English and Spanish for
microentrepreneurs

Luis Granados

John Sedlander

Cindy Clements

Karling Aguilera

1

Jane Duong

[L=]

Kavita Gobburi

Matt Haney

Jabari Herbert

Whitney Jones

William Ortiz

Kevin Stein

Mission Economic Development
Agency

2301 Mission Street,
San Francisco, CA
94110

$75,000|Technical assistance for Mission Street (16th-25th) and
Mission Bernal commercial corridor businesses

Luis Granados

John Sedlander

Cindy Clements

Karling Aguilera

Jane Duong

Kavita Gobburi

Matt Haney

Jabari Herbert

Whitney Jones

William Ortiz

Kevin Stein
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School, Inc.

Francisco, CA 94110

adults in the Mission District

Agency Name Agency Address 2017-2018|Project Description Chief Executive Chief Financial Chief Operating Board Members
Funding Officer (or ED} Officer Officer
Amount -

Mission Language and Vocational {2929 19th Street, San $50,000|Foundational academic competencies, primarily for Natalie Hopner Joshua Arce

Esther Casco

Luz Cisneros

Tony Fazio

Menee Hill

Michae! Menesini

David Rojas

Eva Royale

Ray Sloan

Mission Neighborhood Centers

362 Capp Street, San
Francisco, CA 94110

$55,000

Academic foundational competencies programming and
GED preparation for transitional aged youth ’

Santiago E. Ruiz

Sienna Man

Maria Bermudez

Sebastian Alioto

Miguel Barragan

Liliana Carnero-Rossi

Chris Collins

Maribel Gutierrez

Beverly Hayon

PO
C
(®2)
o

Zonia Lei

Maria Rosario Renderos

Jose Rodriguez

Gladys Sandlin

Daniel Windome

Mujeres Unidas Activas

3543 18th Street, #23,
San Francisco, CA
94110

$10,000

Job Readiness Services

Andrea Lee and
Juana Flores

Maria Elena Allain

Kimberly Alvarenga

Cesia Alvarez

\zlida Araujo

Sara Campos

Juana Flores

Ana R Hernadez

Claudia Llanos

Etelvina Lopez

Yolanda Macias

Karina Martinez

Maria Morales
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rency Name

Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding
Amount

Project Description

Chief Executive
Officer (or ED)

"|Chief Financial

Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

-|Board Members

Neira Ortega

Lidia Perez

Maria Reyes

Maria Rodriguez

Hillary Ronen

Marci Seville

Matilde Vasquez .

yPath

2430 Mission Street,
San Francisco, CA
94110

$50,000

Financial coaching and credit-building services to reduce
and eliminate barriers to‘asset building

Margaret Libby

Leslie Chard

Jenny Flores

Michelle Jun

Gerald Richards

Jeanette Tevis

orth of Market Neighborhood
aprovement Corp.

PO Box 420483, San *

Francisco, CA 94142

$90,000

Tenderloin commercial corridor revitalization

|carmela Gold

Byron Chung

Carmela Gold

Matt Haney

Orly Hayut

h9EL

Stan Riddell

Deanna Sinson Foster

Alan Terrance

Annie Vue

Nathalie Walton

Michael Warr

ortheast Community Federal
redit Unlon

683 Clay Street, San
Francisco, CA 94111

$50,000

Financial education and credit building/repair counseling
services primarily for the unbanked population

Lily Lo

Lily Lo

Lily Lo

Michael Chan

Cecilia Eng

|Johnson Hor

Tommy Huie

Sophie Karet

Yvonne Yang

Joanne Yee

lortheast Community Federal
redit Union

683 Clay Street, San

Francisco, CA 94111

$100,000

Business technical assistance on ADA Compliance

Lily Lo

Lily Lo

Lily Lo

Michael Chan
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Agency Name

Agency Address

' 2017-2018

Funding
Amount

Project Description

Chief Executive
Officer (or ED}

Chief Financial
Officer )

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members

Cecilia Eng

Johnson Hor

Tommy Huie

Sophie Karet

Yvonne Yang

" |Joanne Yee

Northern California Community
Loan Fund

870 Market Street, San
Francisco, CA 54102

$70,410

Asset management planning for COBG/HOPWA-eligible
facilities )

Mary Rogier

C. Lea Salem

Anita Addison

John Chan

Colby Dailey

Stephen Florance

Patricia Gopaul

Luis Granados

Bryan lgnozzi

Z

Andy Madeira

Amy Rassen

29

llana Schatz

Jim Synder

Kirke Wilson

Ocean Avenue Association

1728 Ocean Avenue,
San Francisco, CA
94112

$30,000

Ocean Avenue commercial corridor revitalization and
technical assistance

Daniel Weaver

Henry Kevane

Howard Chung

Howard Chung

Lucia Fuentes Zarate

Christine Godinez

Walee Gon

Reverend Roland Gordon

Jeff Hamilton

Henry Kevane

Shirley Lima

- |Alexander Mullaney

Janene Summerland

Pacific Community Ventures

51 Federal Street, San
Francisco, CA 94107

$45,000

Access to capital and technical assistance for small
businesses

May Jo Cook

Carolyn Clarke

Allison Kelly

Chris Andersen

Steve Apfelberg

Micheal Chodos
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Agency Name

Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding
Amount|

Project Description

Chief Executive
Officer (or ED)

Chief Financial
Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members

Ralph Clark

Mary Jo Cook

Sanjay Datta

Judith Goldkrand

Kelly Graziadei

Kellie McElhaney

Bill Pace

Teresa Pahl

Positive Resource Center

785 Market Street, San
Francisco CA 94103

$100,000

Disabllity focused Specialized Access Point

Brett Andrews

Matthew Bandiera

LanAnh Hoang

Larry Bolton

Bill Matheson

Jacques Michaels

Michael Monagle

Kent Roger

David Stith

P?{Bﬁve Resource Center
w

785 Market Street, San
Francisco, CA 94103

$50,000

Legal representation and advocacy regarding 55! benefits

Brett Andrews

Matthew Bandiera

LanAnh Hoang

Larry Bolton

w

Bill Matheson

Jacgues Michaels

Michael Monagle

Kent Roger

David Stith

Positive Resource Center

785 Market Street, San
Francisco, CA 94103

$50,000

Employment and academic foundational competencies

programming, primarily for people with HIV/AIDS or

mental health disabilities

Brett Andrews

Matthew Bandiera

LanAnh Hoang

Larry Bolton

Bill Matheson

Jacgques Michaels

Michael Monagle

Kent Roger

David Stith

Rebuilding Together San Francisco

Pier 28 The
Embarcadero Blvd, San
Francisco, CA 94105

$30,000

Critical home repairs for homeowners

Karen Nemsick

Ryan Bjorkquist -
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Agency Name

Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding
Amount

Project Description

Chief Executive
Officer (or ED)

Chief Financial
Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members

Ellen Butler

Genevieve Cadwalader

Lucia Casaravilla

Timothy Dupre

Robyn Foo -

Karen Frock

Terry McKellips

1.J. Panzer

Ken Rakestraw

Micheal Sevy

Renaissance Entrepreneurship
Center

275 5th Street, San

$75,000

Technical assistance for microentrepreneurs

Sharon Miller

Lisa Kirvin

Lisa Kirvin

Gerry Baranano

Francisco, CA 94103

Sylvie Brillaud

Robert Chan

Alison Davis

Feleciai Favroth

%9€l

Lynn Fernandez

Philip Frerich

Neal Gottlieb

Ashley Gretch

Bryan Ignozzi

Craig Jacoby

Roland Pan

Sandor Straus

Laura Thompson

Felicianc Zavala

Renaissance Entrepreneurship
Center

275 5th Street, San
Francisco, CA 94103

$100,000

Technical assistance BizFitSF for Third Street and Leland
Avenue commercial corridor small businesses

Sharon Miller

Lisa Kirvin

Lisa Kirvin

Gerry Baranano

Sylvie Brillaud

Robert Chan

Alison Davis

Feleciai Favroth

Lynn Fernandez

" |Philip Frerich

Neal Gottlieb

Ashley Gretch
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Funding Officer {or ED) Officer Officer
Amount
Bryan Ignozzi
Craig Jacoby
Roland Pan
Sandor Straus
Laura Thompson
Feliciano Zavala
tenaissance Entrepreneurship 275 5th Street, San $40,000| Technical assistance in English and Spanish to women Sharon Miller Lisa Kirvin Lisa Kirvin Gerry Baranano

‘enter

Francisco, CA 94103

entrepreneurs

Sylvie Brillaud

Robert Chan

Alison Davis

Feleciai Favroth

Lynn Fernandez

Philip Frerich

Neal Gottlieb

_{Ashley Gretch

Bryan lgnozzi

Craig Jacoby

N

[#+]

o>
T

Roland Pan

Sandor Straus

Laura Thompson

Feliciano Zavala

Richmond District Neighborhood
Center

741 30th Avenue, San
Francisco, CA 84121

538,000

Organizational capacity building through participation in
SF Neighborhood Centers Together, which offers training
and peer support to Executive Directors

Michelle Cusano

Chris Antipa

Amy J. Bacharach

Michelle Cusano

Karen Har-Yen Chow

Jeffrey Holloman

Peter Lauterborn

Bonnie Levitt

Jonathan Lyens

Maryellen Mullin

Michael T. Riordan

Brian Shepard
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Agency Name Agency Address 2017-2018{Project Description Chief Executive  |Chief Financial Chief Operating  |Board Members
Funding Officer (or ED) Officer Officer
Amount
Helen T. Yee
San Francisco Community Land 44 Page Street, #401, $36,000|Education and technical assistance for residents and Tyler Macmilian Ryan Brannon

Trust San Francisco, CA boards of existing and proposed co-ops
94102
Amy Farah Weiss
SariJ. Karet
Shamina Lavingia
Thomas Lee

Cristian Lopez

Justine Marcus

Grace Martinez

Michae! Rouppet

Shalaco Sching

Micheal Spalding

Jean Yaste

(o2
o

San gncisco Conservation Corps

205 13th Street, Suite
2001, San Francisco,
CA 94103

$50,000

Academic foundational competencies programming for
transitional aged youth

Debra Gore-Mann

Burt Boltuch

Charles Castillo

William Fleishhacker

Eleanor Johns

Michae! Kim

Celia Lee

Bob Molineaux

Naoel Obiora

Jason Putorti

Maurice Quillen

Starr Rey

Shawn H. Smith

Laurie Wetzel

Megan White

San Francisco Housing

Development Corporation

4439 3rd Street, San
Francisco, CA 941.24

$100,000

Pre- and post-purchase homebuyer education counseling
and_information and referral services

David Sobel

Eve Combs

Jim Escobedo

Ben Golvin

Christine Johnson
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Agency Name

Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding
Amount

Project Description

Chief Executive
Officer {or ED)

Chief Financial
Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members

Andrico Penick

Josie Ramirez

Chuck Turner

Dorris Vincent

Eddie Walker

Daniel Wong .

San Francisco Housing
Development Corporation

4439 3rd Street, San
Francisco, CA 94124

$50,000

Financial education counseling and coaching services
primarily for Bayview Hunters Point, Visitacion Valley,
Potrero Hill and Western Additional residents

David Sobel

Eve Combs

Jim Escobedo

Ben Golvin

Christine Johnson

Andrico Penick

Josie Ramirez

Chuck Turner

Dorris Vincent

B
™
[d%]

Eddie Walker

(o]

Daniel Wong

SarmRkancisco Housing

4439 3rd Street, San

$150,000

RAD Workforce Services at Westbrook

David Sobel

Eve Combs

Development Corporation

Francisco, CA 84124

Jim Escobedo

Ben Golvin

Christine Johnson

Andrico Penick

Josie Ramirez

Chuck Turner

Dorris Vincent

Eddie Walker

Daniel Wong

San Francisco Study Center -
Housing Rights Committee of San
Francisco )

1663 Mission Street,
San Francisco, CA
94103

560,000

Tenant counseling, advocacy and education for renters
to ensure housing stability and avoid eviction

Geoffrey Link

Kevin Walsh

John Burkes

Hazim Elbgal

Ben Fong Torres

Reiko Homma True
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Agency Name

Agency Address

2017-2018
Funding
Amount

Project Description

Chief Executive
Officer {or ED)

Chief Financial
Officer

Chief Operating
Officer
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Richard Livingston

Stas Margaronis

James D. McWilliams

Tina Tong Yee

Self-Help for the Elderly -

731 Sansome Street,
San Francisco, CA
94111

$50,000

Housing counseling and placement assistance

Anni Chung

Anthony Tam

Andy Bryant

Yat-Pang Au

Angel K. Chen

Leo K. Choy

Anni Chung

Ricky Ho

Janie Kaung

Rosalyn Koo

Dominic Li

Patricia Mar

Stanley M. Schiffman

William Schulte

g9€?

Philip Tam

Linda Wang

May Wong

Vicky M. -Wong

SF LGBT Community Center

1800 Market Street,
San Francisco, CA
94102

$35,000

Technical assistance, credit building microloans,

workshops and mentorship

Rebecca Rolfe

Mika Albright

Jim Brown

John Burton

Billy Chen

Elizabeth Edwards

Nicholas Gonzalez

Nathan Harris

Amanda Keton

Ariel Koren

Rafael Mandelman

Terry Micheau

Johnathan Millard

Nadia Morris
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Kathryn Snyder

Allison Sparks

Christopher J. York

F LGBT Community Center

1800 Market Street,
San Francisco, CA
94102

$50,000

Pre-purchase homebuyer education and counseling
services

Rebecca Rolfe

Mika Albright

Jim Brown

John Burton

Billy Chen

Elizabeth Edwards

Nicholas Gonzalez

Nathan Harris

|Amanda Keton

Ariel Koren

Rafael Mandelman

Terry Micheau

LN

Johnathan Millard

LI —
[l ]

Nadia Morris

on

Kathryn Snyder

©

Allison Sparks

Christopher J. York

iF LGBT Community Center

1800 Market Street,
San Francisco, CA
94102

$75,000

Job Readiness Services

Rebecca Rolfe

Mika Albright

’

Jim Brown

John Burton

Billy Chen

Elizabeth Edwards

Nicholas Gonzalez

Nathan Harris

Amanda Keton

Ariel Koren

Rafael Mandelman

Terry Micheau

Johnathan Millard

Nadia Morris
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Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members

Kathryn Snyder

Allison Sparks

Christopher J. York

SFMade

926 Howard Street,
San Francisco, CA
94103

$65,000

Technical assistance for local manufacturers

Kate Sofis

Brett Hazlett

Janet Lees

Alicia Esterkamp Allbin

Rob Black

John Dannerbeck

.|Tres Fontaine

Gary Groff

Jon Knorpp

Olle Lundberg

Robin McRoskey-Azevedo

Rosemarie Ovian

Richard Slinn

N

Wenli Wang

)
Souﬁast Asian Community
CentZD

875 O’Farrell Street,
San Francisco, CA
94109

$75,000

Technical assistance in English and Chinese for small
businesses citywide

Philip T. Nguyen

Michelle Pan

Salma Aghmane

Haseeb Chaudhry

Channon Chhim-Reeves

Lan Fong

Helen Lam

Brian Larkin

Thuy Nguyen-Smith

Paul Reeves

Southeast Asian Community
Center

. 1875 O’Farrell Street,

San Francisco, CA
94109

$50,000

Technical assistance for Larkin Street/Little Saigon and

Sunset commercial corridor businesses

Philip T. Nguyen

Michelle Pan

Salma Aghmane

Haseeb Chaudhry

Channon Chhim-Reeves

Lan Fong

Helen Lam

Brian Larkin

Thuy Nguyen-Smith

Paul Reeves
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ccess Center San Francisco

375 Woodside Avenue,
San Francisco, CA
94127

$50,000

Neighborhood Access Point

Liz Jackson-
Simpson

Ainee llarra

Yordid Abraha

Afitap Boz

Pally Cottonham

Jesse Fowler

Gregory Michail

Betty Mok

Jared Neil

Vicki Rega

inset District Comm. Develop.

wp.

3918 judah Street, San
Francisco, CA 94122

$50,000

Foundational competencies programming and intenslve
case management on youths at risk or involved with the

Dawn Stueckle

Dena Anderson

juvenile justice system

Alex Costanzo

Michael Costanzo

Keith Hitchcock

Brenda Moore

Dawn Stueckle

Don Willlams

LLEE

Jenny Yung

Liz Zarr

vords to Plowshares Veterans
ghts Organization

1060 Howard Street
Street, San Francisco,
CA 94103

$81,111

Legal services to secure VA benefits for homeless and low-

income veterans

Michael Blecker

John Beem

Leon Winston

John Beem

Michae! Blecker

Julie Cane

Paul Cox

Michael Deksshenieks

Michael Fassler

Rick Houlberg

Katrina Lawson

Peter McCorkell

Yaniv Newman

Stephen Plath

Del Seymour

Steve Snyder
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Officer
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Officer

Board Members

Stacey Sprenkel

Ben Suncin

Robert Trevorrow

Leon Winston

Tenderloin Housing Clinic, Inc.

126 Hyde Street, San
Francisco, CA 94102

$42,500

Legal counseling and representation for tenants
threatened with eviction )

Randy Shaw

Ken Brophy

Eileen K. Chauvet

Pamela Coates

Otto Dufty

Helene M. Sautou

Chris Tiedeman

Randy Wilson

The Arc San Francisco

1500 Howard Street,
San Francisco, CA

194103

$50,000

Foundational competencies programming for adults with
developmental disabilities

Glenn Motola

John Beeler

5 0

Courtney Broadus

Aaron Cohen

CL¢

Dan Cousins

Bruce Francis

Ellen Hanscom_

Sejo Jahic

Todd Janzen

Sharon Jones

Michel Kapulica =

Mark Marshall

Margaret Rosegay

Connie Tabas

Tedi Veriheas

The Arc San Francisco

1500 Howard Street,
San Franclsco, CA
94103

$50,000

Disability focused Specialized Access Point

Glenn Motola

John Beeler

Courtney Broadus

Aaron Cohen

Dan Cousins

Brute Francis

Ellen Hanscom
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Officer
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Officer

Board Members

Sejo Jahic

Todd Janzen

Sharon Jones

Michel Kapulica

Mark Marshall

Margaret Rosegay

Connie Tabas

Tedi Veriheas

les Center / Arab Resource and
ganizing Center

PO Box 29907, San
Francisco, CA 94129

$50,000

Service connection primarily for the Arab community

Kriss Deiglmeier

Judith Hill

Rahul Young

Kriss Deigimeier

Noa Emmett Aluli

Michael Fernandez

Edward Lioyd

Peter Mellen

Suzanne Nossel

John A. Powell

z

Deepak Puri

Tuti Scott

olw!

e3¢

- 125 Kearny Street, San

Francisco CA 54108

$100,000

Disability focused Specialized Access Point

Kristy Feck

Cindi Hubbard

Art Eidelhoch

Lynn Holman

Barbara Lawson

Philiip Meza

Jack Nathanson

Alice Nemon

Marjorie Qualey

Christian Sutherland-Wong

Bruce Wecker

Carl Whitaker

nited Playaz

1038 Howard Street,
San Francisco, CA
94103

$55,000

Case management and support services to direct youth
away from influences that sustain at risk behavior and
towards strengthening skills for self sufficency and
becoming agents of change for their community

Rudy Corpuz

Carolyn Caldwell

Carolyn Caldwell

Alexa Arena

Rudy Corpuz

Arden Hearing
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Amount
Sean Jeffries
Jessica Phyo
Rick Moore
. . Vajra Watson
Vietnamese Youth Development |166 Eddy Street, San $50,000|Academic foundational competencies programming, Judy Young Carol Ho
Center Francisco, CA 94102 primarily for recent immigrants and transitional aged

youth in the Tenderloin

Sara Horiuchi

Jimmy Hua

Jennifer Kawahara

Shelby Morgan

Keenan Ng

Stephanie Nguyen

John Spensieri

Wu Yee Children's Services

827 Broadway Street,

$45,000

Technical assistance for child care businesses

Monica Walters

John Uselman

Mike Neumann

Debbie Chang

B San Francisco, CA

- 94133

=Y Hanna Chung
Sharon Donovan
Sizhe Liu

Denise McCarthy

Anwar Mojammel

Catherine Ngo

Sonya Thomas

Irene Wong

Raymond Wu

David Ziegler

YMCA of San Francisco (Bayview)

50 California Street,
San Francisco, CA
94111

$55,000

Foundational competencies programming and case
management, primarily for transitional aged youth in
Bayview

Takija Gardner

Kathy Cheng

" |Jamie Brunning-

Miles

John K. Anderson

Karen Austin

Tama Axton

John Berg

Curtis C. Brown, Ir.

Lynn Bunim

Richard Chrisholm
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Chief Financial
Officer

Chief Operating
Officer

Board Members

Gary R. Cumpston

Glenn M. Farrell

Monica Finnegan

Jawahar M. Gidwani

Gary Hall

W. Dean Henry

Thomas Kearney

Gene J. Kim

Paul Kochis

S. Timothy Kochis

Theodora Lee

Micheal Millman

Christopher Patz

Anthony Peters

Eric Prosnitz

Roxanne Richards

L. Wade Rose

Nancy Rose

Peter M. Susko

glek

Patricia A. Theophilos

Charles V. Thornton

Debora Tomlin

€] Van Pelt

Carl Vogt

Caryl B. Welborn

John Willingham

Art B, Wong

Eric Yopes

Thomas Zimmer

ICA of San Francisco (Bayview)

San Francisco, CA
94111

50 California Street,

$245,000

Community building and service connection for. primarily
public housing residents in Hunters View and greater

Takija Gardner

Kathy Cheng

Jamie Brunning-
Miles

John K. Anderson

Bayview/Hunters Point

Karen Austin

Tama Axton

John Berg

Curtis C. Brown, Jr.
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Chief Financial
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Chief Operating
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Board Members

Lynn Bunim

Richard Chrisholm

Gary R. Cumpston

Glenn M. Farrell

'Monica Finnegan

Jawahar M. Gidwani

Gary Hall

W. Dean Henry

Thomas Kearney

Gene J. Kim

Paul Kochis

S. Timothy Kochis -

Theodora Lee

Micheal Millman

Christopher Patz

Anthony Peters

Eric Prosnitz

JLEC

Roxanne Richards

L. Wade Rose

Nancy Rose

Peter M. Susko °

Patricia A. Theophilos

Charles V. Thornton

Debora Tomlin

CJ van Pelt

Carl Vogt

Caryl B. Welborn

John Willingham

Art B, Wong

Eric Yopes

Thomas Zimmer

MCA of San Francisco

Jayview)/Together United
ecommitted Forever (T.U.R.F.)

50 California Street,
San Francisco, CA
94111

$100,000

Foundational competencies programming and case

management, primarily for transitional aged youth in

Sunnydale

Takija Gardner

Kathy Cheng

Jamie Brunning-
Miles

John K. Anderson

Karen Austin

Tama Axton
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John Berg

Curtis C. Brown, Jr.

Lynn Bunim

Richard Chrisholm

Gary R. Cumpston

Glenn M. Farrell

Monica Finnegan

Jawahar M. Gidwani

Gary Hall

W. Dean Henry

Thomas Kearney

Gene J. Kim

Paul Kochis

S. Timothy Kochis

Theodora Lee

Micheal Millman

Christopher Patz

Anthony Peters

Eric Prosnitz

LiL

Roxanne Richards

L. Wade Rose

Nancy Rose

Peter M. Susko

Patricia A. Theophilos

Charles V. Thornton

Debora Tomlin

Cj Van Pelt

Carl Vogt

Caryl B. Welborn

John Willingham-

Art B. Wong

Eric Yopes

Thomas Zimmer

ing Community Developers

1715 Yosemite
Avenue, San Francisco,

CA 84124

$230,029

Neighborhood Access Point

Shamann Walton

Rhonda Andrew, Sr.
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A Neal Bailey

Claude Everhart

Manny Flores

Yusef Freeman

Shirley Jones

Toye Moses

Mitesh Parikh

Eric Potashner

Kinjal Shah

Cheryl Smith

Sedrick Spencer

Carol Tatum

Mike Theriault

Charles Turner

$6,563,289

8LET
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