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FILE NO. 150969 
AMENDED IN BOARD 

5/16/2017 

1 [Planning Code -Affordable Housing Bonus Programs] 

2 

ORDINANCE NO. 

3 Ordinance amending Planning Code, Section 206, to amend the 100 Percent Affordable 

4 Housing Bonus Program to add the Local Affordable H·ousing Bonus HOME-SF 

5 Program, the Analyzed State Density Bonus Program, and the Individually Requested 

6 State Density Bonus Program, to provide for development bonuses and zoning 

7 modifications for increased affordable housing, in compliance with, and above those 

8 required by the State Density Bonus Law, Government Code, Section 65915, et seq.; to 

9 establish the procedures in which the Local Affordable Housing Bonus HOME-SF 

10 · Program shall be reviewed and approved; adding a fee for application~ under the 

11 Program~; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 

12 Environmental Quality Act; makina findinas of public convenience. necessity, and 

13 welfare under Planning Code. Section 302: and making findings of consistency with the 

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

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

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

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

22 Section 1. 

23 (a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this 

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

25 
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1 Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

2 Supervisors in File No. 150969 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms 

3 this determination. 

4 (b) On Februar; 25, 2016 and June 30, 2016April 27 .. 2017, the Planning Commission, 

5 in Resolution Nos. 19578 and 19686 19903, adopted findings that the actions contemplated in 

6 this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the City's General Plan and eight priority 

7 policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy 

8 of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 150969, and 

9 is incorporated herein by reference. 

10 (c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that this Planning Code 

11 Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth 

12 in Planning Commission Resolution No~. 19578= arui 19686, and 19903, and the Board 

13 incorporates such reasons herein by reference. 

14 

15 Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Section 206, to read as 

16 follows: 

17 SEC. 206. THE JOOPERCENTAFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM~. 

18 This Section 206 and Sections 206. I through 206. 4 shall be kno·wn as the 100 Percent 

19 Afferdable Housing Bonus Program. Re.ferences to "Section 206" shall include Sections 206.1 through 

20 206.4. This section shall be known as the Affordable Housing Bonus Programs, which include the 

21 Local Affordable Housing Bonus HOME-SF Program, the JOO Percent Affordable Housing Bonus 

22 Program, the Analyzed State Density Bonus Program and the Individually Requested State Density 

23 Bonus Program. 

24 SEC. 206.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS. 

~5 
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1 (a) The purpose of the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program~ is to facilitate 

2 the development and construction of affordable housing in San Francisco. Affordable housing 

3 is of paramount statewide concern, and the Legislature has declared that local and sta:te . 

4 governments have a responsibility to use the powers vested in them to facilitate the 

5 improvement and development of housing to make adequate provision for the housing needs 

6 of all economic segments of the community. especially families. The Legislature has found 

7 that local governments must encourage the development of a variety of types of housing for 

8 all income levels, including multifamily rental housing and assist in the development of 

9 adequate housing to meet the needs of low-and moderate-income households. 

1 O (b) Affordable housing is an especially paramount concern in San Francisco. San 

11 Francisco has one of the highest housing costs in the nation, but San Francisco's economy 

12 and culture rely on a diverse workforce at all income levels. It is the policy of the City to 

13 enable these workers to afford housing in San Francisco and ensure that they pay a 

14 reasonably proportionate share of their incomes to live in adequate housing and to not have to 

15 commute ever-increasing distances to their jobs. The Association of Bay Area Governments 

16 determined that San Francisco's share of the Regional Housing Need for January 2015 to 

17 June 2022 was the provision of 28,870 new housing units, with 6,234 (or 21.6%) as very low, 

18 4,639(or16.1%) as low, and 5,460(or18.9%) as moderate income units. 

19 (c) The Board of Supervisors, and the voters in San Francisco, have long recognized 

20 the heed for the production of affordable housing. The voters, in some cases, and the Board 

21 in others, have adopted measures to address this need, such as mandatory lnclusionary 

22 Affordable Housing Ordinance in Planning Code Section 415; the San Francisco Housing 

23 Trust Fund, adopted in 2012, which established a fund to create, support and rehabilitate 

24 affordable housing, and set aside $20 million in its first year, with increasing allocations to 

25. reach $50 million a year for affordable housing; the adoption of Proposition K in November 

Mayor Lee.; Supervisors Tang, Safai 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 142 Page3 



1 2014, which established as City policy that the City, by 2020, will help construct or rehabilitate 

2 at least 30,000 homes, with more than 50% of the housing affordable for middle-income 

3 households, and at least 33% as affordable for low-and moderate income households; and 

4 the multiple programs that rely on Federal, State and local funding sources as identified in the 

5 Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development Comprehensive Plan. These 

6 programs enable the City to work towards the voter-mandated affordable housing goals. 

7 (d) Historically, in the United States and San Francisco, affordable housing requires high 

8 levels ofpublic subsidy, includingpublic investment and reliance on public dollars. Costs to subsidize 

9 an affordable housing unit vary greatly depending on a number of.factors, such as household income of 

10 the residents, the type of housing, and the cost to acquire land acquisition. Currently, MOHCD 

11 estimates that the level of subsidy for an affordable housing units is approximately $2-§.G.350. 000 per 

1 2 unit. Given this high cost per unit, San Francisco can only meet its affordable housing goals through a 

13 combination ofincreased public dollars dedicated to affordable housing and other tools that do not 

14 rely on public money. 

15 (e) Development bonuses incentives are a long standing zoning tool that enable cities to 

16 encourage private development projects to provide public benefits including affordable housing. By 

17 offering increased development potential, a project sponsor can offset the expenses necessary to 

1.8 provide additional public benefits. In 1979, the State of California adopted the Density Bonus Law, 

19 Government Code section 65915 et seq, which requires that density bonuses and other concessions and 

20 incentives be offered to projects that provide a minimum amount of on-site affordable housing. 

21 (djJ In recognition of the City's affordable housing goals, including the need to produce 

22 more affordable housing without the need for public subsidies. the Planning Department contracted 

23 with David Baker Architects and Seifel Consulting to determine a menu of zoning 

24 modifications and development bonuses that could offset a private developer's costs of 

:s providing various levels of additional on-site affordable housing. These experts analyzed various 
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1 parcels in San Francisco, to determine the conditions in which a zoning accommodation 

2 would be necessary to achieve additional density. The analysis modeled various zoning 

3 districts and lot size configurations, consistent with current market conditions and the City's 

4 stated policy goals, including to achieve a mix of unit types, including larger units that can 

5 accommodate larger households. These reports are on file in Board of Supervisors File No. 

6 160687. 

7 (cg) Based on these reports, the Planning Department developed a four program~ to 

8 provide en option~ by which developers o.f100% affordable homingprojects can include 

9 additional affordable units on-site in through increased density and other zoning or design 

10 modifications. These programs are the Local Affordable Housing Bonus HOME- SF Program. the 

11 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the Analw:ed State Density Bonus Program and the 

12 Individually Requested Bonus Program. Thisprogram is the 100 Percent Affordable Homing Bonus 

13 Program, ·which provides additional incentives for developers of 100% affordable housing projects, 

14 thereby reducing the overall cost ofsuch developments on aper unit basis. 

15 (h) The goal ofthe Local Affordable HousingHOME-SF Program is to increase affordable 

16 housing production, especially housing afferdable to Middle Income middle income households. 

17 Housing for Middle Income Households middle income households in San Francisco is necessary 

18 to stabilize San Francisco's households and families, ensure income and household diversity in the 

19 long term population of San Francisco, and reduce transportation impacts of middle income 

20 households working in San Francisco. Middle income Middle Income households do not 

21 traditionally benefit -from public subsidies. 

22 (i) The 100 Percent Afferdable Housing Bonus Program provides additional incentives (or 

23 developers of] 00% affordable housing projects, thereby reducing the overall cost of such 

24 developments on a per unit basis. 

25 
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1 a> The Affordable Housing Bonus Program also establishes a clear local process for all 

2 projects seeking the density bonuses guaranteed through the State Density Bonus Law. The State 

3 Analyzed Program provides an expedited process for projects that comply with a pre-determined memt 

4 ofincentives, concessions and waivers of development standards that the Department has 

5 determined, in consultation 1.vith David Baker Architects and Seifel Consulting can appropriately 

6 respond to neighborhood context without causing adverse impacts on public health and safety. and 

7 provide affordable units through the City's already-established Inclusionary Housing Program. 

8 Projects requesting density or concessions, incentives and waivers outside of the City's preferred menu 

9 may seek a density bonus consistent with State law in the Individually Requested Density Bonus 

10 Program. 

11 (k) San Francisco's small business community is an integral part of San Francisco's 

"2 neighborhood commercial corridors. local economy. and rich culture. San Francisco is 

13 committed to maintaining small businesses in ·its neighborhoods. For this reason. the 

14 Affordable Housing Bonus HOME-SF Program acknowledges the need for general assistance 

15 and support for any business that might be impacted. Developments using the Affordable 

16 Housing Bonus Program will generally produce additional commercial spaces which may 

17 enhance existing commercial corridors. The Office of Economic and Workforce Development 

18 (OEWD), in coordination with the Office of Small Business, currently coordinate on referrals to 

19 and deployment of a range of services to small businesses including but not limited to: small 

20 business consulting. lease negotiation assistance.· small business loans. ADA Certified 

21 Access Specialists (CASp) inspection services, legacy business registrv. facade improvement 

22 assistance. commercial corridor management. grants and assessments, relocation and broker 

23 services for production. distribution and repair (PDR) businesses, business permit assistance. 

24 and coordination with city agencies. 

5 
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1 (I) In fiscal year 2016 - 2017 the Mayor's Office of Economic and VVorkforce 

2 Development OEWD and the Office of Small Business will initiate and coordinate the 

3 implementation of a citvwide small business retention and relocation program. This program 

4 will provide additional small business consulting and case management. real estate readiness 

5 assessment. relocation assistance. broker services. real estate acquisition assistance. 

6 succession planning. legacy business grants and technical assistance. and restaurant sector 

7 permit coordination and assistance. 

8 SEC. 206.2. DEFINITIONS. 

9 The definitions of Section 102 and the definitions in Section 401 for "Area Median 

1 O Income" or "AMI." "First Construction Document," "Housing Project," "Life o[the Project," end 

11 "MOHCD," "On-site Unit," "Off-site Unit," "Principal Project," and "Procedures Manual" shall 

12 generally apply to Section 206. The following definitions shall also apply, and shall prevail if 

13 there is a conflict with other sections of the Planning Code. 

14 "100 Percent Affordable Housing Project" shall be a project where all of the dwelling 

15 units with the exception of the manager's unit are "Affordable Units" as that term is defined in 

16 Section 406(b). 

17 "Affordable to a Household of Lower, Very Low, or Moderate Income shall mean, at a 

18 minimum O) a maximum purchase price that is affordable to a Household ofLower, Very Low. or 

19 Moderate Income, adjusted for the household size. assuming an annual payment for all housing costs of 

20 33 percent o(the combined household annual gross income, a down payment recommended by the 

21 Mayor's Office o(Housing and Community Development and set forth in the Procedures Manual, and 

22 available financing; and (2) an affordable rent as defined in Section 50053 o(the Health and Safety 

. 23 Code sufficient to ensure continued affordability of all very low and low-income rental units that 

24 qualified the applicant for the award ofthe density bonus (or 55 years or a longer period o[time if 

25 
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1 required by the construction or mortgage financing assistance program, mortgage insurance program, 

2 or rental subsidy program. 

3 "Affordable to a Household of Middle Income" shall mean, at a minimum, (1) a 

4 maximum purchase price that is affordable to a Household ·at Middle Income at 140% of Area 

5 Median Income, adjusted for the hoLJsehold size, assuming an annual payment for all housing 

6 costs of 33 percent of the combined household annual gross income, a dovm payment 

7 recommended by the Mayor's Office of Housing arid Community Development and set forth in 

8 the Procedures Manual, and available financing; and (2) the maximum annual rent for an 

9 affordable housing unit shall be no more than 30% of the annual gross income for a 

10 Household of Middle Income at an Area Median Income of 120%, as adjusted for the 

11 household size, as of the first date of the tenancy. 

1 2 "Base Density" is lot area divided by the maximum lot area per unit permitted under existing 

13 density regulations (e.g 1 unit per 200, 400, 600, 800, or 1000 square feet oflot area). Calculations 

14 that result in a decimal point of 0. 5 and above are rounded to the next whole number. In the Fillmore 

15 Neighborhood Commercial Transit District and the Divisadero Neighborhood Commercial 

16 Transit District, "Base Density" shall mean 1 unit per 600 square feet of lot area. 

17 "Density Bonus" means a density increase over the Maximum Allowable Gross Residential 

18 Density granted pursuant to Government Code Section 65915 and Section 206 et seq. 

19 "Density Bonus Units" means those market rate dwelling units granted pursuant to the 

20 provisions ofthis Section 206.3, 206.5 and 206. 6 that exceed the otherwise Maximum Allowable Gross 

21 Residential Density for the development site. 

22 "Development Standard" shall mean a site or construction condition, including, but not 

23 limited to, a height limitation, a setback requirement, a floor area ratio, an onsite open space 

24 requirement, or an accessory parking ratio that applies to a residential development pursuant 

'.5 
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1 to any ordinance, general plan element, specific plan, charter, or other local condition, law, 

2 policy, resolution or regulation. 

3 "HOME-SF Unit" shall mean on-site income restricted residential units provided within a 

4 HOME-SF project that a-meets the requirements set forth in Planning Code Section 206.3. 

5 "Household of Middle Income" shall mean a household 'Nhose combined annual gross 

6 income for all members does not exceed 140% of AMI to qualify for ownership housing and 

7 120% of AMI to qualify for rental housing,_ 

8 "Inclusionary Units" shall mean on-site income-restricted residential units provided within a 

9 development that meet the requirements o(the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, Planning 

10 Code Section 415 et seq. 

11 "Lower'- er Very Low, or Moderate Income" means annual income of a household that 

12 does not exceed the maximum income limits for the income category, as adjusted for 

13 household size, applicable to San Francisco, as published and periodically updated by the 

14 State Department of Housing and Community Development pursuant to Sections 50079.5'- & 

15 50105 or 50093 of the California Health and Safety Code. Very Low Income is currently 

16 defined in California Health and Safety Code Section 50105 as 50% of area median income. 

17 Lower Income is currently defined in California Health and Safety Code Section 50079.5 as 

18 80% of area median income. Moderate Income is currently defined in California Health and Safety 

19 Code Section 50093 as 120% of area median income. If the State law definitions of these terms 

20 change, the definitions under Section 206 shall mirror the State law changes .. 

21 ''Maximum Allowable Gross Residential Density" means the maximum number of dwelling 

22 units per square foot o[lot area in zoning districts that have such a measurement, or, in zoning 

23 districts without such a density measurement, the maximum number of dwelling units ihat could be 

24 . developed on a property while also meting all other applicable Planning Code requirements and 

25 
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1 design. guidelines., and ·.vithout obtaining an exception, modification, variance, or waiver from 

2 the Zoning Administrator or Planning Commission for any Planning Code requirement,_ 

3 "Middle Income Unit" shall mean a residential unit affordable to a Household of Middle 

4 Income. 

5 "Qualifying Resident" means senior citizens or other persons eligible to reside in a Senior 

6 Citizen Housing Development. 

7 "Regulatory Agreement" means a recorded and legally binding agreement between an applicant 

8 and the City to ensure that the requirements of this Chapter are satisfied The Regulatory Agreement, 

9 among other things, shall establish: the number of Restricted Affordable Units, their siie, location, 

10 terms and conditions of affordability, and production schedule. 

11 "Restricted Affordable Unit" means a dwelling unit within a Housing Project which will be 

'1 2 Affordable to Very Low, Lower or Moderate Income Households, as defined in this Section 206. 2 for a 

13 minimum of55 years. Restricted Affordable Units shall meet all of the requirements of Government 

14 Code 65915, except that Restricted Affordable Units that are ownership units shall not be restricted 

15 using an equity sharing agreement. " 

16 "Senior Citizen Housing Development" has the meaning in California Civil Code section 51. 3. 

17 SEC. 206.3. Housing Opportunities Mean Equity San Francisco LOCAL 

18 AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM. 

19 (a) Purpose. This Section sets forth the HOME-SF Local Affordable Housing Bonus 

20 Program. The Local Affordable Housing Bonus HOME-SF Program or "HOME-SF" "Local 

21 Program" provides benefits to project sponsors of housing projects that set aside a total of30% of 

22 residential units onsite at below market rate rent or sales price6 , including a percentage of units 

23 affordable to low and moderate income households consistent with Section 415, the 

24 lnclusionary Housing Program, and the remaining percentage affordable to a range of 

5 incomes as described in Section 206.3(c)(2). Household of Middle Income. The purpose et-the 
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7 
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9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program of HOME-SF is to expand the number o(lnclusionary 

tJ.nft.s below market rate units produced in San Francisco and provide housing opportunities to a 

wider range ofincomes than traditional affordable housing programs. such as the Citv's 

. lnclusionarv Affordable Housing Program. Planning Code section 415 et seq. which typically 

provide housing only (or very low, low or moderate income households. The purnose of HOME-SF 

also is to provide an alternative method of complying with the on-site inclusionarv option set 

forth in Section 415.6. The Local Program HOME-SF allows market-rate projects to match the 

City's shared Proposition K housing goals that 50% of new housing constructed or rehabilitated in the 

City by 2020 be within the reach of working middle class San Franciscans. and at least 33% affordable 

(or low and moderate income households. 

(b) Applicabilitv. A Local Affordable Housing Bonus HOME-SF Project or "Local 

Project" under this Section 206.3 shall be a project that: 

(1) contains three or more residential units. as defined in Section 102, not including any 

Group Housing as defined in Section 102, efficiency dwelling units with reduced square footage defined 

in Section 318. and Density Bonus Units permitted through this Section 206. 3, or any other density 

bonus; 

(2) is located in any zoning district that: (A) is not designated as an RH-1 or RH-2 

Zoning Districts; and (B) establishes a maximum dwelling unit density through a ratio of number of 

units to lot area. including RH-3, RM. RC. C-2. Neighborhood Commercial. Named Neighborhood 

Commercial, Chinatown Mixed Use Districts, and SoMa Mixed Use Districts; but only ifthe SoMa 

Mixed Use District has a density measured by a maximum number of dwelling units per square foot of 
. . 

lot area: (G) is in the Fillmore Neighborhood Commercial Transit District and Divisadero 

Neighborhood Commercial Transit District;_aM-.(Q.Q) is not in the North ofMarket Residential 

Special Use District, Planning Code Section 249.5 until the Affordable Housing Incentive Study is 

completed at which time the Board will review whether the North o(Market Residential Special Use 
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1 District should continue to be excluded from this Program. The Study will explore opportunities to 

2 support and encourage the provision of housing at the low, moderate. and middle income range in 

3 neighborhoods where density controls have been eliminated. The goal of this analysis is to incentivize 

4 increased affordable housing production levels at deeper and wider ranges o[AMI and larger unit sizes 

5 in these areas through 100% affordable housing development as well as below market rate units within 

6 market rate developments; aRtl-j€0) is not located within the boundaries of the Northeastern 

7 Waterfront Area Plan south of the centerline of Broadway: and (FE) is not located on property 

8 under the jurisdiction of the Port of San Francisco; aOO, 

9 (3) is not seeking and receiving a density or development bonus under the provisions of 

10 California Government Code Section 65915 et seq. Planning Code section 207, Section 124(f), Section 

11 202.2(/). 304. or any other State or local program that provides development bonuses.· 

~ 2 (4) includes at least 135% o(the Base Density as calculated under Planning Code 

13 Section 206. 5; 

14 (5) in Neighborhood Commercial Districts is not a project that involves merging lots 

15 that result in more than 125 feet in lot frontage for projects located; aAd 

16 (6) consists oot-y of new construction, and excluding any project that includes an 

17 addition to an existing structure-:~ 

18 (7) is not located 1.vithin the boundaries of the Northeastern VVaterfront Area 

19 Plan south of the centerline of Broadway.~ 

20 !87) complies with the on-site lnclusionarv Affordable Housing option set forth in 

21 Planning Code Section 415.6: provided however. that the percentage of affordable units and 

22 the required affordable sales price or affordable rents set forth in Section 415.6(a) shall be as 

23 provided in this Section 206.3:.; and, 

24 !98) if any retail use is demolished or removed. does not include a Formula 

~5 Retail use, as defined in Section 303.1. unless the retail use demolished or removed was also 
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1 a Formula Retail Use. or was one of the following uses: Gas Stations. Private or Public 

2 Parking Lots. Financial Services. Fringe Financial Services. Self Storage. Motel. Automobile 

3 Sales or Rental. Automotive Wash. Mortuaries. Adult Business. Massage Establishment.. 

4 Medical Cannabis Dispensarv. and Tobacco Paraphernalia Establishment. as those uses are 

5 defined in Planning Code Section 102: and:-

6 (9) if located north of the centerline of Post Street and east of the centerline of 

7 Van Ness Avenue. all otherwise eligible HOME-SF Projects shall only be permitted on: 

8 (A) lots containing no existing buildings:. or 

9 (8) lots equal to or greater than 12.500 square feet where existing 

1 O buildings are developed to less than 20% of the lot's principally permitted build able gross floor 

11 area as determined by height limits. rear yard requirements and required setbacks: or 

12 (C) lots occupied by Gas Stations. Private or Public Parking Lots. 

13 Financial Services. Fringe Financial Services. Formula Retail. Self Storage. Motel. Automobile 

14 Sales or Rental. Automotive Wash. Mortuaries. Adult Business. Massage Establishment. 

15 Medical Cannabis Dispensarv. and Tobacco Paraphernalia Establishment. as those uses are 

16 defined in Planning Code Section 102. 

17 &Local Affordable Housing Bonus HOME-SF Project Eligibilitv Requirements. To 

18 receive the development bonuses granted under this Section, a heeffi HOME-SF Project must meet all 

19 of the following requirements: 

20 (1) Comply \~1ith the lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program, Section 415 of 

21 this Code, by providing the applicable number of units on site under Section 415.6. For 

22 projects not subject to the lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the applicable number of 

23 on site units under this section shall be zero. If the Dial Alternative currently proposed in an 

24 ordinance in Board of Supervisors File No. 150911 is adopted and permits a project sponsor 

25 to provide more lnclusionary Units at higher /\Mis than currently required (referred to as 
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1 "dialing up"), a project sponsor may dial up and meet the requirements of this subsection (0). 

2 If the Dial Alternative of the lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program is ever amended to 

3 allo•.v a project sponsor to provide fewer lnclusionary Units at lower /\Mis than currently 

4 required (referred to as "dialing dovm"), then a Project cannot qualify for this Section 206.5 if it 

5 elects to dial do'lm,:. 

6 @12 Provide 30% of units in the an additional percentage of affordable units in 

7 the_kosal HOME-SF Project as Middle Income HOME-SF Units, as defined herein . .,_such that the 

8 total percentage of lnclusionary Units and Middle Income HOME SF Units equals 30%. The 

9 Middle Income HOME-SF Units shall be restricted for the Life o[the Project and shall comply with 

10 all ofthe requirements o[the Procedures Manual authorized in Section 415 except as otherwise 

11 provided herein. Any unit required to satisfy requirements of Section 415 shall be affordable to 

'12 a household in the income categories specified in Section 415. Additional Ten percent of 

13 HOME-SF Units that are Owned Units shall have an average affordable purchase price set at 

14 120% of Area Median Income, •.vith units equally distributed at 90% of Area Median Income: 

15 10% shall have an average affordable purchase price set at 120% of Area Median Income:. 

16 and 10% shall have an average affordable purchase price set at 140% of Area Median 

17 Income. Ten percent of HOME-SF Units that are rental units shall have an average affordable 

18 rent set at 55% of Area Median Income: 10% shall have an average affordable rent set at 

19 80% of Area Median Income: and 10% shall have an average affordable rent set at 110% of 

20 Area Median Income., 120% of Area Median Income and 140% of Area Median Income. 

21 Additional HOME SF Units that are Rental Units shall have an average affordable rent set at 

22 80% or less of Area Median Income, ·.vith units equally distributed among households earning 

23 55% of Area Median Income, 80% of Area Median Income,. and 110% of Area Median 

24 Income. All HOME-SF Units must be marketed at a price that is at least 20% less than the 

5 current market rate for that unit size and neighborhood. and MOHCD shall reduce the Area 
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1 Median Income levels set forth herein in order to maintain such pricing. As provided for in 

2 . subsection {e). the Planning Department and MOHCD shall amend the Procedures Manual to provide 

3 policies and procedures for the implementation. including monitoring and enforcement, ofthe Middle 

4 Income units HOME-SF Units; 

5 @~) Demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Environmental Review Officer that the 

6 HOME-SF beeaJ. Project does not: 

7 (A) cause a substantial adverse change in the sign.ificance of an historic 

8 resource as defined by California Code o[Regulations. Title 14. Section 15064.5, 

9 {B) create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation 

10 facilities or other public areas; and 

11 (C) alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas; 

12 {4~ All HOME-SF units shall be no smaller than the minimum unit sizes set 

13 forth by the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee as of May 16. 2017. In addition. 

14 Nnotwithstanding any other provision of this Code. Inclusive of lnclusionary Units and Middle 

15 Income UnitsHOME-SF projects shall provide a minimum dwelling unit mix of (A) at least 40% 

16 two and three bedroom units. including at least 10% three bedroom units., provides either (A) 

17 a minimum unit mix of at least 40% of all units as P.vo bedroom units or larger; or (B) any unit 

18 mix which includes some three bedroom or larger units such that 50% of all bedrooms within the 

19 ·.Local HOME-SF Project are provided in units with more than one bedroom. Laraer units should be 

20 distributed on all floors. and prioritized in spaces adjacent to open spaces or play yards. 

21 Projects that include Units with two or three bedrooms ooits-are encouraged to incornorate 

22 family friendly amenities. Family friendly amenities shall include. but are not limited to. 

23 bathtubs. dedicated carao bicycle parking. dedicated stroller storage. open space and yards 

24 designed for use by children. Local HOME-SF Projects are not eligible to modifY this requirement 

25 under Planning Code Section 303ffi, 328, or any other provision ofthis Code; arn:J, 
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1 (5) Provides replacement units for any units demolished or removed that are 

2 subject to the San Francisco Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance, San Francisco 

3 Administrative Code Section 37, or are units qualifying for replacement as units being 

4 occupied by households of Lo'A' or Very Lmv Income, consistent with the requirements of 

5 Government Code section 65915(c)(3). 

6 !Ml Does not demolish. remove or convert any residential units. 

7 Le5) Includes at the ground floor level active uses. as defined in Section 145.1, 

8 at the same square footages as any neighborhood commercial uses demolished or removed. 

9 unless the Planning Commission has granted an exception under Section 303(st)(2)(G). 

10 (d) Development Bonuses. Any Local HOME-SF Project shall. at the project sponsor's 

11 request, receive any or all of the following: 

'2 O) Form based density. Notwithstanding any zoning designation to the contrary, 

13 density of a booal HOME-SF Proiect shall not be limited by lot area but rather by the applicable 

14 requirements and limitations set forth elsewhere in this Code. Such requirements and limitations 

15 include, but are not limited to, height, including any additional height allowed by subsection (d){2), 

16 Bulk. Setbacks, Required Open Space. Exposure and unit mix as well as applicable design guidelines, 

17 elements and area plans of the General Plan and design review, including consistency with the 

18 Affordable Housing Bonus Program Design Guidelines, referencedin Section 328, as determined by 

19 the Planning Department. 

20 {2) Height. Up to 20 additional feet above the height authorized for the hooal HOME-

21 SF Project under the Height Map of the Zoning Map. This additional height may only be used to 

22 provide up to two additional 10-foot stories to the project, or one additional story of no more than I 0 

23 feet in height. Building features exempted -from height controls under Planning Code Section 260(b) 

24 shall be measured from the roo(level o[the highest story provided under this section. 
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1 (3) Ground Floor Ceiling Height. 1n addition to the permitted height allowed under 

2 (d)(2), Local HOME-SF Projects with active uses on the ground floor as defined in Section 

3 145.1 (b)(2) shall receive up to a maximum o(5 additional feet in height above the height limit, in. 

4 addition to the additional 20 feet granted in subsection (2) above. However. the additional 5 feet may 

5 only be applied at the ground floor to provide a 14-foot (floor to ceiling) ceiling height for 

6 nonresidential uses, and to allow walk-up dwelling units to be consistent with the Ground Floor 

7 Residential Design Guidelines. This additional 5 feet shall not be granted to projects that already 

8 receive such a height increase under Planning Code Section 263.20. 

9 (4) Zoning Modifications. HOME-SF Local Affordable Housing Bonus Projects. 

10 may. select up to three ofthe following zoning modifications: 

11 (A) Rear yard: The required rear yard per Section 134 or any applicable 

12 special use district may be reduced to no less than 20 percent of the lot depth, or 15 feet, whichever is 

13 greater. Corner properties may provide 20 percent ofthe lot area at the interior corner ofthe property 

14 to meet the minimum rear yard requirement, provided that each horizontal dimension o(the open area 

15 is a minimum of 15 feet; and that the open area is wholly or partially contigµous to the existing 

16 midblock open space, if any, formed by the rear yards of adjacent properties. 

17 {B) Dwelling Unit Exposure: The dwelling unit exposure requirements of 

18 Section 140(a){2) may be satisfied through qualirying windows facing an unobstructed open area that 

19 is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal dimension. and such open area is not required to expand in 

20 every horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor. 

24 commercial parking requirements in Section 151 or any applicable special use district. 

25 
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1 (E) Open Space: Up to a 5% reduction in common open space ifprovided 

2 under Section 135 or any applicable special use district. 

3 {F) Additional Open Space: Up to an additional 5% reduction in common open 

4 space if provided under Section 135 or any applicable special use district. beyond the 5% provided in 

5 ·subsection (E) above. 

6 (G) Inner Courts as Open Space: In order for an inner court to qualifY as 

7 useable common open space, Section 135(g)(2) requires it to be at least 20 feet in every horizontal 

8 dimension. and for the height ofthe walls and projections above the court on at least three sides (or 75 

9 percent of the perimeter. whichever is greater) to be no higher than one foot tor each foot that such 

10 point is horizontally distant -from the opposite side ofthe clear space in the court. HOME-SF beeal 

11 ·Affordable Housing Bonus Projects may instead provide an inner court that is at least 25 feet in 

12 every horizontal dimension. with no restriction on the heights of adjacent walls. All area within such an 

13 inner court shall qualifj; as common open space under Section 135. 

14 (e) Implementation. 

15 (I) Application. The follmving procedures shall govern the processing of a 

16 request for a projeet to qualify under the basal Program. 

17 W. An application to participate in the HOME-SF bocal Program shall be 

18 submitted with the first application for approval of a Housing Project and processed concurrently with 

19 all other applications required for the Housing Project. The application shall be submitted on a form 

20 prescribed by the City and shall include at least the following information: 

21 (Jfj) A full plan set. including a site plan. elevations. sections and floor 

22 plans. showing total number of units. number of and location oflnelusionary Units, and Middle 

23 lneome HOME-SF Units; and a draft Regulatory Agreement; 

24 (ii) The number of dwelling units which are on the property, or if 

:s the dv.'elling units have been vaeated or demolished in the five year period preeeding the 
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1 application, have been and which were subject to a recorded covenant, ordinance, or IC¥N that 

2 restricts rents to levels affordable to persons and families of lower or very lmv income; sub-ject 

3 to any other form of rent or price control through the City or other public entity's valid exercise 

4 of its police pmver; or occupied by lower or very low income households; and 

5 (iii) If the property includes a parcel or parcels in '.vhich d·.velling 

6 units under subsection (ii) are located or were located in the five year period preceding the 

7 application, the type and size of those units, and the incomes of the persons or families 

8 occupying those units. 

9 {tvB) The requested development bonuses and/or zoning modifications 

10 from those listed in subsection (d). 

11 (C) A list of all on-site family friendly amenities. Family friendly 

12 amenities shall include. but are not limited to. dedicated cargo bicycle parking. dedicated 

13 stroller storage. open space and yards designed for use by children. 

14 {BO) Documentation that the applicant has provided written notification 

15 to all existing commercial or residential tenants that the applicant intends to develop the property 

16 pursuant to this section and has provided any existing commercial tenants with a copy of the 

17 Mayor's Office of Economic and Workforce Development's Guide to Small Business Retention 

18 and Relocation Support. Any affected commercial tenants shall be given priority processing similar 

19 to the Department's Community Business Priority Processing Program, as adopted by the San 

20 Francisco Commission on February 12. 2015 under Resolution Number 19323, to support relocation of 

21 such business in concert with access to relevant local business support programs. 

22 (2) Procedures Manual The Planning Department and MOHCD shall amend the 

23 Procedures Manual, authorized in Section 415, to include policies and procedures for the 

24 implementation. including monitoring and enforcement. ofthe HOME-SF Units. Middle Income 

25 tlfHt&.- As an amendment to the Procedures Manual, such policies and procedures are subject to review 
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1 and approval by the Planning Commission under Section 415. Amendments to the Procedures Manual 

2 shall include a requirement that pro;ect sponsors in specified areas complete a market survey ofthe 

3 . area before marketing Middle Income Units HOME-SF Units. /\II HOME SF Units=affordable 

4 units that are affordable to households between 120 and 14 0% of l\Ml_must be marketed at a 

5 price that is at least 20% less than the current market rate fur that unit size and neighborhood, 

6 in addition to any other applicable Program requirements and MOHCD may reduce the Area 

7 Median Income levels set forth in subsection (c)(2) in order maintain such pricing. 

8 {3) Notice and Hearing. keeal-HOME-SF Projects shall comply with Section rn 306 

9 for review and approval. 

19 the authority to execute such agreements. 

20 (B) Following execution o[the agreement by all parties. the completed Density 

21 Bon us Regulatory Agreement. or memorandum thereat: shall be recorded and the conditions filed 

22 and recorded on the Housing Project. 

23 (C) The approval and recordation of the Regulatory Agreement shall take place 

24 prior to the issuance o[the First Cons.truction Document. The Regulatory Agreement shall be binding 

'.5 to all future owners and successors in interest. 
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1 (D) The RegulatoryAgreement shall be consistent with the guidelines ofthe 

2 City's Inclusionary Housing Program and shall include at a minimum the following: 

3 (i) The total number of dwelling units approved (or the Housing Project, 

4 including the number of Restricted Affordable Units, lnclusionary Units, HOME-SF Units Middle 

5 Income Units or other restricted units; 

6 (ii) A description o(the household income group to be accommodated by 

7 the Restricted Affordable Units, lnclusionary Units and HOME-SF Units. and the standards (or 

8 determining the corresponding Affordable Rent or Affordable Sales Price. If required by the 

9 Procedures Manual. the +Re project sponsor must commit to completing a market survey of the 

1 O area before marketing Middle lncomeHOME-SF Units. All affordable units that are affordable to 

11 households beti.veen 120 and 140% of AMI HOME SF Units must be marketed at a price 

12 ·that is at least 20% less than the current market rate for that unit size and neighborhood, in 

13 addition to any other applicable Program requirements and MOHCD may reduce the Area 

14 Median Income levels set forth in subsection (c)(21) in order .maintain such pricing;_ 

15 (iii) The location, dwelling unit sizes (in square feet). and number of 

16 bedrooms ofthe lnclusionary Units and HOME-SF UnitsRestricted Affordable Units;. 

17 (iv) Term of use restrictions (or the life of the project. Restricted 

18 Affordable Units of at least 55 years for Moderate Income units and at least 55 years for Lmv 

19 and Very Lm.v units:,:_ 

20 (v) A schedule (or completion and occupancy oflnclusionary Units and 

21 HOME-SF UnitsRestricted Affordable Units;. 

22 (vi) A description of any Concession, Incentive, waiver, or modification, 

23 if any, being provided by the City; 

24 (vii) A description ofremedies (or breach of the agreement (the City mdy 

25 identiry tenants or qualified purchasers as third party beneficiaries under the agreement); and 
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1 {viii) Other provisions to ensure implementation and compliance with 

2 this Section. 

3 

4 SEC. W6.J206.4. THE 100 PERCENT AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS 

5 PROGRAM. 

6 *** *** *** . 

7 206.5. STATE RESIDENTIAL DENSITY BONUS PROGRAM: ANALYZED 

8 (a) Purpose: Sections 206. 5, 206. 6, and 206. 7 shall be referred to as the San Francisco State 

9 Residential Density Bonus Program or the State Density Bonus Program. First, the Analyzed State 

10 Density Bonus Program in Section 206.5 offers an expedited process for protects that seek a density 

11 bonus that is consistent with the pre-vetted menu o[incentives, concessions and waivers that the 

'2 Planning Department and its consultants have already determined are feasible, result in actual cost 

13 reductions, and do not have specific adverse impacts upon public health and safety of the physical 

14 environment. Second the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program in Section 206. 6 details 

15 the review, analysis and approval process tor any vroject seeking a density bonus that is consistent 

16 with State Law, but is not consistent with the requirements (or the Analyzed State Density Bonus 

17 Program established in Section 206.5. Third, Sections 206. 7. describes density bonuses available 

18 under the State code (or the provision of childcare facilities. 

19 This Section 206.5 implements the Analyzed State Density Bonus Program or "Analyzed State 

20 Program. " The Analyzed State Program offers an expedited process for projects that seek a density 

21 bonus that is consistent with. among other requirements set forth below. the pre-vetted menu of 

22 incentives, waiver and concessions. 

23 {b) Applicabilitv: 

24 {J) A Housing Project that meets all ofthe requirements ofthis subsection (b)0) or is a 

.5 Senior Housing Project meeting the criteria of(b){2) shall be an Analyzed State Density Bonus Project 
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1 or an "Analyzed Project" for purposes o[Section 206 et seq. A Housing Pro;ect that does not meet all 

2 o[the requirements of this subsection (b), but seeks a density bonus under State law may apply for a 

3 density bonus under Section 206. 6 as an Individually Requested State Density Bonus Project. To 

4 qualifY for the Analvzed State Density Bonus Program a Housing Project must meet all ofthe 

5 following: 

6 (A) contain five or more residentiai units, as defined in Section I 02, not 

7 including any Group Housing as defined in Section I 02, efficiency dwelling units with reduced square 

8 footage defined in Section 318. and Density Bonus Units permitted through this Section 206.5 or other 

9 density program; 

10 (B) is not seeking and receiving a density or development bonus under Section 

11 207: the HOME-SF Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program. Section 206.3; the JOO Percent 

12 Affordable Housing Bonus Program. Section 206.4: or any other local or State density bonus program 

13 that provides development bonuses; 

14 (C) for projects located in Neighborhood Commercial Districts is not seeking to 

15 merge lots that result in more than 125 in lot frontage on any one street; 

16 (D) is located in any zoning district that: (i) is not design,ated as an RH-I or 

17 RH-2 Zoning District; (ii) establishes a maximum dwelling unit density through a ratio of number of 

18 units to lot area, including but not limited to, RH-3, RM, RC. C-2. Neighborhood Commercial. Named 

19 Neighborhood Commercial. Chinatown Mixed Use Districts. and SoMa Mixed Use Districts, but only if 

20 the SoMa Mixed Use District has a density measured by a maximum number of dwelling units per 

21 square foot oflot area; (iii) is in the Fillmore Neighborhood. Commercial Transit District and 

22 Divisadero Neighborhood Commercial Transit District;_arnijt}fil) is not in the North o(Market 

23 Residential Special Use District. Planning Code Section 249. 5 until the Affordable Housing Incentive 

24 Study is completed at which time the Board will review whether the North o(Market Residential 

25 Special Use District should continue to be excluded from this Program. The Study will explore 
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1 opportunities to support and encourage the provision of housing at the low. moderate. and middle 

2 income range in neighborhoods where density controls have been eliminated The goal o(this analysis 

3 is to incentivize increased affordable housing production levels at deeper and wider ranges of AMI and 

4 larger unit sizes in these areas through 100% affordable housing development as well as below market 

5 rate units within market rate developments; a-OO_!Eiv) is not located within the boundaries of the 

6 Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan south of the centerline of Broadway: and (Fv) is not 

7 located on property under the jurisdiction of the Port of San Francisco: 

8 {E) is providing all lnclusionary Units as On-site ·Units under Section 415. 6~ 

9 the Dial Alternative currently proposed in an ordinance in Board of Supervisors File No. 

1 O 150911 is adopted and permits a project sponsor to provide more lnclusionart Units at higher 

11 AMls than currently required (referred to as "dialing up"), a project sponsor may dial up and 

"2 meet the requirements of this subsection (D). If the Dial Alternative of the lnclusionart 

13 Afforda_ble Housing Program is ever amended to allmv a project sponsor to provide fe'.ver 

14 lnclusionaPf Units at lowerAMls than currently required (referred to as "dialing down"), then a 

15 Project cannot qualify for this Section 206.5 if it elects to dial down..:. 

16 (F) includes a minimum o(nine foot ceilings on all residential floors; 

17 (G) is seeking only Concessions or Incentives set forth in subsection (c)(4); 

18 (H) is seeking height increases only in the form of a waiver as described in 

19 subsection (c){5): aHd, 

20 fil_Gdoes not demolish. remove. or convert any residential units: aA€h 

21 provides replacement units for any units demolished or removed that are subject to the San 

22 Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance, San Francisco 

23 Administrative Code Section 37, or are units qualifying for replacement as units being 

24 occupied by households of low or very lmv income, consistent with the requirements of 

'.5 Government Code section 65915(c)(3). 

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Tang, Safai 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 163 Page 24 



1 (J) consists only of new construction. and excluding any project that 

2 includes an addition to an existing structure:-: 

3 (K) includes at the ground floor level active uses. as defined in Section 

4 145.1 at the same square footages as any neighborhood commercial uses demolished or 

5 removed; 

6 CU if any retail use is demolished or removed. does not include a 

7 Formula Retail use. as defined in Section 303.1, unless the retail use demolished or removed 

8 was also a Formula Retail use. or one of the following uses: Gas Stations, Private or Public 

9 Parking Lots. Financial Services, Fringe Financial Services, Self Storage. Motel, Automobile 

1 O Sales or Rental. Automotive Wash, Mortuaries, Adult Business, Massage Establishment 

11 Medical Cannabis Dispensarv, and Tobacco Paraphernalia Establishment as those uses are 

12 defined in Planning Code Section 102; 

13 CM) all on-site income-restricted residential units in the Housing Project 

14 are no smaller than the minimum unit sizes set forth by the California Tax Credit Allocation 

15 Committee as of May 16, 2017; and 

16 (N) notwithstanding any other provision of this Code. includes a minimum 

17 dwelling unit mix of at least 40% of all units as two or three bedroom units. including at least 

18 10% of units as three bedroom units. Larger units should be distributed on all floors, and 

19 prioritized in spaces adjacent to open spaces or play yards. Units with two or three bedrooms 

20 should incorporate family friendly amenities. including bathtubs, dedicated carao bicycle 

21 parking, dedicated stroller storage, and open space and yards designed for use by children. 

22 {2) A Senior Housing Project, as defined in Section 102, may qualifj; as an Analyzed 

23 State Density Bonus Project ifit follows all of the procedures and conditions set forth in Planning Code 

24 Section 202.2(j). 

25 
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" 
1 (3) If located north of the centerline of Post Street and east of the centerline of 

2 Van Ness Avenue. all otherwise eligible Analyzed State Law DensitV Bonus Projects shall 

3 only be permitted on: 

4 (A) lots containing no existing buildings: or 

5 (8) lots equal to or greater than 12.500 square feet where existing 

6 buildings are developed to less than 20% of the lot's principally permitted build able gross floor 

7 area as determined by height limits. rear yard requirements and required setbacks.: or . 

. 8 (C) lots occupied by Gas Stations. Private or Public Parking Lots. 

9 Financial Services. Fringe Financial Services. Formula Retail. Self Storage. Motel. Automobile 

1 O Sales or Rental. Automotive Wash. Mortuaries. Adult Business. Massage Establishment. 

11 Medical Cannabis DispensaN. and Tobacco Paraphernalia Establishment. as those uses are 

12 defined in Planning Code Section 102. 

13 (c) Development Bonuses. All Analyzed State Law Density Bonus Projects shall receive, at.the 

14 project sponsor's written request, any or all ofthe following: 

15 (1) Priority Processing. Analyzed Projects that provide 30% or more of Units as On-

16 ·site Inclusionary Housing Units or Restricted Affordable Units that meet all of the requirements of.for 

17 an Inclusionary Housing Unit shall receive Priority Processing. 

18 (2) Density Bonus. Analyzed Pro;ects that provide On-site Inclusionary Housing Units 

19 or Restricted A(fordabie Un~ts that meet all of the requirements o[for an Inclusionary Housing Unit 

20 shall receive a density bonus as described in Table 206. 5 A as tollows: 

21 Table 206.5A 

22 Densitv Bonus Summarv -Analvzed 

23 

24 

~5 

A 
Restricted Affordable Units or 
Category 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Affgrdable 35%Densitv 
Units Bonus 

Very Low Income 5% ~ 20% 2.50% 11% 

Lower Income 10% 20% 1.50% 20% 

Moderate Income 10% 5% 1% 40% 

Senior Citizen Housing. as 100% 50% ----- ------ -

defined in § 102. and meeting 

, the requirements of 

§ 202.2(j)_. 

Note: A density bonus may be selected from more than one category, up to a maximum of35% ofthe 
Maximum Allowable Gross Residential Density. · 

In calculating density. bonuses under this subsection 206.5(c){2) the following shall apply: 

(A) When calculating the number ofpermitted Density Bonus Units or Restricted 

Affordable Units, any fractions of units shall be rounded to the next highest number. Analyzed Density 

Bonus Program projects must include the minimum percentage o[Restricted Affgrdable Units 

identified in Column B o[Table 206.5A for at least one income category, but may combine density 

bonuses from more than one income category, up to a maximum of35% ofthe Maximum Allowable 

Gross Residential Density. 

{B) An applicant may elect to receive a Density Bonus that is less than the 

amount permitted by this Section; however, the City shall not be required to similarly reduce the 

number of Restricted Affgrdable Units required to be dedicated pursuant to this Section and 

Government Code Section 65915(b). 

(C) In no case shall a Housing Project be entitled to a Density Bonus of more 

than 35%, unless it is a Senior Housing Project meeting the requirements o[Section 202.2(j). 
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1 (D) The Dens~ty Bonus Units shall not be included when determining the 

2 number ofRestricted Affordable _Units required to qualify for a Density Bonus. Density bonuses shall 

3 be calculated as a percentage o(the Maximum Allowable Gross Residential Density. 

4 {E) Any Restricted Affordable Unit provided pursuant to the on-site 

5 requirements ofthe InclusionaryAffordable Housing Program, Section 415 et seq., shall be included 

6 when determining the number of Restricted At/Or dab le Units required to qualifj; for a Development 

7 Bonus under this Section 206. 5. The payment ofthe Affordable Housing Fee shall not quaHfj; for a 

8 Development Bonus under this Section. The provision of Off site Units shall not qualifj; the Principal 

9 Project for a Density Bonus under this Section; however an Off-site Unit may qualify as a Restricted 

10 Affordable Unit to obtain a density bonus for the Off-site Project . . 

11 {F) In accordance with state law, neither the granting ofa Concession, 

12 Incentive. waiver. or modification, nor the granting of a Density Bonus, shall be interpreted, in and of 

13 itsell to require a general plan amendment, zoning change, variance, or other discretionary approval. 

14. (3) Concessions and Incentives. Analyzed Projects shall receive concessions or 

15 incentives. in the amounts specified in Table 206.5B: 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

'.5 

Table 206.5B 

Concessions and Incentives Summary-Analvzed Projects 

Target Group Restricted Affordable Units 

Verr Low Income 5% 10% 15% 

Lower Income 10% 20% 30% 

Moderate Income (Common Interest Development2 10% 20% 30% 

Maximum Incentive(§ 2/Concession(s 2 1 2 3 
Notes: 1. Concessions or Incentives may be selected from only one category 0Jel)' lo'N, lower, 
or moderate) 2. Common Interest Develovment is defined in California Civil Code Section 4100. 
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· 1 (4) Menu of Concessions and Incentives: In submitting a request for Concessions or 

2 Incentives, an applicant for an Analyzed State Density Bonus Protect may request the specific 

3 Concessions and Incentives set forth below. The Planning Department, based on Department research 

4 and a Residential Density Bonus Study prepared by David Baker Architects. Seifel Consulting. and the 

5 San Francisco Planning Department dated August 2015. on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

6 Supervisors in File No. 150969. has determined that the following Concessions and Incentives are 

7 generally consistent with Government Code Section 65915(d) because, in general. they: are required 

8 in order to provide for affordable housing costs: will not be deemed by the Department to have a 

9 specific adverse impact as defined in Government Code Section 65915 (d); and are not contrary to State 

10 or Federal law. 

11 (A) Rear yard: the required rear yard per Section 134 or any applicable special 

12 use district may be reduced to no less than 20% o[the lot depth, or 15 feet, whichever is greater. 

13 Corner properties may provide 20% of the lot area at the interior corner o[the property to meet the 

14 minimum rear yard requirement. provided that each horizontal dimension o[the open area is a 

15 minimum of 15 feet; and that the open area is wholly or partially contiguous to the existing midblock 

16 open space, if any, formed by the rear yards of adjacent properties. 

17 (B) Dwelling Unit Exposure: the dwelling unit exposure requirements of 

18 Section l 40(a)(2) may be satisfied through qualifj;ing windows facing an unobstructed open area that 

19 is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal dimension. and such open area is not required to expand in 

20 every horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor. 

21 (C) Off-Street Loading: off-street loading spaces under Section 152 shall not 

22 be required 

23 (D) Parking: up to a·50% reduction in the residential and commercial parking 

24 requirement. per Section 151 or any applicable special use distrlct. 

25 
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1 . (E) Open Space: up to a 5% reduction in required common open space per 

2 Section 135, or any applicable special use district. 

3 (F) Additional Open Space: up to an additional 5% reduction in required 

4 common open space per Section 135 or any applicable special use district, beyond the 5% provided in 

5 subsection (E) above. 

6 (5) Waiver or Modification of Height Limits. Analyzed Projects may request a waiver 

7 oft he applicable height restrictions if the applicable height limitation will have the effect ofphysically 

8 precluding the construction ofa Housing Project at the densities or with the Concessions or Incentives 

9 permitted.by this subsection (c){4). Analyzed Projects may receive a height bonus as ofright of up to 

10 twenty feet or two stories, excluding exceptions permitted per Section 260(b), ifthe applicant 

11 demonstrates that it qualifies tor a height waiver through the following formula: 

• '2 Step one: Calculate Base Density and Bonus Density Limits 

13 Calculate Base Density (BD). as defined in Section 206.2. 

14 Bonus Density Limit (BD): ED multiplied by I.XX where XX is the density bonus 

15 requested per Section 206.5 o(this Code (e.g. 7%, 23%, 35%), not to exceed 1.35, the maximum density 

16 bonus available by this Section. 

17 Step two: Calculate Permitted Envelope (PE). Buildable envelope available under 

18 existing height and bulk controls. 

19 PE equals lot area multiplied bv permitted lot coverage, where lot coverage equals . 7 5, 

20 or .8 ifthe developer elects to request a rear yard modification under Section 206.5(c){4){A). multiplied 

21 by existing height limit (measured in number ofstories), minus one story for projects in districts where 

22 non-residential uses are required on ihe ground floor, and minus any square footage subject to bulk 

23 limitations (for parcels that do not have an X bulk designation). 

24 Step three: Calculate Bonus Envelope (BE) Residential envelope necessary to 

5 accommodate additional density ("Bonus envelope" or "BE")' 
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1 BE equals Bonus Density multiplied by 1.000 gross square feet 

2 Step (our: Calculate Additional Residential Floors. Determine the number ofstorie's 

3 required to accommodate bonus: 

11 of building not to exceed BE. 

12 (d) Application. An arzplication (or an Analyzed State Density Bonus Project under this 

13 Section 206. S shall be submitted with the first application (or approval of a Housing Project and shall 

14 be processed concurrently with all other applications required (or the Housing Project. The 

15 application shall be on a form prescribed by the City and in addition to any information required (or 

16 other applications. shall include the following information: 

17 O) A description o(the proposed Housing Project, induding the total number of 

18 dwelling units, Restricted Affordable Units. and Density Bonus Units proposed; 

19 (2) Any zoning district designation. Base Density. assessor's parcel number(s) of the 

20 project site, and a description of any Density Bonus, Concession or Incentive, or waiver requested; 

21 (3) A list o(the requested Concessions and Incentives from Section 206.5(c)(4); 

22 (4) !fa waiver or modification of height is requested under Section 206.5(c){5). a 

23 calculation demonstrating how the project qualifies (or such waiver under the formula; 

24 (5) A full plan set including site plan. elevations. sections. and floor plans. number of 

25 market-rate units, Restricted Affordable Units. dnd Density Bonus units within the proposed Housing 
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1 Project. The location of all units must be approved by the Planning Department before the issuance of 

2 the building permit; 

3 (6) Level of affordability of the Restricted Affordable Units and a draft Regu.latory 

4 Agreement; 

5 (7) The number of rental d·.velling units 'Nhich are on the property, or if the 

6 d111elling units have been vacated or demolished in the five year period preceding the 

7 application, have been and 1.vhich were subject to a recorded covenant, ordinance, or law that 

8 restricts rents to levels affordable to persons and families of lmuer or very low income; subject 

9 to any other form of rent or price control through the City or other public entity's valid exercise 

1 O of its police power; or occupied by lm.ver or very low income households; and 

11 (8) If the property includes a parcel or parcels in vvhich dwelling units under 

· '2 subsection (7) are located o.r •.vere located in the five year period preceding the application, 

13 the type and size of those units, and the incomes of the persons or families occupying those 

14 ooit&.-

15 @7) Documentation that the applicant has provided written notification to all existing 

16 commercial or residential tenants that the applicant intends to develop the propertypursuant to this 

17 section. Any affected commercial tenants shall be given priority processing similar to the 

18 Department's Community Business Priority Processing Program, as adopted by the San Francisco 

19 Commission on February 12, 2015 under Resolution Number 19323 to support relocation of such 

20 business in concert with access to relevant local business support programs. In no case may a 

21 proiect receive a site permit or any demolition permit prior to 18 months from the date of 

22 written notification required by this Section 206.5(d)(7). 

23 (e) Review Procedures. An application for an Analyzed State Density Bonus Project, shall be 

24 acted upon concurrently with the application for other permits related to the Housing Project . 

. 5 
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1 (I) Before approving an application for an Analyzed Project, the Planning Department 

2 or Commission shall make written findings that the Housing Project is qualified as an Analyzed State 

3 Density Bonus Project. 

4 (2) Analyzed Projects shall be governed by the conditional use procedures of 

5 Section 303.The review procedures for an Analyzed Project, including notice, hearings, and 

6 appeal, shall be the procedures applicable to the Housing Project regardless of 'Nhether it is 

7 applying for a State Density Bonus under this Section 206.5. However, any All notices shall 

8 specify that the Housing Project is seeking a Development Bonus and shall provide a description o(the 

9 Development Bonuses requested Analyzed Projects shall also be reviewed for consistency with the 

10 Affordable Housing Bonus Program Design Guidelines. 

11 (j) Regulatory Agreements. Recipients ofa Density Bonus, Incentive, Concession. waiver, or 

12 modification shall enter into a Regu.latory Agreement with the City, as follows. 

13 (I) The terms o(the agreement shall be acceptable in form and content to the 

14 Planning Director, the Director o(MOHCD. and the City Attorney. The Planning Director shall have 

15 the authority to execute such agreements. 

16 (2) Following execution of the agreement by all parties, the completed Density 

17 Bonus Regulatory Agreement, or memorandum thereat: shall be recorded and the conditions filed and 

18 recorded on the Housing Project. 

19 (3) The approval and recordation ofthe Regulatory Agreement shall take place 

20 prior to the issuance ofthe First Construction Document. The Regulatory Agreement shall be binding 

21 to all future owners and successors in interest . 

. 22 (4) The RegulatoryAgreement shall be consistent with the guidelines ofthe 

23 City's Inclusionary Housing Program and shall include at a minimum the following: (4) The 

24 Regulatory Agreement shall be consistent with the guidelines ofthe City's Inclusionary Housing 

25 Program and shall include at a minimum the following: 
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1 (A) The total number of dwelling units approved for the Housing Project, 

2 including the number o[Restricted Affordable Units, Inclusionary Units, HOME-SF Units Middle 

3 Income Units or other restricted units: 

4 · (B) A description o(the household income group to be accommodated by 

5 the Restricted Affordable Units, and the standards (Or determining the corresponding Affordable Rent 

6 or Affordable Sales Price; 

7 (C) The location, dwelling unit sizes (in square feet), and number of 

8 bedrooms o(the Restricted Affordable Units; 

9 (D) Term of use restrictions (Or Restricted Affordable Units of at least 55 

10 years (Or Moderate Income units and at least 55 years (Or Low and Very Low units,· 

11 (E) A schedule for completion and occupancy of Restricted Affordable 

'2 Units; 

13 (F) A description of any Concession, Incentive, waiver, or modification, 

14 i(any, beingprovided by the City,· 

15 (G) A description o(remedies (Or breach of the agreement (the City may 

16 identifj; tenants or qualified purchasers as third party beneficiaries under the agreement); afffi 

17 (H> A list of all on-site family friendly amenities. Family friendly 

18 amenities shall include. but ?re not limited to. dedicated cargo bicycle parking. dedicated 

19 stroller storage. and open space and yards designed for use by children. and. 

20 .CH!> Other provisions to ensure implementation and compliance with this 

21 Section. 

22 

23 SEC. 206.6. STATE DENSITY BONUS PROGRAM: INDIVIDUALLY REQUESTED 

24 (a) Purpose and Findings: This Section 206. 6 details the review, analysis and approval 

~5 process for any project seeking a density bonus that is consistent with State Law, Government Code 
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1 section 65915 et seq., but is not consistent with the pre-vetted menu of concessions. incentives or 

2 waivers. or other requirements established in Section 206.5 as analyzed by the Planning Department in 

3 coordination with David Baker and Seifel Consulting. and shall be known as the Individually Requested 

4 State Density Bonus Program 

5 California State Density Bonus Law allows a housing developer to request parking ratios not to 

6 exceed the ratiOs set forth in Government Code section 65915(p){J), which may further be reduced as 

7 an incentive or concession. Because in most cases San Francisco regu,lates parking by dwelling unit as 

8 described in Article 1.5 of this Code, the minimum parking ratios set forth in the Government Code are 

9 greater than those allowed in San Francisco. Given that San Francisco's parking ratios are already 

10 less than the State ratios, the City finds that the State 's minimum parking ratio requirement does not 

11 ~ 

12 (b) Applicability. A Housing Project that does not meet any one or more o[the criteria of 

13 Section 206. 5 (b) under the Analyzed State Density Bonus Program. but meets the following 

14 requirements, may apply for a Development Bonus under this Section 206. 6 as an "Individually 

15 Requested State Density Bonus Project" or "Individually Requested Project" ifit meets all o(the 

16 following criteria: 

17 O) contains five or more residential units, as defined in Section 102; 

18 (2) is not seeking and receiving a density or development bonus under Section 207; the 

19 HOME-SF Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program. Section 206.3; the 100 Percent Affordable 

20 Housing Bonus Program, Section 206.4; Section 304, or any other local or state bonus program that 

21 provides development bonuses. 

22 (3) provides Restricted Affordable Housing Units, including but not limited to 

23 Inclusionary Housing Units, at minimum levels as provided in Table 206. 6A; and 

24 (4) provides replacement units for any units demolished or removed that are subject to 

25 the San Francisco Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance. San Francisco Administrative Code 
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1 Section 3 7, or are units qualifYing for replacement as units being occupied by households oflow or 

2 very low income, consistent with the requirements of Government Code section 65915(c){3). 

3 (5) Is in arry zoning district except for RH-I or RH-2, unless the Code permits the 

4 development of a proiect of 5 units or more on a site or sites. 

5 (c) Development Bonuses. Any Individually Requested Density Bonus Project shall, at the 

6 project sponsor's request, receive any or all of the tallowing: 

7 O) Density Bonus. Individually Requested Projects that provide On-site Inclusionary 

8 Housing Units or Restricted Affordable Units shall receive a density bonus as described in Table 

9 206.6A as follows: 

10 Table206.6A 

11 Density Bonus Summa!]!_ - Individuallv Requested Proiect 

... 2 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

5 

Restricted Affgrdable Minimum Percentage o{ Additional Percentage o[ 
Units or Catego!J!_ Percentage o[ Density Bonus Bonus fj;r Restricted 

Restricted Granted Each 1% Units Required 
Affordable Increase In {'gr Maximum 
Units Restricted 35% Density 

Affgrdable Bonus 
Units 

Ve!]!_ Low Income 5% 20% 2.50% 11% 

Lower Income 10% 20% I.50% 20% 

Moderate Income 10% 5% 1% 40% 

Senior Citizen Housing 100% 20% ----- -----
Note: A density bonus may be selected from only one category up to a maximum of35% o[the 
Maximum Allowable Gross Residential Density. 

In calculating density bonuses under this subsection 206. 6(c){l) the fjJllowing shall 

(A) When calculating the number ofpermitted Density Bonus Units or Restricted 

Affordable Units, any fractions of units shall be rounded to the next highest number. 
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1 (B) An applicant may elect to receive a Density Bonus that is less than the 

2 amount permitted by this Section; however, the City shall not be required to similarly reduce the 

3 number of Restricted Affordable Units required to be dedicated pursuant to this Section and 

4 Government Code Section 65915(b). 

5 (C) Each Housing Pro;ect is entitled to only one Density Bonus. which shall be 

6 selected by the applicant based on the percentage of Very Low Income Restricted Affordable Units, 

7 Lower Income Restricted Affordable Units. or Moderate Income Restricted Affordable Units. or the 

8 Housing Project's status as a Senior Citizen Housing Development. Density bonuses from more than 

9 one category may not be combined. In no case shall a Housing Project be entitled to a Density Bonus 

10 o(more than thirty-five percent (35%). unless it is a Senior Housing Project meeting the requirements 

11 o(8_ection 202.2(0. 

12 (D) The Density Bonus Units shall not be included when determining the 

13 number of Restricted Affordable Units required to qualifY for a Density Bonus. Density bonuses shall 

14 be calculated as a percentage ofthe Maximum Allowable Gross Residential Density. 

15 (E) Any Restricted Affordable Unit provided pursuant to the on-site 

16 requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, Section 415 et seq .. shall be included 

17 when determining the number of Restricted Affordable Units required to qualify for a Development 

18 Bonus under this Section 206. 6. The payment of the Affordable Housing Fee shall not qualifY for a 

19 Development Bonus under this Section. The provision of Off-site Units shall not quaHfj; the Principal 

20 Project for a Density Bonus under this Section; however an Off-site Unit may qualifY as a Restricted 

21 Affordable Unit to obtain a density bonus (or the Off-site Project. 

22 (F) In accordance with state law, neither the granting ofa Concession, 

23 Incentive. waiver, or modification. nor the granting of a Density Bonus, shall be interpreted, in and of 

24 itself: to require a general plan amendment, zoning change, variance, or other discretionary approval. 

25 
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1 (G) No additional Density Bonus shall be authorized for a Senior Citizen 

2 Development beyond the Density Bonus authorized by subsection (1) oft his Section. 

3 (H) Certain other types of development activities are specifically eligible for a 

4 development bonuses pursuant to State law, including land donation under Government Code Section 

5 6591 S(g), condominium conversions under Government Code section 65915.5 and qualirying mobile 

6 home parks under Government Code section 65915(b)(l )(C). Such projects shall be considered 

7 Individually Requested State Density Bonus Projects. 

8 (2) Concessions and Incentives. This Section includes provisions (or providing 

9 Concessions or Incentives pursuant to Government Code Section 65915 et seq, as set forth in Table 

1 O 206. 6B .. For purposes ofthis Section 206. 6, Concessions and Incentives as used interchangeably shall 

11 mean such regulatory concessions as specified in Government Code Section 6591 S(k) to include: 

'2 (A) A reduction of site Development Standards or architectural design 

13 requirements which exceed the minimum applicable building standards approved by the State 

14 Building Standards Commission pursuant to Part 2.5 (commencing with Section 18901) ofDivision 13 

15 of the Health and Safety Code, including, but not limited to, a reduction in setback, coverage, and/or 

16 parking requirements which result in identifiable, financially sufficient and actual cost reductions; 

17 (B) Allowing mixed use development in conjunction with the proposed 

18 residential development. if nonresidential land uses will reduce the cost of the residential project and 

19 the nonresidential land uses are compatible with the residential project and existing or planned 

20 development in the area where the Housing Project will be located,· and 

21 (C) Other regulatory incentives or concessions proposed by the developer or the 

22 City that result in identifiable, financially sufficient, and actual cost reductions. 

23 Table 206. 6B · 

24 Concessions and Incentives Summary- Individually Requested Project 

~5 Target Group 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Very Low Income 5% 10% 15% 

Lower Income 10% 20% 30% 

Moderate Income {_Common Interest DeveloQment2 10% 20% 30% 

Maximum Incentive~ l/Concession~2 1 2 3 
Notes: 1. Concessions or Incentives may be selected from only one category {_very low. lower. or 
moderate). 2. Common Interest Develo[!_ment is defined in California Civil Code Section 4100. 

(3 2 Request for Concessions and Incentives. In submitting a request for Concessions or 

Incentives that are not specified in Section 206. 5 (cl {_4 2. an a[!_Qlicant for an Individually Requested · 

Density Bonus Project must wovide documentation described in subsection (d2 below in its application. 

The Planning Commission shall hold a hearing and shall a[!_wove the Concession or Incentive 

. requested unless it makes written findings. based on substantial evidence that: 

(Al The Concession or Incentive does not result in identifiable and actual 

cost reductions. consistent with Government Code section 65915(k)is not required in order to 

provide for affordable housing costs, as defined in Section 50052.5 of the California Health 

and Safety Code, or for rents for the Restricted Affordable Units to be as specified in this 

Section 206.6; or 

(B2 The Concession or Incentive would have a specific adverse imQact, as 

defined in Government Code Section 65589.5{_d2(22 upon public health and safety or the Qhvsical 

environment or anv real property that is listed in the California Register of Historical Resources and 

(or which there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific adverse impact 

without rendering the Housing Project unaffordable to low- and moderate-income households. 

(Cl The Concession or Incentive would be contrary to state or federal law. 

(42 Waiver or Modification. An applicant may apply (or a waiver or modification of 

Develo[!_ment Standards that will have the effect of_physically we eluding the construction of a Housing 

Project at the densities or with the Concessions or Incentives permitted by this Section 206. 6. The 

Planning Commission will not grant a waiver or modification under this Section unless it is necessary 
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1 to achieve the additional density or the Concessions or Incentives permitted by this Section 206. 6. The 

2 developer must submit suffecient infOrmation as determined by the Planning Department demonstrating 

3 that Development Standards that are requested to be waived or modified will have the effect of 

4 physically precluding the construction of a Housing Project meeting the criteria o(this Section 206. 6 at 

5 the densities or with the Concessions or Incentives permitted. The Planning Commission shall hold a 

6 hearing to determine ifthe project sponsor has demonstrated that the waiver is necessary. The 

7 Planning Commission may deny a waiver ifit finds on the basis of substantial evidence that: 

8 (A) It is not required to permit the construction ofa Housing Project meeting the 

9 density permitted or with the Concessions and Incentives permitted under this Section 206. 6;. 

1 O (B) The VVaiver is not.required in order to provide for affordable housing 

11 costs, as defined in Section 50052.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, or for rents for 

? the Restricted Affordable Units to be as specified in this Section 206.6; 

13 _iliC) The Waiver would have a specific adverse impact, as defined in 

14 Government Code Section 65589.5(d){2) upon public health and safety or the physical environment or. 

15 any real property that is listed in the Cali{Ornia Register o(Historical Resources and for which there is 

16 no feasible method to _satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific adverse impact without rendering the 

17 · Housing Project unaffordable to low- and moderate-income households; or, 

18 (QG) The Waiver would be contrary to state or federal law. 

19 (5) Nothing in this Section shall be construed to require the provision of direct financial 

20 incentives for the Project, including the provision ofpublicly owned land by the City or the waiver of 

21 fees or dedication requirements. 

22 (d) Application. An application {Or a Density Bonus, Incentive, Concession. or waiver under 

23 this Section 206. 6 shall be submitted with the first application for approval of a Housing Project and 

24 shall be processed concurrently with all other applications required for the Housing Project. The 

5 
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1 application shall be on a form prescribed by the City and, in addition to any information required for 

2 other applications, shall include the (allowing information: 

3 (1) A description of the proposed Project, and a fitll plan set, including a site plan, 

4 elevations, section and floor plans, with the total number and location of dwelling units, Restricted 

5 Affordable Units. and Density Bonus Units proposed; 

6 (2) A plan set sufjicient for the Planning Department to determine the project site's 

7 Maximum Allowable Gross Residential Density. The project sponsor shall submit plans for a base 

8 project that demonstrates a Code complyingproject on the Housing Project site without use of a 

9 modification, Conditional Use Authorization, Variance, Planned Unit Development, or other 

1 O exception fromof the Planning Code. Such plans shall include similar detail to the proposed Housing 

11 Project. The project sponsor shall demonstrate that site constraints do not limit the Maximum 

12 Allowable Gross Residential Density (or the base project in practice. !(the project sponsor cannot 

13 make such a showing, the Zoning Administrator shall determine whether the Maximum Allowable 

14 Gross Residential Density shall be adjusted (or purposes ofthis Section. 

15 (3) The zoning district designations. Maximum Allowable Gross Residential Density, 

16 assessor's parcel number(s) oft he project site, and a description of any Density Bonus. Concession or 

17 Incentive, or waiver requested; 

18 (4) ]fa Concession or Incentive is requested that is not included within the menu of 

19 Incentives/Concessions set forth in subsection 206.5(c), a submittal including financial information or 

20 other information providing evidence that the requested Concessions and Incentives result in 

21 identifiable, financially sufficient, and actual cost reductions required in order to provide for 

22 affordable housing costs as defined in Health and Safety Code Section 50052.5. or (or rents for the 

23 Restricted Affordable Units to be provided as required under this Program. The cost ofreviewing any 

24 required financial information, including. but not limited to, the cost to the City of hiring a consultant 

25 
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1 to review the financial data, shall be borne by the applicant. The financial information shall include 

2 all of the following items: 

3 0'\) The actual cost reduction achieved through the Concession or 

4 Incentive and; 

5 (B) Evidence that the cost reduction allmvs the applicant to provide 

6 affordable rents or affo-rdable sales prices; and 

7 (C) l\ny other information requested by the Planning Director. The 

8 Planning Director may require any financial information including information regarding capital 

9 costs, equity investment, debt service, projected revenues, operating expenses, and such 

1 o other information as is required to evaluate the financial information..:_ 

11 (5) Jfa waiver or modification is requested information sufficient to demonstrate 

• 2 why a Development Standard would physically preclude the construction of the Development 

13 with the Density Bonus. Incentives. and Concessions requested. a submittal containing the 

14 following information. The cost ofreviewing any required information supporting the request for a 

15. waiver, including. but not limited to, the cost to the City of hiring a consultant to review the 

16 - architectural information, shall be borne by the applicant. 

17 0'\) VVhy the Development Standard 'Nould physically preclude the 

18 construction of the Development with the Density Bonus, Incentives, and Concessions 

19 requested. 

20 (B) Any other information requested by the Planning Director as is 

21 required to evaluate the request; 

22 (6) Level of affordability ofthe Restricted Affordable Units and a draft Regulatory 

23 Agreement: 

24 (7) The number ofresidential units which are on the property. or i[the residential units 

5 have been vacated or demolished in the five year period preceding the application, have been and 
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1 which were sub;ect to a recorded covenant, ordinance, or law that restricts rents to levels affordable to 

2 persons and families oflower or very low income; subject to any other form ofrent or price control 

3 through the City or other public entity's valid exercise ofits police power; or occupied by lower or very 

4 low income households; 

5 (8) Ifthe property includes a parcel or parcels in which dwelling units under (6) are 

6 located or were located in the five year period preceding the application, the type and size o[those 

7 units. the incomes ofthe persons or families occupying those units. 

8 (9) Documentation that the applicant has provided written notification to all existing 

9 commercial or residential tenants that the applicant intends to develop the property pursuant to this 

10 section. Any affected commercial tenants shall be given priority processing similar to the 

11 Department's Community Business Priority Processing Program, as adopted by the San Francisco 

12 Commission on February 12. 2015 under Resolution Number 19323 to support relocation ofsuch 

13 business in concert with access to relevant local business support programs. 

14 (10) If a Density Bonus or Concession is requested for a land donation under 

15 Government Code Section 659 l 5(g), the application shall show the location o(the land to be dedicated, 

16 provide proof of site control, and provide evidence that all o[the requirements and each oft he findings 

17 included in Government Code Section 65 915 (g) can be made; 

18 (11) If a density bonus or Concession is requested for a Child Care Facility under 

19 Section 206. 7, the application shall show the location and square footage of the child care facilities 

20 and provide evidence that all o[the requirements and each o[the findings included in Government 

21 Code Section 65915(h) can be made; 

22 (12) If a Density Bonus or Concession is requested for a condominium conversion, the 

23 applicant shall provide evidence that all o(the requirements tound in Government Code Section 

24 65915.5 can be met. 

25 
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1 {e) Review Procedures. An application for a Density Bonus, Incentive, Concession, or waiver 

2 shall be acted upon concurrently with the application other permits related to the Housing Project. 

3 O) Before approving an application for a Density Bonus. Incentive, Concession, or 

4 waiver, (or any Individually Requested Density Bonus Project, the Planning Commission shall make the 

5 following findings as applicable. 

6 {A) The HousingProject is eligible for the Individually Requested Density 

7 Bonus Program Affordable Housing Bonus Program,_ 

8 (B) The Housing Project has demonstrated that any Concessions or Incentives 

9 are required in order to provide for affordablereduce actual housing costs. as defined in Section 

10 50052.5 ofthe California Health and Safety Code, or (or rents for the targeted units. based upon the 

11 .financial analysis and documentation provided 

12 (C) !fa waiver or modification is requested, a finding that the Development 

13 Standards (or which the waiver is requested would have the effect ofphvsically precluding the 

14 construction o[the Housing Project with the Density Bonus or Concessions and Incentives permitted 

15 (D) !(the Density Bonus is based all or in part on donation ofland, a finding 

16 that all the requirements included in Government Code Section 65915(g) have been met. 

17 (E) If the Density Bonus, Concession or Incentive is based all or in part on the 

18 inclusion ofa Child Care Facility, a finding that all the requirements included in Government Code 

19 Section 65915(h) have been met. 

20 (F) !(the Concession or Incentive includes mixed-use development, a finding 

21 that all the requirements included in Government Code Section 65915(k)(2) have been met. 

22 (2) !(the findings required by subsection (a) ofthis Section cannot be made. the 

23 Planning Commission may deny an application for a Concession, Incentive; waiver or modification 

24 only ifit makes one ofthe fOllowing written findings, supported by substantial evidence: 

'5 
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1 (A) The Concession, Incentive, waiver or modification is not required to provide 

2 for the affordability levels required for Restricted Affordable Units;-

3 (B) The Concession. Incentive. waiver or modification would have a specific. 

4 adverse impact upon public health or safety or the physical environment or on real property listed in 

5 the California Register of Historic Resources, and there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate 

6 or avoid the specific adverse impact without rendering the Housing Project unaffordable to Low and 

7 Moderate Income households. For the purpose of this subsection. "specific adverse impact" means a 

8 significant, quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable impact, based on objective. identified, written public 

9 health or safety standards, policies, or conditions as they existed on the date that the application for the 

10 Housing Project was deemed complete: or 

11 (C) The Concession, Incentive, waiver or modification is contrary to state or 

12 federal law. 

13 (3) The review procedures for an Individually Requested Density Bonus Project, 

14 including notice, hearings, and.appeal. shall be the procedures applicable to the Housing Project 

15 regardless of whether it is applying for a State Density Bonus under this Section 206. 6. However, any 

16 notice shall speci'fj; that the Housing Project is seeking a Development Bonus and shall provide a 

17 description o(the development bonuses requested Individually Requested Projects shall also be 

18 reviewed for consistency with the Affordable Housing Bonus Program Design Guidelines. 

19 (4) In accordance with state law, neither the granting ofa Concession, Incentive, 

20 waiver, or modification, nor the granting ofa Density Bonus, shall be interpreted, in and ofitselt: to 

21 require a general plan amendment, zoning change, variance, or other discretionary approval. 

22 (f) Regulatory Agreements. Recipients ofa Density Bonus, Incentive, Concession, waiver, or 

23 modification shall enter into a Regu]atory Agreement with the City, as follows. 

24 

25 
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1 O) The terms ofthe agreement shall be acceptable in form and content to the Planning 

2 Director. the Director o(MOHCD. and the City Attorney. The Planning Director shall have the 

3 authority to execute.such agreements. 

4 (2) Following execution o[the agreement by all parties, the completed Density Bonus 

5 Regulatory Agreement, or memorandum thereol shall be recorded and the conditions filed and 

6 recorded on the Housing Project. 

7 (3) The approval and recordation ofthe Regulatory Agreement shall take place prior to 

8 the issuance ofthe First Construction Document. The Regulatory Agreement shall be binding to all 

9 future owners and successors in interest. 

10 (4) The Regulatory Agreement shall be consistent with the guidelines ofthe City's 

11 Inclusionary Housing Program and shall include at a minimum the following: 

~ 2 (A) The total number of dwelling units approved for the Housing Project, 

13 including the number o(Restricted Affordable Units. Inclusionary Units, Middle lncomeHOME-SF 

14 Units or other restricted units; 

15 (B) A description ofthe household income group to be accommodated by the 

16 Restricted Affordable Units, and the standards for determining the corresponding Affordable Rent or 

17 Affordable Sales Price; 

18 (C) The location. dwelling unit sizes {in square feet). and number o(bedrooms 

19 of the Restricted Affordable Units; 

20 {D) Term of use restrictions (or Restricted Affordable Units of at least 55 years 

21 .for Moderate Income units and at least 55 years for Low and Very Low units; 

22 (E) A schedule (or completion and occupancy of Restricted Affordable Units; 

23 (F) A description ofanv Concession. Incentive, waiver, or modification. if any, 

24 being provided by the City; 

5 
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1 (G) A description ofremedies for breach o(the agreement (the City may identiry 

2 tenants or qualified purchasers as third party beneficiaries under the agreement); and 

3 (H) Other provisions to ensure implementation and compliance with this 

4 Section. 

5 SEC. 206. 7. CHILD CARE FACILITIES. 

6 (a) For purposes ofthis Section 206. 7, "Child Care Facility" means a child day care facility 

7 other than a family day care home, including, but not limited to, infant centers, preschools, extended 

8 day care facilities. and school age child care centers 

9 (b) When an applicant proposes to construct a Housing Project that is eligible for a Density 

10 Bonus under Section 206. 6 and includes a Child Care Facility that will be located on the premises al 

11 as part al or adjacent to, the Housing Project, all ofthe provisions ofthis Section 206. 7 shall apply 

12 and all of the provisions of Section 206. 6 shall apply, except as specifically provided in this Section 

13 206.7. 

14 (c) When an applicant proposes to construct a Housing Project that is eligible for a Density 

15 Bonus under Section 206. 6 and includes a Child Care Facility that will be located on the premises al 

16 as part of: or adjacent to, the Housing Project, the City shall grant either: 

17 (1) An additional density bonus that is an amount ofsquare feet ofresidential space 

18 that is equal to or greater than the square footage o(the Child Care Facility; or 

19 {2) An additional Concession or Incentive that contributes significantly to the economic 

20 feasibility o[the construction o(the Child Care Facility. 

21 (d) The City shall require, as a condition of approving the Housing Project, that the following 

22 occur: 

23 (1) The Child Care Facility shall re.main in operation (or a period o[time that is as long 

24 as or longer than the period of time during which the Affordable Units are required to remain 

25 
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1 affordable. In the event the childcare operations cease to exist, the Zoning Administrator may approve 

2 in writing an alternative community service use (or the child care facility. 

3 (2) Ofthe children who attend the Child Care Facility, the children of Very Low, Lower 

4 and Moderate Income households shall equal a percentage that is equal to or greater than the 

5 percentage of Restricted Affordable Units in the Housing Project that are required (or Very Low. 

6 Lower and Moderate Income households pursuant to Section 206. 6. 

7 (e) Notwithstanding subsections (a) and (b) above. the City shall not be required to provide a 

8 density bonus or a Concession or Incentive (or a child care facility ifit finds, based upon substantial 

9 evidence. that the community has adequate child care facilities. 

10 

11 SEC. ~206.8. JOOPERCEVTAFFORDABLE.HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM 

12 EVALUATION. 

13 (a) Within one year from the effective date of Section 206, the Planning Department 

14 . shall provide an informational presentation to the Planning Commission, and any other City 

15 agency at their request, presenting an overview of all projects that request or receive 

16 development bonuses under the HOME-SF Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program. the 100 

17 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program and the Analyzed and Individually Requested State 

18 Density Bonus Program ("the Bonus Program~"). 

19 (b) Annual Reporting. The Planning Department, in coordination with MOHCD, shall 

20 include information on projects which request and receive development bonuses under the 

21 Bonus Program£...in the Housing Inventory Report. 

22 (c) Report Contents. The Housing Inventory shall include, but not be limited to, 

23 information on the: 

24 (1) number of projects utilizing the Bonus Program§:; 

'5 
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1 (2) number of units approved and constructed under the Bonus Program~ and 

2 the AMI levels of such units; 

3 (3) number of additional affordable units in excess oft hat otherwise required by Section 

4 415: 

5 (J-1) geographic distribution of projects, including the total number of units in 

6 each project, utilizing the Bonus Program~; 

7 (42) number of larger unit types, including the number of 3-bedroom units; 

8 (-:5.Q) square feet of units by bedroom count; 

9 (6Z) number of projects with nine or fewer units that participate; and 

1 O (-7~) Number of appeals of projects in the Bonus Program and stated reason for 

11 appeal. 

12 (d) Program Evaluation and Update. 

13 (1) Purpose and Contents. Every five years, beginning five years from the 

14 effective date of Section 206, the Department shall prepare a Program Evaluation and 

15 Update. The Program Evaluation and Update shall include an analysis of the Bonus 

16 Program~'* effectiveness as it relates to City policy goals including, but not limited to 

17 Proposition K (November 2014) and the Housing Element. The Program Evaluation and 

18 Update shall include a review of all of the following: 

19 {A) Target income levels for the HOME-SF Local Affordable Housing Bonus 

20 Program in relation to market values and assessed affordable housing needs. 

21 (B) Feasibility of the Local Affordable Housing Bonus HOME-SF Program, 

22 in relation to housingpolicy goals. program production. and current market conditions. 

23 (AQ Requested and granted concessions and incentives, including 

24 consideration of whether the menu of zoning modification or concessions and incentives set 

25 forth in Section 206.3(c)(5). 206.4(c){5) and 206.5(c){4) respond to the needs of projects 
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1 seeking approvals under the Bonus Program§:; consideration of whether the elected zoning 

2 , modifications or incentives and concessions result in a residential project that responds to the 

3 surrounding neighborhood context; and review and recommendation for additions or 

4 modifications to the list of zoning modifications or concessions and incentives in 206.3(c)(5),_ 

5 206.4(c){5) and 206.5(c){4). 

6 (BD) Geography and neighborhood specific considerations. Review and 

7 analysis of where Bonus Program projects are proposed and approved, including an analysis 

8 of land values, zoning, height controls, and neighborhood support. 

9 (GE) Review of the process for considering projects under the Bonus 

1 O Program, including a review of Section 328, the appeal process, Section 303(t) and other 

11 relevant process considerations. 

'2 (F) Revimv. and recommendations for additional provisions regarding the 

13 protection of neighborhood serving small bu~inesses, including feasibility of providing 

14 relocation assistance and requiring rights of first refusal to displaced tenants. 

15 (2) Public Hearing. The Program Evaluation and Update shall be prepared no 

16 less than every five years, beginning five years from the effective date of this Section 206, and 

17 may be completed as a series of reports and in coordination with ongoing monitoring of 

18 affordable housing policies, or feasibility analyses. The Planning Commission shall hold a 

19 hearing on the Program Evaluation and Update and any recommendations for modification to 

20 any of the Bonus Program. 

21 (e) Program Expansion Report. The Board of Supervisors directs the Planning 

22 Department and MOHCD to research, analyze and provide recommendations for further 

23 density and development bonuses for 100% affordable or mixed-income developments. The 

24 Program Expansion Report shall be published within one year of the effective date of Section 

~5 206. 
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1 (f) By January 1, 2017, the Planning Department, in consultation with the Office of 

2 Economic and VVorkforce Development, the Office of Small Business, and the Mayor's Office 

3 of Housing and Community Development, non profit housing developers, and the small 

4 business community, shall report on best practices around small business relocation, 

5 including but not limited to developing a small business relocation fee or program to provide 

6 relocation services and support for all projects entitled under the 100 Percent Affordable 

7 Housing Bonus Program .. 

8 

9 Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding revising Sections 328, to 

1 O read as follows: 

11 SEC. 328. 100 PERCENT AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROJECT 

12 AUTHORIZATION 

13 (a) Purpose. The purpose of this Section 328 is to ensure that all 100 Percent 

14 Affordable Housing Bonus projects under Section~ 206.4 are reviewed in coordination 

15 with priority processing available for certain projects with 100 Percent affordable housing. 

16 While most projects in the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Program will likely be somewhat 

17 larger than their surroundings in order to facilitate higher levels of affordable housing, the 

18 Planning Commission and Department shall ensure that each project is consistent with the 

19 Affordable Housing Bonus Design Guidelines and any other applicable design guidelines, as 

20 adopted and periodically amended by the Planning Commission, so that projects respond to 

21 their surrounding context, while still meeting the City's affordable housing goals. 

22 (b) Applicability. This section 328 applies to all qualifying 100 Percent Affordable 

23 Housing Bonus Projects that meet the requirements described in Planning Code Section .J(}6..J. 

24 206.4. 

25 
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1 (c) Planning Commission Design Review: The Planning Commission shall review and 

2 evaluate all physical aspects of a 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project at a· public 

3 hearing. The Planning Commission recognizes that most qualifying projects will need to be 

4 larger in height and mass than surrounding buildings in order to achieve the 100% Affordable 

5 Housing Bonus Program's affordable housing goals. However, the Planning Commission 

6 may, consistent with the -100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program Design Guidelines, and 

7 any other applicable design guidelines, and upon recommendation from the Planning Director, 

8 make minor modifications to a project to reduce the impacts of such differences in scale. The 

9 ·Planning Commission, upon recommendation of the Planning Director, may also apply the 

1 o standards of Section 261.1 to bonus floors for all projects on narrow streets and alleys in 

11 order to ensure that these streets do not become overshadowed, including potential upper 

~ 2 story setbacks, and special consideration for the southern side of East-West streets, and Mid-

13 block passages, as long as such setbacks do not result in a smaller number of residential 

14 units. 

15 Additionally, as set forth in subsection (d) below, the Planning Commission may grant 

16 minor exceptions to the provisions of this Code. However, such exceptions should only be 

17 granted to allow building mass to appropriately shift to respond to surrounding context, and 

18 only when such modifications do not substantially reduce or increase the overall building 

19 envelope permitted by the Program under Section~ 206.4. All modifications and 

20 exceptions should be consistent with the ..J-()()% Affordable Housing Bonus Program Design 

21 Guidelines and any other applicable design guidelines. In case of a conflict with other 

22 applicable design guideline.s, the .J-00% Affordable Housing Bonus Program Design Guidelines 

23 shall prevail. 

24 The Planning Commission may require these or other modifications or conditions, or 

~5 disapprove a project, in order to achieve the objectives and policies of the ..:t-00-Affordable 
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1 Housing Bonus Program~ or the purposes of this Code. This review shall be limited to design 

2 issues including the following: 

3 (1) whether the bulk and massing of the building is consistent with the -J-(){)% 

4 Affordable Housing Bonus Design Guidelines. 

5 (2) whether building design elements including, but not limited to architectural 

6 · treatments, fa9ade design, and building materials, are consistent with the 4-00% Affordable 

7 Housing Bonus Program Design Guidelines and any other applicable design guidelines. 

8 (3) whether the design of lower floors, including building setback areas, 

g commercial space, townhouses, entries, utilities, and parking and. loading access is consistent 

1 O with the .J-()f)% Affordable Housing Bonus Program Design Guidelines, and any other 

11 applicable design guidelines. 

12 (4) whether the required streetscape and other public improvements such as 

13 tree planting, street furniture, and lighting are consistent with the Better Streets Plan, and any 

14 other applicable design guidelines. 

15 ( d) Exceptions. As a component of the review process under this Section 328, the 

16 Planning Commission may grant minor exceptions to the provisions of this Code as provided 

17 for below, in addition to the development bonuses granted to the project in Section 206.3(c) 

18 206.4(c). Such exceptions, however, should only be granted to allow building mass to 

19 appropriately shift to respond to surrounding context, and only when the Planning 

20 Commission finds that such modifications do not substantially reduce or increase the overall 

21 building envelope permitted by the Program under Sections 2()£206.4 and also are consistent 

22 with the .J-()f)% Affordable Housing Bonus Design Guidelines. These exceptions may include: 

23 (1) Exception from residential usable open space requirements per Section.135, 

24 or any applicable special use district. 

25 
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1 (2) Exception from satisfaction of loading requirements per Section 152.1, or 

2 any applicable special use district. 

3 (3) Exception for rear yards, pursuant to the requirements of Section 134, or 

4 any applicable special use district. 

5 (4) Exception from dwelling unit exposure requirements of Section. 140, or any 

6 applicable special use district. 

7 (5) Exception from satisfaction of accessory parking requirements per Section 

8 152.1, or any applicable special use district. 

9 (6) Where not specified elsewhere in this subsection (d), modification of other 

1 O Code requirements that could otherwise be modified as a Planned Unit Development (as set 

11 forth in Section 304), irrespective of the zoning district in which the property is located. 

-12 (e) Required Findings. In its review of any project pursuant to this Section 328, the 

13 Planning Commission shall make the following findings: 

14 ( 1) the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of this Code 

15 and is consistent with the General Plan; 

16 (2) the use as proposed will provide development that is in conformity with the 

17 stated purposed of the· applicable Use District; and, 

18 (3) the use as proposed will contribute to the City's affordable housing goals as 

19 stated in the General Plan. 

20 . (f) If.a 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project otherwise requires a conditional 

21 use authorization due only to 1) a specific land use, 2) use size limit, or 3) requirement 

22 adopted by the voters, then the Planning Commission shall make all findings and consider all 

23 criteria required by this Code for such use or use size as part of this 100 Percent Affordable 

24 Housing Bonus Project Authorization. 

'5 (g) Hearing and Decision. 
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1 (1) Hearing. The Planning Commission shall hold a public hearing for all 

2 projects that are subject to this Section 328. 

3 (2) Notice of Hearing. Notice of such hearing shall be provided pursuant to the 

4 same requirements for Conditional Use requests, as set forth in Section 306.3 and 306.8. 

5 (3) Director's Recommendations on Modifications and Exceptions. At the 

6 hearing, the Planning Director shall review for the Commission key issues related to the 

7 project based on the review of the project pursuant to subsection (c) and recommend to the 

8 Commission modifications, if any, to the project and conditions for approval as necessary. The 

9 Director shall also make recommendations to the Commission on any proposed exceptions 

1 O pursuant to subsection (d). 

11 (4) Decision and Imposition of Conditions. The Commission, after public 

12 hearing and, after making appropriate findings, may approve, disapprove or approve subject 

13 to conditions, the project and any associated requests for exception~. As part of its review and 

14 decision, the Planning Commission may impose additional conditions, requirements, 

15 modifications, and limitations on a proposed project in order to achieve the objectives, 

16 policies, and intent of the General Plan or of this Code. 

17 (5) Appeal. The decision of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the 

18 Board of Supervisors by any person aggrieved within 30 days after the date of the decision by 

19 filing a written notice of appeal with the Board of Supervisors, setting forth wherein it is alleged 

20 that there was an error in the interpretation of the provisions of this Section or abuse of 

21 discretion on the part of the Planning Commission. The procedures and requirements for 

22 conditional use appeals in Section 308.1(b) and (c) shall apply to appeals to the Board of 

23 Supervisors under this Section 328. 

24 

25 
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1 (6) Discretionary Review. No requests for discretionary review shall be 

2 accepted by the Planning Department or heard by the Planning Commission for projects 

3 subject to this Section. 

4 (7) Change of Conditions. Once_.a project is approved, authorization of a 

5 change in any condition previously imposed by the Planning Commission shall require 

6 approval by the Planning Commission subject to the procedures set forth in this Section. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

·2 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

5 

Section 4. The Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Section 303. to read as 

follows: 

SEC. 303. CONDITIONAL USES. 

*** *** *** 

fiLLocal Affordable Housing Bonus Projects. The purnose of this Section is to ensure 

that all Local Affordable Housing Bonus HOME-SF Projects under Section 206.3 and all 

Analyzed State Density Bonus Proaram Projects under Section 206.5 are reviewed in 

coordination with priority processing available for certain projects with greater levels of 

affordable housing. While most projects in the Program will likely be somewhat lamer than 

their surroundings in order to facilitate higher levels of affordable housing. the Planning 

Commission and Department shall ensure that each project is consistent with the Affordable 

Housing Bonus Design Guidelines and any other applicable design guidelines. as adopted 

and periodically amended by the Planning Commission. so that projects respond to their 

surrounding context. while still meeting the City's affordable housing goals. 

· (1} Planning Commission Design Review: The Planning Commission shall 

review and evaluate all physical aspects of a Local Affordable Housing Bonus HOME-SF or 

State Analyzed Project at a public hearing. The Planning Commission recognizes that most 

qualifying projects will need to be laraer in height and mass than surrounding buildings in 
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1 order to achieve the Affordable Housing Bonus Program's affordable housing goals. 

2 However. the Planning Commission may. consistent with the Affordable Housing Bonus 

3 Program Design Guidelines. and any other applicable design guidelines. and upon 

4 recommendation from the Planning Director. make minor modifications to a project to reduce 

5 the impacts of such differences in scale. Additionally. as set forth in subsection (2) below, for 

6 HOME-SF Projects the Planning Commission may grant minor exceptions to the provisions of 

7 this Code. However. such exceptions should only be granted to allow building mass to 

8 appropriately shift to respond to surrounding context. and only when such modifications do not. 

9 substantially reduce or increase the overall building envelope permitted by the Program under 

1 O Section 206.3. All modifications and exceptions should be consistent with the Affordable 

11 Housing Bonus Program Design Guidelines and any other applicable design guidelines. In 

12 case of a conflict with other applicable design guidelines. the Affordable Housing Bonus 

13 Program Design Guidelines shall prevail. The Planning Commission may require these or 

14 other modifications or conditions. or disapprove a project. in order to achieve the objectives 

15 and policies of the Affordable Housing Bonus Program or the purnoses of this Code. This 

16 review shall be limited to design issues including the following: 

17 (A) whether the bulk and massing of the building is consistent with the 

18 Affordable Housing Program Bonus Design Guidelines. 

19 (8) whether building design elements including, but not limited to architectural 

20 treatments. facade design, and building materials. are consistent with the Affordable Housing 

21 Bonus Program Design Guidelines and any other applicable design guidelines. 

22 (C) whether the design of lower floors, including building setback areas, 

23 commercial space. townhouses. entries, utilities. and parking and loading access is consistent 

24 with the Affordable Housing Bonus Program Design Guidelines, and any other applicable 

25 design guidelines. 
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1 (0) whether the required streetscape and other public improvements such as 

2 tree planting. street furniture. and lighting are consistent with the Better Streets Plan. and any 

3 other applicable design guidelines. 

4 (2) Exceptions. This subsection (t)(2) shall not apply to State Analyzed projects. As a 

5 component of the review process under this Section ~303(t). the Planning Commission may 

6 grant minor exceptions to the provisions of this Code as provided for below. in addition to the 

7 development bonuses granted to the project in Section 206.3(d). Such exceptions.· however. 

8 should only be granted to allow building mass to appropriately shift to respond to surrounding 

9 context. and only when the Planning Commission finds that such modifications: 1) do not 

1 O substantially reduce or increase the overall building envelope permitted by the Program under 

11 Sections 206.3: and 2) are consistent with the Affordable Housing Bonus Design Guidelines. 

12 These exceptions may include: 

13 (A) Exception from residential usable open space requirements per Section 

14 135. or any applicable special use district. 

15 (8) Exception from satisfaction of loading requirements per Section 152. 1. or 

16 any applicable special use district. 

17 CC) Exception for rear yards. pursuant to the requirements of Section 134. or 

18 any applicable special use district. 

19 (0) Exception from dwelling unit exposure requirements of Section 140. or any 

20 applicable special use district. 

21 (E) Exception from satisfaction of accessorv parking requirements per Section 

22 152. 1. or any applicable· special use district. 

23 (F) Where not specified elsewhere in this Subsection (2). modification of other 

24 Code requirements that could otherwise be modified as a Planned Unit Development (as set 

'.5 forth in Section 304). irrespective of the zoning district in which the property is located. 
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1 

2 (3) 

(G) Exception from active ground floor use requirements under 145.1(c)(3). 

Additional Criteria. In addition to the criteria set forth in (c)(2). the Planning 

3 Commission shall consider the extent to which the following criteria are met: 

4 (A) whether the project would require the demolition of an existing building: 

5 (8) whether the project would remove existing commercial or retail uses: 

6 (C) If the project would remove existing commercial or retail uses. how recently 

7 the commercial or retail uses were occupied by a tenant or tenants: 

8 (D) whether the project includes commercial or retail uses: 

9 (E) whether there is an adverse impact on the public health. safety. and general 

1 O welfare due to the loss of commercial or retail uses in the district where the project is located; 

11 and 

12 (F) whether any existing commercial or retail uses has been designated. or is 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

eligible to be designated. as a Legacy Business under Administrative Code section 2A.242; or 

is a formula retail business.-:-

fJ-4) In no case may a project receive a site permit or any demolition permit prior to 

18 months from the date of written notification required by 206.3(e)(1)(.BD). 

Section 5. This section is uncodified. 

Affordable Housing Bonus Program (Section 206 and following) fees shall be set as 

follows. The initial fee amount is not to exceed 50% of the construction cost. A $120 

surcharge shall be added to the fees for a conditional use or planned unit development to 

compensate the City for the costs of appeals to the Board of Supervisors. 

Estimated Construction Cost 
No construction cost; excluding extension of 
hours 

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Tang, Safai 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 198 

Initial Fee 

$1,012.00 

Page 59 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

'5 

No construction cost, extension of hours 
Wireless Telecommunications Services 
(WTS) 

$1.00 to $9,999.00 

$1 o,ooo.on to $999,999.00 

$1,000,000.00 to $4,999,999.00 

$5,000,000.00 to $9,999,999.00 

$10,000,000.00 to $19,999,999.00 

$20,000,000.00 or more 

$724.00 

$5,061.00 

$724.00 

$724.00 plus 0.328% of cost over $10,000.00 
$4,033.00 plus 0.391 % of cost over 
$1,000,000.00 
$19,986.00 plus 0.328% of cost over 
$5,000,000.00 
$36,701.00 plus 0.171 % of cost over 
$10,000,000.00 

$54,120.00 

Section 6. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the M~yor returns the 

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

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. This ordinance applies to projects 

that the Planning Department or Planning Commission have not approved as of the effective 

date. For projects that have not yet submitted applications to the Planning Department or 

other City entity, all of the provisions of the ordinance apply. The Planning Department shall 

develop a policy to apply the provisions of this ordinance to projects that have already 

submitted applications, but have not obtained approvals, to permit such projects to amend 

their applications. 

Section 7. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

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

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

Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 
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1 additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Note~' that appears under 

2 the official title of the ordinance. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

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

By: 

9 n:\Jegana\as2017\1600094\01192575.docx 

10 
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FILE NO. 150969 

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 
(5/16/2017, Amended in Board) 

[Planning Code -Affordable Housing Bonus Programs] 

Ordinance amending Planning Code Section 206 to amend the 100 Percent Affordable 
Housing Bonus Program to add the HOME-SF Program, the Analyzed State Density 
Bonus Program and the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program, to 
provide for development bonuses and zoning modifications for increased affordable 
housing, in compliance with, and above those required by the State Density Bonus 
Law, Government Code, Section 65915 et seq.; to establish the procedures in which the 
HOME-SF Program shall be reviewed and approved; adding a fee for applicatiOns under 
the Programs; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; making findings of public convenience, necessity, and 
welfare under Planning c·ode, Section 302; and making findings of consistency with the 
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1 .. 

Existing Law 

Planning Code Section 206, the 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program, allows increased 
density and exceptions to otherwise applicable zoning requirements for residential projects 
where all of the dwelling units are affordable units. Planning Code section 328 sets forth the 
procedures by which the Planning Commission reviews 100% Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program projects. Planning Code Section 303 et seq. sets forth procedures for 
determinations regarding applications for the authorization of conditional uses. 

Amendments to Current Law 

The Proposed Legislation renames and ·adds three new programs to the 100% Affordable 
· Housing Bonus Program ("AHBP"). As amended by this legislation, the AHBP consists of four 

separate programs to incentivize the construction of housing affordable to very low, low, 
moderate, and middle-income households by granting a range of development bonuses. The 
HOME-SF Program, the first program set forth below, and the existing 100% Affordable 
Housing Bonus Program operate independently from State law; the second two programs 
outlined below, taken together, implement the State Density Bonus Law. 

(1) The HOME - SF Program: a local density bonus program, and an alternative to 
providing units under the lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program, Planning Code 
section 415 et seq., that provides up to two additional floors and other zoning 
incentives to a project sponsor who provides 30% of its units as affordable units. If 
the units are ownership units, 10% of the units must be restricted to households 
earning 90% of Area Median Income ("AMI"); 10% at 120% AMI, and 10% at 140% 
AMI. If the units are rental units, 10% must be affordable to households earning 55% 
AMI, 10% at 80% AMI, and 10% at 110% AMI. It applies to projects of three units or 
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more and only in certain enumerated zoning districts on parcels that do not contain 
residential uses. Projects under this program would require conditional use approval. 

(2) The Analyzed State Density Bonus Program: a density bonus program under State 
law, which provides up to a 35% density bonus for projects that provide 12% or more 
on-site lnclusionary Units and meet ottier criteria beyond State law requirements. 
Projects receive process improvements and must choose from a menu of specific 
incentives. It applies to projects of five units or more units and only in certain 
enumerated zoning districts. 

(3) The Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program: a program that provides a 
density bonus under State law of up to 35 percent and other incentives requested by 
the project sponsor for projects consistent with all of the State's requirements. It 
applies in all zoning districts to projects of five units or more. 

The Proposed Legislation also creates a new fee for applications for projects under the 
Program. 

Background Information 

This legislative digest reflects amendments to the Affordable Housing Bonus Program, 
specifically, the HOME-SF Program, adopted at the Land Use and Transportation Committee 

· on May 8, 2017. Previously, the HOME-SF Program required projects to provide 30% of units 
at below market rates by first complying with Planning Code Section 415, the lnclusionary 
Affordable Housing Program, and providing on-site units in the amounts and at the 
affordability levels contained therein. Projects would then provide the remainder of the units 
at the affordability levels outlined in the HOME-SF, namely an average affordability level of 
120% of AMI for ownership projects and 80% AMI for rental units. The May 8 amendments 
require 30% of units in a HOME-SF Project contain on-site below market units at the 
affordability levels noted above in "Amendments to Current Law." Although, HOME-SF 
projects must comply with Section 415.6 (the on-site option for the lnclusionary Housing 
Program), they do not need to comply with the inclusionary amounts and affordability levels 
·outlined therein. 

In addition, the May 8, 2017 amendments prohibit HOME-SF·projects from containing formula 
retail uses if a retail use. demolished or removed was not already a formula retail use. 

NOTE: 

The Proposed Legislation was originally introduced in September 2015, with substitute 
legislation introduced in January 2016. The Land Use and Transportation Committee heard 
the Proposed Legislation on June 13, 2016, wherein the legislation was amended, and the file 
was duplicated. In July 2016, in Ordinance 143-16, the Board of Supervisors adopted the 
100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program. That ordinance created Planning Code Section 
206 (the 100% AHBP) and Section 328, which sets forth the 100% AHBP review procedures. 
It also amended Planning Code Sections 250 and 260, both related to height limits; and 
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FILE NO. 150969 

Planning Code Section 352, related to permit application fees. In August 2016, in Ordinance 
149-16, the Board repealed Planning Code Section 352. 

A technical correction of the Legislation was submitted to reflect the changes made to the 
Pianning Code in Ordinance Nos. 143-16 and 149-16. The amendments to the ordinance 
reflected in this Legislative Digest are shown as amendments to that technical correction. 

n:\legana\as2017\1600094\0119297 4.docx 
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HOME~SF GOALS 

ACHIEVE LOCAL GOALS 

Middle Income Rental Units in San Frands·co 

22 Middle Income rental units available at 1400 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94103 

MIDDLE-INCOME/WORKFORCE HOUSING 

. MORE AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

HOUSING FOR FAMILIES 
HOME-SF Program 2 
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COMMUNITY OUTREACH 

@ Community meetings in 
every Supervisor District 

@ 15 presentations to 
stakeholders 

-~ ® Open House and Webinar . 
@ Email and website updates, 

social media promotion and 
summary video 

· ~ P-lanning Commission 
® Land Use Committee 
a Small Business Commfssion 

J-IOIVJE-SF Progi-a111 3 
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100°/o AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM 

0 Passed unanimously by BOS 
in July 2016 

e 203 additional units 
based on MOH pipeline 

't· .. ·~ 

1296 SHOTWELL - 94 AFFORDABLE UNITS 

HOIVIE-SF Program 4 
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HOME-SF 

~ 3X amount of affordable 
· housing vs. current zoning 

@ Local priorities 
• No residential displacement 
(!) Small business support 
• Project design 

® Middle-income housing 

HOME-SF Program 5 



AFFORDABLE HOUSING NEED 

Low and Moderate income households a decHning share of SF population 

Incomes of San Francisco Households 
400,000 

N> 350,000 
__. 
0 

a Above Middle (140%+) 
300,000 

250,000 •Middle (120-140%) 

200,000 

150,000 
r--------1 
I !fl! Moderate (80-120%) I 

100,000 

50,000 

I I 
I I 
l. :¥-':' Low (50-80%) I --------

1990 2000 2005-2006 2009-2010_ 2014-2015 rm Very Low (50% or less) 
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AFFORDABLE. HOUSING NEED 

Most under-produced: Housing affordable to Low and Moderate income HHs 

RHNA Targets and Production 1999-2014 
30,000 

25,000 

20,000 

15,000 

10,000 

5,000 

Very Low: 0-50% Low: 50-80% AMI Moderate (80-120% Above Moderate 
AMI AMI) (120%+ AMI) 

fa~l Unmet RHNA 

m Production in 
Addition to 
RHNA 

• Production 
Toward RHNA 
Target 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAMS + PRODUCTION 

Low Income Units Moderate Income Units fyliddle Income Units 
(60% AMI or below) . (---60-120% AMI) · (> 120% AMI) 

Units Existing Today 

N 
, MOHCD Portfolio I 15,7321 3,6761 0 

........ 
N ' Public Housing 

I 6,455 I 01 0 
(RAD & HOPESF Affordable) 

MOHCD Small Sites Program I I 1371 0 

lnclusionary Units I · l,611 I 1,0921 23· 

DALP Program I 121 2981 22 

HOME-SF Program 8 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAMS + PRODUCTION 

Public resources focused on serving HHs up to 60% AMI 
lnclusio.nary program and HOME-SF fill the need not served by public dollars 

0 10 40 70 80 90 100 ·110 120 . 130 140 150 

•••••••• • : : MOHCD 100% Affordable Projects and SFHA Public Housing ........ ., ---, L __ .! · Least served need 
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HOME-SF SERVES A WIDE RANGE OF HOUS·EHOLDS 

I " \. .:'~f.J \f.•~ ,i~ 
0Ct;VpJ/kJ11 

Or:cu1Mlirm ENTRY-LEVEL DENTAL LAB occupadcn 

TECHNICIANS CLERK TYPIST SF USO 
TEACHER 

0Cr:llf/.dli(lfl Ocl:UpiJ/]On 

SOCIAL ENTRY-LEVEL 
WORKER FIREFIGHTER 

-··-··-· -··--·······-··-·--··········-······· -----······-··········-··-··-·· ·--·--·- ····--·-··········· .. ·-······-······-··· 
Mn.UdTtrJcomu(Widian) NWUdl Jncuma fMC!lianJ A/!ll!lillff!C(llnft/Mt!i!ldll) A.'l//UDfffltomc{Mcdiiut) A1111uiIJ Jnccmc (MCl1f.:Jt1J 

$40,350 $48,400 $56,500 $64,550 $72,650 
~-------.. ·- -·--·-····--------- ---···---------·-···· ---------····-------------·-- -------·-

AMlf/lreiiMt:rliitl11fl(;(lt;JP.) Alt1l(Arni:lftfr.diimlf1CCWC) ,1MJ {ArCd Mfflli4n lncnmc} MU (!Ueil f,fedfdn lnr.Dtm:/ Afrfl (Arr.a M!ditm lflC0/1/fl) 
CQl!l!]OfY f:f!Jegory C"IllQOfY CJrr:gory Ci!lcgriry 

50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 
l~&i\il! I w~~A:;hl'#l I l1f;1..~m_~~ ~~~:i.\';!'-\;f.":::~~:;:-:;;\ I W.:l'}~~-,;;z:;~ii:J I 

Ot:m1t'fjlio11 

EMS 
DISPATCHER 

··-··--··-·--·······-··-··-··· 
AllftlliJlbWD!lll!(MMii!l?) 

$80,700 
---··----··---···-· 

!lMI (Artid Mmlii1t1 /J1CfJnJ6} 
{;fJ/l!!JD/'f 

100% 
&r:Jg~·t!f.~"%'.?:l~·;H!Jifi 

• ... Occuparli:rJ 

ENTRY-LEVEL 
POLICE OFFICER 

A!ll!UrlfJJ1t(tl/J-O(M~!IJ 

$88,750 
.AMJ (lir!M MertldnJ:ir:ame) 

Oalt!JOIJ' 

110% 
~~}il 

GcLJ.1'?:5i.i!S~ 

Qr,i:up<Jlfo11 

CONSTRUCTION 
FOREMAN 

AMUJJ Tl)/.:OIJJ8 (Mcrtir:M) 

$99,850 
¥ft (Afl!il McdfdtJ lnr.om~) 

ca1eoa<y 

120% 
r~.i;:e~~-@'-'l#>-;;;1m 

01:r.i1,M1iol1 

SENIOR CCSF 
FACULTY 

··-·-··~··-······-··---·-·--· 

Attt111a11no1JJ11c(Mru1li1JJ} 

$104,950 
·--·-·-··--·--··-·------· 

Ndf (llrtM Mr,dfiln fflt;MI~} 
r.ateqnry 

·130% 
~""!:'~'E'f;ii~~ 

.8fH'i ;.:fiinckq .. ~ fy\~1yc.·r1-:; OHje.;:;:- c.; t--in ... rcJ:-~9 

.\S. G-c..~mr~"~v·1i~y 0>?Vi·~foprr:;;~f4~ 20·17 

f3· .. H'eJ:,J ot l.~bC"~t ~:-:-!tt1h::.:.\.:.~c 

S~:1!i ;:-:.rttr.eu:-a:oci>::. D<8pa:irr•z..r.·t of r·~ .•. irrf!:tf·: 
R('-;:,()U:'.O>.?O 

t.11 
ff· 

~fl~lWn 

PHYSICIAN'S 
ASSISTANT 

·-----··-----~-·-···--

Nmua/JllCC.JJJa.(Mcl.lfd/l) 

$113,000 
.... --·-------·-·---·· 

llMJ (lltiM !tffldidn lncnmr:) 
Ci'IIngorf 

140% 
~if..~-;j<;~ 
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HOME-SF ACHIEVES LOCAL GOALS 
300/o AFFORDABLE AND MIDDLE INCOME 

0 I OFTHE 
I 'O TOTAL PROJECT 

AFFORDABLE 

FAMILY FRIENDLY . 
400/o 2-BEDROOM OR 
50D/o BRS IN UNITS LARGER 
THAN 1 BR 

. NO DEMOLITION 
OF EXISTING RESIDENTIAL UNITS 

SMALL BUSINESS 
SUPPORT 

DENSITY REGULATIONS 
BASED ON 
Height and Bulk Controls 

40% two bedroom requirement 
--·- -·--~------

Design Principles 
..... ····· ~-· ···--

UP TO 2· STORIES . 
ABOVE EXISTING HEIGHT LIMITS · 

HOME-SF Program 11 



·HOME-SF FAMILY FRIENDLY ELEMENTS 
• Affordability 

. @ Unit size - 40% of all new units will be 2 bedrooms 
• Incentive for project sponsors to build 3 bedroom units 

~ 0 Encourage Family Friendly Amenities 

• Location - in neighborhoods best suited for children 
• Access to parks, schools and transit 
• Far from air and noise pollution 

HOIVIE-SF P1·ogram 12 



WHERE DOES HOME-SF APPLY? 

I'.) 
....... 
...... 

IN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL CORRIDORS NEAR PARKS 

NEAR FREQUENT TRANSIT NEAR SCHOOLS 
HOME-SF Prowam 13 
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ONLY IN ELIGIBLE ZONING DISTRICTS 
f# .. tO-K -•>4.-.C-~f ... O:..t1:.....,. •.-o; ,...,... . .......,,;:.,.. .. .,., £:11'1 ..,..,n'""'-'" '°'""""""" ,..,_,.,v .. P'<.,.cu ''°"' ~ ... ~ ... t....-1.'W;o-Ool\ .~.::...-... u-... f'ooOIO'o..:.i•t:'JUt,._.~ .. p.j,. s~ .._o.,.-;.. ·-· ._..,.,,., ....... 

~;.. ,i:::_ ~: .. =~=.:~ ::: ~~o ~~~~~·IYHI'- ~~= =-= 1 ~=· .. ::-'o--lv.,,. 
~:·IE£f:=~~~ ~~~;:::~~ ;s.~~·=~~~E·~~w ;§'§~~····"~;~ ~= :::~-: 
s::; ~::i:. ~~": ~:::-- ES: r-..;..~....... ~~ ~::::: :'=..t-;.. ~: 
C:i~ .. ==..:~~-<)~otl.1 .. C5::-·:!.~~.:t.:: ·•:o~::""''~ :ii!!! !:"'..:::-.... aJ::: ::..... iir: 
fffi:; :;.."'=:;;~~~::: ~~ ::=.;;::.;:;..-.;;;_=: =::::.::::: =~t..-:::!:,.,.:.1r.~·..,:.;;~·::~~::;:::,::::__,, r~-... 
~,,.., .cr:-..""'•r ... "'... m- 1....._:...J .... ,.t .... _,, ..... s~ ...;.~ ......... ....__ m.- ,,.. ..... ,,.,... ... ,,...,. .. ,, ... 

ONLY IN DISTRICTS WHERE DENSITY CONTROLLED BY LOT AREA RATIO 
RH-1 AND RH-2 NOT ELIGIBLE 

STATE ll\W CRITERION, 
:the Slota Density Bonus Lnw 
npplres to resldenttol projects of 5 
units or more: Son f1<1nc1sca's RH-1 
nnt1 RH-2 zon\ng distnets, which 
only'allow l -0r 2 units per parcel. 
·re.spectl~ly, ere therefor!? el!~foded 
flilm the progn1.01 otea. RH-1 ilnd 
RH·21o.nlng diotriets eov.r roughly 
70% of the city's resident1t1\ parc.-ek. 
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STRICT C·RITERIA FOR INDIVIDUAL PARCEL ELIGIBILITY 
AHBP Ellglbl~ Zoning Dl•trlels Jn 05 

llC-3 

~NC·S 
llll!iliico 
:.~!\~;:~·! C·2 

~UL1"?.H ~T:·; 

··.1'(oli1EOt,
0

fiT 

..... ~ 
.... ·a 
··c 

%· 
-~ 
~ 

n~o,,.o"lfJt..~ 

~\.i\'i·S~ 
·\. ·.:·· 

" . 

NO DEMO OF RESIDENTIAL UNITS 
NO DEMO OF HISTORIC RESOURCES 

. ."'"; <2. 
":i 

:::;·:: 

:_:-,_, 

ll~UIEdA S~ 

Bf\OAVYi~'(.: 

:·;_:.:_ .. ;·· ... ·: ~ :. . 
.,,,,· 

.::·:.\ 

',I:' 

'-~ \ 
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PROJECTED MAXIMUM TOTAL NEW UNITS SOFT SITES IN PROGRAM AREA, 20 YEARS 

Low and Moderate Income Units* Middle-Income Units* AU Housing Units 

I 
--""~'"' Based on 25% I -,,,~. 

'" Prop C lnclusionary Rate 

sso + · 640 =\1,soo , .. _ 
CURRENT ZONING ••] 11

1 y;-~y.~::·?:~~,_,~.~;-?~:-::;t 6,4ob 

: l 

I 3,ooo- + 2,oqo = sJ,ooo 1s,ooo 
HOME-SF 

0 - 2,000 4,000 6,000 - 8,000 10,000 12,000 14,000 16,000 

Affordable Units - permanently affordable, deed restricted housing units built by market rate developers. 
* Assumes all projects provide inclusionary units onsite. Does not include 100% affordable housing projects. 
**Includes some middle income units for 120% or 140% AMI. 

--·--;] Net New -
+3AOO **I +9~600 
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HOME-SF AMENDMENTS: SMALL BUSINESSES 
e Early Notification 

·Project sponsors provide early notification to tenants and OEWD that a 
development project is proposed. 

• Verification 
Copies of notification with tenant(s) contact information ,are submitted to the 

~ : Planning Department as part of the EE application. 
c_ 

• Description of Existing Businesses 
At application for entitlement, project sponsor includes informat.ion about existing 
businesses on site and indicates plan for satisfying Conditional Use criteria 
related to small businesses. 

• Findings & Deliberation on Project Benefits 
Project sponsor works with assigned Planner to complete case report, including 
findings related to HOME-SF specific Conditional Use criteria. 

HOME-SF Pro9rarn 18: 
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HOME-SF AMENDMENTS: SMALL BUSINESSES 

~~~a~':ll~:0~W.~~w;~.&;~;.z~~~~J.:6iJWJ~'=';~~~;£r"~~:1G~~!~H-~~r.~~~~~.c;~:r~7~~~~~~..§~ii~~~k 

I 
I 

liEARLY 
I 
·e 

ii I .. " NOTIFICATION TO 
: @ TENANT 

TENANT AND OEWD DEVELOP 
RElOCATmN PLAN 

i FINDINGS AND 
1 DEUBERAHON 
. ON PROJECT 

I ; 

OEWD 
-~13~~"W'!~~~~@t~'ZE'.'~~~~~~~~~~\~~~~X-~¥i:.~ 

I. 

l@ 
I 

: VERIFICATION 
I 
1 
I 
I 

: PRELIMINARY PROJECT 
: ASSESSMENT 
I 
I 
I 

: ENVIRONMENTAL 
~ EVALUATION 

I 

:e 
I . 

: DESCRIPTION 
I 

'I 
I 

l BENEFITS 

i HOME"SF ENTITLEMENT 
I APPLICATION 

ENTITLEMENT: 
&~ 

~.,,,-PLANNING ---~ 

COMMISSION 
HEARING 
CONDITIONAL 

'~~!,~~~~~~~~ 
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HOME~SF OUTCOMES 

• Achieves local priorities 
-

~ No residential displacement 
• Small business support 
• Family-friendly unit mix 

!'.) 

~ • Limits on height and bulk 

• Triples amount of on-site affordable housing 
~ . Creates homes affordable to working fa.milies 

HOME-SF Program 20 





To: 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

BUDGET AND LEGISLATlVE ANALYST 
1390 Market Street, Suite 1150, San Francisco, CA 94102 

(415) 552-9292 FAX {415) 252-0461 

Policy Analysis Report 

Supervisor Peskin 

'h\e.Nos. 150ctli>9 

1u1os1 
1'10Z..oe, 

From: Budget and Legislative _Analyst's Office 

Re: Statistics on Median Household Income Across San Francisco Neighborhoods 

Date: May 5, 2017 

Summary of Requested Action 

Your office· requested that the Budget and Legislative Analyst gather information on the 

median household income across San Francisco neighborhoods by ethnicity and household 

type. Your office also requested that the Budget and Legislative Analyst compare the average 

rent paid by San Francisco residents with median household income by neighborhood. 

For further information about this report, contact Severin Campbell at the Budget and 

Legislative Analyst's Office. 

Project Staff: Jennifer Millman, Latoya McDonald, and Severin Campbell 

·Page I 1 Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office 
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Memo to Supervisor Peskin 
May 5, 2017 

Disparities in Median Household Income Across City Neighborhoods 

While .rising housing costs in San Francisco have been accompanied by an estimated 31.8 ·percent 

.increase in median household income from $69,894 in 2011 to $92,094 in 2015; there h~s been an 

unequal distribution of.household income across City neighborhoods, and particularly among different 

ethnicities. Figure 1 below shows the disparity in median household income by neighborhood using the 

39 neighborhoods identified by the Department of Public Health, the Mayor's Office of Housing and 

Community Development, and the San Francisco Planning Department.1 In addition to these geocoded 

neighborhood locations, the Budget and Legislative Analyst used the American Community Suryey 2015 

five-year estimates to review median household income across neighborhoods in the County of San 

Francisco. 

Figure 1. Median Household Income across San Francisco Neighborhoods 

Source: American Community Survey 2015 five-year estimates. 

1 While this data represents reasonable estimat.es of San Francisco neighborhood boundaries, there are areas in 
need of improvement in the data. For example, Golden Gate Park and Lincoln Park were identified as high-income 
neighborhoods even though they are public parks. For this reason, the Budget and Legislative Analyst did not 
include the statistics for the Golden Gate Park and Lincoln Park in this analysis. 

Page I 2 Budget and legislative An·afyst's Office 
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Memo to Supervisor Peskin 
May 5, 2017 

From 2011 to 2015, on average, the 10 neighborhoods with the lowest median household incomes 

earned 33.3 percent of the income earned by the 10 neighborhoods with the highest median household 

income in San Francisco, as shown in Figure 2 below. The neighborhoods with the highest median 

household income, on average, from 2011 to 2015 include the Presidio, Potrero Hill, Sea Cliff, West of 

Twin Peaks and Noe Valley. The poorest neighborhoods include the Tenderloin, Chinatown, Mclaren 

Park, and Lakeshore. 

Figure 2. Neighborhoods with the Highest and Lowest Median Household Incomes 

Highest Median Household Incomes 
Median 

Population 
Neighborhood Household 

Income 
Count 

Presidio $164,179 3,681 

Potrero Hill $153,658 13,621 

Sea cliff $143,864 2,491 

West of Twin Peaks $131,349 37,327 

Noe Valley $131,343 22,769 

Presidio Heights $123,312 10,577 

Haight Ashbury $120,677 17,758 

Castro/Upper Market $120,262 20,380 

Marina $119,687 24,915 

Pacific Heights $113,198 24,737 

Total 178,256 

Source: American Community Survey 2015 five-year estimates. 

Variation in Household Income across Ethnicities in San Francisco . 

The Budget and Legislative Analyst also observed a variation in median household income across the 

diverse ethnicities represent~d in San Francisco during 2011-15. As shown in Figure 3 below, the 

earnings of white households far outpace that of other ethnicities with African American and 

Hawaiian/Pacific Islander households in San Francisco earning the lowest median household incomes. 

Page I 3. Budget and Legislative Analyst's· Office 
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Memo to Supervisor Peskin 
May 5, 2017 

Figure 3. Median Household Income in San Francisco by Ethnicity 
(2011-15) . 

$120,000 -------------------------------------------·--·-----·-----·-----------------------------------------------------------------·-----------·-------------------------·-------·-----

$103,992 

$100 ,ODO -------------------------------·------

$80,000 

$60,000 

$40,000 

$20,000 

$0 
San Francisco 

Median 
Household 

Income 

White not 
Hispanic 

Asian 

·-·-·-·-·-·?.?.?.~9-~_8-___ , __ , ___ , __ ,_, _______ ,_,_,_, ___ ._._, ____ , _______ ,_, ____ ,_ 

-----------------------------·------?.~2,}J_?.__ ___ _ 
$29,800 

Hispanic/Latino African American Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander 

Source: American Community Survey 2015 five-year estimates. 

Neighborhood-Level Household Income Conceals Rent Burden across Ethnicities 

Rent burden is defined as instances where an individual or household spends more than 30 percent of 

.their income on housing costs. Of the 39 City neighborhoods identified, only 12 spent more than 30 

percent of their median household income on rental housing costs, as per data collected from the 

American· Community Survey. These 12 neighborhoods represent the areas with the lowest median 

household income and account for 41.5 percent of all San Francisco residents on average during 2011 to 
2015, as shown in Figures 4 and 5 below. 2 

The low number of City neighborhoods with rent burden is in part due to higher income ethnicities 

skewing the overall median household income of specific City neighborhoods. The Budget and 

Legislative Analyst found that there are significant disparities in median household income across 

ethnicities, even within the same neighborhood. For example, Potrero Hill has the second highest 

median household income in the City at $153,658. However, the high incomes of White and Asian 
households in Potrero Hill ($168,011 and $143,206, respectively) conceal the low incomes of African 

Americans ($58,368) and the Hispanic/Latino households ($61,049) in Potrero Hill. Because White and 
Asian households represent the majority of the Potrero Hill population, using neighborhood-level 

household. income conceals other populations that are struggling with rent burden. Figure 5 below 

shows median household income by neighborhood and ethnicity with gross rent paid while Figure 6 

below shows the population of the various ethnicities represented in each San Francisco neighborhood. 

2 The rent burden percentages shown in Figures 4 and 5 below were taken from the American Community Survey 
2015 five-year estimates. 

Page I 4 Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office 

229 



Memo to Supervisor Peskin 
May 5, 2017 

Type of Households across San Francisco Neighborhoods 

Given time constraints and the data available, the Budget and Legislative Analyst was unable to stratify 

San Francisco neighborhoods by the type of households (family or non-family) represented. However, 

during 201l to 2015, 45.8 percent or 161,887 of all 353,287 San Francisco households were family 

households.3 Family households include married couples or non-married family members residing in the 

same household. The remaining 54.2 percent of households in San Francisco during this time were non-: 

family households, which include single persons and groups of individuals who are not related. 

3 American Community Survey 2015 five-year estimates 
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Memo to Supervisor Peskin 
May 5, 2017 

Figure 4. Rent Burden across San Francisco Neighborhoods 

Percent 
Median 

Median 
Percent of ·Rent Household Population 

Burden(%) 
Gross Rent 

Income 
Total 

Lakeshore $1,800 $46,552 13,469 2% 
Visitacion Valley $1,071 $48,376 17,793 2% 

Oceanview/Merced/lngleside $1,570 $74,102 28,261 3% 

Portola $1,625 $70,746 16,269 2% 

Outer Mission $1,549 $76,643 23,983 3% 
Bayview Hunters Point $1,217 $53,434 37,246 4% 

Excelsior $1,525 $68,550 39,640 5% 

Tenderloin $886 $25,895 28,820 3% 
Chinatown $605 $21,016 14,336 2% 
Treasure Island $1,732 $40,769 3,187 0% 
Sunset/Parkside $1,847 $85,980 80,525 10% 

Outer Richmond 30.6 $1,588 $70,085 45,120 5% 

Subtotal 348,649 41% 

Japantown 29.5 $1,500 $63,423 3,633 .0% 

South of Market 29.3 $1,180 .$64,330 18,093 2% 

McLaren Park 28.6 $267 $16,638 880 0% 

Nob Hill 28.4 $1,425 $64,845 26,382 3% 

Glen Park 28.3 $1,665 $113,039 8,119 1% 

Twin Peaks 28.1 $900 $97,388 7,310 1% 

Western Addition 27.4 $1,295 $59,709 21,366 3% 

Inner Richmond 27.1 $1,602 $78,836 22,425 3% 

Bernal Heights 27.0 $1,733 $102,735 25,487 3% 

Financial District/South Beach 26.8· $1,872 $88,998 16,735 2% 

North Beach 26.7 $1,575 $66,526 12,550 1% 

Lone Mountain/USF 26.4 $1,654 $85,284 17,434 2% 

Mission 25.7 $1,472 $79,518 57,873 7% 

Mission Bay 25.5 $2,774 $107,798 9,979 1% 

Sea cliff 25.1 $2,196 $143,864 2,491 0% 

Inner Sunset 25.1 $1,829 $102,993 28,962 3% 

West of Twin Peaks 25.0 $2,302 $131,349 37,327 4% 
Presidio Heights 24.9 $1,950 $123,312 10,577 1% 

Hayes Valley 24.8 $1,552 $82,915 18,043 2% 

Presidio $2,963 $164,179 3,681 0% 

Pacific Heights $1,987 $113,198 24,737 3% 

Castro/Upper Market $1,840 $120,262 20,380 2% 

Haight Ashbury $1,922 $120,677 17,758 2% 

Russian Hill $1,864 $106,953 18,179 2% 
Noe Valley $2,091 $131,343 22,769 3% 

Marina $1,928 $119,687 24,915 3% 

Potrero Hill $2,289 $153,658 13,621 2% 

Subtotal 491,706 59% 

Total 840,355 100% 

Source: American Community Survey 2015 five-year estimates. 
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Median Rent as a Percentage of Gross Income 
Greater than 30% considered "Rent Burden" 
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Memo to Supervisor Peskin 

May 5, 2017 

Figure 6. Median Household Income by City Neighborhood and Ethnicity 

Median 
Gross 

Median Rentas Median 
Gross %of Household White not Hispanic/ African 

Population Rent Income Income Hispanic Latino · American Asian 
Lakeshore 13,469 1,800 $46,552 $45,581 $41,979 $45,139 $28,369 

Visitaciori Valley 17,793 1,071 $48,376 $47,567 $24,844 $15,872 $55,987 

Ocea nview /Merced/Ingleside 28,261 1,570 $74,102 $92,496 $71,108 $52,353 $80,154 

Portola 16,269 1,625 $70,746 $55,848 $57,759 $11,406 $73.,089 

Outer Mission 23,983 1,549 $76,643 $78,777 $60,928 $0 $82,414 

Bayview Hunters Point 37,246 1,217 $53,434 $103,428 $40,709 $34,547 $58,239 

Excelsior 39,640 1,525 $68,550 $68,873 $67,218 $33,969 $69,165 

Tenderloin . 28,820 886 $25,895 $27,641 $19,933 $9,441 $27,183 

Chinatown 14,336 605 $21,016 $71,252 $0 $0 $18,962 

Treasure Island 3,187 1,732 $40,769 $67,500 $26,591 $29,464 $0 

Sunset/Parkside 80,525 1,847 $85,980 $90,474 $34,178 $0 $86,139 

Outer Richmond 45,120 1,588 .. , . $70,085 $75,280 $45,971 $19,460 $71,278 .. 

Japantown 3,633 1,500 . 29.s . $63,423 $84,643 $93,750 $0 $24,500 

South of Market 18,093 1,180 29.3 $64,330 $111,036 $21,807 $15,111 $71,413 

Grand Total 840,763 1,624 29.1 $84,578 $97,648 $52,792 $16,816 $79,462 

Mclaren Park 880 267 28.6 $16,638 $0 $40,250 $0 $15,469 

Nob Hill 26,382 1,425 28.4 $64,845 $82,605 $25,124; $18,528 $49,001 

Glen Park 8,119 1,665 28.3 $113,039 $141,017 $54,063 $0 $46,193 

Twin Peaks 7,310 900 28.1 $97,388 $101,066 $83,523 $40,235 $87,326 

Western Addition 21,366 1,295 27.4 $59,709 $75,271 $28,987 $12,156 $56,009 

Inner Richmond 22,425 1,602 27.1 $78,836 $105,050 $48,968 $0 $50,350 

Bernal Heights 25,487 1,733 27.0 $102,735 $135,993 $37,182 $21,334 $112,022 

Financial District/South Beach 16,735 1,872 26.8 $88,998 $87,627 $0 $0 $95,140 

North Beach 12,550 1,575 26.7 $66,526 $91,456 $26,201 $3,507 $59,720 

Lone Mountain/USF 17,434 1,654 26.4 $85,284 $90,247 $81,131 $42,116 $67,232 

Lincoln Park 330 2,250. 25.8 $145,000 $134,688 $0 $0 $181,500 

Mission 57,873 1,472 25.7 $79,518 $107,952 $54,288 $10,503 $59,396 

Mission Bay 9,979 2,774 25.5 $107,798 $124,740 $65,985 $0 $106,674 

Seacliff 2,491 2,196 25.1 $143,864 $145,938 $0 $0 $121,607 
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Memo to Supervisor Peskin 

May 5, 2017 

Median 
Gross 

Median Rent as Median 
Gross %of Household White not Hispanic/ African 

Population Rent Income In.come Hispanic Latino American Asian 
Inner Sunset 28,962 1,829 25.1 $102,993 $106,813 $80,168 $25,625 $103,398 

West of Twin Peaks 37,327 2,302 25.0 $131,349 $140,962 $101,192 $21,759 $129,001 

Presidio Heights 10,577 1,950 24.9 $123,312 $122,398 $0 $84,120 $110,692 

Hayes Valley 18,043 .1,552 24.8 $82,915 $92,903 $52,904 $13,100 $119,075 

Presidio 3,681 2,963 $164,179 $164,821 $0 $0 $237,292 

Pacific Heights 24,737 1,987 $113,198 $119,804 $76,977 $8,558 $102,154 

Castro/Upper Market 20,380 1;840 $120,262 $124,346 $142,309 $18,501' $81,608 

Haight Ashbury. 17,758' 1,922 $120,677 $122,991 $48,673 $0 $150,108 

Russian Hill 18,179 1,864 $106,953 $129,661 $54,239 $0 $64,153 

Noe Valley 22,769 2,091 $131,343 $129,740 $87,549 $11,875 $163,324 

Marina 24,915 1,928 $119,687 $121,132 $105,228 $0 $81,398 

Potrero Hill 13,621 2,289 $153,658 $168,011 $61,049 $58,368 $143,206 

Golden Gate Park 78 1,772 $125,750 $126,167 $0 $0 $0 

Total 840,355 

Source: American Community Survey 2015 five-year estimates. 
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Memo to Supervisor Peskin 
May 5, 2017 

Figure 7. Representation of Ethnicities across San Francisco Neighborhoods 

Two or 
Hispanic 

African Native 
Asian 

Pacific Other or Latiric 
Hispanic American American Islander Race 

More 
(any 

Races 
race) 

Sunset/Parkside 27,422 669 88 46,956 106 1,596 3,688 5,122 
Mission 34,130 1,773 430 7,587 139 10,715 3,099 22,707 
Outer Richmond 19,988 808 74 20,330 369 1,029 2,522 3,337 
Excelsior 11,222 943 284 19,589 97 6,058 1,447 12,460 
West ofTwin Peaks 20,293 1,222. 28 12,574 81 1,180 1,949 3,977 
Bayview Hunters Point 6,280 10,302 164 13,267 955 3,988 2,290 8,255 
Inner Sunset 1(),954 563 69 8,906 0 984 1,486 2,427 
Tenderloin 12,084 2,827 222 9,027 48 3,423 1,189 6,679 
Oceanview/ Merced/ Ingleside 5,993 3,823 191 14,787 97 2,161 1,209 4,552 
Nob Hill 14,523 771 62 8,981 70 746 1,229 2,720 
Bernal Heights 15,145 1,243 98 4,071 20 3,353 1,557 7,490 
Marina 20,582 253 20 2,715 15 273 1,057 1,868 
Pacific Heights 18,948 801 2 3,956 63 316 651 . 1,524 
Outer Mission 5,994 309 99 12;555 40 4,117 869 7,375 
Noe Valley 17,327 650 93 3,092 64 630 913 2,463 
Inner Richmond 12,290 453 18 8,183 63 349 1,069 1,746 
Western Addition 9,324 4,346 222 5,735 29 722 988 2,081 
Castro/Upper Market 16,161 595 102 2,192 48 523 759 1,953 
Russian Hill 11,534 170 0 5,577 13 461 424 957 
South of Market 6,791 2,222 66 7,142 79 930 863 1,900 
Hayes Valley 11,770 2,425 80 2,176 95 706 791 2,679 
Visitacion Valley 1,930 2,324 65 10,114 603 1,988 769 3,322 

ight Ashbury 14,333 551 53 1,474 27 233 1,087 1,502 
.iie Mountain/USF 10,585 1,196 11 3,937 124 636 945 2,221 

Financial District/ South Beach 9,327 310 31 5,794 21 461 791 2,091 
Portola 3,540 737 63 9,229 7 2,329 364 3,893 
Chinatown 2,155 108 73 11,603 9 235 153 519 
Potrero Hill 9,047 762 21 2,253 70 768 700 2,117 
Lakeshore 6,645 912 35 3,836 24 1,120 897 2,115 
North Beach 6,501 117 0 4,826 0 253 853 1,105 
Presidio Heights 7,318 266 1 2,250 73 127 542 683 
Mission Bay 4,230 509 0 4,382 0 619 239 1,083 
Glen Park 5,625 520 20 1,123 0 435 396 1,010 
Twin Peaks 5,032 314 16 1,142 17 380 409 1,020 
Presidio 3,222 0 0 310 0 13 136 214 
Japantown 2,117 205 0 1,166 0 54. 91 281 
Treasure Island 1,191 593 53 545 62 411 332 909 
Seacliff 1,757 13 0 580 0 15 126 165 
Mclaren Park 91 186 0 391 121 46 45 87 
Total 409,401 46,791 2,854 284,353 3,649 54,383 38,924 128,609 
Percent ofTotal Population i,,.,, 0>;;'100~~ ... 49% 6% 0.3% 34% 0.4% 6% 5% 15% 

Source: American Community Survey 2015 five-year estimates. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
·PLANNING DEPARTMENT. 

NOTE TO FILE 3 

DATE: April 17, 2017 

TO: File for Case No. 2014.1304E· 

FROM: Michael Li 

RE: Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
June 2016 and March 2017 Amendments 

On January 14, 2016, the Planning Department published Addendum 3 to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 
Element FEIR. Addendum 3 analyzed the environmental impacts of the Affordable Housing B~mus 
Program (AHBP), which is legislation that was introduced by Mayor Lee and Supervisor Tang on 
September 29, 2015. Further amendments and substitute legislation were introduced and included in 
January and February 2016. The environmental impacts that could result from implementation of 
these further amendments were analyzed in a Note to File that was issued on February 18, 20.16. 

In June 2016, Supervisor Peskin introduced alternate legislation to one of the components of the 
AHBP. The environmental impacts that could result from implementation of the alternate legislation 
were analyzed in Note to File 2 that was issued on June 21, 2016. The alternate legislation was not 
adopted by the Board of Supervisors. 

The "100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program." component of the AHBP. was adopted by the Board 
of Supervisors on June 21, 2016, but no other components of the AHBP were adopted at that time. 

Since June 2016, additional amendments to the AHBP have been introduced. This Note to File 3 
analyzes the environmental impacts that could result from. implementation of the additional 
amendments to the AHBP, which are discussed below. 

June 2016 Amendments 

On June 13, 2016, the Land Use.Committee of the Board of Supervisors recommended the following 
amendments to the AHBP: 

(1) prohibit the displacement of existing residential tenants; 

(2) prohibit the demolition, removal, or conversion of any.existing residential uses; 

(3) require conditional use authorization ·pursuant to Planning Code Section 303 for all 
HOME-SF projects instead of project authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 328; 

(4) require all HOME-SF projects to replace ground-floor active uses at like size when any 
neighborhood commercial uses would be affected; and 

(5) provide commercial tenant support, including early notification of no less than 18 months 
from relocation date, and observe commercial relocation best practices. 
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Environmental Impacts of June 2016 Amendments 

Case No. 2013.l304E 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

Note to File 3 

The first and second amendments listed above would reduce the number of sites in San Francisco that 
are eligible for the AHBP and would, therefore, reduce the theoretical maximum number of housing 
units that the AHBP could incentivize. Thus, these amendments would result in impacts that are the 
same as or less than the impacts discussed in Addendum 3 or Note to File 1. 

The third and fifth amendments listed above address procedures related to implementing the 
"HOME-SF Program" component of the AHBP. These amendments would not result in any physical 
changes to the environment and would not result in changes to the impacts discussed in Addendum 3 
or Note to File 1. 

The foll!th amend1J1-ent listed above addresses the retention of existing neighborhood commercial uses 
that would be affected by HOME-SF projects. Thus, this amendment would result in impacts that are 
the same as or less than the impacts discussed in Addendum 3 or Note to File 1. 

March 2017 Amendments 

On March 13, 2017, the Land Use Committee of the Board of Supervisors adopted the following 
amendments to the. AHBP: 

(1) rename the "Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program"· component as the "HOME-SF 
Program" component; 

(2) adjust the income levels, which are based on a percentage of Area Median Income (AMI), for 
below-market-rate (BMR) units to ensure equal distribution of low-, moderate-, and middle
income units as follows: 

(a) rental BMR units would be offered at 55%, 80%, and 110% of AMI, and income 
qualification would be between 45% and 120% of AMI 

(b) ownership BMR units would be offered at 90%, 120%, and 140% of AMI, and income 
qualification would be between 80% and 150% of AMI 

(3) encourage the inclusion of three-bedroom and larger units in the unit mix, the distribution of 
larger units on all floors and adjacent to open spaces or yards, and the incorporation of 
family-friendly amenities (e.g., bathtubs, stroller storage, open space, and yards); 

(4) enhance protections· and options for existing commercial tenants; 

(5) exclude the Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan south of the centerline of Broadway from 
program eligibility; and 

(6) inc~rporate changes to the "Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program" 
component of the AHBP in response to the adoption of Assembly Bill 2501. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Environmental Impacts of March 2017 Amendments 

Case No. 2013.1304E 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

Note to File 3 

The first through fourth amendments and the sixth amendment listed above would not result in any 
physical changes to the environment and would not result in changes to the impacts discussed in 
Addendum 3 or Note to File 1: 

The fifth amendment listed above would reduce the number of sites in San Francisco that are eligible 
for the AHBP and would, therefore, reduce the theoretical maximum numl;>er of housing units that the 
AHBP could incentivize. Thus, this amendment would result in impacts that are the same as or less 
than the impacts discussed in Addendum 3 or Note to File l. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

NOTE TO FILE 2 

June 21, 2016 

File for Case No. 2014.1304E 

Michael Li 

Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
Alternate Legislation 

On January 14~ 2016, the Planning Department published Addendum 3 to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 
Element FEIR. Addendum 3 analyzed the environmental impacts of the Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program (AHBP), which is proposed legislation that was introduced by Mayor Lee and Supervisor 
Tang on September29,2015. The analysis in Addendum3 was based on the proposed AHBP 
legislation as it was originally introduced by Mayor Lee and Supervisor Tang. 

The Planning Department introduced amendments to the proposed AHBP legislation on 
January 12, 2016, and ·supervisor Breed introduced additional amendments during the Planning 
Commission hearing on January 28, 2016. In response to public testimony during the hearing on 
January 28, 2016, the Planning Department proposed additional amendments that were considered by 
the Planning Coillmission during a subsequent hearmg on February 25, 2016. In response to all of the 
proposed amendments, the Planning Department issued Note to File 1 on February 18, 2016. Note to 
File 1 summarized the amendme:i;i.ts and the environmental impacts of those amendments. In Note to · 
File 1, the Planning Department concluded that the amendments wo.uld not result in new impacts that 
were not already identified in Addendum 3 or impacts that are more severe than those identified in 
Addendum3. 

Alternate Legislation for Consideration by the Board of Supervisors 

On June 7, 2016, Supervisor Peskin introduced alternate legislation (the "Density Done Right: 
Development Without Displacement Program"). The Density Done Right legislation, along with the 
AHBP legislation, was reviewed by the Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation 
Committee on June 13, 2016. Both pieces of legislation wjll be considered by the full Board of 
Supervisors during a hearing scheduled for June 21, 2016. 

The Density Done Right legislation would allow an additional 30 feet of height above the legislated 
height limit, plus other development bonuses, for projects in which 100 percent of the dwelling units 
are affordable to very-low, low-, or moderate-income households.1 

1 The other development bonuses consist of modifications to the rear yard, dwelling tinit exposure, off-street 
loading, off-street parking, and usable open space requirements of the Planning Code, subject to approval by 
the Planning Commission. 
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The eligibility requirements for the Density Done Right legislation result in a smaller number of 
potential develOpment sites (approximately 100) than under the AHBP (approximately 240), but a 
more site-specific analysis of the environmental impacts of the Density Done Right legislation would 
be speculative. It is not known how many of the property owners of these approximately 100 sites 
would actually utilize the Density Done Right legislation. Additionally, the conditions that currently 

disqualify potential sites could change over time such that some of these sites would later become 
eligible. For these reasons, the analysis contained in Addendum 3 adequately addresses the 
environmental impacts that could result from implementation of the Density Done Right legislation. 

Under the AHBP, projects that could result in significant impacts on, or related to, historic resources, 
wind, and shadow would not be eligible for the AHBP. Based on the exclusion of such projects, 
Addendum 3 concluded that the AHBP would not result in significant impacts on, or related to, 
historic resources, wind, and shadow. 

As originally introduced by Supervisor Peskin, the Density Done Right legislation does not exclude 
projects that could result in significant impacts on, or related to, historic resources, wind, and shadow. 
In order for the Density Done Right legislation to be adequately covered by the environmental 
impacts analysis in Addendum 3, the Density Done Right legislation would need to be amended. to 
exclude projects that could result in significant impacts on, or related to, historic resources, wind, and 
shadow. Provided that this amendment is incorporated, the Density Done Right legislation would not 

result in new impacts that were not alr~ady identified in Addendum 3 or impacts that are more severe 
than those identified in Addendum 3, and no further environmental review would be required. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

April 11, 2016 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
Honorable Mayor Lee 
Honorable Supervisor Tang 
Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

~e: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2014001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program (AHBP) 
Board File No. 150969 Planning Code Amendment 
Planning Commission Recommendation: Forwarded to the Board of 

. Supervisors with Suggested Amendments for Consideration but Without a 

Recommendatian on tire Program as a Whole. 

Dear Clerk Calvillo and Mayor Edwin Lee: 

On October 15, 2015, November 5, 2015, December 3, 2015, January 28,.2016, and February 25, 

2016 the Planning Commission conducted duly noticed public hearings at regularly" scheduled 
meetings to consider the· proposed Ordinances that would create conforming General Plan 

Amendments and amend the San Francisco Planning Code for the Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program (AHBP) as introduced by Mayor Lee and Supervisor Tang. 

General Plan Amendments. 

The Commission unanimously recommended approval o~ the corresponding General Plan 
Amendments, contingent on the Affordable Housing Bonus Pr~gram Plii.nning Code becoming 
effective. The General Plan Amendment Draft Ordinance, Planning Commission resolution, ·and 

related staff materials was ~ansmitted to the Board of Supervisors on April 8, 2016. 

At the February 25th hearing the Planning Commission took no action on the program as a whole, 

but provided the following recommendations to the Board of Supervisors on the six topics: 

Topic 1-Program Eligibility. 
This topic reviewed what parcels could be eligible for the Affordable Housing Bonus Program. 

The Commission had a robust conversation th~t included which sites to prioritize for the program, 
protection of small l:Jusinesses and historic resources. Some Commissioners.wanted further study 

·on the development of the soft sites, particularly the methodology used to identify what 
constitutes a soft site. Some Commissioner discussion centered on the other criteria for program 

eligibility, including if the parcel is on a corner lot, the intensity of the existing use on the lot, and 
the width of the street. After this discussion, the Commission voted to: 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Transmital Materials ·case Number 2014001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program (AHBP) 

1. Recommends that any parcel with an existing residex,itial unit is not eligible for the 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program. 

2. Recommends a phased approach to implementation that starts with vacant soft sites and 
gas service stations and includes a community p~ning process for the remaining sites in 
the program area that focuses on existing small businesses, historic preservations, and 
maximum value capture for the Area Median Income (limits) in the program. 

Topic 2 - Infrastructure to Support New Growth. 
This topic reviewed the impact the program could have on infrastructure such as open space, 
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, schools, and transit. No suggested modifications were 

. proposed. One Commissioner asked that the Board of SuperviSors consider what fees or exactions 
project sponsors could provide to mitigate the impact of new development as a result of the 
Affordable Housing Bonus. 

Topic 3 - Urban Design. 
Besides the recommendations below, the Commission discussed that the AHBP Design Guidelines 
should not be one size fit:S all, in particular that taller· buildings should consider setbacks for the 
higher floors to reflect the context of the neighborhood and that rear yards should be given special 
consideration. One Commissioner wanted site specific guidelines that specify building types 
based on the lot size. The Commission made the following recommendations: 

3. After adoption of the AfIBp. as the Commission considers each development project that 
would use the AHBP, the Commission directs Planning staff to include analysis of the 
project's conformity to design guidelines in a Planning Commission staff report. 

4. The ordinance should prohibit lot mergers for AHBP projects lintil such time the Planning 
Commission adopts new design guidelines; and 

5. The Commission should consider. light and air when reviewing AHBP projects. 

Topic 4 - 'Public Review and Commission Approval 
6. Require a Conditional Use Authorization for 1lll AHBP projects. 

Topic 5 - Preserving Small Business. 
The Commission also asked that staff worked with the Small Business Commission on protection 
of existing small businesses in the program area. 

7. The Planning Commission should be permitted to alter commercial uses associated with 

development proposals using the AHBP, including changes that would reduce 
commercial use sizes or require commercial uses in AHBP projects to protect 

neighborhood serving businesses. 

Topic 6 - Who are .we serving with. this program? Affordability. 
There was broad consensus to consider the staff recommendation to reduce the AMis in the 

program within the constraints of feasibility, namely to: 
8. Consider lowering AMI levels for ·the Local AHBP program for some of the units 

currently dedicated to middle income households (120% AMI for rental, 140% AMI for 
ownership). 
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Transmital Materials Case Number 2014001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program (AHBP) . 

9." Consider establishing neighborhood-specific AMis for the Local AHBP. 

On April 24, 2014, the San Francisco Planning Commission,_in Resolution No. 19121, certified the 

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

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

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

conclusion;:; required by CEQA regarding alternatives, mitigation measures, and significant 
environmental impacts analyzed in the Final Ell, and adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations as part of its approval of the 

2009 Housing Element. 

On January 14, 2016, in response to the proposed Affordable Housing Bonus Program and related 

General Plan Amendments, the San Fr~ncisco Planning Department prepared an Addendum to 

the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 ("the 
Addendum"). The Addendum accessed here and the Note to File is Exhibit H: 

http:Usfmea.stplanning.org/2014.1304E AHBP Addendum03 011416%20Final.pdf 

I humbly remind the legislative sponsors, Mayor Edwin Lee and Supervisor Tang, to please advise 
the City Attorney at your earlie5t convenience if you wish to incorporate any of the changes 
recommended by the _Commission. 

Please find attached documents relating to the actions of the Commission. 1£ you· have any 
questions or r,equire further information please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Rahaim 
Director of Planning 

cc: 
Audrey Pearson, Deputy City Attorney 

. Jeff Buckley, Senior Advisor, Office of Mayor Ed Lee 
Supervisor Kay Tang, Legislative Sponsor 
Ashley Summers, Aide to Supervisor Tang 
Alisa Somera, Office of the Clerk of the Board 
Kearstin Dischinger, Planning Department 

Attachments: 
1. Planning Commission Resolution No. 19578 - Proposed Planning Code Amendments 
2. Planning Department Executive Summary 
3 .. Addendum 3 to Environmental Impact Report 
4. Note to File 
SAN FRANCISCO 
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Exhib:Lt C: Commission Resolution February 25, 2·016 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Resolution No .. 19578 
1650 Mission st. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 . . HEARING DATE FEBRUARY 25, 2016 

Project Name: 
Case Number: 
Initiated by: 
Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

Recnmmendation: 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
2014-001503PCA [Board File No. 150969] 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Introduced September 29, 2015, December 16, 2015, and January 12, 2016 
Menaka Mohan Legislative Affairs . . , Planning 

' Information: 
menaka.mohan@sfgov.org, 415-575-9141 415.558.6377 
Paolo Ikezoe, Citywide Division· 
paolo.ikezoe®sfgov.org, 415-575-9137 · 

Kearstin Dischinger, Manager of Housing Policy 
kearstin.dischinger@sfgov.org, 415-558-6362 . 

Forwarded to the Board of Supervisors With Suggested Amendments 
for Consideration but Without a Recommendation on the Program. as a 
Whole 

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS CONSiDER AMENDMENTS TO TIIE 
PROPOSED ORDINANCE THAT WOULD AMEND TIIE PLANNING CODE TO CREATE THE 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM,. ~ONSISTING OF THE LOCAL AJ<"FORDABLE 
HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM, TIIE 100 PERCE~ AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM, 
THE ANALyzED STATE DENSITY BONUS PROGRAM AND THE INDMDUALLY REQUESTED 
STATE DENSITY BONUS PROGRAM,. TO PROVIDE FOR DEVELOPMENT BO.NUSES AND 
ZONING MODIFICATIONS FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING, IN COMPLIANCE WITII, AND 
ABOVE THOSE REQUIRED BY THE STATE DENSITY BONUS LAW, GOVERNME~ CODE 
SECTION 65915 ET SEQ.; TO ESTABLISH THE PROCEDURES IN WHICH THE LOCAL 
AFFORPABLE HOUSING BONUS .PROGRAM AND THE 100 PERCENT AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
.BONUS PROGRAM SHALL BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED; AND ~NDING THE ~LANNING 
CODE TO EXEMPT PROJECTS FROM THE HEIGHT LIMITS SPECIFIED IN THE PLANNING 
CODE AND THE ZONING MAPS;. AND AFFIRMING THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT'S 
DETERMINATION UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT; AND 
MAKING FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH TIIE GENERAL PLAN, PLANNING CODE 
SECTION 302, AND THE EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION lOLl. 

WHEREAS, on September 29, 2015, Mayor Ed Lee and Supervisor Tang introduced a proposed 
Ordinance under Board of Supervisors (hereinafter "Board") File Number 15-0969, which would amend 
the Planning Code to_ create the Affordable Housing Bonus Programs, consisting of the Local Affordable 
Housing Bonus Program, the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the Analyzed Sta~e 
Density. Bonus Program and the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program, to provide for 
development bonuses and zoning modifications for affordable housing. 
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Resolution No. 19578 
February 25, 2016 

CASE NO. 2014--001503PCA 
Affordp.ble Housing Bonus Program 

WHEREAS, the Affordable Housing Bonus Program will implement the 2014 Housing Element 
Implementation Program 39b, and provide f~r development bonuses and zoning modifications for 
affordable housing as contemplated in Implementation Program 39b and in compliance with, and above 
those required by the State J?ensity Bonus Law, Government Code Section 65915 ·et seq.; and will 
establish ·procedures by which the Local Affordable Hou5ing Bonus Program and the 100 Percent 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program shall be reviewed and approved; 

WHEREAS, the proposed ordinance creates the Affordable Housing Bonus Programs which will facilitate 
· the development and construction of affordable housing in San Francisco; and 

.·: 

WHEREAS, the proposed ordinance creates the Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program, which 
provides up to three zonfug modifications, form based zoning, a bedroom requirement, and a height 
waiver for projects providing 30 percent of housing as affordable on site; and 

· WHEREAS, the proposed ordinance creates the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program, whi~ 
provides zoning modifications, form based zoning, and a height waiver for projects providing 100 
·percent of housing as affordable on site; and 

· WHEREAS, the proposed ordinance creates the Analyzed State Density Bonus Program, which provides 
one to three incentives or concessions, a maximum. of a thirty-five percent density bonus based on the 
percentage of affordable ho~ising and the level of affordability, and up to two stories ~£ height for 
proj~ providing at least 12 percent of affordable housin~ on site; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed ordinance creates the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program, 
which is available for any project· seeking a density bonus consistent with Government Code section 
65915 but is not consistent with. the pre-vetted menu of concessions, incentives or waivers in the Local, 
100 Percent, or State Analyzed Programs; and 

WHEREAS, all projects utilizing the Affordable Housing Bonus Programs are subject to the Affordable 
Housing Bonus Design Guidelines; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed o~dinance creates a comprehensive revi~w procedure for the 100 Percent and 
Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program to ensure compliance with the Affordable Housfug Bonus 
Design Guidelines and a hearing before the Planning Commission; and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly noticed public 
. hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to cons~~er the proposed Ordinance on November 5, 2015, 

December 3, 2015, January 28, 2016; and February 25 2016; and 

WHEREAS, on April 24, 2014, the San Franc?sco Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19121, certified 
the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final Environmental Iinpact Report ("Final BIR"), prepared in 
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), Public Resources Code Section 
21000 et seq. Jn Resolution No. 19122, the Planning Commission adopted the findings and conclusions 
required by CEQA regarding alternatives, rµitigation measures, and significaht environmental impacts 
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CASE NO. 2014-001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

analyzed in the Final EIR, and adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement 
of Overriding Considerations as I?art of its approval of the 2009 Housing Element; and, 

WHEREAS, on March 24, 2015, in Ordinance No. 34-15, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted 

the 2014 Housing Element, relying, in part, on the Final EIR. and a January 22, 1015 Addendum pu~lished . 
by the Planning Department; and 

WHEREAS, on January 14, 2016, in response to the proposed Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the 
San Francisco Planning Department prepared an Adden<lum to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final 
EIR \inder <;=EQA Guidelines Section 15!64 ("the Addendum"); and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has heard ;md considered the testimony presented to it at the 
public hearing and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of 
Department staff and other interested parties; and 

WHEREAS, all pertinent documents may be found in_ the files of the Department, as the custodian of 
records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and . 

MOVED, that the Planning Commission ,hereby. forwards the draft Ordinance to .the Board of 
Supervisors, and recolllmends that the Board consider the following proposed modifications : .. 

All of the_Commission's suggested modifications were considered and voted on by topic. Some topics 
include several recommendations. The recommendations are organized by topic in the order in which 
they were dis~sed at the hearing. 

Program Eligibility 

1. Recommends that any parcel with an existing residential unit is not eligible for the Affordable 

Housing Bonus Program. 
2. Recommends a phased approach to implementation that starts with vacant soft sites and gas service 

stations and includes a community pl~g proce.ss for the remaining sites in the program area.that 
focuses on existing small businesses, historic preservation, and maximum value capture for the Area 

Median Income (limits) in the program. 

Urban Design 

3. After adoption of the AHBP, as the Commission considers each development project that would use 

the AHBP, the Commission directs Planning staff to include analysis of the project's conformity to 
design guidelines in a Planning Commission staff report. 

4. The ordinance should prohibit lot mergers for. AHBP projects until such time that the Planning · 
Commission adopts new AHBP design guidelines; and 

5. Consider light and air when reviewing AHBP projects. 
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Resolution No.19578 
February 25, 2016 

Public Review and Commission Approval 

CASE NO, 2014-001503PCA 
Affordable Housing .Bonus Program 

6. Require a Conditional Use Authorization for all AHBP projects. 

Preserving Small Business 

7. The Planning Commission should be permitted to alter commercial uses associated with 
development proposals using the AHBP, including changes that would reduce commercial use sizes 
or require commercial uses in AHBP projects to protect neighborhood serving businesses. 

Affordability Levels 

8. Consid~r lowering AMI levels for the Local AHBP program for some of the units currently dedicated 
to middle income households (120% AMI for rental, 140% AMI for ownership). 

9. Consider establishing neighborho_od-specific AMis for the Local AHBP. 

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

L The purpose of the Affordable Housing Bonus Programs iS to facilitate the development and 
construction. of affordable housing in San Francisco, and implement 2014 Housing Element 
Implementation Program 39b. 

2. Affordable housing is of paramount statewide concern, and the California State legislature has 
declared that local and state governments have a responsibility to use the powers vested in them 
to facilitate the improvement and development of housing to make adequate provision for the 
housing needs of all economic segments of the community. 

3. The State Legislature has found that local governments must encourage the development of a 
variety of types of housing for all income levels, including multifamily rental housing and assist 
in the development of adequate housing to meet the needs of low- and moderate-income 
households. 

4. San Francisco has one of the highest housing costs in the nation, but San Francisco's economy and 
culture rely on a diverse workforce at all income levels. It is the policy of the Board of 
Supervisors to provide housing to these workers and ensure that they pay a proportionate share 

. of their incomes to live in adequate hqusing and to ncit commute ever-increasing distances to 
their jobs. The Association of Bay Area Governments c;letermined that San Francisco's share of the 
Regional Housing Need for January 2015 to June 2022 was provision of 28,870 new housing units, 
with 6,234 (or 21.6%) as very low, 4,639 (or 16.1%) as low, and 5,460 (or 18.9%) as moderate 
income units. 

5. This Board of Supemors, and the voters iri San Francisco, have long recognized the need for the 
production of affordable housing. The voters, or the Board have adopted measures such as the 
establishment of the mandatory Indusionary Affordable Housing Ordinance in Planning Code 
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section 415; the San Francisco Housing Trust Fund, adopted in 2012, which established a fund to 
create, support and rehabilitate affordable housing, and set aside $20 miUion in its first year, with 
increasing allocations to reach $50 million a year for affordable housing. 

6. The adoption of Proposition Kin 2014 which established as City policy that the City, by 2020, will 

help construc;t or rehabilitate at least 30,ooq homes, with more than 50% of the housing affordable 

for middle-income households, and at least 33% as affordable for low-and moderate income 
hou!;eholds; and the multiple programs that rely on Federal, State and local funding sources as 

identified in the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) 
Comprehensive Plan. 

7. Historically, in the United States and San Francisco, affordable housing requires high levels of 
public subsidy, including public investment and reliance on public dollars. Costs to subsidize an 
affordable housing unit vary greatly depending on a number of factors, such as household 
income of the residents, the type of housing, and the cost to acquire land acquisition. Currently, 
MOHCD estimates that. the level of subsidy for an affordable housing unit is approximately 
$250,000 per unit.· Given this high cost per unit, San Francisco can only meet its affordable 
housing goals through a combination of increased public dollars dedicated to affordable housing 
and other tools that do not rely on public money. . 

8. Development bonuses are a long standing zoning tool that enable cities to. encourage· priv~te 
development projects to provide pu~lic benefits including affordable housing. When a 
municipality offers increased development potential, a project sponsor can offset the expenses 
necessary to provide additional public benefits. fu 1979, the State of California adopted the 
Density Bonus Law, Government Code section 65915 et seq, which requires that density bonuses 

and other concessions and incentives be offered to projects that provide a miniillum amount of 
on-site affordable housing. 

9. In recognition of the City's1 affordable housing goals, including the need to produce more 
. affordable housing without need for public subsidies, the Planning Department contracted with 
David Baker Architects and Seifel Consulting to determine a menu of zoning modifo;:ations and 
development bonuses that could offset a private developer's costs of providing various levels of 
additional on-site .affordable housing. David Baker Architects and Seifel Consulting analyzed 
various. parcels in San Francisco, to determine the conditions in wl:rlch a zoning accommodation 
.would be necessary to achieve additional density. The analysis modeled various zoning districts 
and lot size configurations, consistent with current mar~et conditions and the City's stated policy 

goals, including achieving a mix of unit types, including larger units that can accommodate larger 
households. · 

10. General Plari. Compliance. The proposed Ordi:nance and the c;ommission's ·recommended 
modifications are, on balance, consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan, as it 

is proposed for amendments in Planning Case 2014-001503GP A. Note that language in politjes 

proposed for amendment in Planning Case 2014-001503GPA is show~ in underlined text. (Staff 

disrussion iS added in italic font below): 

HOUSING .ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE1 
Identify and make available for development adequate sitei; to meet the City's housing needs, 
especially permanently affordable housing. · 
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Resolution No. 19578 
February 25, 2016 

CASE NO. 2014-001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

The Affordable Housing Bonus Program (AHBP) would apply in zoning districts which a) allow 
residential uses ant! b) regulate density by a ratio of units to lot area. These districts contain roughly 
30,500 of the city's 150,00o+ parcels. 

Affordable Housing Bonus Program eligible districts generally include the City's neighborhood commercial 
districts, where residents have easy access to daily services, and are located along major transit corridors. 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program eligible districts generally allow or encourage mixed uses and active . 
ground JWors. On balance the entire program area is located within a quarter-mile (or 5 minute-walk) of 
the proposed Muni Rapid Network, which serves almost 70% of Muni riders and wz1l continue to receive 
major investments to prioritize frequency and reliability. 

POLICYLl 
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially 
affordable housing. 

The AHBP. increases the number of Below Market Rate units for households making 55% or 90% of AMT, 
and creates a new source of permanently affordable housing for middle-income households, defined as those 
making 120%-140% of AMI. To d!fte, there are no other programs aimed at providing permanently 
affordable housing for households in this category. Finally, the AHBP includes process improvements and 
development bonuses for 100% Affordable Housing F:rojects. 

POUCY1.6 
Consider greater flexibility in number and size of units within established building 
envelopes in community based planning.processes, especially if it can increase the number of 
affordable units in multi-family structures .. 

The Local AHBP provides flexibility in the number and size of units and encourages multi-bedroom units 
by requiring 40% of all units to have two bedrooms or any unit inix such that 50%. of all bedrooms within 
the Local Project are provided in units with more than one bedroom. 

POLICY LS 
Promote mixed use development, and include housing, particularly permanently affordable 
housing, in new commercial,. institutional or other single use development projects. 

The AHBP eligible districts generally include the city's neighborhood commercial districts, where residmts 
· have easy access to daily services, and are located along major transit corridors. Affordable Housing Bonus 

Program eligible districts generall~ allow or encourage mixed uses and active ground floors. 

POLICYLlO 
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily 
rely on public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips. 

On balance the entire AHBP area is located within a quarter-mile (or 5 minute-walk) of the proposed Muni 
Rapid network, which serves almost 70% of Muni riders and will continue to receive major investments to 
prioritize frequency and reliability. 
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. OBJECTIVE 3 

CASE NO. 2014-001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

Protect the affordability of the existing housing stock,. especially rental units. 

POLICY3.3 
Maintain balance in affordability of existing housing stock by supporting affordable 
moderate ownership opportunities. · 

The Local AHBP creates a middle income homeownership program that will be the first program in San 
Francisco to secure permanently affordable housing for middle income houselwlds without public subsidy. 

OBJECTIVE4 
Foster a housing stock that meets the needs of all residents across lifecycles. 

POLICY4.1 
Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with 
childr~. 

The Local AHBP encourages the development of new housing at a variety of income levels· and promotes 
flerlbility in unit size by requiring 40% of au units to have two bedrooms or any unit mix such that 50% of 
all bedrooms within the Local Project are provided in µnits with more than one bedroom. 

POLICY4.4 
Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasizing permanently 
affordable rental uni~ wherever possible. 

The AHBP encourages the development of on-site pennanently affordable rental units. 

Policy4.5 
Ensure that new permanently affordable housbtg is located in all of the city's neighborhoods, 
and encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types provided at a range of 
income levels. 

The Housing Balance Report1 reports the Cumulative Housing Balance by Supervisor District. The report 
documents affordable housing units in the City as well as new market rate housing. The first table in the 
repprt documents that District 1, District 2, and District 4 have entitled 39, 69, and 56 housing units 
respectively from 2005 to the last quarter of 2014. Other areas of the City such as District 5, 6, and 10 have 
entitled 444, 3,814, and 1,667 housing units respectively in the same time period. To improve the feasibility 
of sites the Local AHBP provides incentives for developers to distribute housing development more 
equitably through the City. Furthermore, the AHBP provides a range of permanently affordable housing for 
very low, low, moderate, and middle income households. 

Policy 4.6 
Encourage an equitable distribution of growth according to infrastructure and site capacity. 

1 Housing Balance Report; fuly 7, 2015. Can be found: ht!p://www.sf-planning:.org:/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid-9376 
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Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

On. balance the AHBP area is located within a quarter-mile (or s·minute-walk) of the proposed Muni Rapid 
network, which serves almost iO% of Muni riders and will continue to receive major investments to 
prioritize frequency and reliability, and the program is distributed equitably throughout the City. 

OBJECTIVE7 
SeCUI'e funding and resources for permanently affordable housing, including innovative 
programs that are not solely !eliant on traditional mechanisms or capital. 

Policy7.1 
Expand the financial resources available for permanently affordable housing, especially 
permanent sources. 

Policy7.5 . 
Encourage the production of affordable housing through process and zoning accommodations, 
and prioritize affordable housing in the review and approval processes. 

The AHBP provides zoning and process accommodations including priority processing for projects that · 
participate by providing on-site affordable housing. 

Policy7.7 
Support housing for m,iddle income households, especially through programs that do not 
require a direct public subsidy such as proViding development incentives for higher levels of 
affordability, including for middle income households. 

The AHBP will be the first program in San Francisco to support permanently affordable housing to middle 
income households without a public subsidy. 

OBJECTIVE 8 . 
Build public and private sector capacity to support, facilitate, provide and maintain affordable 
housing. 

POLICYS.1 
Support housing for middle income households, especially through programs that do not 
require a direct public sub~idy. 

The AHBP will be the first program in San Francisco to support permanently affordable housing to-middle 
income households without a public subsidy. · 

POLICYS.3 
Support the production and management of permanently affordable housing. 

The AHBP could produce 5,000 permanently affordable, income restricted units: 2,000 homes for very-low, 
low and moderate incame households, and 3,000 homes for middle-income households. 

OBJECTIVE 10 . 
Ensure a streamlined, yet thorough, and transparent decision-making process. 
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CASE NO. 2014-001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

Create certainty in the development entitlement process, by providing clear community 
parameters for development and consistent application of these regulations. 

POLICYl0.2 
implement planning process improvements to both reduce undue project delays and provide 
clear information to support community review. 

The entitlement process for both the Local AHBP and 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Programs is 
comprehensive, providing clear guidelines for approval for the Planning Commission that recognizes the 
design of AHBP buildings in. neighborhoods. The comprehensive entitlement process directs the Planning 
Commission to make findings thllt AHBP projects are consistent with AHBP Design Guidelines so that 
projects respond to their surrounding context while still meeting the City's affordable housing goals.· 

QBJECTI%, 11 
Support and respect the diverse and distinct character of San Francisco's neighborhoods. 

In recognition that the projects utilizing the Affordable Housing Bonus Program (AHBP) will sometimes 
be taller or of differing mass than the surrounding context, the AHBP Design Guidelines clarify how 

projects shall both maintain their size and adapt to their neighborhood context. 

POLICYll.2 
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals. 

In order to ensure consistency with the intent of the Planning Code and the General Plan, construct high 
quality buildings, as well as provide project sponsors with guidance and predictability in forming their 
building proposals, the project sponsors who use the AHBP are subject to the AHBP Design Guidelines. 

POLICYll.3 
Ens.ure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing 
residential neighborhood ~haracter. 

Accommodation of growth should be achieved without damaging existing residential neighborhood 
character. In. existing residential neighborhoods, this means development projects should defer to the 
prevailing height and bulk of the area, while recognizing that the Cit11 may maintain neighborhood 
character while permitting larger overall building mass for profects including more affordable units on-site. 

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

POLICYll.5 
'Ensure densities in established residential areas promote compatibility with prevailing 
neighborhood character. 

Outside of RH-1 and RH-2 neighborhoods, the City may maintain neighborhood character while 
I?ermitting larger overall building mass for pr?jects including more.affordable units on-site. 
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CASE NO. 2014-001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program . 

The AHBP program only provides development bonuses which may permit more units for projects that 
include affordable housing on-site. · 

OBJECTIVE 12 
Balance housing growth with adequate infi:astructure that serves the Cif.Ys growing 
population. 

POLICY12.1 
Encourage new housing that relies on transit use and environmentally sustainable patterns 0£ 
movement. 

On balance the AHBP area is located within a quarter-mile (or 5 minute-walk) of the proposed Muni Rapid 
network, which serves almost 70% of Muni riders and will continue to receive major investments to 
prioritize frequency and reliability, and the program is distributed equitably throughout the City. 

' . 

OBJECTIVE 13 
Prioritize sustainable developme:.i.t in planning for and constructing new housing. 

POUCY13.1 
Support "smart" regional growth that locates new hou_sing close to jobs and transit. 

On balance the AHBP area is located within a quarter-mile (or 5 minute-walk) of the proposed Muni Rapid 
network, which serves almost 70% of Muni riders and will continue to receive major investments to 
prioritize frequency and reliability, and the program is distributed equitably throughout the City. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE3 
Mo.deration of Major New Development to Complement the City Pattern, The Resources To Be 

Consented, And The Neighborhood Environment. 

The amended Urban Design Element recognizes that to encourage greater levels of affordability on-site, the 
City may adopt affordable housing policies to permit projects heights that are several stories taller and 
building mass that is larger. 

POLICY4.15 

Protect the livability and character 0£ residential properties from the intrusion 0£ incompatible 

new buildings. 

In recognition that the projects utilizing the AHBP will sometimes be taller or of differing 11ta5S than the 
surrounding context, the AHBP Design Guidelines clarify how projects shall both maintain their size and 
adapt to their neighborhood context. 

TRANSPORTATION 

POLICYll.3 
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Encourage development that efficiently coordinates land use with transit service, requiring 
that developers address transit concerns as well as mitigate traffic problems. 

On balance the AHBP area is located within a quarter-mile (or 5 minute-walk) of the proposed Muni Rapid 
network, which seroes almost 70% of Muni riders and wil.l continue to receive major investments to 
prioritize frequency and reliability, and the program is distn1mted equitably throughout the City. 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

Policyl.l 
Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 
consequen~es. Discourage development which has substantial undesirable consequences that 
cannot be mitigated. 

The AHBP could result in up to 2 million square feet of new commercial r;pace in San Francisco's 
"neighborhood commercial corridors, providing new space for neighborhood serving businesses, and the 
many thousands of jobs they support. 

VAN NESS A VENUE AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE1 
Continue exisfutg Commercial Use of the avenue and add a significant increment of new 
housing. Redwood to Broadway. 

Policy5.1 
Establish height controls to emphasize topography and adequately frame the great width of 
the Avenue. 

POLICY5.3 
Continue the street w~ heights as defined by existing significant buildings and promote an 
adequate enclosure of the Avenue. 

The confonning General Plan Amendments for the AHBP have added the following text to all applicable 
policies and maps in the Van Ness Avenue Area Plan: 
*To encourage greater levels of affordability on-site .. the City mav adopt affordable housing policies to 

permit heights that are several stories taller and building mass that is larger than described here. 

CHINATOWN AREA PLAN 

POUCY1.1 
Maintain the low-rise scale of Chinatown's buildings. 

"f!te conforming General Plan Amendments for the AHBP have added the following text to all applicable 
policies and maps in the Chinatown Area Plan: 

l 

*To encourage greater levels of affordability on-site. the City may adopt affordable housing policies to 
permit heights that are several stories taller and building mass that is larger. than described here. 
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NORTHEASTERN WATERFRONT AREA PLAN 
. OBJECTIVE 10 

CASE NO. 2014-001503PCA 
Affordable Housing .Bonus Program 

To develop the full potential of the northeastern waterfront in accord with the unusual 
opportunities presented by its relation to the bay, to the operating port, fishing industry, and 
downtown; and to enhance its unique aesthetic qualities offered by water, topography, views 
of the city and bay, and its historic maritime character 

POLICY 10.26 
Restrict development south of Broadway to the Height and Bulk Districts shown on Map 2. * 

POLICY 26.27 
Change the lleight and Bulk District on Block 3743 from 84-E to 40-X. Change the Height and 
Bulk District on the rest of the Rincon Park Site to open space · 

POLICY 30.18 
Develop housing in small dusters of 100 tO 200 units. Provide a range of_ bui~ding heights with 
no more than 40 feet in height along the Embarcadero and stepping up in height on the more 
inland portions to the maximum of 160 feet In buildings fronting on Brannan Street in the 160 
foot height area, create a strong base which maintains. the street wall created by the residential. 
complex to the east and the warehouse buildings_ to the west. Orient the mix of unit types to 
one and two bedrooms and include some three and four bedroom units. Pursue as the income 
and tenure goal~, a mix of 20 percent low, 30 per«;ent moderate and SO percent middle and 
upper income, and a mix of rental, cooperative, and condominium units.* 

POLICY 30.22 
Do not _permit buildings to exceed 65 percent coverage of land or par.king podium. To the 
maximum extent feasible, provide open space at ground level and provide planting in the 
ground. Ensure that any open space on top of a podium provides easy pedestrian and visual 
·transition froiµ the sidewalk.* 

The conforming General Plan Amendments for the AHBP .have added the following text to all applicable 
poiicies and maps in the Northw~t Waterfront Area Plan: 
*To encourage greater levels of a@rdability on-site. the City mqy adopt af(Ordable housing policies to 

permit heights that are s'everal stories taller and building mass that is larger than described h~re. 

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

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced; 
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The proposed program will create a net addition of neighborhood seroing commercial. uses, the progrdm 
is estimated to produce up to 2 miliion square feet of commercial !;pace. Many of the districts encourage 
or require" that commercial uses be place on the ground floor. ·These existing reqiiirements ensure the 
proposed amendments will not have a negative effect on neighborhood seroing retaz1 uses and will not 
affect opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of 1teighborhood-serving retaiL 

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

The amendments will not affect existing housing and neighborhood character as existing design 
controls and new design controls-the AHBP Design Guidelines-apply to these projects. . . . 

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

The proposed amendments wal not affect the supply of affordable housing and in fact could produce 
5,000 permanently affordable, income restricted units: 2,000 homes for very-low, low and moderate 
income households, and 3,000 hoines for middle-income households. 

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

The proposed amendments will not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI transit service or 
overburdening the streets or neighborhood parking and on balance the entire program area is located 
within a quarter-mile (or 5 minute-walk) of the proposed Muni Rapid network, which sUoes ;u_most 
70% of Muni riders and Will continue to receive major investments to prioritize frequency and 
reliabi1ity. 

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

The proposed amendments would not cause displacement of the industrial or service sectors due to 
office development, and future opportunities for resident employment or ownership in these sectors 
would. not be impaired. The AHBP provides protections for small businesses by providing early 
notificatiun and also produces up to 2 million square feet of poten~al new commercial space. 

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

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

7. That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Landmarks and historic buildings would not be negatively affected by the proposed amendments. The 
AHBP inteiface with historic resources may.be rare. The State Density Bonus Law (Government Code 
Section 65915 et seq) provides consideration for historic resources, by stating that the City is nqt 
required to approve any projects that "would have a specific adverse impact .... on any.real property 
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Resolution No. 19578 
February 25, 2016 

CASE NO. 2014-001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

that is listed in. the CaUfomia Register of Historical Resources and for which there is no feasible method 
to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific adverse impact, without rendering the development 
unaffordable to low- and nwderate-income households.'' (Government Code Sections 65915 (d)(l)(B))" 

The Strite Density BonU[>. Law further states that "Nothing·in this subdivision shall be interpreted to 
require a local government to grant an incentfae or concession that would have an adverse impact on 
any real property that is listed in the California Register of Historical Resources. The city, county, or 
city and county :;hall establish procedures far canying out this section, that shall include legislative 
body approval of the mean~ of compliance with this section." (Government. Code Sections 65915 
(d)(3)) 

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

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas pe protected from 
development; · . 
The City's parks ·and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas would be unaffected by the 
proposed amendments. Projects would be .ineligible to use the Local and 100% Affordable AHBP if 
they create new shadow in a ma:nner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other 
public areas.· 

. . 
5. Planning Code Section 302 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented 

that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the proposed amendments to 
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302. 

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

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

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission hereby has completed review of the propose4 Ordinance · 
and forwards the Ordinance to the Board with suggestions for consideration.set forth above. 
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Resolution No.19578 
February 25, 2016 

CASE NO. 2014-001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on Fe&ruary 
25, 2016. 

T OplC R d ti a ons ecommen 

Program Eligibility 1,2 

Infrasb:ucture to NA 

Support New 

Growth 

Urban Design 3,4,5 

Public Review and 6 
Planning · 

Commission 

Approval 

Preserving Small 7 

Business 

Affordability 8,9 

ADOPTED: February 25, 2016 

SAN FRANCISCO 
Pl.ANNING DEPARTMENT 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 

AYES NOS 

Antonini, Fong, Moore, Wu 
Hillis, 'Richards 

No action No action 

Antonini, Fong, Moore, Wu 

Hillis, Richards 

Antonini, Fong, Moore, Wu 

Hillis, Richards 

Antonini, Fong, Moore, Wu 

Hillj.s, Richards 

Antonini, Fong, Moore, Richards 

Hillis, Wu 
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Exhibit D: Summary of Proposed General Plan Amendment 

Summary of proposed revisions to the text, tables, and maps in the specified· sections of the 

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

Downtown Are.a Plan, and Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan, as follows: 

Proposed additions Existing General Plan Sections 

To encourage greater levels of· Rousing Element 

affordability on-site, the City may Map 6 Generalized Permitted Housing Densities by Zoning Districts 

adopt affordable housing policies to Table I-58 - Generalized Permitted Housing Densities by Zoning 

permit general densities that are higher Districts 

than shown here. 

Urban Design Element 

Refer to the Affordable Housing Objective 3 

Bonus Program Design Guidelines. Map 4 - Urban Design Guidelines for .Height and Bulk Districts 

(Urban Design Element Only) Map 5 - Urban Design Guidelines for Bu1k of Buildings 

To encourage greater levels of Van Ness Avenue Area Plan 

affordability on-she, the City may Objective 1 

adopt affordable housing policies to POLICY 5.1 Establish height controls to emphasize topography and · 

permit heights that are several stories adequately frame the great width of the Avenue. 

taller than described here. 

To encourage greater levels .of Van Ness Avenue Area Plan 

affordability on-site, the City may Policy 5.3 Continue the street wall heights as defined by existing 

adopt affordable housing policies to significant buildings and promote an adequate enclosure of the Avenue. 

permit heights that are several stories Map 1-V~ Ness Avenue Area Plan arid Generalized Land Use and 

taller and building mass that is larger Density Plan 

than described here. Map 2 - Van Ness Avenues Area Plan Height and Bulk Districts 
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Exhibit D: Summary of Proposed General Plan Amendment 

Chinatown Area Plan · 

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

Map 1 - Chinatown Area Plan Generaliz.ed Height Plan 

Map 3 - Chinatown Area Plan Land Use and Density Plan 

Downtown Area Plan 

Map 1 - Downtown Land Use and Density Plan 

Map 5 - Downtown Area Plan Downtown Height and Bulle Districts 

such as providing development . Housing Element 

incentives for higher levels of Policy 7. 7 Support housing for middle income households, especially 

affordability, including for middle through programs that do not require a direct public subsidy 

income households. 

while recognizing that the City may Housing Element 

maintain neighborhood character while POLICY 11.3 Ensure growth is ·accommodated without substantially 

permitting larger overall building mass and adversely impacting existing residential neighborhood character. 

for projects including more affordable 

units on-site. 

Outside of RH-1 and RH-2 Housing Element 

neighborhoods, the City may maintain POLICY 11.5 Ensure densities in established residential areas promote 

neighborhood character while compatibility with prevailing neighborhood character. 

permitting larger overall building mass 

for projects including more affordable \ 

units on-site. 
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Exhibit E. Planning Department Correspondence with Supervisor Peskin regarding Environmental 
Review Considerations for the Draft Density Done Right Development without Displacement Ordinance 

From: Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2.016 5:28 PM 
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Angulo, Sunny (BOS); Givner, Jon (jon.givner@sfgov.org) 
Cc: 'USA GIBSON (USA.GIBSON@sfqov.org)' 

. Subject: FW: Amendments to Density Done Right Ordinance 
Importance: High 

Dear Supervisor Peskin & Sunny, 

In anticipation that Supervisor Peskin may want to duplicate the AHBP Planning Code Ordinance 
tomorrow and add in the language from the DDR ordinance, our CEQA staff are preparing a "note to 
file;' for the addendum. This note will complete our CEQA review of the DDR ordinance should the BOS 
decide to act on DDR. In order for this note to file to cover the DDR proposal, the language in the 
attached document should be added into the duplicated file containing DDR. This language in the 
attachment is currently in Supervisor Tang's AHBP & should be duplicated in the DDR. Please contact 
me or acting ERO, Lisa Gibson, if you have any questions. 

AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor 
SFPlanning 415-558-6395 

Public access to property information and permit history is just a click away: 
http:ljpropertymap.sfplanning.org 

From: Li, Michael (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2016 5:16 PM 
To: Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC) 
Cc: Dischinger, Kearstin (CPC); Mohan, Menaka (CPC) 
Subject: Amendments to Density Done Right Ordinance 
Importance: High 

AnMarie and Lisa, 

In order for Supervisor Peskin's ordinance to fall under the scope of the analysis contained in Addendum 
3, his ordinance will need to include the attached language under the "Applicability" provision. New 
language is underlined. 

Michael Li 
Environmental Planning Division . 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 · 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
(415} 575-9107 
michael.j.li@sfgov.org 
www.sfplanning.org 

·~· 
·~ 
·'.-·-·. 
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Exhibit E. Planning Department Correspondence with Supervisor Peskin regarding Envirormi.eii.tal · 
Review Considerations for the Draft Density Done Right Development without Displacement Ordinance 

Attached Language, referred to in email from AnMarie Rodgers dated June 20, 2016. 

SEC. 206.3. APPLICABILITY. 

(a) Applicability. A Density Done Right: Development Without. Displacement Project under this 
Section 206.3 shall be a Housing Project that: 

(6) demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Environmental Review Officer that theProj ect does not: 

. (A) caU.se a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historic resource as defined by 
California Code of Regulations, Titkl4, Section 15064.5. 

(B) create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other 
public areas; and . · · · 

(C) alter wind in a manner that substantiall:ta:ffects public areas. 

' v 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 19686 
HEARING DATE JUNE 301 2016 

Project Name: 

Case Number: 

Initiated by: . 

Staff Contact: 

Recommendation: 

100% Affordable Hou8ing Bonus Program and 
Dens~ty Done Right; Development Without Displacement Program 
2014-001503PCA [Boar~ File No. 150969] and 
2016-008024PCA [Board File No. 160668] 
AHBP introduced September 29, 2015 
DDR introduced on June 7, 2016 

Kearstin Dischinger, Manager of Housing Policy 
kearstin.dischinger®sfgov .org, 415-558-6362 
Find both Ordinances consistent with the General Plan 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA94103-l479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnfonnalion: 
415.558.6377 

MAKING FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND THE EIGHT 
PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION IOLI FOR THE · lOO% AFFORDABLE 
HO:USING BONUS PROGRAM AND DENSITY DONE RIGHT; DEVELOPMENT WITHOUT 
DISPLACEMENT PROGRAM. 

WHEREAS, on September 29, 2015, Mayor Ed Lee and Supervisor Tang ~traduced a prqposed 
Ordinance under Board of Supervisors (hereinafter "Board") File Number 15-0969, which would amend 
the Planning Code to create the Affordable Housing Bonus Program, to provide various zoning 
modifications, form based zoning, and a height waiver for projects providing various levels of affor\i,able 
housing, including a program entitled "the 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program"; and· 

WHERE.i\S, on ·October 15, 2015 the Planning Commission voted to initiate an amendment to the General 
Plan to add language to certain policies, objectives and maps that clarified that the City could adopt 
policies or programs that allowed additional density and development potential if a project include~ 
increased amounts of on-site affordable housing; and · 

WHEREAS, on February 25, 2016, this Commission found that fl.le Affordable Housing Bonus Program· 
was, on balance, consistent with the San Francisco General Plan as am.ended, and forwarded the 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program, together with several recqmmended amendments, to the Board of 
Supervisors for their consideration; ·and 

WHEREAS, on June 13, 2016, Supervisor Tang duplicated the AHBP ordinanee file and amended the 
AHBP ordinance to include only the 100% Affordabl~ Housing Bonus Program, and amended the 100% 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program to, among other items, prohibit the use of the program on parcels 
containing residential units and to allow an appeal to the Board of Supervisors; and 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Resolution 19686 
June 30, 2016 

CASE NO. 2014-001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

and Density Done Rig ht 

2. Affordable housing is of paramount statewide concern, and the California State legislature has 
declared that local and state governments have a responsibility to use the powers vested in them 
to facilitate the improvement and development of housing to m~e adequate provision for the 
housing needs of all.economic segments of the community. 

3. The State Legislature has found that local governments must encourage the development of a 
variety of types of housing for all income levels, including multifamily rental housing and assist 

in the development of adequate housing to meet the needs of low- and moderate-income 
households. 

4. San Francisco has one of the highest housing costs in the nation, but San Francisco's economy and 

cuiture rely on a diverse workforce at all income .levels. It is the policy of the Board of 
Supervisors to facilitate the provision of housing to these workers and help to ensure that they 

pay a proportionate share of their incomes to live in adequate housing and to not.commute ever
increasing distances to their jobs. The Association of Bay Area Governments determined that S.an 

Francisco's share of the Regional Housing Need for January 2015 to June 2022 was the provision 
of 28,870 new housing units, with 6,234 (or 21.6%) as very low, 4,639(or16.1%) as low, and 5,460 
(or 18.9%) as moderate income units. 

5. This Board of Supervisors, and the voters in San Francisco, have long recognized the need for the 
production of affordable housing. The voters, or the Board have adopted measures such as the 
establishment of the mandatory fuclusionary Affordable Housing Ordinance in Planning Code 
section 415; the San Francisco Housing Trust Fund, adopted in 2012, which established a fund to 

create, support and rehabilitate affo;dable housing, and set aside $20 million in its first year, with 
increasing allocations to reach $50 million a year for affordable housing. 

6. 'fl1.e adoption of Proposition Kin 2014 which established as City policy that the City, by 2020, will 
help construct or rehabilitate at least 30,000 homes, with more than.50% of the housing affordable 

for middle-income households, and at least 33% as affordable for low-and moderate income 
households; and the multiple programs that rely on Federal, State and local funding sources as 

identified in the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) 

Comprehensive Plan. 
7. Development bonuses are a long standing zoning tool that enable cities to encourage private 

development projects to provide public benefits including affordable housing. · 

8. General Plan Compliance .. The proposed Ordinances' are, on balance, consistent with the 
Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. (Staff discussion is added in italic font below): 

HOUSING ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVEl 
Identify and make available for development adequate sites to meet the City's housing needs, 
especially permanently affordable housing. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program (100% AHBP) would apply in zoning districts 
which a) allow residential use. The 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program eligible districts 
generally include the City's neighborhood commercial districts, where residents have easy access 
to daily services, and are located along major transit corridors. 100% Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program eligible districts generally allow or encourage mixed uses and active ground floors. On 
balance -the program area is located within ·a quarter-m_ile (or 5 minute-walk) of the proposed 
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Resolution 19686. 
June 30, 2016 

CASE NO. 2014-001~03PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

and Density Done Right 

The 100% AHBP and the DDR will facilitate affordable housing supply, including homeownership 
opportunities. 

OBJECTIVE4 
Foster a housing stock that meets the needs of all residents across lifecycles. 
The 100% AHBP and DDR can be utilized to increase housing supply for many household types including 
f amities, seniors, and emancipated youth. · 

POLICY4.1 
Develop new hou~ing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with 
children. 
The 100% AHBP.and DDR can increase the supply of new affordable housing, including new affordable 
housing/or families. · 

POLICY4.4 
Encourage stifficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasizing permanently . 
affordable rental units wherever possible. 

The 100% AHBP and DDR encourages the· developmeni of greater numbers of permanently affordable 
hou8ing, including rental uniis. 

Policy4.5 
Ensure that new permanently affordable housing is located in all of the city's neighborhoods, 
and encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types provided at a range of 
income levels. 

Parcels in most of the City's neighborhood commercial districts are eligible for the I 00% AHBP, which 
enables the City to increase the number of very low, low and moderate income households and encourage 
integration of neighborhoods. · 

A smaller set of parcels would be eligible for DDR, depending on existing uses and other program 
eligibility requirements. 

Policy4.6 
Encourage an equitable distribution of growth according to infrastructure and.site capacity:. 

On balance the 100% AHBP and DDR eligible parcels are located within a quarter-mile (or 5 minute
walk) of the proposed Muni Rapid Network, which servei almost 70% of Muni riders and will continue to 
receive major investments to prioritize frequency and reliability. 

OBJECTIVE7 
Secure funding and resources for perm'anently affordable housing, including innovative 
programs that are not solely reliant on traditional mechanisms. or capital. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENl" 
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Resolution 19686 
June 3~, 2016 

CASE NO. 2014-001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

and Density Done Right 

. The DDR program requires a Conditional Use Permit which requires that the Commission find that 
entitled projects are consistent with the surrounding context, thus ensuring that the diverse and distinct 
character of San Francisco's neighborhoods are suPP.orted and respected. 

POLICY 11.2 . 
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals .. 

In ~rder to ensure consistency with the intent of the Planning Code and the General Plan, construct high 
qual.ity buildings, as well as provide project sponsors with guidance and predictability in fanning their 
building proposals, the project sponsors wlw use the 100% AHBP are subject to the AHBP Design 
Guidelines. 

POLlCYll.3 
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing 
residential neighborhood character. 

The 100% AHBP and DDR only provide development bonuses which may permit a larger overall building 
mass for projects that include 100% affordable housing. Generally there are only two ~r three of these 
projects funded and entitled per year. Analysis conducted by staff and c:Onsultants on building heights in . . . 

the eligible districts identified numerous buildings of varying heights in all height districts, including 
buildings substantially below the allowable height limit, and buildings substantially above the applicable 
height limits. Thus, the exis_ting character in all eligible neighborhoods includes buildings of various 
heights . On balance, 100% affordable projects that exceed existing height limits by two or three stories 
would not substantially and ~versely impact existing residential neighborhood character. 

Further, establishing permanently affordable housing in the City's various neighborhoods would enable the 
City to stabilize very low, low and moderate income lwuseholds. These households meaningfully contribute 
to the existing character of San Francisco's diverse neighborhoods . . 

POLICYll.5 
Eruiure densities in established residential areas promote compatibility with prevailing 
neighborhood character. 

The 100% AHBP and DPR only provide development bonuses which may pennit a larger overall building 
mass for projects that include 100% affordable housing. Generally there are two or three of these projects 
funded and entitled per year. Analysis conducted by staff and consultants on the eligible districts identified 
11;1.any existing buildings, especially buil_ding built before the 1970's or 1980's, that exceed ~ting zoned 
density limits. Therefore, even housing with densities higher than the existing zoned density limit are 
usually consistent with neighborlwod character in most parts of San Francisco. As both 100% AHBP and 
DDR offer increased density as a zoning modification; but still limit overall density permitted through . 
height and other zoning considerations-on balance 100% AHBPprojects and DDR projects would be 
generally consistent with prevailing neighborhood character. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
Pl.AlllNINGi DEPARTMENT 7 
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Resolution 19686 
June 30, 2016 

VAN NESS A VENUE AREA PLAN 

Policy5.1 · 

CASE NO. 2014:-001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

and Density Done Right 

Establish height controls to emphasize topography and adequately frame the great width of 
the Avenue. 

POLICY5.3 
Continue the street wall heights as defined by existing significant buildings and promote an 
adequate enclosure of the Avenue. 

100% AHBP and DDR projects would continue the street wall heights, though may offer so~e degree of 

variation due to height "exceptions available through the program. Established height controls would 

continue to be applicable for most projects, and therejore the topography. and width of the Avenue would 

continue to be emphasized and adequately framed The AHBP Design Guidelines and !'fanning 

Commission review process will ensure that on balance projects promote continue the street wall heights 

an adequate enclosure of the Avenue. 

BALBOA PARK AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 4.5: Provide inereased housing opportuniticii affordable to a mix of households at 
varying income levels. 
The 100% AHBP and DDR provide zoning and process accommodations which would increase affordable 
housing opportunities for a mix of hotisehold incomes. 

BAYVIEW AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 6 Encourage the construction of new affordable and market rate housing at locations 
and density levels that enhance the overall.residential quality of Bayview Hunters Point. 

The 100% AHBP and DDR provide zoning and process accommodations which would increase affordable 
housing opportunities for a mix of household incomes. 

CENTRAL WATERFRONT AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 2.1 Ensure' that a significant percentage of new housing created in the central · 
waterfront is affordable to people with a wide range of incomes. 

The 100% AHBP and DDR provide zoning and process accommodations which would increase affordable 
hou;>ing opportunities · 

CHINATOWN AREA PLAN 
0BJECTIVE3 
Stabilize and where possible increase the s_upply of housing. 

The 100% AHBP and DD°/,{ provide zoning and process accommodations which would increase affordable 
housing opportunities. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Resolution 19686 
June 30, 2016 

CASE NO. 2014-001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

and Density Done Right 

POLICY11.3 
Continue the enforcement of citywide housing policies, ordinances and stand~ds regarding .. 

the provision of safe and convenient homing to residents of all in,come levels, especially low
and moderate-income people. 
The 100% AHBP and DDR provide zoning and process accommoqations which would increase affordable 
housing opportunities. · 

POLICY11.4 
Strive to increase the amount of housirig ti.nits citywide, esp~cially units for low- and 
moderate-income people. 
The 100% AHBP and DDR provide zoning and process accommodations which would increase affordable 
housing opportunities.' 

WESTERN SOMA AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 3.3 . 

ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF THE NEW HOUSING CREATED IS A 

.FFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES 
The 100% ·AHBP provide zoning and process accommodations which would increase affordable housing 
opportunities to households making up to 80% of the area median income. The DDR provides zoning and 
process accommodations which would increase affordable housing opportunities to households earning up 
~o 100% of the neighborhood median income. 

4. Planning Code Section 101 Findings. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are, on 

balance, consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Section 101.l(b} of the Planning 

Code in that: 

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

The proposed programs will create a net addition of neighborhood serving commercial uses. Many of 
the districts encourage or require that commercial uses be place on the ground floor. These existing 
requirements ensure the proposed amendments will not have a negative effect on neighborhood serving 
retail uses and will not affect opportunities.for resident employment in and o.wnmhip of neighborhood
serving retaz1. 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 

The 100% AHBP and ODR both propose conserve and protect the existing neighborhood character, by 
stabilizing very low, low and moderate income households who contribute greatly to the City's cultural 
and economic diversity, and by providing design review opportunities through the 100% Affordable 
Housing Bonus .Program Design Review Guidel.ines and Board of Supervisors appeal process, and the 
conditional use review process for the DD R 
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Resolution 19686 
June 30, 2016 

CASE NO. 2014...001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

and Density Done Right 

The DDR may also include a prohibition on projects that would create new shadow in a manner that 
substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. 

5. Planning Code Section 302 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented 
that the public necessity, convenience and g~neral welfare require the proposed amendments to 
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302. 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission hereby finds the proposed 100% AHBP ordinance; and the · 
DDR ordinance, with proposed amendments to address historic resources, wind, and shadow concerns 
and if eligibility for the DDR to projects is limited to areas that are not within the boundaries of Northeast 
Waterfront Plan Ar.ea, south of Broadway, are consistent with the General Plan. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on June 30, 

2016. 

Commission Seqetary 

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

NOES: None 

ABSENT: Fong 

ADOPTED: June 30, 2016 

SAN FRANCISCO 
Pl.ANNING PEP.urrMIENT 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Executive Summary 
Planning Code Amendment 

HEARING DATE: JUNE 30, 2016 

Project Name: 
Case Number: 
Initiated by: 

Case Number: 
Initiated by: 

Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

Recommendation: 

Affordable Housing Bonu~ Program and Density Done Right 
2014-001503PCA [Board File No. 150969] 
Mayor Ed Lee 
Supervisor Katy Tang 
Introduced September 29, 2015 

And 

2016-008024PCA [Board File No. 160668] 

Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
Supervisor Eric Mar 
Introduced June 7, 2015, 
Kearstin Dischinger, Manager of Housing Policy 
kearstin.dischinger@sfgov.org, 415-558-6284 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor 

Recommend Adopt Consistentcy Findings for Both Ordinances 

The Board of Supervisors requests that the Planning Commission make General Plan Consistency 
Findings for two proposed ordinances: 100% Affordable Hou,sing Bonus Program1 (hereinafter 
"10o% AHBP") and Density Done Right Development Without D~splacement2 (hereinafter 
"DDR"). Both programs propose similar development incentives for 100% affordable housing 
projects including: relief from density requirements, up to three additional. stories of height, and 
several potential zoning concessions and incentives. Both draft ordinances limit eligibility to 
projects where all units are income. restricted or permanently affordable. See Exhibit A for the 
100% AHBP (inclusive of amendments made as of June 28, :2.016) and Exhibit B for the DDR . 

BACKGROUND 

This report will describe the one requested action of "General Plan Consistency Findings" for two 
separate ordinances by describing the background for each ordinance. 

1 Mayor Edwin Lee and Supervl.sor Katy Tang's proposal for a density bonus program that is 
limited to 100%. affordable housing projects. 

2 Supervisor Aaron Peskin's and Supervisor Eric Mar's proposal which is currently under the 
Board of Supervisor's 30-day Hold Rule. 

www.sfp!anning.org 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: June 30, 2016 

2014-001503PCA and 2016-008024PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

Density Done Right 

Affordable Housing Bonus Program {AHBP) 100% 

The draft AHBP ordinance includes several programs aimed at increasing the overall number of 
affordable housing units built in the city of San Francisco. Although the Planning Commission 
considered the full program earlier this year, today's hearing and proposed action on this 
program is limited to the 100% AHBP, which provides zoning incentives to 100% affordable 
projects, which are generally built with public subsidies. 

1. Mayor Lee and Supervisor Tang introduced the draft AHBP ordinance on September 29, 
2015. The Draft ordinance was developed based on consultant analysis, stakeholder input 
and guidance from the Mayor's Housing Working G~oup. 

2. On October 15, 2015 the Planning Commission initiated hearings on proposed General 
Plan Amendments for the AHBP. 

3. Following four public hearings, the Planning Commission took the following actions in 
relation to the proposed AHBP on February 25th, 2016: 

The Planning Commission made several recommendations to the proposed AHBP 
Planning Code amendment (see Exhibit C for CPC resolution and recommendations). 
These recommendations were limited to the mixed income programs. The Planning 
Commission did not make any recommendations related to the 100% affordable 
component of the larger AHBP ordinance. 
The Planning Co:rnrrrl.lision made General Plan consistency findings for the entire 
proposed AHBP ordinance, including the three mixed income programs and the 
100% AHBP. This consistency finding was mad_e in concert with consideration of a 
proposed General PlanAmendment. 
The Planning Commission unanimously voted to' forward the. proposed General Plan 
Amendment. The General Plan amendment incorporated footnotes into several text 
sections and into several maps of the General Plan. These notations say that the City 
may adopt affordable housing policies to permit heights that are several stories taller 
than described in the General Plan. (See Exhibit D for details.of the proposed General 
Plan Amendment). 

4. At the June 13, 2016 Land Use and Transportation Committee, Supervisor Tang 
duplicated the draft AHBP ordii:i.ance so that there are now two separate ordinances - (1) 
the 100% Affordable program; and (2) the originally drafted AHBP ordinance (which 
included all four pr<?grams: the 100% AHBP and the three mixed income3 programs). 
Supervisor Tang introduced several amendments to the mixed income programs4. After 

3 The term mixed income programs refers to programs that provide benefits to market rate 
projects that include some proportion of permanently affordable ho~sing, including the Local 
AHBP, the State Analyzed Program, and the Individually Requested Program. 

4 The Committee made the following ~endments to the mixed income program: 1) prohibit the 
demolition of existing residential units (including rent-controlled units); 2) require approval of 
Local Program project through a conditional use authorization; 3) direct the City to explore 
establishing a small business preservation tools; 4) add a findings section with reference to 
existing tools and other support available to small busmess tenants; and 5) include certain active 
uses to be replaced at the same square footage. 
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accepting these amendments, the Committee. tabled the mixed income portion of the 
AHBP to the call of the chair. The Committee amended the 100% AHBP ordinance to 
remove parcels with existing residential units from eligibility for the 100% Affordable 
program, and forwarded this proposal to the full Board of Supervisors. 'J;'oday's 
Planning Commission hearing .and proposed action is limited to findings regarding 
only the 100% AHBP of Supervisor Tang and Mayor Edwin Lee's proposal (and, as 
described in the next section, to the same findings for Supervisor Peskin and Supervisor . 
Mar's DDR, which also only enables projects that are completely dedicated to affordable 
housing). 

5. On June 21st the Board of Supervisor held a hearing on the 100% AHBP. Supervisor Tang 
made several ainendments to the 100% AHBP including: . . 

A requirement that projects include community serving uses on the ground floor. 
A change. in the review process to include 3 necessary Commission findings and 
changing the appeal body in the [new] Planning Code section 328 review process 
from the Board of Appeals to the Board of Supervisors. 

6. On June 28, 2016, the Board of Supervisors voted, to reject the proposed General Plan 
Amendment (Case Number 2014-001503GPA) associated with the AHBP by a vote of 5 to 
6. Supervisor Peskin stated that the proposed General Plan Amendment was too broad, 
and could empower the Planning Department to pursue future upzonings. Supervisor 
Peskin and other dissenting Supervisors suggested they would support a more narrowly 
crafted General Plan Amendment at a future date. Supervisors Tang and Peskin 
discussed this pending Commission agenda .item, as the next and most expedient step 
need to enable further consideration of the 100% AHBP. 

7. Ori June 28, 2016 Supervisor Tang introduced an amendment to the 100% AHBP to 
exclude the Northeast Waterfront Plan Area south of Broadway from eligibility for the 
100% AHBP, as a result of staff recommendations in anticipation of this hearing. The 
Board of Supervisors voted to continue hearings on the 100% AHBP to July 12th, pending 
the Planning Commission's findings (before you today) that the proposed Planning Code 
Ordinances are found consistent with the existing General Plan. 

Density Done Right Deveiopment without Displacement (BOS File No. 160668) 
. .. 

1. On June 7, 2016 Supervisors Peskin ap.d Mar int,:oduced the Density . Done Right; 
Development Without Displacement· Program (DDR): This draft oi;dinance proposes 
development incentives for 100% affordable. housing projects, similar to those proposed· 
for the 100% AHBP. DDR proposes several additional eligibility criteria for 100% 
affordable projects· such as restrictions on existing land uses. Under the DDR, units must 
be affordable to households earning no more than 100% of the "neighborhood median 
income," which until the MOHCD determines otherwise, is set by zip code. 

2. On June 13th at the Land Use Committee Supervisor Peskin proposed duplicating 
Supervisor Tang's proposal so that he could delete much of the substance for the 100% 
AHBP and replace it with his alternative DDR Program. He stated that this amendment 
would still require CEQA review by the Planning Department, but would remove the 
need for a Planning Commission hearing. It would also allow the Board to consider his 

. proposal alongside the Mayor 'and Supervisor Tang's proposal. The Committee rejected 
this motion. · 

SAN FRANGISCO 
PLANNING DS>JUiTMEN't 

272 
3 



Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: June 30, 2016 

2014-001503PCA and 2016-008024PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

Density Done Right 

3. On June 20, 2016 the Planning Department informed Supervisor's Peskin arid Mar about 
initial environmental review .considerations (see Exhibit E) 

4. On June 15, 2016 the Board of ?upervisors referred DDR to the Planning Departmen~ for 
review. 

5. On June 29, 2016, Supervis.or Peskin's office indicated an intention to move forward with 
the following amendments: 

Limit eligibility for DDR to projects that demonstrates to the satisfaction of the 
Environmei:ttal Review Officer that the Project does not: 

• cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historic 
resource as defined by California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 

15064.5. 

• create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor 

recreation facilities or other public areas; and 

. • alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas. . 
6. On June 29, 2016 the Planning Department discussed with Supervisor Peskin's office 

additional potential amendments that would limit eligibility for the DDR to projects that 
are not within the boundaries of Northeast Waterfront Plan Area, south of Broadway 
(consistent with Supervisor Tang's amendment to the 100% AHBP on June 28, 2016). 
These additional amendments were discussed in light of the Board action to reject the 
proposed General Plan amendment With that Board.action, the Commission has been 
asked to consider . if the p~oposals are consistent with the existing General Plan. 
Consistency findings cannot be made if a zoning o:r:dinance conflicts with a general plan 
policy that is "fundamental, mandatory, and clear." Per staff's analysis, the existing 
General Plan is for the most part general and does not fundamentally conflict with either 
DDR or 100~ AHBP. However, the NE Waterfront Area Plan does have some language 
that appears clear and mandatory concerning heights for sections of the plan area south 
of Broadway. Due to the short timeframe, a meeting with the le~slative sponsor to 
discuss these issues has not yet occurred. For this reason, the draft resolution makes 
findings of consistency if eligibility for the DDR to projects is limited to areas that are not 
within the boundaries of Northeast Waterfront Plan Area, south of Broadway. 

ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS 

On February 25th, 2016 the Planning Commission forwarded to the Board a proposed General 
Plan Amendment (hereinafter "GPA") with the draft AHBP Planning Code Amendment 
(hereinafter "PCA"). This proposed GP A amended several policies and maps of the General 
Plan, noting that the City could adopt affordable housing policies that offered zoning incentives to 
encourage greater levels of affordability. The proposed GPA clarifies the Gty's intended policy 
direction as it related to the proposed AHBP ordinance. Because the Board of Supervisors has 
rejected the proposed GP A, the Board referred the 100% AHBP to the Planning Commission for a 
fin.ding of consistency with the General Plan without the clarifying amendments contained in the 
GPA. 

Today the Commission is being asked to find the proposed 100% AHBP and the DDR ordinances 
consistent with the General Plan, as the General Plan exists today, without any amendments. 
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Many objectives and policies within the existing General Plan encourage and support the 
development of ordinances such as the 100% AHBP or DDR, which encourage the production of 
affordable housing. A detailed analysis of General Plan consistency is presented in Exhibit G

the Draft Resolution. Of specific note is P~licy 7.5 of the Housing Element that ·specifically calls 
for encouraging process and zoning accommodations, such as those proposed in the two draft 
ordinanees, as a City Policy to meet Objective 7 of the Housing Element. 

OBJECTIVE 7 

Secure fundiug and resources for permanently affordable housmg, in~luding 

innovative programs that are not solely reliant on traditional mechanisms or capital. 

7.5 Encourage the production of affordable housing through process and zonmg 
accommodations, and prioritize affordable housing in the review and approval 
processes. 

Th~ Housing Element consistently emphasizes the need for permanently affordable housing. 
Another theme in the Housing Element is the need to identify tools, sources and mechanisms 
outside of past practices to further respond to the affordable housing needs of San Francisco. 
Also of note is the occurrence of Objectives and/or Policies in almost every area plan or 
neighborhood plan emphasizing support for housing affordable to a variety of households. 

The General Plan also includes some policies and maps which generally describe land use, 
heights and density strategies for the City as a whole or for particular neighborhoods. While the 
proposed GP A added clarifying information to the General Plan regarding the allowance of 
additional development potential for projects with added levels of on-site 8ffordable housing, 
these policies and maps are general guidelines and were not mandatory in nature;. most of the 
proposed amendments were not required to find coii.sistency with the General Plan. Staff has 
reviewed. the 100% AHBP, including the amendments from June 28, and finds that the proposed 
100% AHBP ordinance, a:IJ.d the DDR ordinance as proposed and suggested to be amended, are 
generally consistent and do not conflict with the General Plan. 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

The Board of Supervisors has requested the Commission make consistency findings for two draft 
ordinances. This Commission is being presented with a draft resolution finding both the 100% 

· AHBP and the draft pending DDR as proposed to be amended consistent with the General Plan. 

These items may be acted upon or may b~ continued, at the discretion of the Commission. 

RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY 

The Department recommends that the Commission find both the 100% AHBP and DDR, if 
amended as described above, consistent with the General Plan and adopt the attached Draft 
Resolution to that effect. Further information has been described in more detail earlier in the case 

report. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

On January 14, 2016, in response to ihe proposed Affordaple Housing Bonus Program and related 
General Plan Amendments, ihe San Francisco Planning Department prepared an Addendum to 
ihe 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 ("ihe 
Addendum"). The Addendum can be accessed here: 
http://sfmea.sfplannirig.org/2014.1304E AHBP Addendum03 011416%20Final.pdf. The 
Environmental Planning section of ihe Department has indicted ihat the amendments to ihe 
AHBP to :ll:).clude only the 100% AHBP do not change ihe conclusions in ihe Addendum. 

Likewise, the DDR wiih proposed amendment discussed above would not change ihe 
conclusions in ihe Addendum. The Departments conclusions are attached as Exhibit E. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

The Department has not received any public comments on ihe General Plan Consistency Findings 
of ihe 100% AHBP or DDR 

I RECOMMENDATION: Adopt Findings of Consistency 

Attachments: 
Exhibit A: Draft Ordinance 100% AHBP 
Exhibit B: Draft Ordinance Density Done Right Development without Displacement 
Exhibit C: Final Planning Commission Resolution on the Planning Code Amendments -

February 25, 2016 
Exhibit D: Summary of Proposed/rejected General Plan Amendment 
Exhibit E: Planning Department Correspondence with Supervisor Peskin regarding 

Environmental Review Considerations for the Draft Density Done Right 
Development without Displacement Ordinance 

EXhlbit F: Draft Planning Commiss.ion Resolution for BOS File 150969 and Board File No. 
160668 
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BACKGROUND 

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

• . Octo her 15, 20151 

Initiation of General Plan Amendments: initiation at Planning Commission of the AHBP . 
General Plan Amendments 

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

• December 3, 20153 · 

Initially scheduled for adoption. Response to public and Commissioner comments and 
concerns. Adoption hearmg continued to January 28th. 

1Case packet for initiation of AHBP General Plan Amendments: 
http://commissions.sfplannin,g.orgfcpcpacke!s/2014:-001503GP A.pd£ 
'Case pa~et for·the P!amtlng Code Amendment as presented to the Commission 'an November 5, 2015: 
http://www.sf-planning.or~ffiles/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-

city/ahbp/ahbp memotoCPC 20i4:-001503PCA.pdf 
3Presentation to Planning Commission: http:Uwww.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/plans-and-programs/planning
for-the-city/ahbp/AHBP CPC Presentation-120315.pdf · 
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• January28,201.6'1 

Update to Co~sion on public on changes to the program, including Supervisor 
Breed's amendment removing existing rent-controlled units from AHBP eligibility. 

REPORT STRUCTURE 

The January 28th, 2016 Planning Commission hearing on the Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
(AHBP or Program) included several public comments and a detailed discussion of the proposed 
program. In consultation with the Commission President, this case report focuses on six (6) key 
topics raised at that hearing. Each topic includes the following sections: 

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

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

• Recommended Amendments and Implications a discussion of Amendment strategies to 
~ddress the identified issues and potential implications of that Amendment. As 
proposed, th~ AHB~ is intended to achieve increased levels of affordable housing 

_production for low, moderate, and middle income households across San Francisco. 

This program has been designed to: incentivize market-rate project applicants to choo~e a Local 
Program that achieves 30% affordability rather than the State density bonus program that allows 
for 12 to 18% affordability; increase the development of 100% affordable housing projects serving 
households below 60% AMI through the 100% AHBP program; and, increase the City's overall 
supply of affordable housing without drawing public resources away from existing affordable 
housing prqgrams. All proposed Amendments to 1his program will be evaluated for their impact 
on project feasibility and on -their ability to in~ti.vize project sponsors to achieve the highest 
levels of affordability. 

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

For more detail on -the AHBP program goals, outcomes, and the propo8ed legislation please refer 
to the November 5, 20152 and January 28, 20164 Planning Commission Packets. Related studies 
and reports are available :in those packets or on the program website. 

t Case packet for the Planning Code Amendment and General Plan Amendment as presented to the 
Coninussion on January 28, 2016. http:Uwww.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/plans-and-programs/planning-for
the-citytahbp/2014-Q01503PCA.pdf. 
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ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS 

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

Tiris section discusses the exis.ting limitationS on program eligibility, expected outcomes, and 
includes one recommendation for Commission consideration. 

Current Proposal: .AH6P and Limits to the Program Scale 
To be eligible for the AHBP program, a site must meet several eligibility criteria. A parceYs 
zoning district fuis been the most discussed eligibility ·criterion for the Program; however there 
are a number of other legislated eligibility criteria proposed in the ordinance that further restrict 
the program's application. Furthermore, analysis of past development patterns under rezonings 
and the financial requirements of the program indicate that use of the program will be further 
limited in application. This section briefly discuss!.'!$ th~se limiting criteria and supporting 
analysis. 

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

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

Limiting Criterion 2: No demolition of Historic Resources (less 4,750 or More Parcels) 
The AHBP ordinance explicitly disqualifies many parcels within eligible zoning districts based on 

. a number of characteristics. Known historic resources, identified as CEQA Category A buildings 
by the Department's Historic Preservation division, cannot be demolished to build AHBP 
projects.7 Generally, the State Law does not recognize locally designated resources; however the 
State does allow cities to deny requested incentives, concessions or waivers only for properties 
listed on National or California Registars. The Local Program prot~cts both eligible and ~ed 

5Califomia Government Code Sections 65915- 65918 
6 Please see Exhibit E which descnoes sponsor requested legislative changes. 
7I:n addition, the Planning Commission does not approve demolition unless the proposed project is also 
approved. · 
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resources under local, state and federal designations. Criterion i (exclusion of projects propo.sing 
to demolish historic resources) would reduce the number of eligi'ble parcels by at least 4,750. 
Additional parcels could be excluded during the application or pre-application process as 
described below. 

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

Status 

CategoryB Unknown (properties over 45 years of age) 

Eligibility for AHBP 

may be eligible if deterrrrined 
not to have historic status 

The existing proposal is clear that "Known Historic Resources" sites are not eligible· for the 
program and "Not a Resource" sites are eligible for the program. The only uncertainty that 
remains is for "Unknown" sites. It is not possible to detem:rlne which "Unknown" properties 
may be reclassified as "Category A" or "C" until a historic resource evaluation is filed with the 
environmental evaluation. The uncertainty in time and invested resources may reduce the 
incentive for a project sponsor to participate in the Local AHBP. There are an estimated 4,570 
"Category A" buildings in the AHBP area. There are also 22,100 "Category B" buildings - With 
unknown potential a5 historic resources. Before a project could be approved on these sites, the 
necessary historic evaluation would be completed to determine the resource status. 

Category B Properties - Initial Historic Resource Detennination 
As part of the AHBP entitlement process the Deparbnent may offer an initial historic resource 
determination. The initial historic resource determination · application would not require 
information on th~ proposed project as only the historic status .of the property would be 
evaluated. This would allow a project sponsor an opportunity to determine eligibilitjr for the 
local AHBP without inves~g resources into the design of the proposed project 

Category B Properties - Citywide Historic Resources Suroey , 
Since the beginning of the City's historic preser\ration program, small-scale surveys have been 

·completed on a piecemeal basis, depending on funding and staff resources. Beginning in the 
summer of 2016, the Department will begin the first phase of a citywide historic resource survey 
documenting· those areas of San Francisco that have no~ yet been evalµ.ated. The first priority of 
this work will be areas potentially eligible for the AHBP and areas currently experiencing.. or 
anticipated to have, heightened development The citywide historic resource survey project is 
anticipated to take four to six years to complete. Early determination of either disqualification or 
eligibility will allow projects to be Withdrawn if a resource is present or, if appropriate, designed 
with greater efficiency and compatibility. This survey work will minimize program uncertainties 
and associated costs for both the project and the City. 
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Category B Properties - Neighborhood C.ommercial District Survey and Historic Context Statement 
The Department recently completed a Neighborhood _Commercial Storefronts Historic Context 
Statement and data collection phase of a Neighborhood Commercial District Survey. The primary 
goal of the survey is to identify historic properties that may require future seismic or accessibility 
upgrades. The Department is currently preparing the community outreach phase· of the slirvey. 
The survey examined approximately 83 current or formally-zoned ·neighborhood commercial 
areas, totaling 5,500 buildings. Along with recent area plan historic surveys, such as Market & 
Octavia, SoMa, and Mission, the Department will have determinations for. virtually all 
neighborhood commercial corridors within the City. This information will provide upfront 
information on which properties are Category A or C. ' 

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

LIMITING CRITIERA TWO AND THREE REMOVE AN ESTIMATED 19.300 
PARCELS FROM ELIGIBILITY (ROUGHLY 63% OF· 30,500 PARCELS IN THE 
PROGRAM AREA). 

Limiting Criterion 4: Cannot shadow a public park or open space · 
The AHBP ordinance further limits the use of the LoCal Program for any project that would cause 
a significant shadow impact on a public park. It is difficult to estimate the exact limitation this 
restriction could cause on the program area, because shadow impacts would be determined 
during the envirorunental evaluation process, and could vary based on the specific building 
design. A preliminary_shadow fan analysis indicates. that up to 9,800 parcels could potentially be . 
limited in their ability to build two ad,ditional stories of height due to this restriction and 
proximity to public parks. Specific analysis of a particular building proposal could mange these 
initial results. 

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

Past development patterns· suggest development would primarily happen on underutilized 
(soft) sites , 

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

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

The financial feasibility analysis assumes current land values of the existing parcels remain 
constant with the implementation of the AHBP. The financial analysis assumes that land values 
would not increase du,e to program benefits; accordingly, there is little flexibility in the price 
projects can afford to pay for land. Further, the analysis assumes that the existing uses did not 
add to land value, so any existing use that would add value not considered by the financial 
analysis and would likely tip a project into infeasibility. In other words, the AHBP Local Program 
is financially feasible only for projects on sites where the existing building does not add costs to 

acquiring the property. A site with several residential units would command a higher market 
price than what was tested, and therefore the Local Program or State Analyzed Programs would 
likely not be financially feasible on sites with existing buildings. 

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

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

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

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

Smaller increases in ·density to parcels with existing residential uses would b~ proluoited. · 
Generally, ·sites with existing residential uses are unlikely to redevelOp under the AHBP. 
However in the occasional instance where an owner wanted to redevelop a property with 
residential uses, the density of th~ new buil~g would be limited by existing regulations, and 
there would not be the incentive to provide 30% affordable housing. Especially on smaller sites, 
where total units are below fue 10 unit threshold for inclusionary housing under Planning Code 
section 415, the amendment could mean a reduction or omission of affordable housing when 
these sites are developed. If even 5% of fue sites with only one unit in the Program area chose to 
develop and add more units (as allowed under existing regulations), the City could gain an 
additional roughly SOO permanently affordable units.8 These units would not be built if this 
amendment i~ adopted. Additionally, these sites could redevelop under existing .zoning 
controls producing zero affordable housing units. 

For projects that include five or more units, property owners could still avail themselves of the 
State Density Bonus Law and receive up a 35% increase in density, up to three ince:ritives and 
concessions and waivers of development standards as defined by the State Law, while providing 
less affordable housing and no middle income housing. fu addition, the State Law would limit 
the Deparbnent and Commission's ability to disapprove any incentives, concessions or waivers 
requested by the project sponsor; 

Topic 2: Infrastructure to Support New Growth 
San Francisco residents enjoy a high level of public infrastructure including access to open space 
and parks, pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, schools, and axi urbaxi transit system. As the 
City's population grows, these amenities must be managed and scaled to accomniodate new 
residents and maintain the quality of life in San Francisco. Recent area plan5 have generally 
included a community improvements plan and commensurate revenue strategies to enable 
infrastructure growth with new develapment Cornmenters have asked how transportation and 
other amenities will be provided to support new residential development enabled through the 
AHBP. This section describes the.City's current strategy for planning infrastructure to support 
new growth, with a focus on transportation. 

Current Proposal: AHBP and Transportation Services 

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

Area plans such as Market & Octavia and Eastern Neighborhoods im;lude neighborhood specific 
impact fees to support concentrated development. For the more dispersed development 
associated with the AHBP, the City has subsE;quently completed a citywide infrastructure . 

· standards analysis and created commensurate citywide infrastructure funding mechanisms and 
plans. Many of the City's our infrastructure systems, especially transit and cliildcare, operate on a 
citywide basis and generally require a citywide approach when planning improvements. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

10San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis March 2014. http:Uwww .sf
planning.org/ftplfiles/plans-and-programs/plan- · 
implementation/20140403 SFinfrastructreLOSAnalysis March2014.pdf 
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approach, which applies too broadly across the City's many neighborhoods. Some have asked 
whether the consistent development incentives would catise a monotonous or "one size fits all" 
outcome in terms of urban form. The need for special consideration for infill projects in existing 
historic districts has been raised. Some commenters also raised questions about the. relationship 
between potential heights and existing road widths, ~ggesting that narrow streets may warrant 
special consideration. And, some have sugges_ted that the limits on lot mergers should relate to 
the neighborhood context more specifically. · 

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

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

. result in a six-story building. Current variations in underlying height i:ontrols will continue to be 
expressed through the AHBP. 

Urban design in many cities and neighborhood types follow different general principles. San 
Francisco considers building height in relation to street widths. In some areas, a building's 
maximum podium height might be related tQ a street width, while in less dense neighborhoods, 
the overall maximum height of a building might be related to the street width. Generally, a ratio 
of building heights and street widths between .75 to 1.5 is considered appropriate in San 
Francisco.n Tiris means that streets that are 40 feet wide can comfortably host buildings from 30 
to 60 feet tall. Streets 50 feet wide can host buildings 40 to 75 feet tall. Streets 55 feet wide can host 
buildillgs 41 to 83 feet tall. All of the Progra!I\ area_ includes roads that are 50 feet or wider -
meaning they can comfortably host buildings that are 60 feet or taller. Thus, the AHBP does not 
currently allow buildings that would be considered too tall in relation to the street width, 
based on this ratio. 

Design Guidelines . 
AHBP projects will be subject to program specific design guidelines. The guidelines address four 
topic areas: tops of buildings, middle of buildings, ground floors, and infill projects Within 
existing historic districts. These guidelines will ensure San Francisco's practice of empha84ing 
context-specific design in new construction. The AHBP draft Design Guidelines includes 25 
design guidelines12. Three of fue most relevant to context-specific design include: 

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

i2 The complete AHBP draft design guidelines are available here: http:/fwww.sf-planning.org/fu>/files/plans
ru:d-programs/planning-for-the-city/abbp/AHBP Draft Design Guidelines.pdf 
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• Tl. Sculpt tops of buildings to contribute to neighborhood quality (page 6 of the AHBP 
Design Guidelines). 

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

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

Development within Historic Districts 
Some historic districts maintain a strong uniformity while other exhibit varied character. AHBP 
projects will likely result in developments of greater den5ity than the surrounding historic 
context. Increased density in historic districts does not inherently conflict with historic 
preservation· principles. Historic districts are capable of allowing increased housing density 
without affecting the historic character and features of a di~trict 

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

Projects proposed for sites of non-contributing buildings <!:Q.d vacant lots within historic districts 
are required to meet the AHBP Design Guidelines for compatibility with surrounding historic 
context and features. AHBP projects will likely result in developments that may be taller than the 

· surrounding historic context, thus it is crucial that the design of infill con5truction within historic 
districts not be so differentiated that it becomes the primary focus. Application of the AHBP 
Design Guidelines, by the Department, decision-makers, and with oversight from the 
community, will assist in achieving innovative and exceptional design solutions where the scale 
and massing of a project must relate to the surrounding historic .context 

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

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

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

Lot Merger Limits and AHBP 
Current Planning Code controls only regulate lot mergers in a limited number of dis.tricts13 in the 
AHBP area. The AHBP ordinance proposes to extend lot limit merger regulations. AHBP projects 

is Inner and Outer dement NCDs, and NC-2 Districts on Balboa Street between 2nd Avenue and 
8th Avenues, and between 32nd Avenue and 38th Avenues. 
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that req_uest a lot merger would be limited to less than 125 feet of street frontage. nus generally 
reflects 50% of a •typical San Francisco block,. reflecting prevailing patterns in the program a;rea 
neighborhoods. 

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

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

SIDEWALKS AND FRONTAGES ALONG THE STREETS, INCLUDING 
ALLEYWAYS.· 

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

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

Potential Implicati.~n of Proposed Amendments 
Additional design guidelines would empower design review to focus on the relationship 
between street width and building heights. A design guidel.ine to "maximize light and air to the 
sidewalks and frontages along the streets, .including .alleyways" would speak to the overall feel of 
a particular corridor and a specific housing proposal. The Planning Commission woUid be 
required to find projects consistent with all ARBP design guidelines as part of the approval 
process. 1bis would enhance urban design outcomes and ensur~ that new buildings are context
sensitive. 

Relating the lot merger limitations to block length rather than ~verall parcel size ensures that 
AHBP projects relate to the specilic neighborhood context. Llmitations'OI\ lot mergers could, in 
rare cases, ~educe total units produced for an individual project However the proposed ratio 
would result in good urban design consistent with prevail.ing patterns· and would offer an 
appropriate limitation on the scale of potential AHBP projects. 

Topic 4: Public Review and Commission Approval 
Some commenters have expressed concern. that AHBP projects will not have adeq_uate public 
input, d.ty revie~ ot Planning Commission review. In particular commenters raised questions 
about the app~ process proposed for the Local AHBP, the conditional use findings and the 
ability of the Commission to make modifications to the design ~f the building. 

Current Proposal: The Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program Project Review 
As drafted, the Local AHBP does not reduce public .input nor public hearing- requirements for 
projects entitled under this program. In fact, the Local Program .increases the opportunity for 
public input because every Local ~HBP project will require a Planning Commission hear.ing 
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under the Local and 100 percent Affordable Hou~ing Bonus Project Authorization proposed :in 
Section 328, including ·some projects that would not otherwise require Planning Commission 
approval Under the proposal, only proj~cts that provide 30% permanently afford~ble housing. or 
greater, would be eligible for the Local and 100 percent Aff?rdable Hous:ing Bonus Project 
Authorization process. ~ 

Entitlement Process for AHBP State Analyzed Program 
Projects entitled under the State Analyzed .Program will have no reduction :in the City's current 
review process. These projects will either provide the n:rinimum inclµsionary amount, or may 
provide between 13 % or 20% affordable housing in order to obta:in a greater density bon'us or an 
:increased number of incentives and concessions. Projects entitled through the State-Analyzed 
program will be subject to the same review and approval processes as they would today - the 
triggers for Conditional US;e Authorization or any other code section that requires a Planning 
Commission hearing will continue to have a Planning Commission hearing. Projects that use the 
State-Analyzed program and do not trigger a Planning Commission hearing nnder the Code are 
still subject to Discretionary Review (DR). Projects using the State-Analyzed program and choose 
an :incentive off the pre-determined menu that would have required a variance would no longer 
be subject to a variance hearing. However, if the project seeks a variance that is not from the 
menu, a variance hearing would be required. 

Entitlement Process for AHBP Local Program and 100% Affordable 
Projects entitled under the Local Program and the 100% Affordable Program, which r~pecti.vely 
provide 30% affordable units or are completely affordable developments, will be revit;!wed under 
the proposed "Local and 100 percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project Authorization," as 
proposed in Section 328. This entitlement process is similar to the existing Large Project 
Authorization (LPA) process :in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed· Use Districts set forth :in 
Planning Code section 329. The goals of establishing a new process for projects that provide 30% 
affordable housing :include: 1) create a single process for projects.with dear requirements and 
procedures; 2) enable the Planning Commission to grant exceptions to proposed projects without 
requiring a variance; and.3} build on the success of the LPA process established as part of the 
Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use Districts. Should a project :include a component that would 
currently require a conditional use approval {CU), the Commission would continue to be 
required to make the necessary findings that would otherwise be made as part of a CU hear:ing 
under the new entitlement process, and· :in addition to the required findings set forth :in the Local 
and 10Q percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project Authorization. 

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

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

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

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

Summary: Review Process Current Process and AHBP Projects 

Current 

Process 

Environmental Review x 

f/P.rilif 
~i:~;~ and Plan Review· x 

Priority Processing for Projects with High Levels of Affordability 

State 
Analyzed 

x 

Local Program,. 
328 Affordable 

Housing 
Benefit 
Review 

x 

x 

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

Department Recommended Amendments to Public Review and Commission 
Approval · 

288 

13 



Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: February 25, 2016 

CASE NO. 2014-001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

The following amendments regarcling the ·entitlement process for Local AHBP projects could 
further address uIB identified issues: . 

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

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

Alternative Amendment 

•:• CONVERT THE 328 PROCESS TO A SEPARATE CONDTI10NAL USE 
A1ITHORIZATION PERMIT FOR ALL PROJECTS THAT PARTICIPATE IN THE 
LOCALAHBP. 

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

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

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

Current Proposai: Small Business Preservation and AHBP 
Generally, AHBP infill housing is anticipated on soft sites that are predominantly vacant, parking 
lots or garages, gas stations, or other uses that use only a small ~ount of. the total development 
potential That said some of these sites include existing businesses on neighborhood commercial 
corridors. New development r~ires a willing seller, buyer and developer. The potential impact 
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of this Program to specific businesses locations or business types cannot be quantified in any 
certain terms due to these factors. However it is generally understood that there are existing 
structures on less than half of the 24-0 potential soft sites. 

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

Protections for Existing Businesses 
As currently proposed, the AHBP addres8es s~ business preservation in several ways. 

Having adequate notification time when re-location is necess~ has been one of the fop concerns 
raised by small businesses in their recent quarterly meetings with the Mayor. Recently required 
seismic upgrades have forced many businesses to relocate with only a few months' notice; To 
address this concern and at the suggestion of OEWD and the Small Business Commission, the 
ARBP requires that project sponsors notify tenants of their first application to the Planning 
Department for enviror:unent review. Generally project construction sl:arts two or three years after 
a project files for environmental review, but this can vary based on project size and other factors. 
This notification will guarantee tenants adequate time to develop an updated business plan,, 
identify necessary capital, find an appropriate location, and complete necessary tenant . 
improvements in a new: location. The notification letter will ·also refer the business owner to 
OEWD and other agencies that can proVide technical assistance and support These services can 
help small businesses achieve a successful transition 

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

Enhanci..11g Neighborhood Commercial Corridors and AHBP 
Existing Planning Code controls encourage neighborhood appropriate new commercial spaces. 
Existing commercial size limits, listed below, will apply to new commercial space constructed as 
part ofAHBP buildings. ~sting use limitations (including formula retail regulations) will apply. 
These use size limitations were established through community planning processes to reflect 
neighborhood character. Any new or expanded uses above these amounts will continue to trigger 
a conditional use authorization. 

14 Generally, eligible businesses cannot be a formula retail store wi~ more than 20 establishments and 
cannot expand or intensify the use and certain uses such as alcohol, adult entertainment, massage, fringe 
financial and certain other uses cannot participate.. See the.Planning Department website for more 
information: http:Uwww.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?doaimentID=9130 . 
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The median independent retail size in San Francisco is 2,200 square feet and the median formula 
retail size in San Francisco is 6,500 square feet. Existing controls related to use size limitations 
generally encourage and support a continuation of small businesses on neighborhood 
commercial co!11dors. A sampling of use size controls is listed below. 

NC District Current Us<! Size 
Limit 

;11~~:· 
Inner Oement, Inner Sunset, Outer dement, Upper Fillmore, 
Haight, Polk, Sacramento, Union, 24th (Noe), West Portal 

NC-2 

2,500 sq. ft 

4,000 sq. ft. 

Most Neighborhood Commercial Districts encourage, but do not require, neighborhood 
commercial uses15• New. infill projects would likely choose to include ground floor commercial 
~s. fu fact, the AHBP Design Guidelines include eight specific controls for the ground .floor (on 
page 13 of the AHBP Design Guidelines), which otherwise do not exist m many of our 
neighborhoods.' For example, the AHBP Design Guidelines state that no more than 30 percent of 
the width of the ground floor may be devote to garage entries or blank "'.alls; building entries 
and shop fronts should add to fue 'character of the street by bffi1g clearly identifiable and 
mviting; and where present, retail frontages should occupy no less than 75 percent of a building 
frontage at the ground floor. 

Department Recommended Amendments to Preserving Small Business 
The Planning Department presented the AHBP to the Small Business Commission on February 8. 
Staff will return to the Small Business. Commission on February 22 for further discussion. Th.e 

. following potential amendments have been identified by the Mayor's .Office of Economic and 
Workforce Development (OEWD) staff and the Small Business Commission. 

•!• REQUIRE EXISTING BUSINESSES BE OFFERED FIRST RIGH.T OF REFUSAL 
FOR COMMERICAL SPACE IN NEW BUILDINGS. 

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

15 Planning Code Section 145.4 establishes ~ements for ground floor retail on certain parts of streets 
· such as along Market Street from Castro through the Downtown; along Hayes Street through the NCT; and 

along Fillmore Street from Bush Street tci McAllister Street. See all such requirements in Planning Code 
Section 145.4. 
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DEVELOPMENT CONSISTENT WITH THE VALUES OFFERED UNDER THE 
UNIFORM RELOCATION ACT. 

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

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

Potenti~ Implications of Proposed Amendments· 
· A first right of refusal would enable existing businesses to have a competitive edge in securing 
space on their ~ting site. Businesses could participate in site design and potentially benefit 
from effici~cies in btiilding the commercial spaces, for example, by making later tenant 
improvements unnecessary. While most businesses will likely not exercise this option because it 
would requite relocating twice, the option offers i:he opportunity, especiq]ly for Ioca,tion sensitive 
businesses. Tiris requirement would not reduce potential affordable housing production, but it 
may provide a developer with additional community support when valued businesses are 
retained. 

Notifying OEWD will enable the City to take a proactive role.in supporting small businesses and 
to coordinate· support through various programs ·such as Invest and Neighborhoods and the · 
Retention and Relocation Program. OEWD will know about proposed developments early 
enough in the pro~ess to effectively engage businesses and provide whatever supports are 
needed. 

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

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

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

1. Why doesn't the program address the lowest income households? 
2- Ar.e middle income households served by market rate hou.Sing? 
3. Should there be neighborhood specific elements of the program? 

Current proposal: Households served and AHBP 
The AHJ3P will be one of many affordable housing programs in San Francisco. T):i.e Program is 
unique in that it does ·not require public subsidy of the ·affordable units and incenti.vizes the 
private sector to provide a greater absolute number and greater percentage of affordable housing, 
similar to the Gty's inclusionary housing program. The AHBP proposes to increase the number 
of affordable units built to service low and moderate mcome households while also broadening 
the band of households eligible for permanently affordable housing to include middle income 
households. The AHBP proposes to increase low, moderate and middle income housing in San 
Francisco's neighborhoods. 

Affordable Housing Programs and Housing Supply in San Francisco 
The AHBP will be one of many tools to address housing affordability in San Francisco. Today, the 
majority (88% of affordable units produced) of the City's affordable housing prograrns16 SerV'e 
households earning less than 60% AMI ($42,800 for a one-person household and $55,000 for a 
three-person household). Less than 9% of the affordable Units created under the City's current 
programs serve those households at 80% AMI and above. 

· San Francisco is a leader in developing local fundIDg sources for affordable housing, and has one 
of the nation's oldest inclusionary housing programs. The City's recent efforts. include 
establishing a Local Housing Trust Fund and the Hope SF program. San Francisco dedicated a 
high proportion (4-0%) of all tax increment fundIDg (TIF) generated in Redevelopment Areas to 
affordable housing. However, given that it costs $250,000 or more to subsiclize a single affordable 
housing unit in San Francisco, the City would need to generate $4 billion in. local subsidies to 
fund the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) target of 16,000 affordable units by 2022. 
Local subsidies cannot be the oruy approach to securing permanently affordable housing. Thi~ 
underscores the need for programs such as our existing inclusionary program and the AHBP. 

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

I6This includes units provided under the Multifamily Housing Program, the Inclusionary Program, Former 
SFRA, Inclusionary Condo Conversion, Public Housing,. HUS-assisted Projects, MasteJ: Lease, and other Tax 
Credit Projects. This does not include the Down Payment Assistance Loan Program or Section B vouchers 
that are used in San Francisco. · 
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units for low and moderate income households - bringing the total to 44,640. Jn addition, the 
AHBP will provide 3,000 permanently affordable middle income units. 

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

Affordable housing Units (with MOHCD known 
Units 

Y'.~rxi-'l;,i>fr~-.1{~#:·-= 
.-arid· M.&derat£, ·: · 

Middle Income 

(120% rental and 
140% owner) 

(lOyears) (20years) 

3,000 

·:·:. ·: 

pipeline and AHBP) 

3,000 6% 

5,000 47,640 100%. 

The Local AHBP Program complements these existing and ongoing programs by providing 
affordable housing units to serve low, moderat~, and middle income households making above 
55%ofAMI. 

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

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

l7 Roughly 13,180 of these units will service households earning 30% of the AMI or below. 

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

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

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

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

Middle Income 
Households 

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

0 

iow and Moderate Income Households Served 

3,000 

The AHBP could potentially double the number of inclusionary units serving low and moderate 
incon:1e households (55% or 90% of AMI) produced in the Program Area, compared to current 

zoning controls. 

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

• A single house1:<eeper (55% AMI) 
, • A single entry level public school teacher (90% AMI) 

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

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

Middle Income Households Served 
In 2015, a one-person household making 120% - 140% of Area Median Income eams between 
$85,600 and $99,900. For a family of three, the range is $110,0SO·to $128,400. Tirls level of income 

20 Between 1992 through 2014 fue inclusioruuy program has generated nearly 2,000 affordable units. 

295 

20 



Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: February 25, 2016 

CASE NO. 2014-001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

is significantly higher than households traditionally serviced by affordable housing programs; 
market rate housing is out of reach for these households in San Francisco. Households in this 

income category could include the following: 

• A single Electrician (120% AMI) 

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

2 public school teachers with 2 children (120% AMI) 

• A police officer and a fire.fighter with 2 children (140% AMI) 

THE AHBP WILL PRODUCE AN ADDITIONAL 3,000 UNITS AFFORDAB~E TO THESE · 
HOUSEHOLDS. 

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

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

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

(one bedroom) 

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

Two bedroom 

Comparatively, median rents are $3,490 for a 1 bedroom, and $4,630 for a 2 bedroom aparbnent 
in San Francisco23• To afford these rents a middle income households (120% AMI) would be 
required to dedicate 50% or more of their income to housing costs, market San Francisco recently 
exceeded $1 million2\ again twice what a middle income (140% AMI) household can afford. 

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

21 MOH CD. 2015 Maximum Monthly Rent by Unit Type; Studio and 2-bed.room unit ''.without utilities" 
figure. 

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

23 https://www.zumper.mm/b!Og/2016/0l/zumper-national-rent-report-january-2016/ 

24http://www.sfgate.com/business/networth/article/l-million-city-S-F-median-home-price-hits-7-
5626591.php 
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San Francisco's Households by AMI, 199()..2013 

100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 
1990 2000 2013 

Ill 150% and above AMI 

llf 120-150% AMI 

l\t80-120%AMI 

•50-80%AMI 

llt'0-50%AMI 

Households 
serviced by 
AHBP 

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

From the 2014 Housing Element 

-.mW•~ ~;~~r:~f~t~ ~~~;~~Ii~~~~-

~~~.~~ ~ .~2~; ;:.·.:~f!i?: :1i,~~~; 
MarketRate :· ·· : ~ ::·J~Sf~· :\ ·· 

.v./JJ:Mi{ 
Anwlll Prodoi:tkln Tllflld:it 
8iJd AVfitiRe.Al'liuiil 
PtGi!UC!lall, i:in FilUmltca, 
2007-Qt 21M4 

;is Note that since ·the City does not currently have a program which guarantees affordability for households 
above 120% of the Area Median Income, the Department does not have data on the production of housing 
for that income level. Based on current understanding of market sales and rental costs, staff believes that 
newly conslructed housing is not affordable to middle income households. 

297 

22 



Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: February 25, 2016 

CASE NO. 2014-001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

'JJJbkl-63 
AmwalPl1Mfntm111 T"'lJl'ls 

•llilf~~hlmlol 
l'r00attie11, Sall Fnr""'-, 

1!!»20llli 

From the 2004 Housing Element 

L4HLEI-6S 

2.126 

.S.,639 

7,36l 

1.11:l 

~:;;_ -~t< 
11 .• ~~- :,~ 

....... J~·~r· 

Ammal Prodrtdian Targ.eis ru1dA1•eragl! Aiu11Jal Housi11g Prodztdion, 1!189"-199&* 

Hoasintl Goals Ai::t'u:ll&oduclilln 
1~1!19:iiG-Sr-st 1983-19 {1Gye;ir.i]~ §ofAnooal 

~Cafegori"5 
Annual .Anmal 

T;uget 
T~ Tot.I khleved 

T~ ~ 
Veryluwlncume~ro"l.AMI) 5,302 SllO: 2.212 m 26.5~ 

lnwhcome-(eill%.-NI.; /\Ml) 3,5D5= 55a, 1Jif5 t52: 2Hl 

. Modl!ra1e klcome(OO'JC.-120%AMll 4,41la 001 !i57 00. 8.1~ 

~l.Qle 8,1187 1.31!3 9JIQ3 MG Rm 

.llt1w9l Pr.oducticn Ta-get. 1~ -.ble' 1005 22/fff/ 3,456 f4.167 1.411 41.M 

The Local AHBP program will increase the amoUn.t ~f inclusioruu:y housing produced for 

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

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

Why Provide Affordable Housing for Moderate and Middle Income Households? 

·.:··1 ··.·. 

The AHBP is designed to complement Ute existing. affordable housing .programs and housing 
units, to ensure that the City of San Francisco can remain an equitable and inclusive City as we 
continue to welcome new residents. fu the past several decades middle income households have 
benefited from affordability assured: furough rent control, however vacancy de-control and . 
changes in tenure have reduced the affordability of this housing supply. Limited public subsidies 
for affordable housing can continue to serviee· the very . lo~, low and moderate income 
households, while mixed income development projects such as the AHBP and those enabled 
under the inclusionary housing program· will service low, moderate and middle income 
households. 

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

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

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

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

26 American Community Survey. 2010-14 5-Year Average 
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Households by Income Level, Bayview and San 
Francisco 

Bayview San Francisco 
%0£ 

%ofAMI Households HHs Households %ofHHs 

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

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

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

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

120% 828 7.6% 26,436 7.6% 

150% 685 6.3% 31,267 9.0% 

200% . 646 5.9% 33,305. 9.5% 

>200% 662 6.0% 56,249 16.1% 

Total 10,963 100.0% 348,832 100.0% 

Bayview bas a higher share of households earning 30% of AMI27 and below than the citywide 
average. These households are typically 8erved hy SFHA public housing, of which there is a high 
concentration :in the Bayview neighborhood relative to other neighborhoods in San Francisco. 

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

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

Households by Race and Ethnicity, Bayview and San 
Francisco28 

Bayview San Francisco 
% of % of 

Race Households . HHs Households .HHs 

BlackHHs 4,760 4.4.6% 20,495 6.0% 

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

v $21,4.-00 for a one-person household, $27 ,500 for a household of three 

u Source: U.S. Deparlment ofHousing and Urban, Development. (October 28, 2015). ConSolidated 
Planning/OIAS Data. 2008-12 ACS 5-Year Average. 
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WhiteHHs 

OtherHHs 

Total 

1,075 10.1% 

377 3.5% 

10,671 100.0% 

176,841 51.9% 

10,156 3.0% 

340,425 100.0% 

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

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

The first, which is recently adopted legislation separate from the AHBP, is often called 
'Neighborhood Preference'. The legislation prioritizes 40% of all affordable :inclusionary units be 
to existing neighborhood resl.dents. This provision enables existing residents to seek permanently 
affordable housing in their neighborhood. Jn the case of the Bayview - existing 1esidents will be 
competitive for the low, moderate and middle income units. 

The second provision is part of the draftAHBP or~ance. In order to ensure that the affordable 
units are below market rates the AHBP legislation requires that all affordable units be rented or 
sold at a price at least 20% below a particular neighborhood's market housing costs. For example 
if a project in the Bayview was entitled under the Local AHBP program - before the 18% of units 
that are intended to service middle income. households were marketed to residents (after 
construction} the project sponsors would be required to .demonstrate that the middle income 
targets (120% and 140~ AMI) were atleast 20% below the prevailing market costs for housing in 
the Bayview. Should the City find that housing priced to be affordable to 140% AMI households 
was reflecting the market rate; the project sponsor would be required to reduce the cost to a price 
that is affordable to households at 120% AMI and market the units to qualifying households. 
This provision enables the program to be flexible to neighborhood specific market conditions and 
market variations over time. 

Department Recommended Amendments to Affordability 
•:• WITHIN THE CONSTRAINTS OF ;FEASIBLY CONVERT SOME OF THE 18% 

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

The AHBP Local Program for mixed-income developm~ts could be modified to require that a 
· higher share of affordable units are required to be provided for households making below 100% 

of AMI (rental) or 120% AMI (ownership). This approach would not impact the 100% AHBP 
program. 

Potential Implications of Proposed Amendment 
This amendment addresses the conceri:t that a wider band of households' affordable housing 
needs should be met through tlris prograJIL 

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

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

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

1. Mayor Lee and Supervisor Tang· introduced the AHBP Ordinance amending the 
Plannirl.g Code on ·September 29, 2015; substitute legislation was introduced on January 
12, 2016~ The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may recommend 
adoption; rejection, or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors. 

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

Ordinance amending the General Plan. The Planning Commission can recommend 
adoption, rejection, or adoption ~th modifications to the Board of Supervisors. 

RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY 

The Departmen,t recommends that the· Commission recommend approval with the amendments 
specified below to the Board of Supervisors of the proposed Ordinances and adopt the attached . 
Draft Resolution to that effect Further information; including the basis for the recommendations 
and potential implications o~ alternatives have been described in more detail earlier in the case. 
report. The section merely summarizes the content to assist the Commission with voting on a 
potential recommendation. Please note the Commission's action is in no way constrained to the 
topics or recommendations listed below. This is only a summary of staff recommendations. 

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

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

work on these issues. 

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

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

these issues. 

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

air to the sidewalks and frontages along the streets, including alleyways. 
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C. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Modify fotmerger limitations on 50% of the actual block 
length, rather than apply a citywide numerical cap. 

D. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Direct Planning Staff to include analysis of a project's 
conformity to design guidelines in a Planning Commission Case Report . 

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

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

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

Affordable Housing Bonus Project Authorization-Se~on 328.-to be the Board of 
Supervisors 

C. Modify the process such that Conditional Use Authorizations {CU) would not be 
considered as findings witlrin the entitlement for AHBP projects, but would require a 
separate CU. 

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

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

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

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

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

E. . STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Allow Planning Commission to reduce commercial use 
sizes or require commercial uses in AHBP projects to protect neighborhood serving 
busip.esses. 

I 

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

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

provid~ 12% low or moderate income housing and 18% middle income housing. 
B. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Within the constraints of feasibly convert some of the 

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
P.1.ANNING PEPARTMl!NT 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

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

. environmental impacts analyzed in the Final Em, and adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program and a. Statement of Overriding Considerations as part of its approval of the 
2009 Housing Element 

On January 14, 2016, in response to the proposed Affordable Housing Bonus Program and related 
General Plan Amendments, the San Francisco Planillng Department prepared an Addendum to 
the .2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final Em under CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 ("the 

Addendum"). The Addendum accessed here and the Note to File is Exhibit H: 
http:Usfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.1304E AHBP Addendum03 011416%20Final.pd£ 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

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

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

Many C!:!lilIIlenters support the program's approach to providing more affordable housing, while 
others express a clear lack of support for the program. More nuance4 comments include a series 
of suggested amendments. Generally these issues are addressed by the discussion above and the 
related proposed amendments. · · 

RECOMMENDATION: Recommendation of Approval with Modifications 

Attachments: 
BxhlbitA: 
ExbibitB: 

"Exhibit C: 
ExbibitD: 
ExrubitE: 

~Mt Pltmmng Conmctsston Itesolatiuu for Gem::rc:d: Ptan Amendments 
Draft Planning Commission Resolution for BOS File 150969 
Department ReCommendatio~ary 
Public Comment rece1ved since No'\I en:tber 5, 2015 • 
Project Sponsors proposed Amendments to ffie Affordable Housing Bonus 
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On April 24, 2014, the San Francisco Planning Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact 
Report for the 2004 and 2009. Housing Element ("2004 and 2009 Housing Element FEIR" or "FEIR") 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQ}.\'').1 On June 17, 2014, the San Francisco 
Board of Supervisors (''Board") adopted the 2009 Housing Element as the Housing Element of the San 
Francisco General Plan. On AprU 27, 2015, the Board adopted the 2014 Housing Element, which updated 
the Data and Needs Analysis of the 2009 Housing Element and added five additional policies. Based on an 
addendum issued by the San Francisco Planning Department ("Planning Departm~nt" or "Department") 
for the 2014 Housing Element, the Board found that no additional environmental review was required 
beyond the review in the FEIR. 2 

This document is an addendum to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element FEIR. Its purpose is to substantiate 
the Planning Deparhnent' s determination that no supplemental or subsequent environmental review is 
required prior to adoption of the City and County of San Francisco ("City") Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program ("proposed program," "proposed project," or "AHBP") and related General Plan amendments. 
As described more fully below, the AHBP is an implementing program of the 2014 Housing Element. The 
Department has determined that the environmental effects of the AHBP have been adequately identified 
and analyzed under CEQA in the 2004 and 2009 Hoilling Element FEIR, and the proposed project would 
not result in any new or more severe environmental impacts than were identified in the FEIR 

1 San Francisco Planning Department, 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final Environmental ImpactReport, April 24, 2014. 
Case No. 2007.1275E, http:Uwww.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=l828. accessed on January 13, Z016. Unless 
otherwise noted, all documents cited in this report are available for review at the San Francisco Planning " 
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA as part of Case No. 2014.1304E or the identified file 
number. 

2 San Francisco Planning Department, Addendum to 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final Environmental Impact Report, 
2014 Housing Element, January 22, 2015. Case No. 2014.1327E, http://www.sf-planning:.org/index.aspx?pag:e= 1828, 
accessed on January 13, 2016. 

www.sfplgm3ng.org 



Background 

State Housing Element Law - Government Code Section 65580 

The Houi;ing Elem~nt is an element of San Francisco's General Plan which sets forth the City's overall 
policies regarding residential development and retention. Since 1969, California State Housing Element 
law (Government Code Section 65S80 et seq.) has required local jurisdictions to adequately plan for ~d 
address the housing needs of all segments of its population, including low and very low income 

. households, such that all communities contribute to the attainment of th~ state housing goals. Housing 
Element law requires local governments to plan for their existing and projected housing needs by 
facilitating the improvement and development of housing, rather than constraining opportunities. Under 
State Housing Element law, San Francisco's 2014 Housing Element was required. to plan for an existing 
and projected housing need of 28,869 new residential units, 56.6 percent (%) of which must be affordable 
to very low, low, or moderate income households .. 

State Density Bonus Law- Government Code Section 65915 

· Under Government Code Section 65915, the State Density Bonus Law (State Law"), cities are. required to 
grant density bonuses, waivers from development standards,3 and concessions and incentives4 when a 
developer of a housing pr~ject of five or more units includes at least 5% of those units as housing units 
affordable to moderate, low or very low income households (between 50% and 120% of area median 
income).5 The increased development potential allowed under this law is intended to offset the private 
developer's expenses necessary to provide additional affordable units. The amount of the density bonus, 
and the number of concessions and inceptives varies depending on the percentage of affordable units 
proposed and the level of affordability; generally~ however, State Law requires that cities grant between a 
7% to 35% density bonus, and up to three. concessions and incentives, if a developer providei; between 5% 

arid 40% affordable units. Additionally, project sponsors are able to request waivers from development 
standards if the development standards physically preclude the project with the additional density or with 
the concessions and incentives.6 State Law requires that rental units be affordable for a term of no less than 
?5 years, and that ownership units be affordable to at least the first buyer through a shared equity 

3 "Development standard" includes a site or construction condition, including but not limited to a height limitation, a 
!'etback requirement, a floor area ratio, an onsite open-space requirement, or a parking ratio that applies to a 
residential development pursuant to any ordinance, general plan element, specific plan, charter, or other local 
condition, law, policy, resolution, or regulation. (See Government Code Section 65915(0)(1). 

4 Concessions and incentives mean (1) a reduction in site development standards or a modification of zoning 
requirements or architectural design requirements that exceed the minimum building standards approved by the 
California Building Standards Commission as provided in Part 2.5 (commencing with Section 18901) of Division 13 
of the Health and Safety Code, including, but not limited to, a reduction in setback and square footage requirements 
and in the ratio of vehicular parking spaces that would otherwise be required that results in identifiable, financially 
sufficient, and actual cost reductions; (2) Approval of mixed-use zoning in conjunction with the housing project if 
commercial, office, industrial, or other land uses will reduce the cost of the housing development and if the . 
commercial, office, industrial, or other land uses are compatible with the housing project and the existing or 
planned development in the area where the proposed housing project will be located; or (3) Other regulatory 
incentives or concessions proposed by the developer or the city, county, or city and county that result in 
identifiable, financially sufficient, and actual cost reductions. (See.Government Code Section 65915) : 

s See generally, Government Code Section 65915 et seq. . · 
6 See Government Code Section 65915(e); 
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agreement.7 Local jurisdictions are required to adopt an ordinance implementing the State Density Bonus 
Law; however, absent an ordinance, local jurisdictions are still required to comply with the law.8 

City and County of San Francisco 2014 Housing Element of the General Plan 

To support the development of affordable housing, the City's 2014 Housing Element anticipates the 
adoption of a "density bonus program'' implementing the State Law. AB envisioned in the 2014 Housing 
Element, such a program would allow density bonuses for projects that include certain percentages of 
affordable housing, as well as allow other incentives, concessions, and waivers for projects that include 

more affordable units than required under existing City programs. 

Specifically, the 2014 Housing Element contains the following discussion of a density bonils program in 
Part I, on page A6: 

The City has continued the policy of establishing special use districts (SUDs)9 and height exceptions intended to 
support the development of affordable housing by allowing density bonuses for higher percentages of affordable or 
special needs lwusing. Alnwst all ne:w Area Plans adopted during the 2007-2014 reporting period also include 
these policies, as well as additional affordable housing impact fees. Floor area ratio (FAR) limitations have been 
removed in the downtown areas to encourage housing development. The Boa.rd of Supervisors is currently 
considering legislation to eXempt on-site inclusionary units from existing density limits in certain districts, 
essentially giving developers who include affordable units within their projects a density bonus. 

In February 2014, the Department released an RFP [Request for Proposals] for consultant support to develop a 
more proactive program to implement Government Code Section 65915. For example, the proactive approacli 
may follow the model of other municipalities which indicate which exemptions will be not be [sic] deemed as 
potentially having an adverse impact on health and safety. 

In addition, under the 2014 Housing Element Implementing Programs (Part I, Chapter C, on page C.11), 

the following Implementing Program is identified to meet the goal of establishing a density bonus 

program in the City: 

Implementing Program 39b. Planning will develop a density bonus program with the goal of increasing the 
production of affordable housing. The program will be structured to incentivize market rate projects to provide 
significantly greater levels of affordable housing than required by the existing City Programs. 

A related strategy for further review of this Implementation Prog:ram is listed on page C.13: 

Planning should examine incentives such as density bonuses, or other zoning related mechanisms that encourage 
Zang-term (i.e. deed-restricted) pennanently affordable rental housing. 

7 See Government Code Section 65915(c)(l) and (2). 
8 See Government Code Section 65915(a). 
9 Approximately a dqzen sups have been established in order to provide density bonuses and zoning modifications 

for affordable housing projects. Examples include the Alabama and 18th Streets Affordable Housing SUD (Planning 
Code Section 249.27), the Third Street and Oakdale Avenue Affordable Housing SUD (Section 249.30), the Thir.d 
Street and Le Conte Affordable Housing SUD (Section 249.43), the 1500 Page Street Affordable Housing SUD 
(Section 249.47, and fue Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing SUD (Section 249.55). 
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City and County of San Francisco lnclusionary Affordable Housing Ordinance 

The Inclusionary Affordable· Housing Ordinance is found in Planning Code Section 415 et seq. This 
ordinance requires project sponsors of residential projects with 10 units or more to pay an Affordable 
Housing Fee as a way of contributing to the City's affordable housing stock. Under certain circumstances, 
a project sponsor may choose to provide on- or off-site affordable housing units instead of paying the fee. 
The most common on-site requirement is 12% affordable units, although it is higher in some Area Plan 

· zoning districts.10 

PROPO.SED REVISIONS TO 2014 HOUSING ELEMENT 

Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

. On September 29, 2015, Mayor Lee and Supervisor Tang introduced legislation (Board File No. 150969) to 
the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to amend the Planning Code to create the Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program. The proposed AHBP implements the density bonus program envisioned in the 2014 
Housing Element. 

In conjunction with the AHBP, the Planning Department has proposed minor amendments to the General 
Plan, including the Housing Element, so that the General Plan better and more specifically reflects the 
goals of the AHBP. The proposed amendments would add language to one Housing Element policy and 
descriptive text below two other Housing Element policies to recogmze the City's need to allow 
development incentives for projects that include affordable housing units on-site. The proposed 
amendments, discussed in greater detail below, also include references to higher densities on Map 6 of the 
Housing Element and associated updates to the Land Use Index. 

Overall, as reflected in the findings ot the proposed AHBP ordinance, the goals of the proposed AHBP are 
to establish a program consistent with State Law; encourage the construction of a greater numbers of on
site affordable units; improve the feasibility of developing affordable units on underutilized sites; establish 
a program to provide housing for "middle income" households; and facilitate entitlemept of 100 Percerit 
affordable. housing units. The AHBP would amend the San Francisco Planning Code by adding a new 
Section 206 to establish four avenues for project sponsors to receive a density bonus and other 
development bonuses, which would allow for a greater number of units to be built than would otherwise 
be permitted under existing zoning. The four pr~grams are: ·1) the Local Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program; 2) the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus, Program; 3) the Analyzed State Density Bonus 

. Program; and 4) the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program. Table 1 sununarizes the key 
featllres of the four programs, which are described in further detail below. The AHBP also establishes an 
approval process for AHBP projects, as well as specific AHBP Design Guidelines. 

1o. See, for example, the Additional Affordable Housing Reguirements for UMU districts in Planning Code Section 419 
et seq. 
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Tablel 
Comparison of Proposed Affordable Housing Bonus Program Characteristics 

Pre-Program Density 
3 or more units 3 or more units 5 or more units 5 or more units 

Requirement 

30% total inclusionary 
Various affordability 

and middle income 
Affordable Housing affordable units onsite 100% affordable to 80% 

Various affordability levels, ranging from 5% 

Requirement {all middle income if no AMI and below 
levels, ranging from 5% to 40% at vari~us AMis 

inclusionary 
to ;30% at various AMis (100% for senior citizen 

r uirement 
housing) 

Zoning districts that . Zoning districts that 
regulate residential 

Zoning districts that 
regulate residential Zoning districts that 

densfty by lot area, plus 
allow residential uses, 

density by lot area, plus allow residential uses 
Location Requirement the Fillmore and 

excludingRH-1 and· 
the Fillmore and and can accommodate 5 

Divisadero NCTDs; 
RH-2 districts 

Divisadero NCI'Ds; or more units under 
excludes RH-1 and RH-2 eXcludes RH-1 andRH-2 existing zo~ng controls. 

districts districts 
40% two or more 

Unit Mix Requirement bedrooms or 50% more 
than one bedroom 

Environmental No significant historic, No significant historic, 
Requirement shadow, or wind impact shadow, or wind impact 

Density Bonus . 
Form-based density Fann-based density 

Up to 35% density bonus Up to 35% density bonus 
controls controls 

Height increases 
Up to 25 feet/two stories Up to 35 feet/three Up to 25 feet/two stories allowed as necessary in 

Height Bonus 
with min. 9-foot floor-to- stories with min. 9-foot with min. 9-foot floor-to- order to develop at 

ceiling height for floor-to-ceiling height ceiling height for allowed increased 
residential floors for residential floors residential floors density and with 

concessions re ested 

Up tci three: 
Up to thr~ depending 
on AMI: 

• rear yard: min. 20%/15 
Any or all: • rear yard: min. 20%/15 

feet 
• unit exposure: min. 25 

• rear yard min. 20%/15 feet 

feet 
feet • unit exposure: min. 25 

• off street loading: none 
• unit exposure: min. 15 feet 

feet • off street loading: none 
. Zoning 

required 
• off street loading: none required Up to three, to be 

Modifications/Concessions 
• parking: up to 75% 

required • parking: up to 50% negotiated on project-by-
reduction 

and Incentives 
• open space: up to 5% 

• parking: up to 100% reduction project basis 

reduction in common 
reduction • open space: up to 5% 

• open space: up to 10% reduction in common 
open space 

reduction in common open space 
• additional open space: 

open space (min. 36 • additional open space: 
up to another 5% 

sf/unit) up to another 5% 
reduction in common 

reduction in common 
open space 

o ens ace 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, January 2016. 
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Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

Eligibility Requirements. The Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program ("Local Program") would 
encourage construction of affordable housing by providing zoning modifications for projects that satisfy 
specified requirements. Local Program projects would. be required to be all new construction (vertical 
additions to existing buildings would not qualify) with a pre-Program density (not including bonus units) 

. of three or more residential units and to provide a total of 30% income restricted units on site. Local 
Program projects subject to the City's Inclusionary Affordable Housing Ordinance would need to provide 
the required inclusionary units on-site, pius provide an additional 18% of the units as middle income units 
(units which are affordable to households earning 140% of area mean incol.Ile ("AMI") for ownership 
projects and 120% AMI for rental projects). For Local Program projects not subject to the Inclusionary 
Affordable Housing Ordinance, a total of 30% of the units would be required to be middle income units. 
The Local Program would be available in all zoning districts that regulate residential density by lot area;. 
.with the exception of RH-1 (House, One-Family) and RH-2 (House, Two-Family) districts, and also would 
be allowed in the Fillmore Neighborhood Commercial Transit District ("NCTD") and the Divisadero 
NCTD. Local Program projects would be required to meet certain unit mix requirements ( 40% two or more 
bedrooms or 50% two-bedroom or larger units). The Program requires nine-foot floor to ceiling heights on 
all residential floors. 

Projects would only be eligible for the Local Program if the Planhing Department determines that they 
would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource, create new shadow 
in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas, or alter wind in a 
maillter that . substantially affects . public areas. This determination would be made by the Planning 
Department as part of the broader environmental review process to which AHBP projects would be 
subject Environmental review for AHBP projects would include an ev~uation of the projects' potential for 
significant environmental impacts in all applicable resource areas, pursuant to CEQA and Chapter _31 of 
the San Francisco A9ntlnistrative Code.11 

Finally, Local Program projects would be required to comply with proposed AHBP Design Guidelines, 
described below. 

Development Bonuses: Projects meeting the above requirements would be eligible to receive a height 
bonus (increase) of up to 20 feet above the existing height limit, or two stories with the required 9-foot 
floor-to-ceiling height-12 In addition, Local Program projects with active ground floors would be granted· 
up to an additional 5 feet in height at the ground floor, for a total. maximum height bonus of 25 feet. Local 
Program projects also would be eligible to receive ·a density bonus through the application of form-based 
density controls rather than by lot area (i.e., by building volume rather than by units/square feet of lot 

11 In other words, historic resources, shadow, and w:ind would be only a few of the environmental topics reviewed; 
existing environmental review requirements would remain in place. The environmental review simply would 
inform the detennination of whether projects would be eligible for the Local Program. 

12 All city parcels are subject to height and bulk limits, which set the maximum parameters for building heighi: and 
bulk. For example, many residential (RH-1, RH-2, RH-3, etc.) districts are within the 40-X height and bulk limits, 
which mandate the maximum height of 40 feet, although most residential projects are also subject to the Planning 
Department's Residential Design Guidelines, design review, and other requirements that may further limit the 
possible height of development 
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area). Density of Local Program projects therefore would be limited by applicable requirements and 
limitations, including height (with the bonus), bulk, setbacks, open space requirements, exposure, and unit 

mix. 

Zoning Modifications. Up to three other modifications to rear yard, dwelling unit exposure, off-street. 
loading, parking, and open space requirements, in the amounts listed in Table 1, would be available to 
developers who pursue the Local Program. 

100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

Eligibility Requirements. The 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program ("100 Percent Affordable 
Program") would apply to new construction projects only (vertical additions to existing buildings would 
not qualify) with a base density of three or more units in which 100% of the total units are income 

restricted to 80% AMI or below. The 100 Percent Affordable Program would be available throughout the 
City on any parcel zoned to allow residential uses, with the exception of RH-1 and RH-2 distrids. Projects 
would be eligible for the 100 Percent Affordable Program only if the Planning Department determines that 
they would not result in significant historical resource, shadow, or wind impacts. fu addition, 100 Percent 
Affordable Program projects would be required to comply with the proposed AHBP Design Guidelines. 

Development Bonuses. 100 Percent Affordable Program projects would be entitled to a height bonus of 
up to 30 feet or 3 stories above existing height limits, plus an extra 5 feet for active ground floor uses. 
These projects would be eligible to receive a density bonus through applic;ltion of form-based density 

controls. 

Zoning Modifications. Modifications in the amounts listed in Table 1 to rear yard, dwelling unit exposure, 
off-street loading, parking, and open space requirements would be available to developers who pursue the 
100 Percent Affordable Program. Projects in this program would be eligible to receive any or all of the 
offered zoning modifications. 

Analyzed State Density Bonus Program 

Eligibility Requirements. The Analyzed State Density Bonus Program(" Analyzed State Program") would 

apply to projects of five or more units that include various affordability levels, ranging from 5% to 30% at 
various AMis. (These affordability requirements mirror the requirements of the State Density Bonus Law.) 
The Analyzed State Program would apply in the same locations as the Local Program, i.e., all zoning 
districts that regulate residential density by lot area, with the exception of RH-1 and RH-2 districts, plus 
the Fillmore and Divisadero NCTDs. The Program requires 9-foot floor to ceiling heights on all residential 
floors and Analyzed State Program projects would be required to comply with proposed AHBP Design 
Guidelines. 

Development Bonuses. Analyzed State Program projects would be eligible to receive a waiver of height 
restrictions up to 25 feet above existing height limits (a maximum of two stories given the required 
minimum 9-foot floor to ceiling height), subject to the requirements of a specified formula, and a density 

bonus of up to 35% above that allowed under existing zoning. 
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Zonmg Modifications. Developers who pursue the Analyzed Sf<lte Program would be. eligible to select up· 
to three concessions and incentives (modifications to.zoning controls), in the amounts listed in Table I, to 
rear yard, dwelling unit exposure, off-street loadirl.g, parking, and open space requirements . 

. Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program 

The Individually Requested State Densify Bonus Program ("Individually Requested Program") would be 
available to projects that are consistent ·with the State Density Bonus Law, but that request a set of 
incentives, concessions, or waivers that are not offered through the Analyzed State Program. IJie 
Individually Requested Program is also for those seeking a bonus for land donations, condominium 
conve~sions, or mobile ho~e parks (as specifically allowed by State Law),13 and for projects in zoning 
districts not eligible for Analyzed State projects. 

Eligibility Requirements. The Individually Requested Program would apply to projects of five or more 
.units that include various affordability levels, ranging from 5% to 40% at various AMis, as provided in 
State Law. The Individually Requested Program would apply in all districts that allow residential units 
and .can accommodate five or more units under existing zoning controls. Projects under this program 
would be required to comply With the AHBP Design Guidelines 

Development Bonuses. Individually Requested Program projects would be entitled to a density bonus of 
up to 35% above that allowed under existing zoning, depending on t:J:i.e amount and type of restricted 
affordable units proposed. 

Zoning Modifications. Developers who pursue the Individually Requested Program would be eligible to 
receive up to three concessions and incentives as necessary to make the density bonus physically and 
fin~cially feasible. Project sponsors could also request a waiver of a development standard that physically 
.precludes the development at the density and with the concessions requested. 

AHBP Project Authorization 

The proposed legislation would also amend the Pl~g Code to add Section 328, which would esf:ablish 
a review and approval process for Local Program and 100 Percent Affordable Program projects. In 
addition to zoning modifications offered under the Local Program and 100 Percent Affordable Program, 
the proposed Section 328 would allow the Planning Commission to make minor project modifications to 
ensure a project's consistency with the AHBP Design Guidelines. 

All AHBP projects ':"ould be evaluated for consistency with the AHBP.Desigri. Guidelines. In recognition 
that some projects utilizing the AHBP would be taller or of differing mass than the surrounding context, 
the AHBP Design Guidelines would clarify how projects should both maintain their size and be designed 
toto be compatible with their neighborhood context. Specific design guidelines would address ground
fl.oor design, tops of buildings, sidewalk articulation, and architectural character. Also, the AHBP Design 
Guidelines would articulate existing design principles froi:µ neighborhood- or district-specific· design 

13 Density bonuses for "land donations" are regulated in. Government Code Section 65915(g), ·" condominiwn 
conversions" ·are defined in Government Code Section 65915.5, and "mobile home parks" are defined under 
Government Code Section 65915(b)(l)(C). 
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guidelines that would be applied to all AHBP projects. These fundamental design principles would 
address such things a~ building massing and articulation, ground floors, and streets. Finally, the AHBP 
Design Guidelines would include historic preservation guidelines to ensure that AHBP projects preserve 
materials, features, and forms of historic districts; as applicable, and are compatible and differentiated. The 
draft AHBP Guidelines will be. presented to the Plannirig Commission for adoption and forwarded to the 
BOS for approval. 

All projects eligible to take advantage of the AHBP, under any of the four programs, wollld require review 
underCEQA. 

. AHBP General Plan Amendments 

In conjunction with .the proposed AHBP ordinance, the Planning Department has proposed minor 
amendments to the General Plan. These amendments would add language to the Housing Element, Urban 
D~sign Element, Chinatown Area Plan, Downtown Area Plan, and Northeast Waterfront Area Plan and 
associated updates to the Land Use Index to specifically reflect the goals and intent of the AHBP, which 
.allow ·greater height and bulk for projects that provide affordable units on site. 

Generally, the proposed amendments would include the following language in the relevant sections of the 
General Plan: 

To encourage greater levels of affordability on-site, the City may adnpt afford.able housing policies to permit 
heights that are several stories taller and building mass that is la~ger than described here. Refer to the 
Affordable Housing Bonus Pro'gram Design Guidelines. 

The proposed amendments ~quld add language to one Housing Element Policy and descriptive text to 
two other Housing Elem~t policies to specifically reference and allow development incentives, such as 
additional height, density, and bulk, in exchange for higher levels of affordability .. The proposed 
amendments also include references to higher densities on Map 6 of the Housing Element and associated 
updates to the Land Use Index. 

AHBP Approvals 

As amendments to the Planning Code and General Plan; the prqposed · AHBP and General Plan 
amendments would require review and reconunendation by the Planning Commission to the Board of 
Supervisors, and approval of an ordinance by the Board of Supervisors. 

SETTING 

San Francisco is a consolidated city and county located on the tip of the San Francisco Peninsula with the 
Golden Gate Strait to the north, San Francisco Bay to the east, San Mateo County to the south, and the 
Pacific Ocean to the west. The City is one of nine counties adjacent to S~ Francisco and San Pablo Bays. 
Daly City and the City of Brisbane abut San Francisco to the south. San Francisco is approximately 49 
square miles in size. The City is made up of numerous planning districts and several plan areas (areas 
which have undergone, or are in the process of, a comprehensive community planning effort). Although 
San Francisco is densely developetj., there remain developable vacant parcels, as well as underused 
parcels, which.are currently zoned to allow housing in various locations throughout the City. 
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ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.19(c)(l) states that a modified project must be reevaluated 
and that "[i]f, on the basis of E?Uch reevaluation, the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) determines, 
based on the requirements of CEQA, that no additional environmental review is necessary, this · 
detennination and the reasons therefore shall be noted in writing in the case record, and no further 
evaluation shall be required by this Chapter." 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 provides for the use of an addendum to document the basis of a lead 
agency's decision not to require a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR for a change to a project that has been 
analyzed in a certified. EIR. The lead agency's decision to use an addendum. must be supported by 
substantial evidence that the conditions that would trigger the preparation of a Subsequent EIR, as 
provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, are not present · 

The proposed AHBP, which would implement the density bonus provisions referenced in the Housing 
Element, would not result in any new significant environmental impacts, substantially increase the 
severity . of previously identified effects, or necessitate implementation of additional or considerably 
different mitigation measures than those identified in the FEIR. The effects associated with the proposed 
program :would be substantially the same as those reported for the FEIR,. and thus no supplemental or 
subsequent E1R is required. The following discussion provides the basis for this conclusion. 

2004 and 2009 Housing Element FEIRConclusions 

The 2009 Housing Element adopted policies that, generally, encouraged housing and higher density 
housing along transit lines and other infrastructure, and in proximity to neighborhood services, such as 
open space and childcare. The 2009 Housing Element policies also encouraged higher density through a 
community planning process and, for affordable housing projects, promoted the construction of 
multifamily housing. The :2004 and 2009 Ho~ing Element FEIR identified less-than sigIDficant 
enviro:prnental impacts in the following environmental topic areas: 

• Land Use and Land Us.e Planning; • Utilities and Service Systems; 
• Visual Quality and Urban Design; .. Public Services; 
• Population and Housing; • Biological Resources; 
• Cultural and '.Paleontologic~ Resources; • Geology and Soils; 
• Air Quality; • Hydrology and Soils; 
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions; • Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 
• Wind and Shadow; • Mineral and Energy Resources; and 

• Recreation; Agricultural and Forest Resources. 

The FEIR found that sign:if:icant effects related to encouraging new residential development along streets 
with noise levels above 75 dBA Ldn can be avoided or reduced to a less-than-significant level with 
mitigation, and a mitigation measure addressing the issue was incorporated into the adopted Housing 
Element as an i:p:tplementation measure.14 The FE1R found also that adoption of the 2009 Housing Element 

l(- A-Weighted Sound Level (dBA): The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a sound level met~r using· the 
internationally standardized A-weighting filter or as computed from sound spectral data to which A-weighting 
adjustments have been made. A-weighting de-emphasizes the low and very high frequency components of the 
sound in a manner similar to the response of the average human ear. A-weighted sound levels correlate well with 

I 
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would potentially result in significant environmental effects on the transit network that could not be 
mitigl;lted to a less-than-significant level with implementation of feasible n:iitigation measures. The policies 
in the 2014 Housing Element were substantially the same as those in the 2009 Housing Element, and the 
adoption of the 2014 Housing Element did riot change the conclusions in the FEIR. 

2004 and 2009 Housing Element EIR Alternative C 

The 2004 and 2009 Housing Element BIR, in the Revised Alternatives .Analysis, discussed and analyzed 
Alternative C ("2009 Housing Element Intensified"), which included potential policies (described herein as 
"concepts") that more actively encourage housing development through zoning accommodations than the 
policies in the 2009 Housing Element These concepts were generated based on ideas and alternative 
concepts raised over the course of outreach for the 2009 Housing Element preparation process, but which 
were ultimately not included as policies in the 2009 Housing Element 

Alternative C included concepts intended to encourage housing by: 

1) Allowing for limited expansion of allowable building envelope for developments meeting the 
City's affordable housing requirement on site with units of two or more bedrooms; 

2) Requiring development to the full allowable building envelope in locations that are directly on 
Transportation Effectiveness Project ("TEP") rapid transit network lines; 

3) Giving height and/or density bonuses for developments that exceed affordable housing 
requiiements in locations that are directly on TEP rapid transit network lines; 

4) Allowing height and/or density bonuses for 100 percent affordable housing in all areas of the City 
except in RH-1· and RH-2 zones; and 

5) Granting of ·administrative (i.e., over the counter) variances for reduced parking spaces if the 
development l.s: · . 

a) ID. anRH-2 zoning district that allows for greater residential density (e.g., adding a second 
unit without required parking); 

b) in an area where additional curb cuts would restrict parking in areas with parking 
shortages; or 

c) on a Transit Preferential Street.is 

The 2004 and 2009 Housing Element EIR. analyzed the environmental impacts of implementing a more 
intensified housing development program than what was proposed under the 2009 H~msing Element. The 
FEIR. concluded i:l).at Alternative C would not result in any greater significant environmental impacts th~ 
those identified for the 2009 Housing Element Specifically, the FEIR. noted that Alternative C could result 
:iri. a significant and unavoidable impact to the Gty's transit network -.the same as the proposed 2009 
Housing Element - and that, with respect to noise, Alternative C could result in a significant impact that 
could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-N0-1 -

subjective reactions of people to noise and are universally used for community noise evaluations. 
Day-Night Sound Level (Ldn): The Leq of the A-weighted noise level over a 24-hour period with a 10 dB penalty 
applied to noise levels between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. 

15 The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan contains Policy 20.1, which calls for "giving priority 
to transit vehicles based on a rational classification system of transit preferential streets (TPS)." The policy 
discussion elaborates that the 1J?S classification system should consider the multi-modal functions of the street, the 
existing and potential levels of transit service and ridership, and the existing transit infrastruchrre. A map of Transit 
Preferential Streets is provided :in Map ·9 of the Transportation Element. 
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also, the same as for the proposed Housing Element. In sw:µ, the significance of the environmental impacts 
associated with Alternative• C were determined be similar to the significance of the impacts for the 2009 
Housing Element. The growth projected in San Francisco over the Housing Element EIR. review period 
was driven by assumptions based on regional demand, and therefore the EIR. concluded that the policies 
contained within the Housing Element could incrementally affect the type of housing developed and, to 
some extent, the size of individual projects, but would not affect the overall number of units expected. 
Therefore, while some environmental iinpacts associated with Alternative C were determined to be either 
incrementally more or incrementally less severe than the impacts that were identified for the 2009 Housing 
Element, the difference in the severity of effects of Alternative C as compared to the 2009 Housing.Element 
was not substantial. 

Changed Circumstances since Certification of FEIR 

Since certification of the FEIR, a num;ber of revisions have been made to the Planning Code, General Plan, · 
and other city policies and regulations (including the Inclusionary·Housing Program, Standards for Bird
Safe Buildings, and others) related to housing and development in San Francisco. Most changes to the 

, Planning Code and other documents can be found on the Planning Department's website: http://www.sf
planning.org/index.aspx?page=2977. Those changes were independent from the adoption of the Housing 
Element and have undergone independent review under CEQA The revisions primarily pertain to 
neighborhood-specific issues, and none of them would result in changes that substantially deviate from 
the overarching goals and objectives that were articulated in the 2009 or 2014 Housing Element (such as 
directing growth to certain areas of the City, promoting preservation of residential buildmgs, etc.) in a way 

· that could render the conclusions reached in the FEIR. as invalid or inaccurate. These revisions to the · 
regulatory environment also would-not be expected to affect the severity of impacts discussed in the FEIR 
Further, no new information has emerged that would materially change the analyses or conclusions set 
forth in the FEIR Any additional draft amendments proposed for adoption, but not yet adopted, would be 
reviewed for environmental impacts prior to adoption. 

Changes to Housing Projections 

The FEIR. contains population and housing projections that have since been updated. As reported in the 
2014 Housing Element,16 the 2012 American Community Survey estimated Sap. Francisco's population to 
be about 807,755. ABAG projects continued population growth to 981,800 by 2030 or an overall increase of 

·about 174,045 people who will need to be housed over the next 18 years.17 In comparison, the 2009 
Housing Element projected -San Francisco's population at 934,000 by 2030. Household growth, an 
approximation of the demand for housing, currently indicates a need for some 72,530 new unitS in the 18 
years to 2030: As with the 2009 and 2014 HousiRg Elements, the proposed AHBP. would not change the 
population and housing projections,· as those projections are due to, and influenced by, births, deaths, 
migration rates, and employment growth, and under current zoning the City can meet that demand. 
Rather, the AHBP would influence the location and type of residential development that would be 
constructed to meet demand. 

16 2014 Housi;ng Element, Part I, p. I.4. 
17 Association of Bay Ar~a Governments, Projections 2013, p. 75. 
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Approach to Analysis of AHBP Enviro.nmental Eff!!cts 

As discussed above, !he Analyzed State Program and !he Individually Requested Program (hereafter "!he 
State Programs") implement the State.Law. Adoption of the State Programs would codify procedures !hat 
articulate !he City's preferences and priorities for implementing the State Law in San Francisco. Project 
sponsors of qualifying projects in San Francisco already are entitled to receive !he density bonuses and 
concessions and incentives that would be offered by the State Programs. The State Programs would make 
it easier for project sponsors to take advantage of !he State Law, sine~ State Program projects would not be 
required to receive exceptions or other allowances from applicable Planning Code requirements, such as 
through a conditional use, variance or Planning Code amendment. The two AHBP State Law avenues, 
however, would not be expected to substantially increase the number of projects that are developed 
consistent with State Law, because the underlying financial feasibility of developing a particular parcel 
would not substantially.change wilh adoption of the State Programs. Furthermore, Alternative C in the 
FEIR identified pote~tial policies, including increased heights filtd expanded building envelopes, that 
would allow more intense housing development in certain areas of San Francisco. Alternative c. thereby 
reflected the potential for construction of relatively larger buildings with higher affordability levels in 
particular locations, such as iilong rapid transit corridors. Thus, because the State L~w was already 
assumed as part of the baseline regulatory environment for both the Housing Element and Alternative C, 
impacts from implementation of the State Law through th~ State Programs were included in !he analysis 

of the Housing Elem~t in the FEIR. It is worth noting, however, that future proposed projects seeking to 
take advantage of fue State Programs, or any AHBP program, would be subject to additional project
specific environmental review. 

The Local Program and 100 Percent Affordable Program (hereafter "the Local Programs") contain 
~dditional eligibility requirements that are more restrictive than the requirements for fue State Law. These 
include the affordability, location, unit mix, and environmental requirements. At the same time, fue Local 
Programs have a lower threshold of eligibility regarding the pre-program density requirement (a 

. minimum of three units versus five) and the density bonus offered under the Local Programs is not 
capped at a certain percentage, as is the State Law. In contrast to fue State Programs, fue Local Programs 
were not specifically included or assumed as part of the existing regulatory environment in fue FEIR. The 
Department reasonablf assumes, however, fuat projects constructed under the Local Programs would be 
generally similar to fuose that qualify for State Law development bonuses and, as with fue State programs, 
would not substantially deviate from fue development fuat the FEIR concluded could proceed.under the 
concepts described in Alternative C. · 

Pursuant to CEQA, this document focuses specifically on the physical environmental effects that could 
result from implementing fue proposed AHBP. The proposed program does not directly propose new 
housing development projects and thus, would not directly result in the construction of residential units. 
However, by allowing for and articulating the City's preferences and prioritie(l for density bonuses and 
establishing a defined menu of zoning modifications from which a developer could choose, the AHBP 
could encourage the production of a greater number of market-rate and affordable housing units at any 

given eligible site fuan would occur under existing land use controls. In other words, the program would 
allow for a greater number of residential units to be included in a given development project. This 

construction would occur because the program would make it more financially feasible for project 
sponsors to develop or redevelop underutilized sites and include affordable housing. Nonefueless, as 
noted above, the AHBP would not increase projected demand for housing, nor would it change fue total 
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amoµnt of residential growth (in terms of numbers of units) anticipated in the City. Rather, the program 
. would influence the location, density, building envelope, and affordability of residential development that 

would be constructed to meet demand. 

The program characteristics that have the greatest potential to result in physic~l environmental effects are 
the height and density bonuses and the zoning modifications, as they would influence the size of the 
building envelope and may necessitate deeper foundations and larger lot coverage. 

Anticipated Development of AHBP Projects 

It is uncertain how many additional new units (affordable or market rate) would be built by project 
sponsors choosing to take advantage of the proposed AHBP. It is also uncertain precisely which parcels in 
the City would be developed or redeveloped with AHBP projects as opposed to traditional residential 
projects. Nonetheless, the Planning Department has estimated a theoretical maximum number of new 
units that would be built under the Program, based on the assumptions described below, and analyzed the 
distribution of sites throughout the City where such development would be most likely to occur. 

Selection of AHBP Option by Developer 

The Planning Department crafted the four proposed AHBP options to provide for a· range of program 
types suiting different pr?ject site conditions, project types, and project sp01wor needs. The Department 
anticipates that the Local Program would be the most popular .choice by developers because it would 
provide the greatest benefits, in the form of the bonuses and zoning modifications offered, relative to the 
costs to qualify (i.e., provision of affordable housing). The Analyzed State Progr~ is anticipated to be the 
second most popular choice, for similar reasons, and it would be available to projects that do not meet the 
eligibility requirements for the Local Program. In addition, Local Program and Analyzed State Program 
projects would benefit from a more streamlined entitlement process, without the need to· justify the 
financial or site constraints that merit specific zoning rri.odifications, relative to Individually Requested 
Program projects. Although sponsors of projects meeting the affordability and other requirements of the 
· 100 Percent Affordable Program would benefit from an additional 10-foot/one-story height bonus as 
compared to the Local Program and Analyzed State Program, the 100 Percent Affordable Program would 
be expected to attract a very small number of applicants on an. annual basis due to the financing 
constraints for such projects. Most 100% affordable projects rely on some form of public funding, sources 
of which are very limited, and the AHBP would not increase public funding sources. The Individually 
Requested Program would be expected to attract a small number of projects due to the requirement to 
justify the financial and/or site constraints that merit the specifically requested zoning modifications, 
which are not required by the other three programs. Nonetheless, the Planning Department's estimate of 
theoretical maximum number of new AHBP units takes into account 100 Percent Affordable and 
Individually Requested Program units. 

Development and Other Constraints 

In order to determine the likely number of new units that would be coristructed under the· AHBP, the 
Planning Department began by identifying the constraints to development of projects eligible to take 
advantage of the proposed AHBP. As noted above, it'is anticipated that most developers would choose 
either the Local Program or the Analyzed State Program (hereafter "Local or Analyzed Programs"). 
Therefore these programs would be expected to incentivize the greatest number of residential units and 
the following discussion of development constraints focuses on these programs. 
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Location. Developers would be able to take advantage of the Local Program only in locations subject to 
quantified density limits and that allow three or more units per parcel These locations, which total 30,850 
parcels ("the study area"), constitute approximately 20 percent of all parcels in the City zoned for 
residential uses (see Figure 1). The Analyzed State Program would be available only in locations subject to 
quantified density limits and that allow five or more units Eer parcel; thes~ parcels are encompassed 
within the study area. 

Numerous areas of the City that benefit from more recent community plans are not subject to residential 
density limits, such as areas within the Market Octavia Area Plan, the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, 
the Balboa Park Plan Area and the Glen Park Plan Area. fu these areas, proposed developments are subject 
to form-based regulation, and are ineligible for the Local or Analyzed Programs. Some individual parcels 
in areas with form-based zoning where residential use is permitted are expected to take advantage of the 
100 Percent Affordable Program, but for the reasons described above· this · would not constitute a 
substantial number of sites, 

fu addition, projects seeking density bonuses under the Local, 100 Percent Af.f:ordable, and Analyzed State 
Programs would not be permitted in RH-1 and RH-2 districts, which allow only one or two units per lot 
respectively. RH-1 and RH-2 districts make up approxiina.tely 72% of all existing land parcels and 50% of 
the City's developable acreage (meaning non-open space or land that is not federally owned). 

As illustrated in· Figure 1, the study area includes neigbborl19od commercial districts along Geary 
Boulevard, Van Ness Avenue, and Balboa, Fillmore, Divisadeio, and Taraval.streets. In addition, the study 
area includes some parcels along Van Ness Avenue and Mission, Third, Irving, and Judah streets. 

The study area includes zoning districts in which mixed-use development is already ei:i.couraged or 
permitted (e.g., C (Commercial) districts, NC (Neighborhood Commercial), NCT (Neighborhood 

'Commercial Transit) districts, and RC (Residential-Commercial Combined) districts, among others). Thus, 
AHBP projects would likely occur in zoning districts that have neighborhood-, city-, or regional-serving 
commercial uses in areas close to major transit lines (i.e., the Muni rapid network) and on major 
automobile arterials. Figure 2 shows the location of the Muni rapid network in relation to the study area . 

. Existing and Proposed Site Development. The majority of parcels throughout San Francisco are already 
developed with existing buildings that are not anticipated to be redeveloped. A total of 13,800 parcels in 
the study area are currently developed to more than 30% of the penttltted site capacity.ls Even with the 
density and· height bonuses offered to projects qualifying for the Local and Analyzed Programs, it is 
unlikely that ~e financial incentives of the programs would be sufficient to incentivize redevelopment of 
those parcels. This standard assumption applies because the value o~ the existing uses on those parcels 
most likely exceeds the relative value of the new develqpment potential, less the cost of redeveloping the · 
parcel. These costs include the monetary cost of project design, environmental review, entitlement 
processing, demolition, and construction.. Furthermore, because redevelopment entails an inherent 
uncertainty about whether the project would successfully receive entitlements, parcels already developed 
30% above the permitted site capacity ar~ unlikely to undergo the redevelopment process. 

16 The Planning Department divides the square footage of a building or buildings on a given parcel by the total square 
footage theoretically q].lowed on that same parcel under existing zoning controls (i.e., height limit, rear yard 
requirement, bulk controls, etc.) to calculate to what percent of zoned capacity the parcel is currently developed. 
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In addition to the above, the type and age of existing development is a factor in assessing the likelihood of 
a given parcel being redeveloped. Certain existing uses :r:i:take redevelopment prohibitively costly .or 
unlikely, either due to the nature of the existing uses or due to existing Planning Code regulations or 
policies that discourage demolition and reconstruction. Within the study area, these uses include: 
hospitals, San Francisco Housing Authority properties, single resident occupancy (SRO) hotels, ·schools, 
parcels containing rent-controlled residential units, parcels containing historic properties· (those with 
Planning Department Historic Resource Status Code of A, signifying "Historic Resource Present"), 
churches, and parcels with existing residentiai units. These uses are strongly regulated and/or their 
redevelopment is discouraged, making them difficult to redevelop. As noted above, projects that would 
result in a sigru.£icant impact to a historic resource would not be eligible for the Local Programs. Parcels 
with buildings constructed after 1990 are also less likely to be redeveloped due to the ~ge and relative 
health of the existing building. 

In addition, pcµcels that are currently vacant but where buildings are either under construction or have 
received their entitlements are unlikely to be modified and reapproved under the AHBP. Furthermore, 
projects that are moving through the entitlement process (so-called "pipeline projects") are very unlikely . . 
to be modified to be an entirely different project. This is because the sponsor's recent substantial 
investments in non-construction costs, including site acquisition, architectural design~ engineering, legal 
fees, application fees, pursuit of entitlements, and carrying_ costs are strong incentives to stay the course 
and not risk the additional time and expense associated with project revisions to conform with the AHBP. 
Even if some project sponsors of pipeline projects opt to modify their proje~t to take advantage of the 

· AHBP, the increased development capacity on those sites would be negligible in the context of this EIR 
addendum analysis. Currently, there are only 26 pipeline projects in the project area. Individual AHBP 
projects will be subject to individual environmental review. 

Exclusion of parcels with the aforementioned site development characteristics from the study area leaves a 
remainder of 3,475 parcels. 

Other Considerations. To be eligible for the Local or Analyzed Programs, project sponsors would .be 
required to provide affordable housing units on site, including inclusionary units under Planning Code 
Section 415. Some developers, however, would not find it desirable, for. financial or business reasons, to 
provide onsite affordable housing and would rather elect to pay the in-lieu fee under Planning Code 
Section 415. Historicaliy, approximately 21 % of residential projects subject to Section 415 elect to pay the 
in-lieu fee.19 

Lastly, on any given parcel, factors such as the shape of the parcel, topography, and other considerations, 
such as neighborhood opposition, would affect the likelihood of a given site being redeveloped. 

Theoretical Maximum Number of Bonus Units 

As noted, of the 30,850 parcels in the City in locations that would permit Local Program projects (and, to a 
lesser degree, Analyzed State Program projects), 3,475 parcels are free of the above-described development 
constraints that would mal<e their redevelopment unlikely. 

19 According lo the San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing, between 199i and 2014, the inclusionary housing 
ordinance resulted in 1,787 onsite units, or 81 onsite units pei: year, on average. See http://sf
moh.org/modules/showdocumentaspx?documentid=8736, accessed January 7, 2016. 
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Planning Department staff then identified a subset of these 3,475 parcels that were either vacant or built to 
5% or less of their zoned capacity. The number of parcels in the study area that contain existing buildings 
or are built to greater than 5% of. their zoned capacity equals 3,235 parcels. ·Because the remaining 240 
parcels, or "soft sites," are either vacant or developed to less than 5% of zoned capacity, and are therefore 
deemed to have the characteristics that make them the mostJi.kely to be of sufficient appeal to developers 
seeking to take advantage of the Local Program. 

Under existing density, height, and bulk controls, the 240 soft sites have the capa?-ty to accommodate 
approximately 7,400 housing units, including 890 affordable units.20 If all 240 sites were developed 
consistent with the Local Program, they could accommodate approximately 16,000 housing units, 
including 5,000 affordable units. If the 240 soft sites were developed consistent with the Analyzed State 
Program, they would have the capacity for up to 10,000 housing units, including approximately 1,500 
affordable units. Thus, it is assumed that the AHBP could incentlvize the development of between 10,000 
and 16,000 housing units. For the purpose of this analysis, th!s addendum reasonably assumes that this 
development would occur over a 20-year period.21 

It should be noted that the theoretical maximum development of up to 16,000 bonus units does not take 
into account the "Other Considerations" described above. In addition, this analysis assumes that 
developers of all 240 soft sites elect to participate in the Local Program and maximize the number of units . 
built on those lots. In reality, for some sites, the Local Program would not provide sufficient additional 
development potential compared to current zoning or the Analyzed State Program. On such sites, 
development under existing zoning or the Analyzed State Program would yield fewer units. 

As noted previously, implementation of the AHBP, in and of itself, would not result in new development; 
· instead, the program would create a procedure for complying with the State Density Bonus Law, as well 

as establish additional incentives for including affordable housing above that required by the City's 
Inclusionary Housing Program. Future impacts to the environment, however, could occur as a result of 
specific development projects on individual sites. Individual pr9jects would be subject to site-specific 
environmental review. 

Consistent with the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element FEIR, this ·addendum does not attribute any 
difference in environmental impacts to affordable housing as compared to market-rate housing; thus, the 
addendum analyzes the buildout of all residential units on the soft sites, regardless of their affordability 
level. 

The above-described theoretical maximum development of AHBP units is a reasonable basis for assessing 
the physical environmental impacts of the program for CEQA purposes .. In addition, it provides a basis for 
understanding the effectiveness of the program at meeting its goal of incentivizing affordable housing 
production pursuant to Implementing Program 39b of the 2014 Housing Element. 

20 This asswnes that all required inclusionary affordable units would be provided onsite. 

21 Twenty years, or approximately so, is commonly used as a forecast horizon for growth projections in planning and 
CEQA documents. For example, the 2009 Housing Element projected population growth over a 21-year period. 
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Land Use and Land Use Planning 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEJR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant impacts related to 
land use and land use planning. The 2009 Housing Element would not conflict with applicable land use 
plans, policies, or regulations, including, but not limited to, the San Francisco General Plan (General Plan), 
the San Francisco Countywide Transportation Plan, and the San Francisco Bicycle Plan. Individual 
development projects would be reviewed for consistency and compliance with applicable land use plans, 
policies, or regulations. The 2009 Housillg Element would not physically divide established communities 
by promoting the construction of physical .barriers to neighborhood access, such as new freeways, or by 
removing existing means of access, such as bridges or roadways. The 2009 Housing Element would not · 
have a substantial impact upon the existing character of San Francisco. Individual development projects 
would undergo design review to ensure that new construction is compatible with the neighborhoods in. 
which the projects are located. In addition, individual development projects would be reviewed. for. 
compliance with San Francisco Planning Code (Planning Code) regulations to ensure that the proposed 
land uses are permitted in the zoning districts in which the projects are located. . 

As discussed in the FEIR,. Alternative C would promote taller and denser bti.ildings than would the 
2009 Housing Element. The FEIR concluded that these taller· and denser buildings could result in 
incrementally greater impacts related_to land use and land use planning, but these impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHBP would promote housing along or near transit corridors and on sites in established 
neighborhoods throughout San Francisco. The AHBP includes Planning Code amendments that would 
allow qualifying projects to exceed existing height limits, resulting in buildings that could be taller and 
denser than what is currently permitted under existing regulations. 

Plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the pilrpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect 
are those that directly address environmental issues and/or contain targets or standards that must be met 
in order to maintain or improve characteriStics of the City's physical environment. Examples of such 
plans, policies, or regulations include the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's 2010 Clean Air Plan 
and the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board's San Francisco Basiii. Plan. The AHBP would 
not directly conflict with any plan, policy, or.regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect. Individual development projects proposed ~der the AHBP would be evaluated 
by City decision-makers for their consistency with such plans, policies, or regulations, and conflicts would 

. need to be addressed prior to the approval of any entitleinents. 

The AHBP would not physically divide established communities by calling for the construction of physical 
barriers to neighborhood access, such as freeways, or the removal of existing means of access, such as 
bridges and roadways .. AHBP projects would generally be constructed on vacant or underutilized sites 
aloµg or near transit corridors and in established residenti,al neighborhoods. New freeways would. not 
need to be constructed to provide access to and from these projects, and existing bridges and roadways 
would not need to be removed to accommodate the development of these projects. 
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The AHBP would not have a substantial impact on the existing land use character of San Francisco. The 
AHBP would promote housing in zoning districtS that currently allow residential and neighborhood
serving commercial. uses. AHBP projects would introduce new residential and neighborhood-serving 
commercial uses to established neighborhoods in which such land uses already exist Therefore, AHBP 
projects would be largely compatible with the existing land use character of the neighborhoods in which 
they would be located. AHBP projects could be taller and denser than both non-AHBP projects and 
existing development. ·However, the increased height and density would not affect the land use character 
of a neighborhood. in which an AHBP project is located, because new residential uses would be compatible 
with existing residential uses whether they are housed in a three-story building with fewer units or a five
story building with more units. The physical environmental inlpacts associated with taller buildings are 
discussed Un.der the topics of Aesthetics and Wind and Shadow, and the physical environmental impacts 
associated with denser buildings are discussed under the topics of Population and Housing, Recreation, 
Utilities and Service Systems, and Public Services. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-significant impacts related to land use and land use 
planning. The AHBP would not· result in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or 
Alternative C, would not result in new significant impacts b~yond those identified in the FEIR, and wo~ld 
not require new mitigation measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the 
FEIR' s conclusions regarding impacts related to land use and land use planning. 

Aesthetics 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant impacts on 
aesthetics. The 2009 Housing. Element would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, would 
not damage scenic resources that contribute to a scenic public setting, and would not degrade the existing 
visual character of San Francisco. As discussed in the FEIR, future development would be required to 
comply with existing regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding such impacts. The FEIR also found 
that the 2009 Housing Element would not create new sources of substantial light and giare that would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views· or would substantially affect other people or properties. New 
exterior lightlng associated with future development would be focused on specific ·areas rather than 
illuminating large areas that are currently not illuminated. Furthermore, all future development would be 
required to comply with Planning Commission Resolution No. 9212, which prohibits the use of highly 

reflective or mirrore~ glass in ne'."' co!1:5truction. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller buildings than would the 2009 Housing 
Element The FEIR concluded that these taller buildings could result in incrementally greater impacts 
related to aesthetics, but these iillpacts would be less than significant 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHBP would allow qualifying projects to exceed existing height limits in certa:iI). locations throughout 
San Francisco, resulting in buildings that could be taller than what is currently permitted under existing 
regulations. For this reason, adoption of the AHBP could indirectly affect the visual Character of the areas 
in which AHBP projects are located. 
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CEQA was amended in 2013 to add Public Resources Code ("PRC') Section 21099 regarding the analysis 
of aesthetics and parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.22 

PRC Section 21099( d) provides that, "aesthetics and parking impacts of a residential, inixed-use 
residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be 
considered significant impacts on the envirorunent." Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are no longer to 
be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for 
projects that meet all of the following three criteria: . 

1) The project is in a transit priority area; 

2) The project is on an infill site; and 

3) The projectiS residential, mixed-use residential, or an employmentcenter. 

Since the AHBP. would promote housing on infill sites along or near transit corridors throughout 
San Francisco, most, if not all, AHBP projects would me~t all three of the criteria listed above. :Pursuant to 
PRC Section 21099, AHBP projects that meet the three criteria listed above would not result in significant · 

· impacts related to aesthetics. In addition, implementation of the AHBP Design Guidelines and Planning 
Commission Resolution No. 9212 would ensure that AHBP projects would be architecturally and visually 
compatible with the neighborhoods in which they are located. Since AHBP projects would likely be 
scattered throughout the City and not concentrated in any one neighborhood or particular block, adoption 
of the AHBP would not have significant impacts related to aesthetics. Buildings that are somewhat taller 
or denser than their surrouncfuig.context are common and expected in urban environments. 

For these re~sons, adoption of the AHBP would result in less-than-significant impacts ~elated to aesthetics. 
the AHBP would not result in more severe :ini.pacts than the 2009 Housing Element or Alternative C, 
would nQt result in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, and would not require 
new mitigation measures. FurtheTin.ore, there is no new information that would alter 'the FEIR.!' s 
conclusions regarding impacts related to aesthetics. 

Population and Housing 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant impacts related to 
population and housing. As noted above, population growth in San Francisco and the region is primarily 
a result of births, deaths, migration, and employment growth. The growth projections in the FEIR were 
not driven by assumptions regarding proposed development. The purpose of the 2009 Housing Element 
is to provide ways for housing supply to meet housing demand and need; if housing supply were the 
basis for the growth projections, there would be no need for a housing element For this reason, the 
2009 '.Housing Element would not induce a substantial amount of population growth above the level 
anticipated in regional growth projections generated by the Association of Bay Area Governments.· 

22 A "transit priority area'' is defined in as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A 
"major transit stop" is defined in Section 21064.3 of the California Public Resources ~ode as a rail transit station, a 
ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with 
a freqµency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. 
A map of transit priority areas in San Francisco can be found at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/CEOA %20Update-
SB%20743%20Summazy.pdf. . . 
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Implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing 
units or people. Individual development projects would be subject to regulations that limit the demolition 
and merger of existing housing units, which would reduce the need to construct replacement housing. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller and denser buildings th~ would the 
2009 Housing Element. These taller and denser buildings could result in incrementally greater impacts . 
related to population and housing, but these impacts would be less than significant. 

Modified Project (AIIBP) 

The AHBP would not directly induce population growth above that anticipated by regional growth 
projections due to births, deaths, migration and . employment growth; rather, it would be a new 
mechanism for providing housing supply- particularly affordable housing- to meet demand. The AHBP 
would promote housing in certain areas of San Francisco and could influence the design or types of 
buildings in which projected population growth is housed. In addition, the AHBP would not indirectly 
induce substantial population growth by calling for the extension of roads, utilities, or other infrastructure. 
The AHBP would promote housing along or near transit corridors and m established neighborhoods that 
are already served by roads, utilities, and other infrastructure. Individual projects proposed under the 
AHBP would be evaluated for their impacts on demand .for roads, utilities, and other infrastructure, 

The AHBP would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing units or residents by calling for the 
demolition of existing housing stock. Individual AHBP projects that involve the conversion or demolition 

' of existing housing units would be subject to local policies and regulations that protect ·existing housing 
stock These policies and regulations include, but are not limited to, the Housing Element of the General 
Plan; Planning Code Section 317: Loss of Dwelling Units through Demolition, Merger, and Conversion; 
San Francisco Administrative Code (Administrative Code) Chapter 41: Residential Hotel Unit Conversion 
and Demolition Ordiri.ance; Administrative Code Chapter 41A: Residential Unit Conversion Ordinance; 
and Administrative Code Chapter 41C: Time-Share Conversion Ordinance. Required compliance with 
_these policies and regulations would ensure that AHBP projects would not displace substantial numbers 
of existing housing units or residents, thus minimizing the demand for replacement housing and the 
e;ci.vironmental impacts associated with the construction of replacement housing. 

The AHBP would not directly displace businesses, but AHBP projects that involve demolition of existing 
buildings could displace businesses. The physical effects of business displacement would be considered 
on an individual basis as part of the environmental review process for each project, because such impacts 
are project-specific and location-specific. Without individual development proposals to evaluate, it would 
be speculative to conclude that the AHBP would result in significant overall impacts related to business 
displacement 

Although businesses are not afforded the same type of protection as residents where displacement is 
concerned, the City operates several programs to assist displaced businesses. The Office of Economic and 
Workforce Development runs the Invest in Neighborhoods program, which helps displaced businesses 
find ·relocation sites and; under certain circumstances; can provide funding for specific construction 
improvements, such as fac;ade ~pgrades. The Small Business Development Center offers pro bono legal 
advice and technical assistance, and the Office of Small Business provides one-to-one case management 
assistance with licenses, permits, and financing. In addition to these e:>q.sting programs, the AHBP 
includes additional protection for businesses that could be displaced. Sponsors of AHBP projects that 
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involve.demolition of existing buildings anct displacement of businesses would be required to notify the 
affected businesses prior to the start of environmental review, which would provide the affected 
businesses with more time (anywhere from one to two years) to develop ·and implement relocation plans. 
The addition of this notification requirement, in conjunction with the existing programs, would reduce 
impacts on businesses that could be displaced as a result of the development of AHBP projects. 

For these reasons, the AHBP w0uld result in less-than-significant impacts related to population and 
housing. . The AHBP would not result in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or 
Altem~tive C, would not result in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, and would 
not require new mitigation measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the 
FEIR' s conclusions regarding impacts related to population and housing. 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

2009 Housin~ Element 

The FEIR. concluded that the 2009 Housing Element could result in a substantial adverse change to a 
historic resource if it promoted inappropriate alterations to or demolition of an existing building that is a 
historic resource, inappropriate new construction in a historic district, or demolition by neglect:23 The 
FEIR. also found that assessing such impacts on historic resources would be most appropriate during the 
review of individual development projects proposed under the 2009 Housing Element. Such impacts · 
would be offset through required compliance with existing federai state, and local regufations that protect 
historic resources. 

The FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element wotild not result in a substantial adverse change to an 
archeological resource, would not destroy a paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature, 
and would not disturb human remains. Individual development projects that could have potential 
impacts on areheological resources, paleontological resources, or human remains would be subject to 
existing regulations that protect such resources. These regulations include, but are not limited to, the 
National Historic Preservation Act an:d the California Public Resomces Code. In addition, the Planning 
Department has established_ procedures to assess impacts on archeological resources as well as mitigation 
measures to reduce potentially significant impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote a larger number of development projects as well 
as taller and denser buildings than would the 2009 Housing Element. The FEIR concluded that this 
increased amount of devefopment, combined with potentially taller buildings, in ·or adjacent to existing 
historic districts could result in incrementally greater impacts on cultural' and paleontological r~sources, 
but these impacts would be less than significant. 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHBP would not directly alter or. encourage the alteration of existing historic resources. However, 
individual development projects proposed under the AHBP could result in direct effects on historic . 

2'l CEQA defines "substantial adverse change" as "demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration," activities that 
would impair the significance of a historical resource either directly or indirectly. Demolition by neglect is the 
gradual deterioration qf a building when routine or major maintenance is not performed and/or when a building is 
allowed by the owner to remain vacant and open to vandals. 
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resources through demolition or alteration of existing buildings or through new construction in existing 
historic districts~ AHBP projects would be evaluated for their potential impacts on historic resources 
during the environmental review process. In order to be eligible for the Local and 100 Percent Affordable 
programs, project sponsors must demonstrate that their projects would not result in a substantial adverse 
change in a historic resource. If the Planning Department detennines that a project would result in a 
substantial adverse change in a historic resource, then the project would not be eligible for the Local and 
100 Percent Affordable programs. The project would need to be modified in order to avoid causing such a 
change, 'or .the project could not be approved under these programs. Given this constraint, projects 
proposed under the Local and 100 Percent Affordable programs would result in less-than-significant 
impacts on historic resources. 

As discussed in the project description, there is an existing ·state Density Bonus Law that allows 
developers to seek density bonuses in exchange for providing affordable housing; this existing law does 
not require projects to avoid causing substantial adverse changes in historic resources. The AHBP would 
not change the existing law, but it would provide developers with two avenues (the Analyzed State 
Program and the Individually Requested Program) for seeking density bonuses in exchange for providing 
affordable housing; these two State.Programs would be consistent with the existing law (i.e., they would 
not require projects to avoid causing substantial adverse changes in historic resources). Projects proposed 
under either of the State programs could result in potentially significant impacts on historic resources. 
These impacts would be evaluated on a project-by-project basis, because impacts on historic resources are. 
project-specific and location-specific. Without individual development proposals to evaluate, it would be 
speculative to conclude that either of the State Programs would result in significant overall impacts on 
historic resources. The AHBP would not result in· impacts that would be more severe than those that 
could result from development proposed under the existing State Density Bonus Law. 

The AHBP would not directly place or encourage housing in areas of San Francisco that could be 
underlain by soils containing archeological resources; paleontological resources (ie., fossils), or human 
remains. However, individual development projects proposed under the AHBP could be located in such 
areas. Required compliance with existing federal, state, and local regulations and procedures would 
ensure that AfmP projects would not result in a substantial adverse change to an archeological resource, 
would not destroy a paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature, and would not dis:J:urb 
human remains. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-significant impacts on cultural and paleontological 
resources. The AHBP would not result in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or 
Alternative C, would not result in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, and would 
not require new mitigation measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the 
FEIR' s conclusions regarding impacts on cultural and paleontological resources. 
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Transportation and Circulation 

2009 Housing Element . 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant impacts on traffic, 
pedestrians, bicycles, loading, emergency access, and construction-related traffic. However, the FEIR 
concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in a significant and unavoidable transit impact, 
because policies in ~e 2009 Housing Element that encourage transit-oriented residential development 
could result in a mode shift toward transit. Such a shift could result in an exceedance of the San Francisco 
Municipal Railway's capacity utilization standard of 85 percent. The FEIR identified two mitigation 
measures to address this i~pact. The first lliitigation measure called for the City to implement various 
transportation plans and programs that would reduce congestion and decrease transit travel times.24 Since 
the certification of the FEIR,. the Transit Effectiveness Project and the Van Ness Avenue Bus Rapid Transit 
Project have been approved and are being implemented. The second mitigation measure called for the 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency to increase capacity by providing more buses. At the 
time that the FEIR was certified, the feasibility of these mitigation measures could not be established. For 
this reason, the FEIR concluded that' the 2009 Housing Element's impact on transit would be significant 
and unavoidable. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller and denser buildings than would the 
2009 Housing Element fu addition, Alternative C would encourage reduced parking requirements for 
future development and increased density along existing transit lines, resulting in fewer vehicle trips but 
more transit trips. The FEIR concluded that effects on the· roadway network from future development 
under Alternative C would not be expected to exceed 2025 cumulative conditions. As with the 
2009 Housing-Element, Alternative C would result in a potentially significant impact on transit but woul<f 
have no impact on pedestrians, bicycles, loading, emergency vehicle access, or construction-related traffic. 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHBP would promote housing along or near transit corridors and on sites in established 
neighbo_rhoods throughout San Francisco, which is consistent with many local plans, policies, and 
regulations, including the General Plan, the San Francisco Countywide Transportation Plan, and the City's 
Transit First Policy. This type of transit-oriented development would help encourage residents to move 
away from the use of private automobiles and toward alternatives modes of transportation, such as transit, · 
bicycling, and walking. This mode shift would help reduce impacts on traffic, pedestrians, bicycles, 
loading, emergency access, and construction-related traffic. Although this mode shift is consistent with 
the 2009 Housing Element policies, it has the potential to increase the demand for transit service to the 
degree that the San Francisco Municipal Railway's capacity utilization bf 85 percent would be exceeded.25• 

On November 17, 2015, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the Transportation Sustainability 
Fee ("TSF'') (Ordinance No. 200-15, effective December 25, 2015) to replace the Transit Impact 

24 The FEIR noted that various transportation plans were adopted, but not implemented, or proposed. Adopted 
·plans/programs included SF Park, SF Go, the San Francisco Bicycle Plan, the Transbay Terminal, Caltrain 
Electtjfication, and High Speed Rail project, and the Central Subway. Proposed plans included congestion pricing, 
SFMTA' s Transit Effectiveness Project, the Van Ness Avenue and Geary Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit projects, and 
the San Franeisco Better Streets Plan. 

25 Capacity utilization is the number of passengers on board a transit vehicle relative to the total capacity. 
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Development Fee.26 The TSF applies to new commercial projects, market-rate residential projects with 
more than 20 units, and certain institutional projects. Developers of such projects would pay a fee that 
would fund various transit improvements, including additional buses and trains, the reengineering of 
streets and transit stops, and upgrades to bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. The AHBP could reasonably 
result in a higher number of market-rate residential projects with more than 20 units than under existing 
zoning regulations. Therefore, more projects would be subject to the TSF, and more revenue would be 
generated to mitigate transit impacts. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-significant impacts on traffic, pedestrians, bicycles, 
loading, emergency access, and construction-related traffic, but it would result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact on transit The AHBP would not i:esult in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing 
Element or Alternative C, would not result in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, 
and would not require new mitigation measures. Furthermore, there is no new. information that would 
alter the FEIR' s conclusions regarding impacts on transportation and circulation. 

Noise 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in a less-than-significant impact related 
to a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels due to policies that discourage 
demolition and encourage maintenance of the City's existing housing stock In addition, all construction 
activities are required to comply with the regulations set forth in the San Francisco Noise Ordinance 
(Noise Ordinance). · 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would not result in the exposure of persons to or 
' generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels, because potential impacts 

resulting from groundborne vibration or groundborne noise due to construction activities would be 
reduced to less-than-significant levels through compliance with federal, state, and local regulations. The 

. FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element would not result in a substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity a~ove levels existing at the time of that the Notice of 
Preparation of an EIR was published. 

Lastly, the FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element woul4 result in a significant but mil:i.gable 
impact related to the exposure of persons to, . or generation of, noise levels in excess of established 
standards. The FEIR concluded that by encouraging future growth along transit corridors within the City, 
such growth could be located in areas with existing ambient noise levels exceeding 60 dBA Ldn, which is 
the maximum satisfactory exterior noise level for residential areas.27•28 Interior noise levels for residential 
uses are addressed through compliance with the noise standards set forth in Title 24 of the California Code 

of Regulations, as implemented during the design and review phase for individual development projects. 

26 San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Ordinance No. 200-15, adopted N overnber 17, 2015. Available at 
http:Uwww.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances15/o0200-15.pdf, accessed January 13, 2016. 

27 The standard method used to quantify environmental noise involves evaluating the sound with an adjustment to 
reflect the fact that human hearing is less sensitive to low-frequency sound than to mid- and high-frequency sound. 
This measurement adjustment is called "A" weighting, and the data are reported in A-weighted decrbels ( dBA). 

28 Ldn is the average equivalent sound level during a 24-hour day, obtained after the addition of 10 dB to sound levels 
_during nighttime hours (from 10:00 p.m. unti.17:00 a.m.). 
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.However, some areas of the City may be especially noisy. FEIR Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Interior and 
Exterior Noise, requires the preparation of a noise analysis "for new residential development projects 
located on streets with noise levels above 75 dBA Lc1n. The noise analysis shall include, at a minimum, (1) a 
site survey to identify potential noise-generating uses within two blocks of the project site and (2) at least 
one 24-hour noise measurement with maximum noise level readings taken at least every 15 minutes prior 
to completion of the environmental review. The analysis shall demonstrate with reasonable certainty that 
Title 24 standards, where applicable, can be met FEIR Mitigation Measure M-N0-1 also requires that 
open space· for new residential uses be protected, to the maximum extent feasible, from existing ambient 
noise levelB that could prove annoying or disruptive to users of the open space: Implementation of this 
measure could involve designing the project in a way that uses the building itself to shield on-site open 
space from noise sources, constructing noise barriers betw~en on-site open space and noise sources, and 
appropriately using both common and private open space in multi-unit residential buildings. Since the 
certifiq1tion of the FEIR, this mitigation measure has been implemented as part ·of every proposed 
residential project that (1) is located on a street with ambient noise levels above 75 dBA L1n and/or 
(2) includes open space. 

As discussed in .the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller and denser buildings than would the 
2009 Housing Element The FEIR concluded that these taller and denser buildings could result in 
incrementally greater noise and vibration impacts during both the construction and operational phases, 
but these impacts would be less than significant with implementation of FEIR Mitigation Measure M-N0-

1. 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHBP would promote housing in.areas of San Francisco that could have existing ambient noise levels 
exceeding 60 dBA Ldn. Individual development projects proposed under the AHBP would be required to 
comply with the noise standards set forth in Title 24 as well as the provisions of the Noise Ordinance. As 
discussed above, AHBP projects that are located on streets with ambient noise levels above 75 dBA Ldn or 
that include open space would be required to implement FEIR Mitigation Measure M-N0-1. Required 
compliance with existing noise regulations and implementation of FEIR Mitigation Measure M-N0-1 · 
would ensure that new noise-sensitive receptors occupying AHBP projects would not be substantially 
affected by existing noise level~. No additional mitigation measures to address noise impacts on noise
sensitive receptors are necessary. 

Construction of AHBP projects would result in temporary site-specific increases in noise and vibration 
levels. Once construction has been completed, noise and vibration produced by constru:ction equipment 
and construction vehicles would cease. In addition, all construction activities in San Francisco are 
required to comply with the Noise Ordinance, which prohibits construction between the hours of 8:00 p.m. 
and 7:00 a.m. Construction of AHBP projects would· generate vibration that could damage adjacent or 
nearby buildings. The DBI is responsible for reviewing building permit applications to ensure that 
proposed coll$truction activities, including pile driving, shoring, and underpinning, comply with all 
applicable procedures and requirements and would not materially impair adjacent or nearby buildings. 

Vehicle _traffic is a primary source of noise and vibration throughout San FraU:cisco. Like the 2009 Housing 
Element, the AHBP would promote housing in some areas along or near major transportation corridors. 
that have higher ambient noise and vibration levels than other areas of San Francisco. Although AHBP 
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projects could be taller and denser than development anticipated under the 2009 Housing Element, AHBP 
projects would not include substantially more units such that there would be a noticeable increase ill 
traffic noise and vibration. Vehicle traffic generated by AHBP projects would ·result in localized increases 
in no_ise c!nd vibration levels, but these increases would not be substantial given the elevated noise and 
vibration levels that already exist along major transportation corridors. 

AHBP projects would include mecharrical equipment, such as heating and ventilation systems, that could 
produce operational noise and potentially disturb adjacent and nearby noise-sensitive receptors. The 
operation of this mechanical equipment is subject to the provisions of the Noise Ordinance. Compliance 
with the Noise Ordinance would minimize noise from building operations. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-significant noise arid vibration impacts. Tii,e AHBP 
would not result in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or Alternative C, would nof result 
in ne'w significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, ·and would not require new mitigation 
measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the FEJR' s conclusions regarding 
noise and vibration impacts. 

Air Quality 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR. concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant impacts on air 

quality. AB discussed in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element would not increase the overall citywide 
population from 2009 to 2025 above the level assumed in the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, which was the 
applicable air quality plan at the time the FEIR was prepared. During this 16-year period, the number of 
vehicle-miles-trave.led would increase at a lower rate than the rate of population growth; meaning that air 

pollution from vehicles would not outpace the population growth anticipated in the Bay Area 2005 Ozone 
Strategy. For these reasons, the 2009 Housing Element would not conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of the applicable air" quality plan and would not violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially 
to an existing or projected air quality violation. ill addition, all construction activities associated with 
individual development projects would be subjed to the provisions of the Construction Dust Control 
Ordinance. 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial air 
pollutant concentrations. illcreased housing development along or near transit corridors could increase 
concentrations of certain air pollutants, including PM2..s, N02, and toxic air contaminants, on some 
roadways within San Francisco. At the same time, increased density and associated shifts from private 
automobiles to alternative modes of transportation, such as transit, bicycling, and walking, could reduce 
the overall expected growth of. vehicle trips and vehicle-miles traveled. ill addition, Article 38 of the 
San Francisco Health Code contains requirements for air quality assessment and mitigation when new 
residential exposures exceed action levels for acceptable air pollutant concentrations. 

The FEIR also concluded that the 2009 Housn:ig Element would result in less-than-significant impacts 
related to carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations. To support this conclusion, CO concentrations were 
calculated based on simplified CALINE4 screening procedures developed by the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD). Based on the modeling, under future 2025 cumulative traffic 
conditions, none of the 10 worst-performing intersections included in the model would exceed 
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CO standards. Thus, it was assumed that if CO levels at the 10 worst-perforn:ring intersections do not 
exceed the CO thresholds, then the remaining 50 intersections analyzed in the traffic study would not 
exceed the CO thresholds. 

Lastly, the FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant impacts 
related to objectionable odors, because residential uses generally do not create objectionable odors. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote . taller and denser buildings than would the 
2009 Housing Element In addition, Alternative C would encourage increased density along existing 
transit lines, resulting in fewer vehicle miles traveled but more transit trips. The FEIR concluded that 
overall air . quality impacts associated with ·taller and denser transit-oriented development under 
Alternative C would be incrementally reduced when compared. to the impacts under the 2009 Housing 
Element The air quality impacts under Alternative C would be less than significant. 

Modified Project (AHBP) · 

The AHBP would not directly contribute to air pollutant emissions, but individual development projects 
proposed under the AHBP would contribute to air pollutant emissions during their construction and 
operational phases. AHBP projects would be subject to state, regional, and local plans, policies, and 
regulations related to the protection of air quality'. These plans, policies, and regulations include, but are 
not limited to, the BAAQMD' s 2010 Clean Air Plan, the San Francisco Construction Dust Control 
Ordinance, and Article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code. The Construction Dust Control Ordinance 
requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other construction activities that have the potential 
to create dust or to expose or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with 
specified dust control measures. Such measures include watering all active construction areas sufficiently 
to prevent dust from becoming airborne, wet sweeping or vacuuming the streets, sidewalks, paths, and 
intersections where work is in progress at the end of the workday, and covering inactive stockpiles of 
excavated material, backfill material, gravel, sand, road base, and soil. Pursuant to Article 38, any project, 
AHBP or otherwise, located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ) would be required to provide an 
enhanced ventilation system to protect its residents from exposure to toxic air contaminants. In addition, 
any project,. AHBP or otherwise, located in an APEZ may be subject to mitigation measures that are 

·necessary to reduce construction-related air quality impacts to less-than-significant levels. Required 
compliance with these plans, policies, and regulations would ensure that AHBP projects would not violate 
an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations. 

Residential uses generally do not create objectionable odors. Land uses that commonly create 
objectionable odors include wastewater treatment plants, oil refineries, landfills, and composting facilities. 
Since AHBP projects would not include these types of land uses, AHBP proj~cts would not create 
objectionable odors. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-significant impacts on air quality. The AHBP 
·would not result in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or Alternative C, would not result 
in new significant impacts beyond tl).ose identified in the FEIR, and would not require new mitigation 
measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the FEIR' s conclusions regarding 

impacts on~ quality. 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

. 2009 Housing Element 

The FEJR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would not generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, · 
either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment and would not conflict 
with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. 
Moreover, implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would not conflict with Assembly Bill (AB) 32 or 
San Francisco's Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissinns. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller and denser buildings than would the 
2009 Housing Element. In addition, Alternative C would encourage increased density along existing 
transit lines and more energy-efficient buildings. The FEIR concluded that overall GHG impacts 
associated with taller, denser, and more energy-efficient transit-oriented development under Alternatiye C 

would be incrementally reduced when compared to the impacts under the 2009 Housing Element The 
GHG impacts under Alternative C would be less than significant 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

Adoption of the AHBP would not directly generate GHG emissions, but individual development projects 
proposed under the AHBP would generate GHG emissions during their construction and operational 
phases. The AHBP would promote housing along or near. transit corridors and in established 
neighborhoods where jobs and other services are easily accessible by·public transit or are within walking 
distance. This type of transit-oriented development would encourage the use of alternative modes of 
transportation (transit, bicycling, walking) and help reduce GHG emissions from the use of private 
automobiles, which is one of the primary sources of GHG emissions. In addition, AHBP.projects would be 
subfect to state, regional, and local plans, policies, and regulations related to the reduction of 
GHG emissions. These plans, policies, and regulations include Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 
(AB) 32, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's 2010 Clea:n Air Plan, San Francisco's Strategies to 
Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance. Required compliance 
with these plans, policies, and regulations would ensure that AHBP projects would not result in 
cumulatively considerable contributions to GHG emissions. To the degree that AHBP projects are 
concentrated closer to public transit and in taller and denser buildings (i.e., fewer buildings in fewer 
locations), GHG emissions would be reduced when compared to development patterns anticipated under 
the 2009 Housing Element. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-significant impacts related to GHG emissions. The 
AHBP would not result in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Eleinent or Alternative C, would 
not result in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, and would not require new 
mitigation measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the FEIR' s conclusions 
regarding ~pacts related to GHG emissions. 

Wind and Shadow 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEJR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant wind and shadow 
impacts, because the 2009 Housing Element would not directly result in the construction of projects that 
would alter wind or create.new ;:;hadow. In addition, wind and shadow impacts are project-specific; 
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individual development projects would be subject to the Planning Deparbnenf s procedures requiring 
·modification of any new building or addition that would exceed the Planning Code's wind hazard 
criterion and would be evaluated for their shadow impacts under CEQA and for compliance with 
Planning Code Sections 146, 147, and 295. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller buildings than would the 2009 Housing 
Element, The FEIR concluded that these taller buildings could result in incrementally greater wind and 
shadow impacts, but· required compliance with Planning Code wind and shadow regulations would 
reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHBP would not directly result in the construction of any new development and thus would not alter 
wind or create new shadow. However, individual development projects proposed under the AH.BP could 
alter wind or create new shadow in their respective vicinities. The AH.BP would allow qualifying projects 
to exceed existing height limits in certain locations throughout San Francisco, resulting in buildings that 
could be taller than the existing scale of development or taller than what is currently permitted under 
existing regulatio~. AHBP projects would be evaluated for their wind and shadow impacts <;J.uring the 
environmental review process and for compliance with Planning Code wind and shadow regulations 
during the entitlement process. In order to be eligible for the L<?cal and 100 Percent Affordable. programs, 
project sponsors must demonstrate that their projects would not alter wind in a manner that substantially 
affects public areas or create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation 
facilities or other public areas. If it is determined that a project would result in a significant wind or 
shadow impact/ then the project would need to be modified in order to avoid causing such an impact. If 
modifications are not feasible; .then the project would not be eligible for the Local and 100 
PercentAffordaPle programs. Given these constraints, projects proposed under the ·Local and 100 
Percent Affordable programs would result in less-than-significant wind and shadow impacts. 

As discussed in the project description,. there is an existing State Density Bon,us Law that allows. 
developers to seek density ~onuses in exchange for providing affordable housing; this existing law does 
not require projects to avoid altering wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas or creating 
new shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. The 
AHBP would not change the existing law, but it would provide developers with two avenues (the State 
Analyzed Density Bonus Program and the Individually Requested State Density .Bonus Program) for 
seeking density bonuses in exchange 'for providing affordable housing; these two State programs would be 
consistent with the existing law (i.e., they would not require projects to avoid creating new shadow in a 
manner that substantially affects _outdoor recreation facilities or othe~ public areas). Projects proposed 
under either of the State programs could result in potentially significant wind and shadow impacts. These 

· impacts would be evaluated on a project-by-project basis, because wind and shadow impacts are project
specific and lOcation-specific. Without individual development proposals to evaluate, it would be 
speculative to conclude that either of the· State programs would result in significant overall wind_ and 
shadow irnp~cts. The AHBP would not result in impacts that would be more severe than those that could 
result from development proposed under the existing State Density Bonus Law. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-significant wind and shadow impacts. The AH.BP 
would not result in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or Alternative C, would not result 
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in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, and would not require new mitigation 
. measures. · Furtherinore, there is no new information that would alter the FEIR' s conclusions regarding 

wind and shadow impacts. 

Recreation 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant impacts related to 
the increased use of existing parks or recreational facilities, the need to construct new or expand existing 
recreational facilities, and the physical degradation cif existing recreational resources: While the FEIR 
concluded that the 2009 Housing Element contains policies that could result in an increase in demand for 
existing recreational facilities in certain areas, the 2009 Housing Element also contains policies that could 
reduce the need for construction or expansion of recreational facilities by encouragfug · quality-of-life 
elements in residential developments such as on-site usable open space. The 2009 Housing Element 
includes measures to ensure community plan areas are adequately served by recreation_ facilities, thereby . 
indirectly promoting the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. The need for new or 
expanded recreational facilities and their associated impacts would be determined during the evaluation 
of specific community plan proposals. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller and .denser buildings than would the 
2009 Housing Element, potentially resulting in an increase in demand for and the use of recreationcl. 
facilities in certain areas of San Francisco. The FEIR concluded that these taller and denser buildings could 
result in incrementally greater impacts related to recreation, but these impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Modified Project <AHBP) 

As noted above, the AHBP would promote housing in certain areas of San Francisco but would not 
increase the overall citywide population above the level of future growth ·projected in the 2009 Housing 
·Element For this reason, AHBP projects would not increase the overall demand for recreational facilities 
above the level analyzed in the FEIR, but there could be localized fluctuations in demand for certain 
recreational facilities depending on where AHBP projects are constructed. In. November 2000, 

San Francisco v9ters approved Proposition C, which extended the life of the Open Space Fund through 
Fiscal Year 2030-2031. The Open Space Fup.d is used to finance property acquisitions and capital 
improvement projects for the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. A percentage of property 
tax revenues is set aside for the Open Space Fund, and such revenue would increase with the development 

of AHBP projects. 

In addition, AHBP projects would be subject to Planning Code requirements for usable open space. 
Although AHBP projects would be eligible ~or certain modifications or waivers from these requirements, 
they would not be entirely exempt from complying with these requfrements. The granting of open space 
modifications or waivers available ·to AHBP projects would not significantly incre.IBe demand for 
recreational facilities such that new open space or recreationhl facilities would be required. Most of the 
City's recreational facilities aie located on properties zoned for public use (P Districts); the AHBP does not 
apply to sites in P Districts and would not reclassify any P Districts. Lastly, the AHBP would not convert 
existing recreational facilities to other uses or otherwise physically degrade recreational resources. 
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For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-significant impacts related to recreation. The AHBP 
would not result in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or Alternative C, would not result 
in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, and would not require new mitigation 
measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the FEIR's conclusions regarding 
impacts related to recreation. . 

Utilities and Se/vice Systems · 

2009 Housing Element 

'The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant impacts on 
utilities and service s}rstems. The 2009 Housing Element would not exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements, would not exceed the capacity of the wastewater treatment provider, and would not require 
the construction of new \)r expansion of existing wastewater treatment qr stormwater drainage facilities. 
Such impacts would be offset through required compliance with existing regulations that address 
wastewater and stormwater discharges. fu addition, the 2009 Housing Element would not increase water 
demand above the level assumed for planning purposes in the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission's 
(SFPUCs) Water Supply Availability Study that was prepared for the FEIR. Lastly, the 2009 Housing 
Element would not exceed the penµitted capacity of the City's designated l~dfill, Any incremental 
increases in waste at landfills would be offset through required compliance with existing regulations that 
address the generation and disposal of solid waste. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller and denser buildings than would the 
2009 Housing Element. The FEIR concluded that these taller and denser buildings could result in similar 
but incrementally greater impacts on utilities and service systems, but these impacts would be less than 

significant. 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHBP would not directly generate stormwater or wastewater, but individual development projects 
proposed under the AHBP would generate stormwater and wastewater during their construction and 
operational phases. All stormwater and wastewater generated by AHBP projects would flow to the City's 
combined storrnwater/sewer system and would be treated to standards contained in the City's National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) _Permits for the Southeast Treatment Plant and i:he 
Oceanside Treatment Plant prior to discharge into San Francisco Bay and the Pacific Ocean, respectively. 
The NPDES standards are set and regulated by the SanFrancisco Bay Area Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB). Therefore, AHBP projects would.not conflict with RWQCB requirements and 
would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements, In addition, AHBP projects would be subject to 
local regulations that include, but are not limited to, the Green Building Ordinance and the Stormwater 
Management Ordinance. Required compliance with these regulations would reduce stormwater ·and 
wastewater flows from AHBP projects, thereby. ensuring that AHBP projects would not exceed the 
capacity of the wastewater treatment provider and would not require the construction of new or 
expansion of existing wastewater treatment and stormwater drainage facilities. 

The AHBP would not direc;tly consume water, but individual-development projects proposed under the 
AHBP would consume water during their construction and operational phases. As noted above, the 
AHBP would promote housing in certain areas of San Francisco but would not increase the overall 
population beyond the future growth projected in the 2009 Housing Element. For this reason, AHBP 
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projects would not increase the overall demand for water above the level assumed for planning purposes 
in the SFPUC's Water Supply Availability Study prepared for the FEIR. In addition, AHBP projects would 
be subject to local regulations that include, but are not limited to, the Green Building Ordinance, the Green 
Landscaping Ordinance, and the Residential Water Conservation Ordinance. Required ~ompliance with 
these regulations would reduce water consumption by AHBP projects, thereby ensuring that AHBP 
projects would not exceed the available water supply and would not require new or expanded water 
supply resources or entitlements. 

The AHBP would not directly generate solid waste, but individual development projects proposed under 
the AHBP would generate solid waste during their construction and operational phases. The AHBP 
would promote housing in certain areas of San Francisco but would not increase the overall citywide 
population above the level of future growth projected in the 2009 Housing Element. For this reason, 
AHBP projects would not increase the overall amount of solid waste generated above the level analyzed in 
the FEIR. In addition, AHBP projects would be subject to local regulations that include, but are not limited 
to, the Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, the Construction and. Demolition Debris 
Recovery Ordinance, and the Green Building Ordinance. .Required compliance with these regulations 
would promote the composting and recycling of solid waste and reduce the amount of solid waste sent to 
the City's designated landfill, thereby ensuring that AHBP projects would not exceed the permitted 
capacity of the City's designated landfill. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-significant impacts on.utilities and service systems. 
The AHBP would not result in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or Alternative C, 
would not result in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, and would not require 
new mitigation measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the FEIR' s 
conclusions regarding impacts on utilities and service systems. 

Public Services 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant impacts on fire 
protection, police protection, schools, or other public services, such as libraries or public health facilities. 
The San Francisco Fire Department and the San Francisco Police Department regularly redeploy their 
resources based on need to ensure that response times and service ratios do not fall below acceptable 

· levels. New development projects are required to pay development impact fees to fund school and library 
facilities and operations, which would help offset potential impacts on school and library services. The 
2009 Housing Element would not increase the overall citywi?-e J?Opulation above regional growth 
projections for which public health facilities have accounted, which would reduce the need to construct 
new or expand existing facilities. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller and denser buildings than would the 
2009 Housing Element The FElR concluded. that these taller and denser buildings could result in similar 
but incrementally greater impacts on public services, but these impacts would be less than significant 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

As noted above, the AHBP would promote housing in certain areas of San Francisco but would not 
increase the overill citywide population above the level of future growth projected in the 2009 Housing 
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Element. For this reason, AHBP projects would not increase. the overall demand for fire protection or 
police protection above the level analyzed in the FEIR. There could be localized fluctuations in demand 
for fue protection and police protection depending on where AHBP projects are constructed, but as 
discussed above, both the Fire Department and the Police Department regularly redeploy their resources 
based on need to ensure that response fin:tes and service ratios do not fall below acceptable levels. The 
AHBP would promote housing on sites in established neighborhoods that already receive fire protection 
and police protection, potentially allowing the Fire Department and the Police Department to maintain 
response times and service ratios at or close to their current levels·and reducing the need to construct new 

or expand existing facilities. 

As discussed in the FEIR, the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) assigns students to schools 
based ori. a lottery system. This lottery system ensures that student enrollment is distributed to facilities 
that have slifficient capacity to adequately serve the educational needs of students. Directing growth to 
certain areas of San Francisco generally would not affect the school system, because students are not 
assigned to schools based on location. AHBP projects could affect school services if they create addltional 
demand for school services that cannot be accommodated by the SFUSD' s existing caracity, thereby 
requiring the need to construct new or expand existing facilities. At the time of the preparation of the 
FEIR, SFUSD facilities had a capacity of about 63,835 students, and about 56,446 students were enrolled in 
these facilities. More recently, approximately 58,400 students were enrolled in'SFUSD facilities during the . 
2014-2015 school year. Pursuant to California Education Code Section 17620(a)(1), the governing board at 
any school district is authorized to levy a fee, charge, dedication, or other requirement against any 
construction within the boundaries of the district for the purpose of 'funding the construction or 
reconstruction of school facilities. AHBP projects would be subject to a development impact fee, and· the 
payment of this fee would help fund school facilities and operations and offset potential impacts on school 

services. 

The AHBP would promote housing in certain areas of San Francisco but would not increase the overall 
citywide population above the level of future growth projected in the 2009 Housing Element. For this 
reason, AHBP projects would not increase the overall demand for libraries or public health facilities, but 
there could be localized fluctuations in demand for libraries and public health facilities depending on 
where AHBP projects are constructed. In November 2000, San Francisco voters approved a bcind:measure 
to fund the Branch Library Improvement Program (BLIP). Among other objectives, the BLIP calls for the 
renovation of 16 eXisting branch libraries, the demolition and replacement of three branch libraries with 
newly constructed facilities, and the construction of a new branch library in the emerging Mission Bay 
neighborhood. In addition to the BLIP, AHBP projects would be subject to a development impact fee to 
fund library facilities and operations. The payment of this fee, as well as property tax revenue from AHBP 
projects, would help fund library facilities and operations and offset potential impad!S on library services. 
The AHBP would promote housing on sites in established neighborhoods that are already served by 

public health facilities, potentially allowing such facilities to maintain response times and service ratios at 
or close to their current levels and reducing the need to construct' new or expa:id existing facilities. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-significant impacts on public services. ·The AHBP 
would not ~esult in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or Alternative C, would not result 

in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, and would not require new mitigation 
measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the FEIR' ~ conclusions regarding 
impacts on public services. 
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Biological Resources 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant impacts on 
biological resources. The 2009 Housing Element would not have a substantial adverse effect on any 
candidate, sensitive, ·or special-status species, riparian habitat, other sensitive natural communities, or 
federally protected wetlands, and would not interfere with the movement of species. Some 2009 Housing 
Element policies would promote housing in certain areas of the City, consequently increasing the amount 
of new housing being constructed in those areas and resulting in impacts on biological resources (e.g., tree 
removal, construction on or near riparian habitat or sensitive natural communities, interference with 
migration, etc.). However, increasing density could accommodate more of the City's fair share of the 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation in fewer buildings, resulting in fewer construction sites and 
decreasing the potential for disturbance of or interference with biological resources. The FEIR also found 
that the 2009 Housing Element would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances · protecting 
biological resources or conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, because the 
2009 Housing Element does not contain any policies that would directly or indirectly conflict with any 

· policies protecting biological resources or any adopted habitat conservation plans. 

AB discussed in the FEIR, concluded that Alternative C would promote a larger number of development 
projects as well as taller buildings than would the 2009 Housing Element The FEIR concluded that · 
increased amount of development, combined with potentially taller buildings could result in greater 
impacts on biological resources, but. required compliance with federal, state, and local regulations that 
protect biological resources would reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHBP would not directly place housing in areas of San Francisco that are in or near riparian habitat or 
sensitive natural communities. However, individual development projects proposed under the AHBP 
could be in or near such areas. ht addition, the AHBP would allow qualifying projects to exceed existing 
height limits in certain locations throughout San Francisco, resulting in buildings that could be taller than 
what is currently permitted under existing regulations. Multi-story buildings are potential obstacles that 
can injure or kill birds in the event of a collision. AHBP projects would be evaluated for their impacts on 
biological resources and would be required to comply with applicable federal, state, and local regulations 
that protect biological resources. These regulations include, but are not limited to, the federal Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act, Sections 3503 and 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code, the San Francisco Urban 
Forestry Ordinance, and San Francisco Planning Code Section 139: Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings. The 
AHBP would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, because the AHBP 
does not contain any policies that would directly or indirectly conflict with any policies protecting 
biological resources or imy adopted habitat conservation plans. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-significant impacts on biological resources. The 
AHBP would not result in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or Alternative C, would 
not result in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, and would not require new 
mitigation measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the FEIR' s conclusions 
regarding impacts on biological resources. 
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Geology and Soils 

' 2009 Housing Element· 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant impacts on 

geology and soils. fudividual development projects would be developed in a· seismically sound manner 
because they would be required to comply with building regulations for seismic safety that are enforced 
through the City's interdepartmental review process. Compliance with these regulations would ensure 
that people or structures would not be exposed to substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,. 
injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, seismic
related ground failure,_ landslides, unstable soil, or expansive. soils. The FEIR. also found that the 
2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant impacts related to soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil, because these impacts are site-specific. Individual development projects wo~d be evaluated for 
their impacts related to soil erosion or the loss of topsoil and would be required to comply with applicable 
regulations related to the prevention of erosion and the discharge of sediment into construction site runoff. 
Lastly, the FEIR. concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would not substantially change the topography 
or any unique geologic or physical features of development sites, because all permit applications for 
excavation and grading would be reviewed bJ: City agencies for consistency with policies· related to land 
alteration. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller and denser buildings than would the 
2009 Housing Element The FEIR concluded that these taller and denser buildings could result in greater 
impacts on geology and soils, but required compliance with federal, state, and local regulations that 
address geologic hazards would reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHBP would allow qualifying projects to exceed e:xisting height limits in certain locations throughout 
San Francisco, resulting in buildings that could be taller than what is currently permitted under existing 
regulations. · Taller buildings may require deeper and more substantial foundations to support .the 
additional building loads. Moreover, individual development projects proposed under the AHBP could 
be located in or near areas that are susceptible to geologic hazards (e.g., earthquake faults, landslide or 
liquefaction zones, unstable or expansive soils). AHBP projects would be required to comply with the 
seismic safety standards set forth in the San Francisco Building Code. The Department of Building· 
Inspection is the City agency responsible for reviewing building permit applications, structural drawings 
and calculations, and geotechnical reports .and ensuring that projects comply with the seismic safety 
standards and other applicable requirements of the Building Code. Project compliance with the Building 
Code would ensure that people or structures would not be exposed to substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic 
ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, landslides, un8table soil, or expansive s.oils. AHBP 
projects would be evaluated. for their impacts reiated to soil erosion or the loss of topsoil and would be 

required to comply with applicable re&Ulations related to the prevention of erosion and the discharge of 
sediment into construction site runoff. All permit applications for excavation and grading activities would 
be reviewed by City agencies for consistency with policies related to land alteration. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-significant impacts related to geology and soils. 
The. AHBP. would not result iii. more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or Alternative C, 
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would not result in new significant impacts beyond tho8e identified in the FEIR, and would not require 
new mitigation measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the FEIR.' s 
conclusions regarding impacts on geology and soils. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant impacts on 
hydrology and water quality. The 2009 Housing Element would not violate any water quality standards 
or waste discharge requirements, would not alter existing drainage patterns or substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding, 
and would not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Individual 
development projects would be required to ~omply with applicable regulations related to erosion 
prevention and stormwater management, treatment, and. discharge. 

The FEIR also concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would not ~ubstantially depiete gro~dwater 
supplies or substantially interfere with groundwater recharge, would not result in significant impacts 
related to placing housing in areas at risk of flooding, and would not expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of injury, loss, or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, mudflow, or the failure of 
a dam or levee. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller and denser buildings than would the 
2009 Housing Element The FEIR concluded that these taller and ·denser buildings could result in greater 
impacts on hydrology and water quality, but these impacts would be less than significant 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHBP would not directly result in the construction of housing in areas of San Francisco that are prone 
to flooding or are at ri!>k of inundation by seiche, tsunami, mudflow, or the failure of a dam or levee. 
However, individual development projects proposed under the AHBP could be located in such areas. 
These'projects would be required to comply with applicable regulations related to minimizing the risk of 
loss, injury, or death from. hydrologic hazards. These regulations include, but are not limited to, the 
San Francisco Floodplain Management Ordinance and the San Francisco B1!ildillg Code. Groundwater 
could be encountered during construction of AHBP projects. Dewatering of excavated areas during· 
construction would lower groundwater levels, but these effects would be temporary. Once dewatering 
has been completed, groundwater levels would return to normal Wastewater and storm.water generated 
by AHBP projects would flow to the City's combined stormwater/sewer system and would be treated to 
standards contained in the City's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit for the 
Oceanside Treatment Plant and the Southeast Treatment Plant prior to. discharge into the Pacific Ocean 
and SanFrancisco Bay, respectively. Required compliance with the SanFrancisco Stormwater 
Management Ordinance would ensure that AHBP projects would not create or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial addition.al sources of polluted runoff. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-significant impacts on hydrology and wate~ quality. 
The AHBP would not result in more severe impacts than the 2009Housing Element or Alternative C, 
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would not result in new significant impacts beyo~d those identified in the FEIR, and would not require 
new illitigation measures. Furthermore, there is no· new i.n£ormation that would alter the FEIR's 
conclusions regarding impacts on hydrology and water quallty. 

Haiards and Hazardous Materials 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in a less-than-signilicant impact related 
to hazards and hazardous materials: The 2009 Housing Element would not transport, use, or dispose of 
hazardous materials and. would not release hazardous materials into the environment. However, the 
construction of individual development projects would result in the emission of exhaust from construction 
equipment and vehicles as well as the demolition of older buildings that may contain asbestos, lead-based 
paint, or other hazardous building materials. In addition, the operation of individual development 
projects would involve· the use of relatively small quantities of hazardous materi~ such as batteries, 
household cleaning products, and paint for routine purposes. Most of these materials are consumed 
through use, resulting in relatively little waste. Existing federal, state, and local r~gulations and programs 
address emissions from construction equipment and vehicles, the abatement of hazardous building 
materials during demolition, and construction acti\Tities, and the transportation and disposal of hazardous 
materials. Individual development projects, including those that would be on sites on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 or would handle hazardous 
materials within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school, would be required to comply with 
these existing regulations and programs. 

The FEIR also concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would not impair implementation of· or 
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan or expose 
people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving fires. In San Francisco, fire 
safety is ensured through compliance with the provisions of the Building Code and the Fire Code. The . 
building permit applications for individual development projects would be reviewed by the Department 
of Building Inspection and the Fire Department for compliance with all regulations related to fire safety. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote residential development in commercial areas, near 
transit lines, or in other areas where hazardous materials are used. The FEIR concluded that residential. 
development in such areas could result in greater impacts related to hazards. and hazardous materials 
when compared to the impacts under the 2009 , but required compliance yvith federal, state, and local 
regulations that address hazards and hazardous materials would reduce these impacts· to less'-than
significant levels. 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHBP would not directly result in the construction of housing on sites that are included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. However, individual 
development projects proposed um'.ier the AHBP could be located on such sites. All AHBP ·projects, 
including those located on hazardous ~terials sites or those that would handle hazardous materials 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school, would be required to comply with applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations and programs related to the abatement of hazardous materials, the 
emission of exhaust from construction equipment and vehicles, and the transportation and disposal of 
hazardous materials. Required compliance with such regulations and programs would ensure that .AH6P 
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projects would not emit hazardous· materials into the environment and would not create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment through the routfue tra.nSport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials. Required compliance with fire safety regulations would ensure that AHBP projects would not 
impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving fires. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-significant impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials. The AHBP would not rest,tlt in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element 
or Alternative C, would not result in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEil~,. and 
would not require new mitigation measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter 
the FEJR' s conclusions on impacts regarding hazards and hazardous materials. 

Mineral and Energy Resources 

2009 Housing Element . 

The FElR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in a less-than-significant impact on 
mineral and energy resources. The 2009 Housing Element would not result in the loss of availability of a 
known rrrlneral resource, the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site, or 
the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller and denser buildings than would the 
2009 Housing Element The FElR concluded that these taller buildings could result in incrementally 
greater impacts on mineral and energy resources, but these impacts would be less than significant 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

All land in San Francisco is designated Mineral Resource Zone 4 (MRZ-4) by the California Division of 
Mines and Geology (CPMG) under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975.29 This designation 
indicates that there is inadequate information available for assignment to any other MRZ. Thus, the 
AHBP-eligible development sites are not designated areas. of significant mineral deposits or locally 
important mineral resource recovery sites and the AHBP would not result in the loss of availability of such 
resources. Furthermore, the AHBP W?uld not encourage activities that result in the use of large amounts 
of fuel, water, or energy, or use thef?e in a wasteful manner, because individual development projects 
proposed under the AHBP would be required to comply with l:ltate and local ordinances that regulate such 
activities. In California, energy consilmption for the heating, cooling, ventilation, and lighting of buildings 
is regulated by Title 24 of the .California Code of Regulations. As part of the building permit applicai;ion 
process, project sponsors are required to submit documentation demonstrating project compliance with 
Title 24 standards. In addition, projects in San Francisco are subject to the requirements of the 
San Francisco Green Building Ordinance. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-significant impacts on mineral and energy 
resources. The AHBP would not result in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or 
Alternative C, would not result in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FElR, and Vfould 
not requite new mitigation measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the 
FEIR' s conclusions regarding impacts on mineral and energy resources. 

29 California Division of :Mines and Geology, Open File.Report 96-03, 1996, and Special· Report 146 Parts I and II, 1986. 
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Agriculture and Forest Resources 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in a.less-than-significant impact reiated 
to conflicts with existing zoning for agricultural use. hnplemenfation.of the 2009 ;Housing Element would 
not include any changes to the City's zoning districts and would not conflict with existing zoning for 
urban agricultural uses. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use but 
would promote taller and denser buildings than would the 2009 Housing EJement These taller buildings 
could block sunlight for longer periods of time and result i,n incrementally greater impacts on agriculture 
resources (community gardens), bU:t these impacts would be less than significant. 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

San Francisco is not zoned for agricultural use and is not subject to a Williamson Act contract.ao The 
AHBP would not conv:ert farmland to non-agricultural use and would not conflict with existing zoning 
related to agricultural use. The AHBP would not directly block sunlight to community gardens, but after 
they have been constructed, individual development projects proposed under the AHBP could block 
sunlight to community gardens. These projects would be evaluated for their specific shadow: impacts on 
community gardens as part of their individual environmental review and· entitlement processes. 

At the time of the preparation of the FEIR, the topic of forest resources was not part of the Environmental· 
Checklist Form (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G). For this reason, the FEIR did not analyze impacts on 
forest resources. fu 2010, the topic of forest resources was added to the Environmental Checklist Form. 
San Francisco does not contain forest land or timberland as defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 12220(g) and Public Resources Code Section 4526, respectively. The AHBP would not convert 
forest land or timberland. to non-forest use and would not conflict with erjsting zoning related to forest 

use. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-significant impacts on agriculture and forest 
resources. The AHBP would not result in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or 
Alternative C, would not result in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, and would 
not require new mitigation measures. Furthermore, there is no· new information that would alter the 
FEIR' s conclusions regarding impacts on agriculture and forest resources. 

30 California Deparlment of Conservation, San Francisco Bay Area Impor~ant Farmland 2010. Available online at 
ftp:/!ft:p.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/regional/2010/bay area frnmp2010.;pdf. accessed January 6, 2016. 

Case No. 2014.1304E; 2.014-001503GPA Addendum to Environmental Impact Report 
42 

Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

346 
January 14, 2016 



MITIGATION MEASURES 

The 2004 and 2009 Housing Element FEIR identified lhe following mitigation measure to_ mitigate the 
potentially significant-impact related to interior and exterior noise to a less-lhan-significant level 'This 
measure was adopted as Implementation Measures 17 and 18 in the 2009 Housing Element, which are 
continued as Implementation Measures 17 and 18 in fue 2014 Housing Element 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Interior and Exterior Noise 

For new residential d~velopment located along streets with noise levels above 75 dBA Ldn, as shown in 
Figure V.G~3 of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element FE_IR, fue Planning Department shall require the 
following: 

f The Planning Department shall require the preparation of an analysis that includes, at a minimum, 
a site survey to identify potential n~ise-generaung uses wi~ two blocks of the project site, and 
including at least one 24-hour noise measurement (with maximum noise level readings taken at 
least every 15 minutes), prior to completion of the environmental review. The analy~ shall 
demonstrate with reasonable certainty that Title 24 standards, where applicable, can be met, and 
that fuere are no particular circumstances about the proposed project site that appear to warrant 
heightened concern about noise levels in the vicinity.. Should such concerns be present, the 
Department may require lhe completion of a detailed noise assessment by person(s) qualified in 

. acoustical analysis and/or engineering prior to. the first project approval action, in ·order to 
demonstrate that acceptable interior noise levels consistent with those in the Title 24 standards can 
be attained; and 

2. To minimize effects on development in noisy areas, for new residential uses, ·the Pla.nn4tg 
Department shall, through its building permit review process, in conjunction with noise analysis 
required above, require that open space required under fue Planning Code for such uses be 
protected, to fue maximum feasible extent, from existing ambient noise levels that could prove 
annoying or disruptive to users of the open space. Implementation of this measure could involve, 
among other things, site design that uses the building itself to shield on-site open space from the 
greatest noise so:iirces, construction of noise barriers between qoise sources and open space, and 
appropriate use of bolh co~on and private open space in multi-family dwellings, and 
implementation would also be undertaken consistent with other principles of urban design. 

CONCLUSION 

I do hereby certify thafthe above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements. 
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PLANNING DE.PARTMENT 

NOTE TO FILE 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

February 18, 2016 

File for Case No. 2014.1304E 

Michael Li 

Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
Amendments to Propos_ed Legislation 

On January 14, 2016, the Planning Department published ~ addendum to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 
Element FEIR. The addendum analyzed the environmental impacts of the Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program (AHBP), which is proposed legislation that was introduced by Mayor Lee and Supervisor 
Tang on September 29, 2015. The analysis in the addendum was based on the proposed AHBP 
legislation as it was originally introduced by Mayor Lee and Supervisor Tang. 

Amendments to the proposed AHBP legislation were introduced by the Planning Department on 
January 12, 2016, and Supervisor Breed introduced additional amendments during the Planning 
Commission hearing on January 28, 2016. This Note to File summarizes the proposed amendments 
and the environmental impacts of those amendments. For the reasons set forth below, the Planning 
Department has concluded that the amendments would not result in new impacts that were not 
already identified in the addendum or impai;ts that are more severe than those identified in the 
addendum. As discussed below under "January 2016 Amendments," the impacts of the project with 
the January 2016 amendments would be the same as or slightly less than the impacts discussed in the 
addendum; in some cases, the amendments would not result in any changes to the impacts discussed 
in the addendum. 

In response to public testimony during the hearing on January 28, 2016, the Planning Department has 
proposed additional amendments that may be considered by the Planning Commission during the 
hearing scheduled for February 25, 2016. These amendments are discussed below under /1 Additional 
Amendments for Consideration by the Planning Commission." 

JANUARY 2016 AMENDMENTS 

AHBP Definitions 

Amendments: 

The definitions of certain terms associated with the AHBP have been clarified. 

Impacts of Amendments: 

These amendments would not result in any physical changes to the environment and would not resU:lt 
in changes to the impacts discussed in the addendum. 
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Eligible Sites and Size of AHBP Study Area 

Amendments: 

1. The North of Market Residential Special Use District has been removed from the Local and State 
Analyzed programs. 

2. Language has been added to clarify that for the Local· and State Analyzed programs, only sites in 
South of Market Mixed-Use Districts in which residential density is based on the number of units 
per square foot of lot area would be eligible; sites in South of Market Mixed-Use Districts that 
regulate residential density by some other means would not be eligible. 

3. ·Language has been added to clarify that sites in RH-1 and RH-2 Districts that can accommodate 
five or more dwelling units under current Planning Code controls are eligible for the AHBP under 
the State Individually Requested prograin. 

Impacts of Amendments: 

The first two amendments listed above would reduce the number of sites that are eligible for the 
AHBP and would, therefore, reduce the theoretical maximum number of housing units that the 
ABBP could incentivize. The overall numbet of units developed under the AHBP on a citywide basis 
would not exceed the maximum of 16,000 units discussed in the addendum. The impacts of the first 
two amendments would be the same as or slightly less than the impacts discussed in the addendum. 

The thltd amendment listed above clarifies that certain sites in RH-1 and RH-2 Districts would be 
eligible for the AHBP under the State Individually Requested program. The third amendment would 
not result ill changes to the impacts discussed in the acide:i;tdum, because the development . of 
qualifying sites in RH-1 and RH-2 Districts can occur now under the existing State Density Bonus 
Law. 

Ineligible or Prohibited Projects 

Amendments: 

1. Supervisor Breed introduced amendments related to the protection. of existing rent-controlled 
residential units. 

2. Language has been added to clarify that group housing units and efficiency dwelling units 
( a.k.a. micro units) would not be eligible for the Local or State Analyzed programs. 

3. Language has been added under·the Local and State Analyzed programs to prohibit lot mergers 
that would result in more than 125 feet of street frontage. 

4. Language has been added to clarify that vertical additions to existing buildings would not be 
eligible for the Local or State Analyzed programs. 

Impacts of Amendments: 

The amendments related to rent-controlled residential units and lot mergers would reduce potential 
impacts on rent-controlled residential units and limit the massing or scale of AHBP projects. The 
impacts of the project with these amendments would be slightly less than the impacts discussed in the 
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addendum. The amendment related to vertical additions to existing buildings would reduce the 
· number of sites eligible for the Local or State Analyzed programs, thereby resulting in impacts that 
would be slightly less than the impacts discussed in the addendum. The amendment related to group 
housing units and efficiency dwelling units would not result in any physical changes to the 
environment and would not result in changes to the impacts discussed in the addendum. 

Other Pending Legislation 

Amendments: 

Language has been added to clarify how the eligibility of projects for the Local program would be 
affected by proposed legislation (the· "Dial Legislation") to amend Planning Code Section 415. 

Impacts of Amendments: 

This amendment addresses how the pending Dial Legislation, if adopted, would affect the eligibility 
of projects for the AHBP. This amendment would not result in any physical changes to the 
environment and would not result in changes to the impacts discussed in the addendum.. 

AHBP Development Bonuses 

Amendments: 

1. Language has been added to clarify how the 20-foot height bonus must be distributed within a 
building envelope under the Local program. Language has been added to clarify that the 
additional five-foot height bonus available under the Local program can only be utilized for the 
ground floor of a building when. the project site is not in a zoning district that already allows the 
additional five-foot height bonus. · 

2. Language has been added to clarify that the parking reduction under the Local, 100% Affordable, . 
and State Analyzed programs would only apply to automobile parking, not bicycle parking .. 

3. A new zoning modification related to the use of inner courts as open space has been added to the 
Local and 100% Affordable programs. 

Impacts of Amendments: 

These amendments clarify when certain development bonuses would be applicable and how those 
development bonuses would be implemented. The impacts of the project with these amendments 
would be the same as or slightly less than the impacts discussed in the addendum. 

AHBP Implementation Procedures 

Amendments: 

These amendments would address the procedures related to implementing. the AHBP 
(e.g., documentation, fees, review of applications, pricing of units, periodic evaluation and monitoring 
of the AHBP). 
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Impacts of Amendments: 

These amendments would not result in any physical changes to the environment and would not result 
in changes to the impacts discussed in the addendum. 

ADDITIONAL AMENDMENTS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

In response to public testimony during the hearing on January 28, 2016, the Plannillg Department has 
proposed potential amendments that may be 'considered by the Planning Commission during the 
hearing scheduled for February 25, 2016. 

Amendments: 

1. Any project proposing the demolition of an existing dwelling unit would not be eligible for the 
AHBP. 

2. The AHBP Design Guidelines would be amended to add a new principle addressing building 
height along narrow streets. 

3. New lots created by lot mergers would be limited in street frontage to no more than 50 percent of 
the length of the subject block 

4. In order to address the potential displacement of existing small businesses, notification 
requirements and relocation assistance would be expanded. Upon completion of an AHBP project 
with commercial space, the previous business( es) at the project site would be given the first right 
of refusal to occupy the i:iew commercial space(s). As part of the AHBP entitlement process, the 
Plannillg Commission would be given the authority to reduce the size of proposed commercial 
tises or require proposed commercial uses to protect existing neighborhood-serving businesses. 

5. ~p entitlement actions under Planning Code Section328 would be appealable to the Board of 
Supervisors instead of the Board of Appeals. 

6. Each staff report foi an AHBP project would include an analysis of how the pr~ject complies with 
the AHBP Design Guidelines. 

7. The affordability range for !;Orne of the middle-income units proposed under the AHBP would be 
. lowered. 

Impacts of Amendments: 

The first amendment listed above would reduce the number of sites that are eligible for the AHBP and 
would, therefore, reduce the theoretical maximum number of housing units that the AHBP could 
incentivize. The second and third amendments listed above would potentially limit the footprint, 
height, and/or massing of AHBP projects. Collectively, these amendments would result in impacts 
that are the same as or less than the impacts discussed in the addendum. 

The amendments related to small businesses facing displacement would result in impacts that are the 
same as or less than the impacts discussed in the addendum. 
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The amendments related to procedural changes in how AfIBP projects are reviewed or related to the 
affor\iabiliiy range of middle-income units would not result in any physical changes to the 
environment and would not result in changes. to the impacts discussed in the addendum. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In order to under;Stand which waivers encouraged contextually appropriate increases in density -
listed under the Menu of Waivers. on pages 20-29 - this study analyzes eleven prototypical sites 
throughout the city and explores how the State Density Son us Law·impacts the capacity. limitations. 
and potential ~f each parcel. Following the ~tandard development process, the study started witl:i 
a conceptual design_ for each parcel - a simple model of the project's scale, height. .and overall 
volume. Digital modeling and representation were used to study a code-compliant development as 
exists under current zoning laws. F.our to five additional iterations utilizing waivers helped illustrate 
the physical implications of incr~mental density increases within existing neighborhoods. 

In conjunction with this design exploration. Libby Seifel of Seifel Consulting undertook a detailed 
financial analysis to calculate the economic feasibility of the proposed development scenarios on 
three of the eleven sites studied. This. along with the design analysis, helped identify which specific 
Planning Code waivers· most effectively increase a parcel's overall development potential while 
.producing contextually appropriate buildings. 

The results from these studies make it clear that in our Local market. the 35% increase as mandated 
by the State Density Bonus law may not provide enough incentive for developers to create more 
affordable hou!>ing. Therefore. the team also studied other ways to encourage developers to create 
more affordable housing through a proposed San Francisco policy known as the Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program. 

All the models in this study were executed at ·a conceptual Level only. Any project electing to 
participate in either the State Density Bonus or Affordable H'?using Bonus Programs will require more 
detailed design. To ensure that increased d_ensity will enhance rather than detract from the current 
urban fabric, an additional Design Guidelines pµblication is in development. 
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llnRODUCTION 

Ill Areas where density bonus 'N'.ould apply 

e Prototype Site Locations 
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residential 

SITE MODEL EXAMPLE 

KEY 
RESIDENTIAL 

RETAIL 

GARAGE 
OPEN SPACE 

I DAVID BAKER ARCHITECTS 
DBARCHlTECT.COM 

METHODOLOGY 

entry/lobby 

retail 

PLANNING CODE ASSUMPTIONS: 
Some of the sites within the study were corner lots. In these 
cases, the planning code allows for a rear yard modification 
(per PC Section 134(e)(2)). OBA did not utilize this modification in 
constructing the Base Cases. instead, this modification is reserved 
for use as a waiver within either the State Density Bonus or Local 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program. . 

DIGITAL MODELING ASSUMPTIONS: 
Residential ·square footage includes common circulation. 
amenity spaces. and lobby spaces 
Service spaces are assumed to be included within either the 
garage or residenti.al gross square footage and have not been 
specifically designed 
Parking slackers are used where noted to achieve required 
parking requirements 
All square footages Listed are gross square feet unless 

. otherwise noted 
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heightl-

60,000 GSF CAN BE 
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METHbDOLOGY 

......... ... ... 
·····:.::>;/ bulk 

.... · : . . . 

~ear yard 

PHYSICAL ENVELOPE 
Defined by a site's zoning parameters that determine the maximum 
permitted volume of a building (such as height. bulk and rear yard. 
etc). · 

25 UNITS 

2,400 GSF 
UNIT SIZE 

DENSITY LIMITS 

OR 100 UNITS 

6.oo GSF 
UNIT SIZE 

Defined by the planning code to limit the total number of residential 
units (such as 1 unit per every 400 SF of lot area). 
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METHODOLOGY 

Prototype# 12 - Western Additio11 - NC-3 
Scenario A - 60 Units at 3,065 SF 

SCENARIO A - FULL ENVELOPE BASE CASE 
Scenario A models the full physical envelope allowed by zoning 
constraints and complies with all other planning code requirements. 
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Scenario B - 60 Units at 1,000 SF each 

KEY 
~j RESIDENTIAL 

RETAIL 

GARAGE 

~17!0 OPEN SPACE. 
MAX ENVELOPE 

I DAVID BAKER ARCHITECTS 
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SCENARIO B - MARKET INFORMED BASE CASE 
Scenario B was modeled first by computing the allowed number 
of units based on site density limitations arid lot size. A target 
residential square footage was then identified by multiplying the 
number of units allowed by an assumed average unit size. 
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35% Density Increase - 81 Units at 1.000 SF 

KEY 
l&'S.~ RESIDENTIAL 

RETAIL 
GARAGE· 

f;t~i\~I OPEN SPACE 

~ 35 % INCREASE 
MAX. ENVELOPE 
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maximum physcial 
/envelope 

AHBP Increase 

METHODOLOGY 

Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program - 233 Units at 1.000 SF 

KEY 

RESIDENTIAL 

RETAIL:. 

GARAGE 

lb§'.i.l OPEN SPACE 

~ AHBP INCREASE 

MAX. ENVELOPE 

I DAVID BAl<ER ARCHITECTS 
DBARCHITECT.COM 

MODELING THE LOCAL AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
BONUS PROGRAM 
ALL the studies of the Affordable Housing Bonus Program followed 
these rules: · 

Increased height by two stories, not to exceed 20 feet 
Deviated as necessary from the Planning Code to reach the 
additional density goals by following the Menu of Waivers (see 
section below) 
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SUMMARY TABLE 

Ll ill 
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OJ .... 32 0 ~ 

BASE CASE (CODE CONFORMING) FINDINGS 
"(ii ex co '--- 0. 
I :J Li. ill co x m ex 0.. w 

# Neighborhood 

1 Outer Excelsior 

2 Van Ness 

3 Outer Sunset 

5 Inner Richmond 

6 Balboa 

7 Haight 

8 Mission 

9 Taraval 

10 Russian Hill 

11 Nob Hill 

12· Western Addition 
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Res. GSF Units Unit GSF 

40.008 SF 24 1667 SF 

76,691SF 60 1278 SF 

28,339 SF 17 1667 SF 

12.497 SF 8 1562SF 

38,241SF 23 1667 SF 

57,000 SF 57 1000 SF 

7,998 SF .6 1333 SF 

19,995 SF 15 1333 SF 

25,327 SF 19 1333 SF 

35.485 SF 47 755SF 

60,000 SF 60 1000 SF 

I SEIFEL CONSULTING 

SEIFEL.~~ 1 

Waivers 
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LOCAL AF.FORDABLE HOUSING 
BONUS PROGRAM FINDINGS 

# Neighborhood 

:i Outer Excelsior 

2 Vari Ness 

3 Outer Sunset 

·5 Inn.er Richmond 

6 Balboa 

7 . Haight 

8 Mission 

g Taraval 

10 Russian Hill 

11 Nob Hill 

12 Western Addition 

I DAVID BAKER ARCHITECTS 
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Res. GSF Units UnitGSF 

64,23g SF 56 1147 SF 

119,267SF · 123 g70SF 

56,651SF 34 1667 SF 

20.137 SF 13 1562 SF 

71,705 SF 43 i667 SF 

120.221 SF 134 897SF 

18.270 SF 14 1333 SF 

61,247 SF 46 1333 SF 

43,292si:: 32 1333 SF 

48,774SF 65 755SF 

232,809 SF 233 1000 SF 
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Q) ell 
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% Inc. 8.C.* Waivers 

133% x x 
105% x x x x 
200% x x x 
162% x x 

·187% x x 
135% x x 
233% x x 
207% x x x 
168% x 
138% x x 
288% x x -· x 

•%Unit Increase from Base Case 
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M.ENU OF \Y/AlVERS 

REAR YARD 

Planning Code Section 134, Rear Yards. was written to preserve the open space in the middle of 
smaller blocks where typical Lots measure 25' x 100'. In most zones .. section 134 requires that rear 
y~rd depth shall be at Least 25% of the Lot's total depth. and no Less than 15 feet deep. In the current 
code. rear yards must be either on grade or on the building's lowest Level of residential dwelling. 
It is worth noting. that any residential dwelling facing a code-complying rear yard is automatically 
considered to be in compliance with Section 140, as it relates to exposure. 

~his waiver does not eliminate the rear yard requirement entirely but instead provides greater 
flexibilitywhile still fulfilling the code's original intent. A waiver of Section 134 modifies the requirement 
in three ways: first by reducing the percentage of open space from 25% to 20%: second, by allowing 
the. open space to occur anywhere on the lot (similar to the current moc?ification of code Sections 
134e and 134f); and third. by never requiring the rear yard to be on grade but rather always allowing 
it to occur on the first level of residential dwelling. 

In the majority of the prototypes, rear yard compliance was a major' hurdle, and the study made 
it clear that flexibility with the rear yard would foster more effective and efficient development. 
F.our of the prototypes (sites 2. 3, 6. g) benefited from a rear yard waiver. Two of the five exceeded 
the 20% minimum but only when we were flexible with the configµration. One prototype, site g, 

explored a 16% reduction but the project team felt this was too great. 

I DAVID BAKER ARCHITECTS 
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MENU OF \YJAIVERS 

HEl.GHT 

San Francisco is divided into height and bulk districts as indicated on the Zoning Map and in Article 
2.5 of the Planning Code. These districts define and restrict the m?ximum height and bulk allowed 
per parcel - in other words. how tall and big a parcel's building may be - and vary dramatically 
throughout the study area. In fact. the height restrictions studied ranged from 40 to 130 feet. 

This waiver permits a project to apply for up to 20 feet (or two stories) of additional buildin·g height. 
·yielding more residential units. This is allowed in addition to the 5-foot height increase .designed to 
encourage a grac::ious ground floor {see Design Guidelines. a· separate publication from this study). 

The majority ?f the sites studied under the Local Affordaqle Housing Bonus program and all sites 
studied under the state Density Bonus program required a height waiver to achieve the desired 
increase in density. In many of the neighborhoods studied. buildings that exceed the height 
Limits already exi.st: therefore there. is sonie precedence for increased height on some parcels. 
Additionally. the 20-foot height increase will be a critical tool to incentivize use of the state and 
Local Density Bonus programs. 

I DAVID BAKER ARCHITECTS 
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MENU OF WAIVERS 

FAR 

Planning Code Section 124, Basic Floor Area Ratio. Limits the ratio of building floor area to parcel 
area. This section does not typically apply to residential square footage but it does apply in some 
zoning districts and in Special Use Districts within the city. 

Of the sites studied, only one had an FAR restriction (and FAR restrictions probably apply to a 
much smaller percentage of parcels city wide). This waiver allows a project to be relieved from FAR 
requirements, should they apply. 

By utilizing the FAR waiver and the rear yard. exposure, height, and bulk waivers. site 2's unit count 
doubled, starting at 60 in the Base Case and increasing to 123 in the Local Density Bonus Program . 
~~ . 

I DAVID BAl<ER ARCHITECTS 
DBARCHlTECT.COM I SEIFEL CONSULTING 

SEIFEL.9-165 I 5F PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
SF-PLANNING.ORG 25 



MENU OF WAIVERS 

PARKING 

Planning Code Section 151, Off-Street Parking, determines the maximum allowed· or minimum 
required amount of off-street parking within new developments. As stated in the Planning Code. 
the intent of this section is to strike a balance between the need for private parking and the 
encouragement of walking, cycling. and tlie use of public transit. 

Parking minimums have already been replaced with parking maximums in' large areas of the city 
that have peen recently rezoned. Most of the sites studied are in neighborhood commercial districts 
or on trahsit corridors that have not been rezoned for decades and still require minimum amounts 

' of parking - often 1:1 for dwelling units, a much Lamer rat_io then what would be. required today. This 
waiver allows relief from minimum parking requirements where they occur. 

Nine sites (3, 5, 6, 7, 8, g, 10, 11. and 12) required parking lifts to satisfy parking requirements, and 
seven sites (3, 5, 7, 8, g, 11. and 12) could not meet the parking requirement without a waiver or 
significant underground excavation (an option that would Likely hurt the project's economic 

· feasibility). Offering a parking requirement waiver increases the area dedicated to residential and 
active ground-floor use and reduces ~osts associated with parking lifts or excavation for additional 
parking Lev:eLs. The waiver not only gives developers additional incentive to take advantage of 
these Density Bonus Programs but also helps activate the street edge, which OBA believes to be 
an important element in successful urban space~. 
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MENU OF WAIVERS 

OBSTRUCTIONS OVEI:l STREETS AND ALLEY 

Planning Code Section 136, Obstructions over Streets and Alleys, regulates overhanging elements 
such as bay windows and cornices. This waiver provides flexibility of this Planning Code section 
by Loosening the strict rules on bay window and cornice width. depth, and configurations. More 
flexibility in other architectural features (such as sunshades} is also allowed. 

This planning code section works well for the 40-foot-high residential buildings that constitute the 
majority of San Francisco. These regulations are Less successful when applied to taller buildings.· 
especially those where a more contemporary expression is appropriate. 

Amendments to the rules for bay windows can create room for increased density and Livability. 
This waiver also helps with good urban design by allowing more flexibility in the configuration of 
the bays. Taller buildings might benefit from wider bays than those currently allowed, for instance, 
and all buildings might benefit by reconfiguring the space formerly dedicated to bays to more 
efficient Living. Flexibility in the amount and configuration of glazing on bays should also be allowed. 
Currently bays require 50% glazing, which might actually be too much glazing for residential use as 
it can cause the unit to overheat 

Sunshades, awnings, and other projections that are used to shade buildings and provide visual 
texture are also. strictly regulated by the current code. Allowing additional flexibility with these 
elements would help ensure that buildings designed to meet increasec:l density goals also succeed 
aesthetically and contextually. · 

DBA and other industry leaders agree that flexibility with fac;ades and bays can help encourage 
denser yet still innovative and well-designed buildings. 
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ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED: HEIGHT, BULK 

MARKET + 35°/o AREA 
Retail 
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Grand total 

Residential Increase 
Residential 

2800 SF 
53424SF 
10654 SF 
66877 SF 

13412 SF 
40011 SF 
53424 SF 
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·VAN NESS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT 

ZONING PARAMETERS 
ZONING CLASSIFICATIONS: RC-4, VAN NESS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT 
LOT: 0594001 

LOT AREA: 24, 201 SF 

HEIGHT AND BUU<: 80-D 

I BULK DISTRICT I Height AfJove / Maximum Plan Dimensions (In feet) 
\Mlich 
Maximum 
Dimensions 
Apply (in feet) Length Diagonal dim. 

D 40 110 140 

REAR YARD: 25% 
0

0F LOT DEPTH, NO LESS THAN 15 FEET (AT DWELLINGS LEVELS ONLY). MAY 
BE WAIVED 243 (C) (7) (25% .OF LOT DEPTH= 34.5) PER PC SECT. 134 (a) (c) REAR YARD SHALL 
BE PROVIDED AT LOWEST STORY CONTAINING A DWELLING UNIT 

DENSllY: 1 PER 200 SF OF LOT AREA= 24,201 SF/ 200 = 121 UNITS MAX 
PER SECT. 243, DENSITY CONSTRAINTS ARE WANED •. 

FLOOR AREA RATIO: DOES NOT APPLY TO DWELLINGS PER RC-4 BUT DOES APPLY IN VAN 
NESS SUD = 4.8:1 (PAR~NG NOT INCLUDED) 

4.8 X 24,201 SF TOTAL LOT AREA:= 116,164.B SF TOTAL BLDG AREA ALLOWED 

FRONT SElBACK: NONE. NO REQ. PER RC-4 BlJT"PER VNSUD, SEC. 253.2 MAY APPLY WHERE 
ABOVE 50' ALONG VAN NESS, 20' IS REQ. -ASSUME NO SETBACK ALONG VAN NESS IS REQ. 

USABLE OPEN SPACE: 36 SF PER UNIT IF ALL PRIVATE; 80 SF IF COMMON SPACE. 36 SF PER 
UNIT FOR LIVEMORK 

80 SF X 121 UNITS= 9680 SF 
PARKING REQ: 1 PER 4 DWELLING UNITS, BUT POTENTIAL MODIFICATION/WAIVER BY ZA PER 
SECT.161(J). 

0 David Baker Architects ... 
www.dbarchltect.cGm 

I RC-4 

/,,,,.---- ........ , 
f \ 

I \ 
t \ 
t I 
I / 
\ I 
\ I 

\ I 

''---=-~""" 

0. 
~ 

@ 

FULL ENVELOPE BUILD OUT 
PHYSICAL ENVELOPE ACHIEVABLE WITHIN ALLOWED HEIGHT AND ZONING REQUIREMENTS 

BASE FAR IS 4.8 X24,201 (LOT AREA)= 116,165* SF OF BLDG AREA ALLOWED (EXCLUDING GARAGE) 

*BASE CASE IS UNABLE TO REACH MAX ALLOWED UNDER FAR BECAUSE OF HEIGHT AND BULK LIMITATIONS. 
Per PC Section 243, densRy constraints on this site are waived and FAR does apply to this site per the Van Ness SUD. It 
should be noted that this is a very unique condition because FAR rarely applies to residential. 

BASE AREA- MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF RESIDENTIAL DENSITY ACHIEVABLE WITHIN ALLOWED HEIGHT AND BULK 
REQUIREMENTS= 76,691 SF RESIDENTIAL (TOTAL FAR ACHIEVABLE= 86,682 SF) 

BASE RES. SF ACHIEVABLE I BASE# OF UNITS ALLOWED 76,691 SF/ 121 UNITS = 634 GSF AVG. UNIT SIZE 

MARKET INFORMED BASE CASE 
UNIT SIZE ASSUMPTION BASED ON CURRENT MARKET DATA 

MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF RESIDENTIAL DENSITY ACHIEVABLE WITHIN ALLOWED HEIGHT AND BULK REQUIREMENTS 
= 76,691 SF RESIDENTIAL 

ASSUMING 78% EFFICIENCY (PER.TSP STIJDY) = 60 UNITS ACHIEVABLE W!THIN ALLOWED HBGHT AND BULK 
CONSTRAINTS 

RES. SF ACHIEVABLE I BASE# OF UNITS ALLOWED 76,691 SF/ 60 UNITS = 1278 SF AVG. GROSS UNIT 

FULL ENVELOPE BUILD OUT AND MARKET BASE CASE ARE THE SAME AMOUNT OF RESIDENTIAL SF AND 
ARE BOTH INCLUDED ON SHEET 2. 

MARKET INFORMED BASE + 35 % INCREASE 
MARKET BASE CASE FROM ABOVE WITH 35% DENSITY BONUS 

SO UNITS ACHIEVABLE X 1.35% DENSITY INCREASE= 81 UNITS 
1,000 NET SF/ 1,333 GROSS SF ASSUMED UNIT SIZE 

81 UNITS ALLOWED X 1,333 GROSS SF ASSUMED UNIT SIZE= 107,973 ALLOWED RESIDENTIAL GSF 

ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED: HEIGHT, BULK, FAR, REAR YARD 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM 
DENSITY INCREASE TO FULL ENVELOPE 

123 UNITS* 
119,267 RESIDENTIAL GSF 

119,267 GSF / 123 UNITS= 970 AVG GSF UNIT SIZE 

ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED: HEIGHT, BULK, FAR, REAR YARD 
HEIGHT INCREASED FROM 80' TO 100' 
123 UNITS IS 105 % INCREASE IN DENSl1Y FROM BASE CASE 

*NOTE: ASSUMED 123 UNITS NEEDED FOR FINANCIAL VIABILITY PER RESULTS OF FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 

08/2015 
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ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED: HEIGHT, BULK, 
FAR. REAR YARD 

MARKET + 35% AREA 
Garage 25672 SF 

Residential 108252SF 

Retail 9991 SF 
Grand total 143915 SF 

Residential 69409 SF 
Residential Increase 38844 SF 

108252 SF 

[dpenspace - 9986 SF I 

Open Space Required: 81 UNITS X 80 SF= 6,480 SF 

Residential Average Unit Size - 1333 GSF 

39 Parking Spaces/ 39 Required 
Garage - 18 Spaces Required for Commercial 
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OUTER SUNSET 

ZONING PARAMETERS 

ZONlNG CLASSIFICATIONS: NC·1 
LOTS: 180001 OD 

LOT AREA: 13,500 SF 

HEIGHT AND BULK: 40·X 

REAR YARD: (SECT134): 25% lot deP!h no less.than 15feet,ATGRADE. Can be a comer 
ccnfiguration per Sec. 134(e)(2). 

DENSll"Y: 1 unit/ BOO sq. ft lot area 13,500/600 = 17 UNITS 

FLOOR AREA RATIO: 1.8:1 (DOES NOT APPLY TO RESIDENTIAL USES) 

FRONTSETI3ACK:NONE 

STREET FRONTAGE: Commercial not required. Active uses required (res. or comm.) 

IF RESIDENTIAL, 50% OF STREET FRONTAGE SHOULD BE WALK UP UNITS 
LOBBY IS LESS THAN 40' OR 25% OF STREET FRONTAGE 

USABLE OPEN SPACE: 100SF /DU if private, 133 SF if common (also consider min. dimension reqs.) 
· 17UNITS.x133 SF= 2,261 SF 

PARKING REQ.: 1:1 but potential modification/waiver by ZA per sec. 161 OJ 

GROUND FLOOR HEIGHT (SECT 145.1): 10' MINIMUM (Floor to floor) 
· • fl Ground floor height bump allowed per section 26320 
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FULL ENVELOPE BUILD OUT 
PHYSICAL ENVELOPE ACHIEVABLE WITHIN ALLOVVED HEIGHT AND ZONING REQUIREMENTS 

LOT AREA 13,500 I 600 SF= 17 UNITS (MAX ALLOWED) 

BASE RESIDENTIAL AREA· MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF RESIDENTIAL DENSITY ACHIEVABLE WITHIN ALLOWED HEIGHT 
AND ZONING REQUIREMENTS= 32,073 SF 

. BASE RES. SF ACHIEVABLE I BASE# OF UNITS ALLOWED 32,073 SF/ 17 UNITS= 1,887 SF AVG. GROSS UNIT 

MARKET INFORMED BASE CASE 
UNITSIZEASSUMPTIONBASEDONGURRENTMARKETDATA 

LOT AREA 13,500 / 800 SF= 17 UNITS (MAX ALLOWED) 

1250 NET SF/ 1667 GROSS SF ASSUMED UNIT SIZE 

1667GSFx17 = 28,339 ALLOWED RESIDENTIAL GSF 
THE MARKET INFORMED SASE CASE IS LESS THAN THE ALLOWABLE BUILDING ENVELOPE. 

MARKET INFORMED BASE + 35 % INCREASE 
MARKET BASE GASE FROM ABOVE WITH 35% DENSITY BONUS 

LOT AREA 13,500/800SF=17 UNITS (MAX ALLOWED) 

1250 NET SF/ 1667 GROSS SF ASSUMED UNIT SIZE 

17 MAX UNITS ALLOWED X 1.35% DENSITY INCREASE= 23 UNITS ALLOWED . 
23 UNITS ALLOWED x 1667 GROSS SF ASSUMED UNIT SIZE= 38,341 ALLOWED RESIDENTIAL GSF 
ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED; HEIGHT, REAR YARD, PARKING 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM 
DENSITY 11!/GREASE TO FULL ENVELOPE 

56, 651 RESl.DENTIAL GSF 
ASSUMED UNIT SIZE FROM MARKET INFORMED BASE CASE= 1,667 GSF UNIT SIZE 

56,651 SF/ 1667 SF= 34 Ui'JITS 

ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED: HEIGHT, REAR YARD, PARKING 
HEIGHT INCREASED TO 65' FROM 45' 
34 UNITS IS 200% INCREASE IN ALLOWED UNITS FROM BASE CASE 

08/2015 PROTOTYPE 3. 
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MARKET BASE CASE 
Garage 
Residential 

5102 SF 
27862 SF 

Retail 3404 SF 
Grand total 36368 SF 

f opeilspace- 3386 SF I 

Open Space Required: 17 UNITS X 133 SF= 2,261 SF 

Residential Average Unit Size - 1667 GSF 

18 Parking Spaces (Lifts.) / 17 Required· 
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ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED: HEIGHT, REAR YARD, 
PARKING 

BONUS PROGRAM 
Retail 
Residential 
Garage 

Grand total 

3403 SF 
56651 SF 
5103 SF 

·65157 SF 

[(5f}en space -- -- 4606 sF 1 

Open Space Required: 34 UNITS X 133 SF= 4,522 SF 

Residential Average Unit Size - 1667 GSF 

18 Parking Spaces (Lifts) I 34 Required 
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FE GROSS AREA 
Retail 
Garage· 
Residential 
Grand total 

1655 SF 
2462SF 
12497 SF 
16614 SF 

. \Open Space 1336sf=------ I 
Open Space Required: 8 UNITS X 133 SF= 1,064 SF 

Residential Average Unit Size -1562 GSF 

1 o Parking Spaces (Lifts) I 8 Required 
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ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED: HEIGHT 

MARKET + 35o/o AREA 
Garage 
Residential 
Retail 
Grand total 

Residential Increase 
Residential 

2462 SF 
17458 SF 
1655 SF 
21575 SF 

4~61 SF 
12497 SF 
17458 SF 

jOpen Space 1733 SF ] 

Open Space Required: 11 UNITS X 133 SF= 1,463 SF 

Residential Average Unit Size - 1562 GSF 

11 Parking Spaces (Lifts) f 11 Required 
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BALBOA 

ZONING PARAMETERS 

ZONING CLASSIFICATIONS: NC2 Balboa 
LOTS: 1606001, 1606046, 1606045, 1606044 

LOT AREA: 18,620 SF 

HBGHT AND BULK: 40-X. 

REAR YARD: 25% at 2nd Story and above, or at 1stStorylftt contains a DU. Can be a comer 
conflguration per Seel 134(e){2). 

DENSITY: 1 untt f 800 SF lot area 18,620f800 = 23 UNITS 

FLOOR AREA RA110: 2.5:1 (DOES NOT APPLY FOR RESIDENTIAL USES) 

STREET FRONTAGE: Active uses required (res or comm.) 

IF RESIDENTIAL, 50% OF STREET FRONTAGE SHOULD BE WALK UP UNITS 
LOBBY IS LESS THAN 40' OR 25% OF STREET FRONTAGE 

OPEN SPACE: 1 OOsf/DU ff private, x 1.33 = 133 SF ff common {also consider min. dimension reqs.) 
. 23UNITSX133SF=3,059.SF . 

PARKING REQ.: 1 :1, but potential modificationfwaiver by ZA per Sect. 161 G) 

GROUND FLOOR HEIGHT: 10' MINIMUM (FLOOR TO FLOOR) 
• 5' Ground floor height bump allowed per section 263.20 

A David Baker Architects m!I w www.dbatchllect.com - NC-2 
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FULL ENVELOPE BUILD OUT 
PHYSICAL ENVaOPE ACHfEVABLE WITHIN ALLOWED HEIGHT AND ZONfNG REQUIREMENTS 

LOT AREA 18;6201800"SF = 2:i UNITS {MAX ALLOWED) 

BASE AREA- MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF RESIDENTIAL DENSitY ACHIEVABLE WITHIN ALLOWED HEIGHT AND 
ZONING REQUIREMENTS= 39,831 SF 

BASE RES. SF ACHIEVABLE r BASE# OF UNITS ALLOWED 39,381 SF r 23 UNITS = 1,732 SF AVG. GROSS UNIT 

MARKET INFORMED BASE CASE 
UNIT SIZE ASSUMPTION BASED ON CURRENT MARKET DATA 

LOT AREA 18,691(800 SF=23 UNITS {MAXALLOWED) 

1250 NET SF f 1667 GROSS SF ASSUMED UNIT SIZE 

1667 GSF x 23 "38,341 ASSUMED RESIDENTIAL GSF 
JHE MARKET INFORMED BASE CASE IS HIGHER THAN WHAT ZONING ALLOWS, THEREFORE THE FULL 
ENVELOPE BUILD OUT WILL BE CONSIDERED THE BASE CASE. 

MARKET.INFORMED BASE+ 35 % INCREASE 
MARKET BASE CASE FROM ABOVE WITH 35% DENSITY BONUS 

LOT AREA 18,691(800 SF" 23 UNITS (MAX ALLOWED) 

1250 NET SF f 1667 GROSS SF ASSUMED UNIT SIZE 

23 MAX UNITS ALLOWED X 1.35% DENSITY INCREASE= 31 UNITS ALLOWED 
31 UNITS ALLOWED x 1667 GROSS SF ASSUMED UNIT SIZE" 51,677 ALLOWED RESIDEN11AL GSF 
ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED: HEIGHT, REAR YARD 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM 
DENSITY INCREASE TO FULL ENVaOPE 

71, 705 RESIDENTIAL GSF 
ASSUMED UNIT SIZE TAKEN FROM MARKET INFORMED BASE CASE" 1,667 GSF UNIT SIZE 

"71,705SFf 1667SF=43UNITS 

ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED: HEIGHT, REAR YARD 
HEIGHT INCREASED TO 65' FROM 45' 
41 UNITS IS 187% INCREASE·IN ALLOWED UNITS FROM BASE CASE 

08/2015 
PROTOTYPE 6 
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3STORIES 
35' 

100'-0'" 
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41·-100·..o· 
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MARKET BASE CASE 
Retail 
Residential 
Garaae 
Grand total 

6900 SF 
36000 SF 

. 10600 SF 
·53500 SF 

!Open Space 5550 SF =:J 
Open Space Required: 23 UNITS X 133 SF= 3,059 SF 

Residential Average Unit Size -1667 GSF 

32 Parking Spaces/ 23 Required 

THE MARKET INFORMED BASE CASE IS HIGHER THAN Vvl-IAT 
ZONJNG ALLOWS, THEREFORE THE FULL ENVELOPE BUILD OUT 
WILL BE CONSIDERED THE BASE CASE. 
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RESIDENTIAL 
6STORIES 

65' 

100'·0" 

K 1r1-11· >I 
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~ 

7 1"=100'-0' 

ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED: HEIGHT, REAR YARD 
----·---··--

HL 

BONUS PROGRAM 
Retail 6900 SF 
Residential 71705 SF 

··Garage 10600 SF 
Grand total 89205 SF 

I Open Space 5797 SF I 
Open Space Required: 43 UNITS X 133 SF= 5,719 SF 

Residential Average Unit Size - 1667 GSF 

46 Parking ~paces (Lifts)/ 43 Required 

I f;0i:~;;:~;~~:l: ~ ~ . - : :~; 
·5 

-- • -'15'·!1' 

I- 4 
- - - -~- ":lS'·lr 

b ::::J 3 
- ,- • ;.:. - • '15'-rf 

ro ::r: 2 
.'¢.C). "5'rf ii] 1 • 

::r: 
1 

•••• b'-!r -I .. 1~r·· ~::::L··.:...:..:·"··T······;··:._ -'- ··-'-'---'. _._ J...:.':'. 
I : =-:; · I-=! 11==1 I 1==11 ;==I I ·==I! :==: ' I==; 11==1 I I 

I 1==111==11 1==1 · ·==· ~ 1==• 11==: 1 ·~111==11 :==! ; 1== 
1-·- -- - -· -• - j_ - --1" -. ·-1 .--·, · 1-- I 1-111-1 I 1-·1 I .-·1 · ;--· 1----'. I 1---1 I I 

Section Mir-o· 

o!?.:'-~Jl~erArchitects II ~t,i=ORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM. 08/2015 

2
.
3 

PROTOTYPE 6. 



,.1" 

SS'·B' k'7rf-S"'JI~ 

1 1~•100'..()" 21· .. 100'-0" 

4STORIES 
40' 

··-...... 

,, .... ~·---·-· -· -· 

\ 
· ... ~ ........ ~ .•. 

RES. 

·· .... 

.............. 

·· ........ 
............ 

........ 

\ ........ , 

1a .. O" 

i 
~ 

b 

~ 

k 136'-2' ){ 

5STORIES 

:I 

:-..::~:-"~-··:---:--··~·-A . .S.Jfo~5s 
~-··-··-----:--···----., . . 

.......... """ 
........ 

_.,. ... ~ ........... ·· ---· 

b 

~ 

k '"""' · >I 

\
' 

!\i 
I 

I 
l ~T 

111 

k 130'-Z' ){ 

3-41'z10CM" 51·=100..0• 

. ·· ...... 
. •. 

FE GROSS AREA 
Garage 
Residential 
Retail 
Grand total 

13539 SF 
77652 SF 
7884 SF 
99074 SF 

fOEen Space 13414 SF I 
Open Space Required: 67 UNITS X 100 SF= 6,700 SF 

Residential Average Unit Size - 1362 GSF 
83 Parking Spaces (Lifts) f 67 Required 
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5STORIES 

.......... --/ ......... ~·· ... 
............. 

...... 

ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED: HEIGHT,+ 5'-0" 
HEIGHT BUMP AT GROUND FLOOR 

MARKET + 35 o/o AREA 
Garage 13539 SF 
Residential 77654 SF 
Retail 7884 SF 
Grand total 99077 SF 

Residential 56367 SF 
Residential Increase 21287 SF 

77654 SF 

':\:~:.. ' 
'·~ .......... 

·· .... " ... 

(OPenspace -- - . -- -134f.4°sF . - I 
Open Space Required: 77 UNITS X 100 SF= 7,700 SF 

Residential Average Unit Size - 1000 GSF 

83 Parking Spaces (Lifts) !77 Required 
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RES!OENTTAL 
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........______. 
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* In order to avoid excavation and maximize parking, a 5' 
ground floor bump was assumed as part of this scenario 
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MISSION 

ZONING PARAMETERS 

ZONING CLASSIFICATIONS: NC-2 
LOlS: 3594016 

LOT AREA: 4,750 SF 

HEIGHT AND BULK: 45-X 

REAR YARD: (SECT 134): 25% at 2nd Story and above, or at 1st story if ft contains a DU. Can be 
a comer configuration per Sect 134(e)(2). 

DENSITY: 1 unit f BOO sq. ft lot area 4, 750/BOO = 6 UNITS 

FLOOR AREA RATIO: 2.5:1 (DOES NOT APPLY FOR RESIDENTIAL USES) 

FRONTSE1BACK:NONE 

S~ET FRONTAGE: Active uses required (res. or comm.) 

IF RESIDENTIAL, 50% OF STREET FRONTAGE SHOULD BE WALK UP UNITS 
LOBBY IS LESS THAN 40' OR25% OF STREET FRONTAGE 

USABLE OPEN SPACE: 100SF f DU if private, 133 SF If common (also consider min. dimension 
reqs.) 6 UNITS X 133 SF= 798 SF 

PARKING REQ.: 1 :1 but potential modification/waiver by ZA per sect. 161 (j) 

GROUND FLOOR HEIGHT (SECT 145.1): MINIMUM 14' FOR NON-RESIDENTIAL (FLOOR TO 
FLOOR) 

A David Baker Architects ~ v www.dbarchltect.com - NC-2 
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'FULL ENVELOPE BUILD our -
PHYSICAL ENVELOPE ACHIEVABLE WTTHIN ALLOY1-£D HEIGHT AND ZONING REQUIREMENTS 

LOT AREA4,750/BOO SF= 6 UNITS (MAX ALLOWED) 

BASE AREA- MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF RESIDENTIAL DENSITY ACHIEVABLE WITHIN ALLOV\oED HEIGHT AND ZONING 
REQUIREMENTS= 11,170 SF 

BASE RES. SF ACHIEVABLE I BASE# OF UNITS ALLOV\oED 11, 170 SF/ 8 UNITS= 1,862 SF AVG. GROSS UNIT 

MARKET INFORMED BASE CASE 
UNIT SIZE ASSUMPTION BASED ON CURRENT MARKET DATA 

LOTAREA4,750/800 SF=SUNilS (MAX ALLOWED) 

1000 NET SF/ 1333 GROSS SF ASSUMED UNIT SIZE 

1333 GSF x 6 = 7,998 ALLOWED RESIDENTIAL GSF 
THE MARKET INFORMED BASE CASE IS LESS THAN THE ALLOWABLE BUILDING ENVELOPE. 

MARKET INFORMED BASE + 35 % INCREASE 
MARKET BASE CASE FROM ABOVE WITH 35% DENSITY BONUS 

LOT AREA4,750IBOO SF= 6 UNllS (MAX ALLOWED) 

1000 NET SF/ 1333 GROSS SF ASSUMED UNIT SIZE 

6 MAX UNITS ALLOV\oED X 1.35% DENSITY INCREASE= 8.1 - 8 UNITS ALLOWED 
8 UNITS ALLOV\oED x 1333 GROSS SF ASSUMED UNIT SIZE= 10,664ALLOWED RESIDENTIAL GSF 
THE 35% DENSITY INCREASE IS LESS THAN THE ALLOWABLE BUILDING ENVELOPE, THEREFORE NO 
ACCOMMODATIONS ARE NEEDED. 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM 
DENSITY INCREASE TO FULL ENVELOPE 

1 B,270 RESIDENTIAL GSF . 
ASSUMED UNIT SIZE TAKEN FROM MARKET BASE CASE= 1,333 GSF UNIT SIZE 

18,270 SF I 1333SF=14 UNITS 

ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED: HEIGHT, PARKING 
HEIGHT INCREASED TO 65' FROM 45' 
14 UNITS IS 233% INCREASE IN ALLO\/\IED UNITS FROM BASE CASE 

08/2015 
PROTOTYPE 8 
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. A David Baker Architects ~ w www.dbarchltect.com _ -
MARKET INFORMED BASE CASE 
NC-2 

MARKET BASE CASE 
Residential 

1

Garage 
"Retail 
Grand total 

7626 SF 
2949 SF 
1258 SF 
11833 SF 

[Open Space 1200 SF -- 1 

Open Space Required: 6 UNITS X 133 SF= 798 SF 

Residential Average Unit Size - 1333 GSF 

6 Parking Spaces/ 6 Required 
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ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED: HEIGHT, PARKING 

BONUS PROGRAM 
Garage 
Residential 
Retail 
Grand total 

2949 SF 
18270 SF 
1258 SF 
22477 SF 

I Open Space - 1950 SF I 

Open Space Required: 14 UNITS X 133 SF= 1862 SF 

Residential Average Unit Size - 1333 GSF 

9 Parking Spaces (Lifts)/ 14 Required 
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FE GROSS AREA 
Garage 
Residential 
Retail 
Grand total 

. 5599SF 
37247 SF 
5151 SF 
47998 SF 

jopen Space 3000 SF -u I 
Open Space Required: 15 UNITS X 133 SF= 1,995 p

Residential Average Unit Size - 2483 GSF 

16 Parking Spaces/ 15 Required 
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ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED: REAR YARD 

MARKET + 35% AREA 
Garage 

Residential 
Retail 
Grand total 

Residential Increase 
Residential 

5599 SF 
26047 SF 
5151 SF 
36798SF 

6800.SF 

19247 SF 
26047 SF 

!Open Space 3000 SF J 
Open Space Required: 20 UNITS X 133 SF= 2,660 SF 

Residential Average Unit Si_ze -1333 GSF 

29 Parking Spaces (Lifts)/ 20 Required 

6 ------ - -------- --------- ----- -- ------ - -----ss--~ 

- ..... · ............... ·I 5 1-· ... - ..... 

...... - .. . .. b .. ~- .... ··~-~ 
·REAR-.· .. ~- l:i:- . 3 

'Tf."":"?"!!!!IPll!!*" YARD LO S::2 , .... 

r:o?:i'i''.i''!.ih'!':i'':KD'.;?>;;.:tii/C-D?d · · - - ~- - · 1s-~ 

Section M•.o· 

A David Baker Architects ~ w www.dbarchitect.com -
MARKET BASE + 35 % DENSITY INCREASE 08/2015 

2.2 PROTOTYPE 9 NCO 



(..:> 

co 
co 

RUSSIAN HILL 

ZONING PARAMETERS 
ZONING ClASSIFICATIONS: RC-3 
LOTS: 0502005H 

LOT AREA: 7,400 SF 

HEIGHT AND BULK: 65-A 

BULK DISTRICT I HeightAbove 
'Milch 
Maximum 
Dimensions 
Apply (In feet) 

A 40 

Maximum Plan Dimensions (in feet) 

Length I Diagonal dim. 

110 I 125 

REAR YARD: (SECT 134): 25% OF LOT DEPTH, NO LESS THAN 15 FEET (AT DVvELLJNG LEVELS 
ONLY). REAR YARD SHALL BE PROVIDED AT LOVvEST STORY CONTAINING A DVvELLING UNIT. 

DENSITY (SECT745): 1unit/400 sq. ft lot area 7,400/400=19 UNITS 

FLOOR AREA RATIO: 3.6:1 (DOES NOT APPLY) 

STREET FRONTAGE: Commercial no.t required. Active uses required (res. or comm.) 
• · IF RESIDENTIAL, 50% OF STREET FRONTAGE SHOULD BE WALK UP UNITS 

LOBBY IS LESS THAN 40' OR 25% OF STREET FRONTAGE 
GROUND FLOOR DUs SUBJECT TO GROUND FLOOR RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES! 
INCLUDING SET BACK AND TVVO STORY EXPRESSION 

USABLE OPEN SPACE: 60 SF PER UNIT IF ALL PRIVATE; 80 SF IF COMMON SPACE. 
80 SF X 19 UNITS ,;, 1,520 SF 

PARKING REQ.: 1 PER 4 DVvELLING UNITS 

GROUND FLOOR HEGHT (SECT 145.1): MINIMUM ·14' FOR NON-RESIDENTIAL (FLOOR TO FLOOR) 

@£.ar2,ker Arc.hltects • 
RC-3 

@ 

@ 
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FULL ENVELOPE BUILD OUT 
PHYSICAL ENVELOPE ACHIEVABLE WITHIN ALLOWED HEIGHT AND ZONING REQUIREMENTS ' 

LOT AREA 7,4001400 SF= 18.5 -19 UNITS (MAX ALLOWED) 

BASE AREA- MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF RESIDENTIAL DENSITY ACHIEVABLE WITHIN ALLOVvED HEIGHT AND 
ZONING REQUIREMENTS= 32, 192 SF 

BASE RES. SF ACHIEVABLE I BASE# OF UNITS ALLOVvED 32, 192 SF/ 19 UNITS. = 1,694 SF AVG. GROSS UNIT 

MARKET INFORMED BASE CASE 
UNIT SIZE ASSUMPTION BASED ON CURRENT MARKET DATA 

LOT AREA 7,400/400SF=19 UNITS (MAX ALLOWED) 

1000 NET SF/ 1333 GROSS SF ASSUMED UNIT SIZE 

1333GSFx19 =25,327 ASSUMED RESIDENTIALGSF 

MARKET BASE CASE IS LESS THAN FULL ENVELOPE BUILD OUT. 

MARKET INFORMED BASE + 35 % INCREASE 
MARKET BASE CASE FROM ABOVE WITH 35% DENSITY BONUS 

LOT AREA 7,400/400SF=19 UNITS (MAX ALLOWED) 

1000 NET SF/ 1333 GROSS SF ASSUMED UNIT SIZE 

19MAXUNITSALLOVvEDX 1.35% DENSITY INCREASE=25.65-26 UNITS ALLOWED 
26 UNITS ALLOVvED x 1333 GROSS SF ASSUMED UNIT SIZE= 34,658 ALLOWED RESIDENTIAL GSF 
ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED: HEIGHT 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM 
DENSITY INCREASE TO FULJ.. ENVELOPE 

43,292 RESIDENTIAL GSF 
ASSUMED UNIT SIZE TAKEN FROM MARKET BASE CASE= 1,333 GSF UNIT SIZE 

43,292SF/1333 SF= 32 UNITS 

ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED: HEIGHT 
. HEIGHT INCREASED TO 85' FROM BS 

32 UNITS IS 168% INCREASE IN ALLOV\ED UNITS FROM BASE CASE 

08/2015 
PROTOTYPE 10 
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MARKET BASE CASE 
Garage 
Residential 
Grand total 

2459 SF 
25142 SF 
27602 SF 

I Open Space 1850 SF --i 

Open Space Required: 19 UNITS X 80 SF= 1,520 SF 
Residential Average Unit Size - 1333 GSF 

7 Parking Spaces I 5 Required 
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ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED: HEIGHT 

BONUS. PROGRAM 
Garage 
Residential 
Grand total 

2459SF 
43292 SF 

45752 SF 

I Open Space 272.SSF-- ' 

Open ·space Required: 32 UNITS X 80 SF= 2,560 SF 

Residential Average Unit Size - 1333 GSF 

8 Parking Spaces (Liftf\) I 8 Required 

~---~---"=.'.=~-"'~=~=·=~=-=~="~ - - - - - - - - - - - - -85'-~ 

L .... ··:;:.:·· .... ·. ···1· - - - - - - - - - - - - - 8 
--- 75"-ll"' _tjb. __ - - - -

Section,.~"°'"'" 

-------~----- 7 
- • • • • • - OS·ll"' _, - - 6 

_-_- -~~ -· 1t:- ---55"·; 
- - ] - - - 2- 4S"-ll"' - · r-: - - b- .:J. ~ - - 4 
- ·b -~ -' I- - - 35"-0" 

' :J - - ~- ?5- - - 3 
.0. -~ iii - 25'-!!' 
-.;!" s -----:c- - - - 2 Cil 1S-ll"' 

'( ! 'v 'Y 1_ 
_, ' · ' · " ' I L ... .:.1 11-!!'1 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM 0812015 PROTOTYPE1Q 
RC-3 ' 2.3 



c..:> 
co ...... 

RESIDENTIAL/ 
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FE GROSS AREA 

Garage 
Residential 
Retail 
Grand total 

5874SF 
35485 SF 
1225 SF 
42584SF 

I Open Space 2726 SF ] 

Open Space Required: 47 UNITS X 48 SF= 2,256 SF 

Residential Average Unit Size - 755 GSF 
48 Spaces (Puz~le Lift with Pit) I 47 Required 

THE MARKET INFORMED BASE CASE IS HIGHER THAN \fv!-IAT 
ZONING ALLOWS, THEREFORE THE FULL ENVELOPE BUILD 
OUT WILL BE CONSIDERED THE BASE CASE. 
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ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED: HEIOHT, PARKING 

MARKET + 35o/o AREA 
Garage 
Residential 
Retail 
Grand total 

Residential 
Residential Increase 

5872 SF 
47617 SF 
1225 SF 
54714 SF 

35485 SF 
12132 SF 
47617 SF 

I Open Space 3226 SF =1 
Open Space Required: 63 UNITS X 48 SF= 3,024 SF 

Residential Average Unit Size - 755 GSF 

48 Spa~es (Puzzle Lift with Pit) I 63 Required 
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WESTERN ADDITION 

ZONING PARAMETERS 
ZONING CLASSIFICATIONS: NC-3 
L015: 0647011A, 0647011, 0647010, 0647:009, 0647008, 0647007 

LOT AREA: 35, 723 SF 

HEIGHT AND BULK: 130-E 

I BULK DISTRICT I Height Above I Maximum Plan Dimensions (in feet) 
VV!1ich 
Maximum 
Dimensions 
Apply (in feet) Length Diagonal dim. 

E 65 110 140 

REAR YARD: (SECT 134): 25% at the lowest story containing a DU and above. Can be a comer 
configuration per Sec. 134(e)(2). 

DENSl1Y (SECT745): 1 uni!/600 sq. ft lot area 35,723/60Q = 60 UNITS 

FI.;OOR AREA RATIO: 3.6:1 (DOES NOT APPLY TO RESIDENTIAL USES) 

FRONT SETBACK: NONE 

STREET FRONT AGE: Commercial not required. Active uses required (res. or comm.) 

IF RESIDENTIAL', 50% OF STREET FRONTAGE SHOULD BE WALK UP UNITS 
LOBBY IS LESS THAN 40' OR 25% OF STR~ET FRONTAGE 

USABLE OPEN SPACE: BOSF I DU if private, 106 SF if com~on (also consider min. dimension reqs.) 
60 UNITS X 106 SF = 6,360 SF 

PARKlNG REQ.: 1:1 but potential modification/waiver by ZA per secl 161 (J) 

GROUND FLOOR HEIGHT (SECT145.1): MINIMUM 14' FOR NON-RESIDENTIAL (FLOOR TO FLOOR) 

A David Baker Architects mm W1 www.dbarchltect.com - NC-3 
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FULL ENVELOPE BUILD OUT 
PHYSICAL ENVELOPE ACHIEVABLE WITHIN ALLOWED HEIGHT AND ZONING REQUIREMENTS 

i.,oT AREA 35,723/600 SF= 60 UNl15 (MAX ALLOWED) 

BASE AREA- MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF RESIDENTIAL DENSllY ACHIEVABLE WITHIN ALLOWED HEIGHT AND ZONING 
REQUIREMENTS = 183,887 SF 

BASE RES. SF ACHIEVABLE/ BASE# OF UNITS ALLOWED 183,887 SF/ 60 UNITS = 3,065 SF AVG. GROSS UNIT 

MARKET INFORMED BASE CASE 
UNIT SIZE ASSUMPTION BASED ON CURRENT MARKET DATA 

LOT AREA35,723/600 SF= 60 UNI15 (MAX ALLOWED) 

750 NET SF I 1000 GROSS SF ASSUMED UNIT SIZE 

1 OQO GSF x 60 = 60,000 ASSUMED RESIDENTIAL GSF 
THE MARKET INFORMED BASE CASE IS Sl(3NIFICANTL Y LESS THAN THE ALLOWABLE ENVELOPE. . 

MARKET INFORMED BASE + 35 % INCREASE 
MARKET BASE CASE FROM ABOVE WITH 35% DENSITY BONUS 

LOT AREA 35,723/600 SF= 60 UNITS (MAX ALLOWED) 

750 NET SF/ 1000 GROSS SF ASSUMED UNIT SIZE 

60 MAX UNITS ALLO\NED X 1.35% DENSITY INCREASE= 81 UNITS ALLOWED 
81 UNITS ALLOWED x 1000 GROSS SF ASSUMED UNIT SIZE= 81,000 ALLOWED RESIDENTIAL GSF 
A 35% INCREASE TO THE MARKET INFORMED BASE CASE IS SIGNIFICANTLY LESS THAN THE 
ALLOWABLE ENVELOPE, THEREFORE NO ACCOMMODATIONS ARE NEEDED 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM 
DENSITY INCREASE TO FULL ENVELOPE 

232,809 RESIDENTIAL GSF . 
ASSUMED UNIT SIZE TAKEN FROM MARKET INFORMED BASE CASE= 1,000 GSF UNIT SIZE 

232,809 SF I 1000 SF= 233 UNITS 

ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED: HEIGHT, BULK,' PARKING 
HEIGHT INCREASED TO 145' FROM 125' 
233 UNITS IS 288 % INCREASE IN ALLOWED UNITS FROM BASE CASE 

08/2015 
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MARKET BASE CASE 
. Retail 18431 SF 

· Residential 60053 SF 
Garage· 15381 SF 
Grand total 93864SF 

~en spa.ca 11195 sF =i 
Open Space Required: 60 UNITS X 106 SF= 6,360 SF 

Residential Average Unit Size - 1000 GSF 
82 Parking Spaces (Li~)/ 60 Required 
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ACCOMMODATIONS NEEDED: HEIGHT, BULK, 
PARKING 

BONUS PROGRAM 
Garage 
Residential 
Retail 
Grand total 

15381 SF 
232809 SF 
18431 SF 
266620.SF 

ropel1 Space 24578 SF =1 
Open Space Required: 233 UNITS X 106 SF= 24,698 c-~ 

Residential Average Unit Size - 1000 GSF 
77 Parking Spaces (Lifts) / 233 Required 
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May 9, 2017 

The Honorable London Breed, President 
San Francisco J3oard of Super\iisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 24;4 
San FranCisco, CA 94102 

RE: SUPPORT: File #150969, HOME-SF 

Dear President Breed: 

SAN 
.FRANCISCO 
CHAMBERoF 
COMMERCE 

The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, representing over 2,500 local businesses with over 200,000 
employees, supports the HOME-SF legislation creating an affordable housing bonus program. 

San Francisco has one of the highest housing costs in the nation, and as a result, we are experiencing a 
severe shortage of housing available to very low, low, moderate and middle-income residents. 
Constructio.n of affordable housing requires both public subsidies and private support from market-rate 
developers in the forms of fees paid to the City and inclusionary housing programs, although public 
subsidies do not usually support middle-income housing development. 

The HOME-SF density bonus program provides incentives for developers to include affordable units·in 
residential housing construction at all levels of affordability, including for San Francisco's middle-income 
earners who are being squeezed out because of lack of housing. This density bonus program will add 
more housing along transit and commercial corridors by enabling new buildings to add up to two floors 
to achieve 30% affordability on-site. 

Earlier this year the Chamber released its annual Dignity Health CityBeat Poll. We asked specifically 
about a density bonus program for our neighborhood commercial corridors. Citywide 72% of voters 
support such a program. Even on the west side of the city, where the conventional wisdom is fewer 
_support higher densities, 69% support such a program. 

The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce strongly supports the HOME-SF fdhdensity bonus program 
and we urge ~he Board of Supervisors to enact this legislation when it comes before you for a vote. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Lazarus 
Senior Vice President of Public Policy 

cc: Clerk of the Board, to be distributed to all Supervisors; Mayor Ed Lee 
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San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

Main Chambers, City Hall 

San Francisco, CA 

Re: Comments on Home-SF 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

Paul Webber 

A North Beach Resident 

May8, 2017 

r:i·f e No. 15Dq&l1 

Sf e/1.011 · J?ece ived. 
in {)ommi /tea. 

This letter is limited in scope to a discussion of the total number of below market units which should be 
provided by a project, and the calculations for neighborhood market rates for comparable units. 

1. Inasmuch as Home-Sf, as such, requires 30% below market rate units, whether or not the 
project is eligible for lnclusionary units, and if it is so eligible, can and must be combined with 

· inclusionary on site units, it is clear that there is no need for NOT now requiring the ultimate 
maximum number of inclusionary to be built on site, at least when a Home-Sf bonus is 
available. The combined' number of units then should then be adjusted to 30%, the current 
Home-Sf amount, or some higher number ifthe 30% amount is raised. Eligibility should be 
that of Home-Sf for all below market rate units. Also make the language clearer so that the 
final agreed upon percentage is calculated based on the total number of units, INCLUDING the 

below market rate units and the bonus units. 

2. The marketing survey provisions of proposed Section 206(e)(2) should require the pricing for 
the below market rate units to be at the lower end of the respective ranges for rental or 
purchased units, as the case may be, based upon the current rental or purchase rates for that 
unit size and neighborhood, but no higher than 20% below those rates. If there are no 
comparable rates within a radius of XX feet/blocks, then utilize a larger radius to find the next 
closest comparable units, but no higher than 30% below those rates. That is to take into 
account the imprecise nature of the calculations to be done. 

Paul Webber 
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'H\e No. \50C\loq 
Current Project at 4950 Mission (the Safeway Site): 1)/e/n Recehecl 

inQ)mm·~ 

Massing studies done in May of 2015 showed the possibility of re-
building the old Safeway and delivering 145 units of which 17 {12%) 
would.have been affordable. When Prop. C was passed, increasing the 
BMR requirement to 25%- 36 BMR units (22 units at 55% of AMI and 14 
units at 80% of AMI), the project was abandoned as being totally 
uneconomic. 

Potential project at 4950 Mission: 

Preliminary massing studies indicate the Home SF program would 
permit the building of "'287 total units at the Safeway site, at 30% 
affordable req, delivering "'86 affordable units of which 31 units 
affordable to Very-Low Income, 38 to Lower Income and 27 to 
Moderate income. In short, the HOME-SF program yields: 

a. "'90 units more than the State Density Bonus, with "'56 
additional affordable units 

b. "'69 units more than the maximum allowed with a Pranned 
Unit Development, with "'31 additional affordable units 
(assuming prop C @ 25%) 

c. "'141 units more than the base density of the site which 
would only allow 145 units of which 36 would be 
affordable. Home SF would add "'50 additional affordable 
units (assuming prop C @ 25%). 
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162 Unit Development - Build Today - Free Land - 25% Affordable 

Development Costs 

·land Acquisition Costs 
Land Purchase 

Total Acquisition Costs • 

/Unit 

Construction Costs ..... •, '••'· "·',. ...... 
Construction Costs 68,040,000 ·: ·,."420,000: 
FF&E 406,753 :.•·:;.~;~ff 
Total Construction 68,446,753 ,:;•~:~?..~'.$.~f:, 

Soft Costs 
A&E 
Permits & Fees 
Transfer Development Rights (TD Rs) 

Project Management 
Property Taxes During Construction 
Insurance 
Marketing I Leasing/ Operating Deficit 
Legal/ Professional/ Finance 
G&A and Organization 
Develop.ment Fee 
Interest Expense· Development Period 

2,736,764 
3,232,328 

952,588 

': ·. :::;::r A· ··~~f:: :· ~; 

Total Other Non-Construction Costs 20,031,218 .; ']2~)54.9..'. 
"i:. :'.: ·:·~~.;:.::·; : .. 

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS 88,477,972 Y:"'.~~£iio· 

~pita! Requjrement 
co Debt Available (Traditional Rnanclng) 

Equity Requirement 

Total Capital 

51,503,610 
36,974,362 

88,477,972 

Assumption 

Actu~I Assessment 

Estimate 
Actual 

Actual 
Actual + 2.5% 
Actual 

Actual 
Estimate (Land+ Escape) 
Actual -Adjstd for Construction Costs 
Actual 
Actual 
Actual 
4.0% of Construction Costs 
Estimate· 20 mo constr/6 mo lease 

5.0% --10/30 Year-- 1.2 DSCR 

Page2 

Net Operating Income 

Revenue - MR Units (75%) 
Revenue - 55% AMI Units (15%) 

Revenue -100% AMI Units (10%) 
Vacancy 
Revenue - Parking, Recoveries, Other 

Total Revenue 

5,882,243 
337,044 

418,656 
{331,897) 
437,471 

6,743,516 

Operating Expense· General (1,547,548) 
Property Taxes (1,043,332) 
Insurance (171,288) 

Total Operating Expense (2,762,168) 

NET OPERATING INCOME 3,981,348 

Progert~ Tax Assessment 

NOi (No Property Taxes) 5,024,680 
Cap Rate 4.000% 
Add Milla~e 1.179% 
Effective Cap Rate 5.179% 
Assessed Value - Before Land Adjustment 97,016,536 
Less: Land In capitlized value@ $140K /de (22,680,000) 
Add: Actual Land Assement 

Value ·Income Approach 74,336,536 

Value ·Cost Approach 88,477,972 
Assessment· Greater of Approaches 88,477,972 

Annual Property Tax Expense 1,043,332 

Project Returns 
Net Operating Income 3,981,348 
Total Project Cost 88,477,972 
Build to Cap Rate I Return on Cost 4.50% 

Net Operating Income 3,981,348 
Debt Service (3,317,790) 
Cash Flow 663,558 
Eguitl'. Regulrement 36,974,362 
Equity Yield 1.79% 

/Unit 
· 48,2.15 (adjusted) 
• 1~,<?4.4 (adjusted) 

· (i~, ~66 (adjusted) 

:'''·~~~ '"" 

,\l~i 
·•··' ;:~¥;576 .. 

546,160 



162 Unit Development· Build Today· Subsidy Required for 5.5% Return 

Development Costs /Unit Assumption 

Land Acquisition Costs 
Land Purchase 16,775,662 · •.:;::~P.3,SSS: ·Actual Assessment 

Total Acquisition costs 16,775,662 :·:·::::Jofssi 
·······::i::·;Y.·.·, 
..... :".:!::·;· 

Construction Costs . , ...... ·:· .. " .. 
Construction Costs 68,040,000 · ;_'.·4;Z(J,.QOQ. 
FF&E 406,753 :.:" ;·i,~i1. 
Total Construction 68,446,753 :-::_ ;·;4.i..2;s#: 

··· ... \':·'.· . 

Soft Costs 
A&E 

if ~~1 ;:,}~ti 

.i::.. 
0 
b 

Permits & Fees 
Transfer Development Rights (TDRs) 

Project Management 
Property Taxes During Construction 
Insurance 
Marketing I Leasing/ Operating Deficit 
Legal I Professional I Finance 
G&A and Organization 
Development Fee 
Interest Expense - Development Period 
Affordable Housing Subsidy .. 

2,295,712 . Ji jg 2.,414,149 
2,002,638 

151,175 
2,721,600 
2,649,599 )f:~~~~~ · .... :\\'•: ·. 

"'::; ... :·.::.::;- '·>. 
Total Other Non-Construction Costs 20,220,736 :;•pq1~~i9., 

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS 105,443,152 :. .:~io;s;4: 

Capital Requirement 

Estimate 
Actual 

·Actual 
Actual+ 2.5% 
Actual 

Actual 
Estimate (Land + Escape) 
Actual • Adjstd for Construction Costs 
Actual 
Actual 
Actual 
4.0% of Construction Costs 
Estimate - 2.0 mo constr/6 mo lease 

Debt Available (Traditional Financing) 48,915,674 :·i; '::~qi;5149;. 5.0% -10/30 Year-1.2 DSCR 

Affordable Housing Credit/ subsidy 36,700,000 ':·';:;·~i6)s4~ t 
Equity Requirement 19,827,478 ::f:J~~~)i~j:: 
Total Capital 105,443,152 .':~'. "'t/$Q,'.BB'/-'· 
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Net Operating Income 

Revenue - MR Units (75%) 
Revenue - 55% AMI Units (15%) 

Revenue -100% AMI Units (10%) 
Vacancy 
Revenue- Parking, Recoveries, other 

Total Revenue 

Operating Expense - General 
Property Taxes 
Insurance 

Total Operating Expense 

NET OPERATING INCOME 

Propertv Tax Assessment 

NOi (No Property Taxes) 
Cap Rate · 
Add Millage 
Effective Cap Rate 
Assessed Value- Before Land Adjustment 
Less: Land in capitlized value@ $140K/ do· 
Add: Actual Land Assement 

Value - Income Approach 
Value - Cost Approach 

Assessment· Greater of Approaches 

Annual Property Tax Expense 

Project Returns 
Net Operating Income 

Total Project Cost (Less Subsidy) 
Build to Cap Rate/ Return on Cost 

5,882,243 
337,044 

418,656 
(331,897) 
437,471 

6,743,516 

(1,54 7,548) 
(1,243,386) 

(171,288) 
(2,962,222) 

3,781,295 

5,024,680 
4.000% 
1.179% 
5.179% 

97,016,536. 
(22,680,000) 
16,775,662 
91,112,198 

105,443,152 

105,443,152 

1,243,386 

3,781,295 

68,743,152 
5.50% 

/Unit 

"'"· ')1il17.iS .. (adjusted) 
· J.{1;044 (adjusted) 

::2.li)~if. (adjusted) 
. }7.;Q4~) 5.00% 

····~~~~~··· .:. : . : ":: : ~- i : ::. ' . 

.. )9,~?SJ 

,·.:::,::':.:rif.I~~· 
•:\:\M;~4i• 

650,884 
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SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION 
OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS 

February 24, 2016 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
City Hall Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO . 

EDWIN M. LEE, MAYOR 

RE: BOS File No. 150969 [Planning Code-Affordable Housing Bonus Programs] 

Small Business Commission Recommendation: To continue as is and give the Office of Small Business 
Staff and Office of Economic and Workforce Development the authority to continue to work on the 
issue. 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

On February 24, 2016, the Small Business Commission (SBC) unanimously voted to continue the 
discussion of the proposed Affordable Housing Bonus Program (AHBP) legislation and give the staffs of 
the Office of Small Business (OSB) and Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) the 
authority to continue working on recommendations to address the concerns of small business owners. 

The SBC iterated its acknowledgement of the dire need for more affordable housing in the City and its 
enthusiastic support for the intent of the legislation to encourage construction of more affordable housing, 
as affordable housing is essential for small business owners and their employees. The SBC chose not to 
make a yes or no recommendation at this time, and expressed its desire to continue the dialog as the City 
develops and refines it plans to build more affordable housing. 

fu tb,e two AHBP hearings held at the SBC, the Commission acknowledged the progress that the Planning 
pepartment has mad~ in considering recommendations from the SBC and possible amendments and 
revisions to the legislation to address concerns of small business owners related to possible business 
interruption, displacement, relocation and closure. 

The SBC's role is to represent the intere!lts of the small business community, and advise the Mayor, 
· Board of Supervisors, and City Departments on legislation and policy matters that affect small businesses 

in the City and County of San Francisco. Presently, the proposed legislation has met stl'ong opposition 
from small business owners, several neighborhood merchant associations and the San Francisco Council 
of District Merchants, who are primarily concerned about potential interruption of their businesses that 
might result from demolition of their current locations to make way for new housing development. While 
the Planning Department has made progress addressing this issue in the past few weeks, the SBC 
determined that small business owners have not yet had sufficient opportunity to evaluate the possible 
legislation modifications. Therefore, the SBC voted to continue the discussion and allow for more public 
discussion and legislative consideration before making an official recommendation of support. The SBC 
requested thatthe staff of the OSB and OEWD continue to work with the staff of the Planning 
Department to address .the concerns of the small business community. 

SMALL BUSINESS ASSISTANCE CENTER/ SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION 
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 1!~ ~A~ FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA94102-4681 

(415) 554-'g1~4 



The SBC's goal is to assure that the proposed legislation maximizes the benefits of affordable housing 
development while minimizing the negative impact on any small businesses displaced at development 
sites and providing support for adversely impacted small business owners. 

The Small Business Commission extends its appreciation to Planning staffKearstinDischinger and Shelia 
Nicko lopoulos for their time and thorough presentations to the Small Business Commission. 

Sincerely, 

Regina Dick-Endrizzi 
Director, Office of Small Business 

cc: Alisa Somera, Clerk of Land Use and Transportation Committee 

SMALL BUSINESS ASSISTANCE CENTER/ SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION 
1 DR. CARL TON B. GOODLETT PLACE', ROVlfO ~O SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

(415) 554-6481 2 



Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

.>m: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Tuesday, May 09, 2017 10:35 AM 
FW: Do not make it too hard to use HOME SF, File No. 150969 

From: Theodore [mailto:public@theodr.net] 

Sent: Monday, May 08, 2017 5:41 PM 

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 

Subject: Do not make it too hard to use HOME SF 

I disagree with Aaron Peskin's proposed amendments to create additional reviews and restrictions on HOME
SF. 

I'm not used to talking with a 2-minute timer staring at my face, so I left out some things I wanted to say. Next 
time, I'll be more prepared. 

The house where I am staying is zoned for 2 families, but it was built as single family. Without changing the 
form of the building, because that would trigger discretionary review and take forever, my landlord turned it 
into rental for a lot of single working adults. He won't house a family, because he's scared ofrent control. In the 
house where he lives, he has a family on Section 8, and it's a huge hassle. I like this upzoning that is connected 
to producing more family housing; though more dorm-like housing would be good, too., Refusing to build 
family housing means more family housing converts to single adult housing. 

~.ne supervisors and the city staff are too few to negotiate every project. There are entirely too many 
uncertainties in the housing pipeline, and we need to do all we can to eliminate process. 

In particular, I object to any restriction to soft sites. The legislation already has restrictions against destroying 
existing housing. We have a terrible jobs-housing mismatch. Destroying commercial use for more middle class 
housing seems like a good deal to me. I don't expect to see a lot of fully developed sites tear down to get 
housing, but that should not be forbidden. 

I also object to the restrictions against formula retail. I hear that we already have a glut of retail space, partially 
due to our high costs ofliving, that developers are simply leaving the retail space empty. I don't think we need 
more reasons to have empty street fronts. 

I see Katy Tang rejected the other proposed amendments. Good. 

Theodore Randolph 
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Member, Board of Supervisors 

District 4 

KATY TANG 

HOME-SF Overview 

City and County of San Francisco 

HOME-SF: Optiqnal program that incentivizes 30 percent affordable housing in market rate projects 
by offering up to two additional floors and other zoning incentives. Applies to projects of three units or 
more (RH-1 and RH-2 excluded from program), and prohibits demolition of existing residential units. 
Requires conditional use approval. Encourages new family-friendly housing in parts of the. city well 
served by parks and transit. · · 

. Goals 
1) Incentivize the construction of housing affordable to moderate and middle-income·workforce 

households and families. 
· 2) Assist the City in meeting the housing goals mandated in Proposition K by enabling the 

potential for 5,000 permanently affordable units over 20 years. 
3) Meet local housing policy goals beyond the State Density Bonus Law affordability 

requirements. 

Overview of HOME-SF: 
• Applies to buildings with 3+ units 

o · RH-landRH-2 excluded 
o Ar~a plans excluded 

• 30% on-site p~rmanently affordable housing 
• Provides- development bonuses, including 20· additional feet and other zoning incentives, if 

project meets affordability requirements 
• · 40% of new units required to include 2+ bedrooms 
• Prohibits merging of lots that result in more than 125 feet in lot frontage in Neighborhood 

Commercial Districts · 
• Limits projects to new construction and excludes any project that includes an addition to an 

existing structure . 
• Allows projects to utilize the State Density Bonus Law, as is required under state law . 
• Requires the Planning Department to provide a program evaluation and update every five 

years 

Amendments Adopted in Land Use Committee on June 13, 2016 
• No displacement of existing residentialtenants 
• No demolition, removal or conversion-of any existing residential uses 
• Requires a conditional use permit 
• Requires replacement of ground floor level active uses at like size of any neighborhood 

commercial space impacted by a project using HOME-SF 
• Provides commercial tenant support, including early notification of no less than 18 months 

from relocation date and ob!lervance of commercial relocation best practices 

City Hall • 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place , ·R~44 • San Francisco, California 94102-4689 
(415) 554-7460 • Fax (415) 554-7432 • TDD/'l'Tt' ~15) 554-5227 • E-mail: ka.ty.tang@sfgov.org 



Member, Board of Supervisors 
. District4 

Cit;y and County of San Francisco 

KATY TANG 

Amendments Introduced in Land Use Committee on March 13, 2017 _ 
• Renames the "Local Affordable Housing Bonus" program as the "HOME-SF" program 

given separate passage of 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
• Adjusts income levels for BMR units to ensure equal distribution of low, moderate and 

middle income units: 
o Rental BMR units would be offered at 3 income levels: 

• 55%AMI 
• 8Q%AMI 
• 110%AMI 
• Income qualification fol' BMR rental units: between 45% AMI- 120% AMI 

o 0Wuership BMR units would be offered at 3 income levels: 
• 90%AMI 
• 120%AMI 
• 140%AMI 
• Income qualification for BMR ownership units: between 80% AMI--150% 

AMI 
• }?amily-friendly amenities: Encourages the inclusion of3+ bedroom units in unit mix, the 

distribution of iarger units on all floors and adjacent to open spaces or play yards, and the 
incorporation of family-friendly amenities s-q.ch as bathtubs, stroller storage, and open space 
and yards. 

• Enhances protections and options for existing commercial tenants 
• Several minor technical clean ups 

o Excludes Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan south of the centerline of Broadway to 
make consistent with General Plan 

o Makes technical changes for individually requested program in response to recently 
adopted State Laws (AB2501) 

City Hall • 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett PlacH ~om 244 • Sm Francisco, California 94102-4689 
(415) 554-7460 . •· Fax (415) 554-7432 • m'bffTy (415) 554-5227 • E-mail: katy.tang@sfgov.org 



Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

m: Tang, Katy (BOS) 
Sent: ·Thursday, May 04, 2017 2:24 PM 
To:. 
Subject: 

Somera,. Alisa (BOS) . 
FW: San Francisco Parents Support rylore Housing for Families and Teachers - HOME SF 

For file 150969 - Land Use Committee -·Monday, May 8th 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: SF Parent PAC <sfparentpac@gmail.com> 
Date: May 4, 2017 at 10:.53:50 AM PDT 
To: SF Parent PAC <sfparentpac@gmail.com> 
Subject: San Francisco Parents Support More Housing for Families and Teachers - HOME 
SF 

SAN FRANCISCO 

PARENT 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
May4, 2017 

Contact: 
Michelle Parker, President, SF Parent PAC 
415/260-8572, michdparker@gmail.com 

. SAN FRANCISCO PARENTS SUPPORT MORE HOUSING FOR FAMILIES AND 
TEACHERS 

San Francisco, CA -- The San Francisco Parent Political Action Committee announced 
its support. this week for Supervisors Katy Tang's and Ahsha Safia's proposed 
legislation, HOME SF. "Creating opportunities for families and teachers to live in San 
Francisco will increase the quality of life for all and help our city thrive," said Parent PAC 
President Michelle·Parker, "and HOME SF does more to increase housing opportunities 
for middle income residents than any policy in recent memory." 

HOME SF incentivizes more middle income housing in parts of the city well served by 
parks and transit by upzoning commercial and transit corridors, particularly on the west 
side of the city, and will require 30 percent on-site permanently affordable housing, 
which will serve families of four with incomes between 55% and 140% AMI (approx. 
$63,400-$161,4000/yr). Forty percent of these homes must be family friendly with two or 

. more bedrooms included. 

After building virtually no middle income housing over the past 30 years, San Francisco 
is currently at a mere 15 percent of its own middle-income housing goals. HOME SF· 
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helps the city increase tha1 number over the next 20 years, enauting teachers, 
firefighters,. non-profit sector workers, and others a way to afford living here. 

HOME SF will go before San Francisco's Land Use Committee on Monday, May 8 
befor~ being voted on by the full Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, May 16. 

About the San Francisco Parent PAC 
Founded by and for San F.rancisco, parents in 2010, San Francisco Parent Political 
Action Committee (PAC) is committed to giving parents a voice in the political process 
to positively impact the lives of all .San Francisco families. San Francisco Parent PAC 
supports and promotes City candidates, measures and policies that will most effectively: 

1. Ensure high quality education for every child in every neighborhood; 
2. Increase access to affordable youth programs that support working families and 

enrich the lives of our children; and 
3. Sustain healthy, safe and vibrant communities citywide. 

San Francisco Parent PAC 
sfparentpac@gmail.com 

· www.sfparentpac.com 

### 
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Middle Polk Neighborhood Association 

PO Box 640918, San Francisco, CA 94164-0918 

Re: Local Alternatives to the California State Density Bonus Program 

March 12, 2017 

Honorable Mayor Lee, President Breed, and Members of the Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
Room.200 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 (by-email) 

Dear Mayor Lee, President Breed, and Members of the Board: 

Since our last letter of June 16, 2016, the City.has taken some decisive.actions to combat the 
affordability and displacement crisis. These actions include the following: 

(1) A 100% Affordable Local Density Bonus program 
(2) A citywide Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) program 
(3) Development of the Mission Action Plan (MAP) 2020 
( 4) The Calle 24 Cultural Heritage District and Special Use District 
(5) A stronger Single Room Occupancy (SRO) conversion ordinance 
(6) Approval of Mid-Market housing developments with significant affordable housing 

9omponents · · 
(7) Increased enforcement against illegal short-term rentals 

In the next 3 years, the City will also' have more opportunities to take decisive 'action with the 
adoption of the Central SOMA plan, the Hub, and the implementation of the Southern Waterfront 
Strategy. These large plans and projects offer opportunities to build more housing and for the City to 
negotiate the maximum percentage of affordable housing units possible without compromising 
feasibility. · · 

In the coming months, the City will adopt amendments to the City's inclusionary housing program 
that also offer an opportunity to maximize the production of affordable housing without 
compromising the feasibility of building more housfog. We urge for more to be done to prevent 
housing stock being removed from the market qy way of short-term rentals, vacant units, sham-OMI 
evictions. We further urge stronger controls to prevent the destruction of affordable smaller single
family homes by way of monster home expansions. 

On the state level, we. are pleased to see discussions of Costa.Hawkins refont). as weil as more plans 
to fund affordable housing and remain cautiously optimistic on those fronts. · · 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: Quizon, Dyanna (BOS) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 02, 2017 12:13 PM 
Subject: FW: Supervisor Katy Tang's legislation 

From: Shabbir Safdar <shabbir@safdar.net> 
Date: May2, 2017at10:10:52AMPDT 
To: 
Subject: Supervisor Katy Tang's legislation 

Can you forward this letter to a leg person following Supervisor Tang's height limit+ 30% 
affordable housing legislation? I can't be at the hearing but perhaps they can submit something 
in writing for me? Attached below is my letter. 

-Shabbir 

Dear Supervisors, 

I am a homeowner, small business owner, and public school parent in the Inner Sunset. I feel 
incredibly fortunate to be a homeowner. The only reason I own this home is because the seller 
wanted to see a family r<;tise children in it. She chose our offer from many others, some of which 
probably offered more money. 

I write to you today in support of Supervisor Katy Tang's Housing Density legislation. While, as 
a homeowner, I might have to face buildings two stories taller in my neighborhood, it's the case 
that I've also had to watch countless friends have to leave San Francisco because of the housing 
crisis. I've even watched friends consider living in illegal units that were fire traps because they 
didn't want to leave all the support structure of the jobs they had, the fellow families they colild 
depend upon to watch their children, and the friends they'd made. 

The combination of extra floors of housing, along with the requirements that it include 30% 
affordable housing make Supervisor Tang's proposal attractive. 

·Sure, there might be more contention for parking spaces. Sure, I might be living next to a 
slightly taller building. But none of these things outweigh the grief of watching my friends take 
kids out of school and leave entire communities they were a part of because they couldn't find 
housing that my fellow residents block construction of. I'm just not that selfish. 

I urge you to support Supervisor Tang's proposal. 

Shabbir J. Safdar 
14715thAve 
SF CA94122 

Todd David ttf~~ 
Executive Director J San Francisco Housing Action Coalition 
95 Brady Street, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Office (415) 541-9001 J Cell (415) 373-8879 
Email: todd@sfhac.org I Web: sfhac.org 
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Middle Polk Neighborhood Association 

PO Box 640918, San Fraricisco, CA 94164-0918 

With this context in mind, we turn to the question of local alternatives to the California state 
Affordable Housing Bonus Density Program which will be a topic of discuss at the Board of 
Supervisors LanclUse'Committee on Monday, March 13, 2017. As we said last year, "A local 
aUernative is preferable to state law because a local program would better represent the unique 
circumstances of our City. The question becomes what does that alternative look like." 

We would urge the City to embrace a gradual consensus-based approach to the market-rate local 
affordable bonus qensity program focused 'On the City's soft sites as a priority. With this goal in 
mind, we offer the following suggestions for the sponsors and the committee to consider for 
amendments and foture analysis prior to movi11:g forward. 

(1) Adopt a program for the RC, C, NC-3, and NCT-3 zoning districts 

These districts are well served by transit including the· MUNI Metro, Van Ness and Geary 
BRT and also have wide expansive streets. They are best suited to take on added density and 
height in exchange for greater levels of affordability e.g. the Hub, Van Ness Avenue, Geary 
Blvd., Lombard Street without major impact to smaller. scale pedestrian oriented 
neighborhood commercial corridors. 

(2) Target soft-sites by allowing the program to·apply to Named NCD, NC, and NCT districts 
only for lots over 18,000 sq {'fet and for lots less than 18,000 square feet that are currently 
parking lots/garages or gas/service statio.ns. In the Polk NCD, under this framework 1!0me 
examples of qualifying lots would be 1600 Jackson Street, 1200 Larkin Street and 1123 
Sutter Street. It may also be worth exploring separate legislation to allow form-based density 
in certain Named NCD and NC distriets. 

The current draft of the program would incentive demolition and merger of.many of the small · 
lots throughout the City's commercial districts that make up the fabric of San Francisco. 
This would be dev1).Stating for small business. Limiting the program to large lots, parking 
lots/garages and gas/service stations would allow the City to add more housing to the NCD's 
where appropriate without c·ausing massive disruption to the City's neighborhoods and small 
businesses. 

(3) Remove RH3 and RM districts from the program but consider separate legislation to allow 
for form-based density in those districts in certain neighborhoods as well as further 
incentives to create ADU's in the RH3 and RM zoning districts. 

(4) Remove the 120-foot frontage·m~rger limit for RC and C districts but maintain or modify 
the120-foot frontage limi~ to be tailored for NC-3 and NCT-3, do not ailow mergers for 
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Middle Polk Neighborhood Association 

PO Box 640918, San Francisco, CA 94164-0918 

Named NCD, NC, and NCT zoning districts unless each lot Would separately qualify for the 
program. 

(5) Remove Chinatown Mixed Use and North Beach NCD from the program entirely. 

( 6) Prohibit any lot that has a qualifying Legacy Business from program eligibility (e.g. House 
. of Prime Rib or Har_~is's on Van ~ess Avenue are both in oui: neighborhood) 

Lastly, as we noted last June, the 30% number may be dated in light of Prop C and the City's 
inclusionary housing ordinance and a higher number is appropriate such as 40%: 

Some thought should. be given to what role a density bonus could play 
in market rate development now requiring 25% affordable units. 
Perhaps it is feasible to ask developers to build 40% affordable units 
on site in exchange for a density bonus. 40% on-site affordable 
housing at a variety of income targets while protecting our small 
businesses and allowing for sufficient neighborhood input via 
co!).ditional use authorization is better than 25% percent for a 
particular project if the community is willing to take on the density 
that community consensus would manifest itself through the 
conditional use process. It may be the case that the economics of a 
market rate program may only work in large developments given a 
40% on-site affordable target. 

Thank you all for your continued service to our City and for your work on solving the. housing 
affordability and displacement crisis. We believe that a gradual consensus-based approach to the 
market-rate local affordable bonus density program focused on the City's soft sites is in line with 
addressing this crisis while preserve what is the essence of San Francisco, our neighborhoods. 

Sincerely, 
\s\ Moe Jamil, 
Chair 
Middle Polk Neighborhood Association 

CC: John Rahaim, Director, San Francisco Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Manger Legislative Affairs, San Francisco Planning Department 
Jeff Buckley, Senior Housing Advisor, Office of the Honorable Mayor Lee 
Planning Commission 
Small Business Commission 
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SIERRA 
CLUB 
FOUNDED 1897. 

San Francisco Group of the San Francisc«;> Bay Chapter 
June 8, 2016 

Supervisor Malia Cohen 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 
San Francisco ~oard of Sup.ervisors 
San Frandsco City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Plaza 
SF, CA 94102 

Reply to: . . 
2120 Clemei:;tt Street, Apartment 10 
San Francisco, California 94121 

Re. The Affordable Housing Density Bonus Program 

Dear Supervisor Cohen: 

The Sierra Club opposes permitting reductions in required backyard open space in 
exchange for greater percentages of below-market-rate housing as part of the proposed 
Affordable.Housing Density Program. The Sierra Club supports the construction of 
affordable infill housing in walkable communities well served by neighborhood businesses 
and mass transit as-a means to reduce vehicle miles traveled and limit habitat destruction 
from sprawl. However, backyards are necessary as both habitat and as a means to restore 
the aquifers below the C1ty. Backyards also serve as important sanctuaries for the City's 
resid_ents - one of the reasons that code requires open space. 

The Sierra Club also opposes any density bonus plans that do not inclµde p·rotections 
against demolition of existing affordable housing and retail, that do not include reductions 
in car parking (which would reduce the cost of housing construction), and that do not 
increase the required amount that developers must pay to offset project impacts to public 
transportation. The Sierra Club has already taken positions in opposition to the demolition 
of rent controlled housing, in support of reducing parking ratios, and in support of 
·requiring developers to pay for the full impacts of their projects to transit. 
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()SPUR. 
San Francisco I San Jose I Oakland 

June 7, 2016 

Land.Use & Transportation Committee 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
Files No. 150969 and 160347 

Dear Supervisors Cohen, Peskin and Wiener: 

Thank you for the opportunity to share support for the Affordable Housing Bonus Program. SPUR urges 
you to support the bonus program for many reasons: Itwill increase the overall supply of housing {both 
affordable and market-rate), it will encourage higher densities at appropriate locations near transit, it will 
create a much-needed middle-income housing program, and it will improve the feasibility of certain 
vacant and underutilized sites. All without public subsidy. 

We applaud the Planning Department and Supervisor Katy Tang's open ears and willingness to make 
amendments in response to concerns about residential and commercial displacement, and we urge you to 
recommend the full program for approval. We understand that there is a competing proposal that would 
offer incentives only to 100 percent affordable projects. We are concerned by the limited applicability of a. 
proposal like that. It would not address the state's required density bonus program - which was the 
impetus behind creating a local bonus program in the first place. It would be likely to create hundreds of 
affordable units rather than tens of thousands of them. And it would not take advantage of the available 
levers to encourage the construction of more affordable housing without public subsidy. 

We urge you to approve the mayor and Supervisor Tang's full Affordable Housing Bonus Program. Like 
all housing affordability solutions, this program is not a magic bullet but a smart tool that could make a 
difference. Ultimately San Francisco is accountable for meeting the state's density bonus requirement, and . 
pairing ambitious affordability targets with incentives to make them possible is one right way to grow the 
cif:¥' s supply of housing, both affordable and market-rate. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions. 

Best, 

J::'.$rl)n;6 
~tt~ Planning Policy Director 

Cc: Supervisor Katy Tang 
SPUR Board of Directors 

SAN FRAt<CISCO 

654 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
(415) 781-8726 

SANJOSE; 

76 South First Street 
San _Jose, CA 95113 
( 408) 638-0083 

OAKLAND 

1544 Broadway 
Oakland, CA 94612 
(510) 827-1900 
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Ausberry, Andrea 

:om: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

. - ' 

Kristy Wang <kwang@spur.org> 
Monday, June 13, 201611:10 AM 
Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Wiener, Scott 

•••• 1 

Bruss, Andrea (BOS); Angulo, Sunny (BOS); Fryman, Ann {BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); 
Dischinger, Kearstin {CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie {CPC); Buckley, Jeff {MYR); Ausberry, Andrea 
SPUR Supports the Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
SPUR Supports AHBP.pdf . 

Dear Supervisors Cohen, Peski_n and Wiener: 

Thank you for the opportunity to share SPUR's support for the Affordable Housing Bonus Program. 

This program will increase the overall supply of housing (both affordable and market-rate), it will 
encourage higher densities at appropriate locations near transit, it will create _a much-needed middle
income housing program, and it will improve the feasibility of _certain vacant and underutilized sites. 
All without public subsidy. · · 

.Je applaud the Planning Department and Supervisor Katy Tang's open ears and willingness to make 
amendments in response to concerns about residential and commercial displacement, and we urge 
you to recommend the full program for approval in order to make the biggest dent in our affordability 
crisis. 

Like all housing affordability solutions, this program is not amagic bullet but a smart tool that could 
make a difference. Ultimately San Francisco is accountable for meeting the state's density bonus 
requirement, and pairing ambitious affordability targets with incentives to make them possible is one 
right way to grow the city's supply of housing, both affordable and market-rate. 

Pleas.e feel free to contact me if you have any questions. 

Best, 

Kristy Wang 
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Kristy Wang, LEED AP 
Community Planning Policy Director 
SPUR• Ideas+ Action for a Better City 
(415) 644-4884 
( 415) 425-8460 m 
kwang@spur.org 

SPUR I Facebook I Twitter I Join I Get Newsletters 

Join us this summer for the SPUR Member Parties! 
Reserve your spot today >> 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

r::.-om: 
:nt: 

10: 

Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Thursday, February 25, 2016 9:27 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Ausberry, Andrea; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
File 150969 FW: No to AHBP 

From: Anne Marie Donnelly [mailto:shortie102000@yahoo.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2016 10:06 PM 

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Secretary, Commissions (CPC) 

.<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org> 
Subject: No to AHBP · 

Dear Supervisors and Planning Commissioners, 

Dear Supervisors and Planning Commissioners, 

As a part of the Affordable Divis coalition, I am opposed to the Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
(AHBP). It threatens neighborhood character, fails to reqUire sufficient affordability, and fails to protect 
existing rent controlled units and neighborhood serving retail businesses. Instead, I support a community
focused approach to planning, as the Affordable Divis coalition has created with our Community Plan. 

Thank you for hearing my voice, 
Anne Marie Donnelly 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

Frqm: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

---Original Message-----

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Thursday, February 25, 2016 9:27 AM . 
BOS-Supervisors; Ausberry, Andrea; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
File 150969 FW: No approval for AHBP 

From: .Kersti Abrams [mailto:kerstia@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2016 10:22 PM 
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC) <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> · 
Subject: No approval for AHBP 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

As a long-time resident of District 5 and a member of the Affordable Divis Coalition, I am writing to voice my opposition 
to the Affordable Housing Bonus Program and to ask that you not approve this plan at the 2/25/16 meeting which I will 
unfortunately be unable to attend. To impose this .proposed plan on the entire city will only further the ongoing loss of 
cultural and economic diversity which is threatening to erase the unique character of San Francisco. Under the guise of 
increasing affordable housing, this plan will result in the loss of existing rent-controlled units and of existing businesses 
which serve and are connected with the neighborhoods in which they exist. The increased density proposed in this plan 
would come with no improvements to transit or infrastructu.re. To turn the Divisadero corridor where I live into another 
version of the worst aspects of Van Ness, i.e. constant and frequently gridlocked traffic flowing between massive walls of 
concrete, is not a vision supported by anyone who actually lives here, but that seems to be what this plan is aiming at. 

This plan has been put forward with virtually no input from those residents of San Francisco who will be most affected 
by it. The Community Plan created by the Affordable Divis Coalition through a series of meetings over the past couple of 
months is a positive example of how neighborhoods can be involved in planning the future of San Francisco in a way that 
serves the needs of the people who have actually been living here and not just the needs of developers aiming to profit 
from the creation of yet more high-end housing before the bubble bursts. I support planning and development which 
takes into account the wants and needs of existing communitites, increases truly affordable housing and supports 
neighborhood businesses. The AHBP will do none of that, and I hope you do not approve it. 

Sincerely, 

Kersti Abrams 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

i=rom: 
int: 

.o: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Thursday, February 25, 2016 9:28 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa {BOS); Ausberry, Andrea 
File 150969 FW: yes to community focused planning, no to the AHBP 

From: aida jones [mailto:joneswest@mac.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2016 10:27 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org> 

Subject: yes· to community focused planning, no to the AHBP 

dear supervisors, 

i am a kmg term resident of san :francisco and now live in the alamo square neighborhood. 
i love the diverse neighborhoods from north beach to chinatown, from soma to the inner 
sunset. .. san :francisco is wonderous in its collection of unique places. 

one size legislation is not what san francisco is about otherwise we'd not have district 
elections for our supervisors. you ·do not run a city wide campaign, why would you blanket 
the city with one size development? 

that's why i'm writing to ask you to oppose the affordable housing bonus program (ahbp) 
as it is currently written. n,or should any development plan.be city wide and without community iri.puts. 

ere was no canvassing .of the neighbors no real education program, only presentations · 
.vithout true conversations. please let's follow the example of the affordable di vis coalition 
and take into account the residents of each ull.ique area within the city. . · · 

i support affordable housing, i support new housing ap.d i support community-focused 
city planning. 

thank you. 

regards, 
a!dajones 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) . 

From: 
Sent: 
To:. 
Subject: 

----Original Message-----

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Thursday, February 25, 2016 9:31 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS); Ausberry, Andrea 
file 150969 FW: Stop Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

From: Stacy Thompson [mailto:stacyt.thompson@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 25, 2016 7:11 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Stop Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

Dear Supervisors, 

As a part of the Affordable Divis coalition, I am opposed to the Affordable Housing Bonus Program (AHBP). It threatens 
neighborhood c~aracter, fails to require sufficient affordability, and fails to protect existing rent controlled units and 
neighborhood serving retail businesses. Instead, I support a community-focused approach to planning, as the Affordable 
Divis coalition has created with our Community Plan. 

Stacy Thompson 
120 Webster Street 
San Francisco, 94117 
stacyt.thompson@gmail.com 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

i=rom: 
nt: 

. u: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS} 
Thursday, February 25, 2016 9:32 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS}; Ausberry·, Andrea 
File 150969 FW: RE:opposition to AHBP 

From: sfcookin@aol.com [mailto:sfcookin@aol.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 25, 2016 7:22 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, {BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: RE:opposition to AHBP 

As a part of the Affordable Divis coalition, I am opposed to the Affordable Housing _Bonus Program (AHBP). It threatens 
neighborhood character, fails to require sufficient affordability, and fails to protect existing rent controlled units and 
neighborhood serving retail businesses. Instead, I support a community~focused approach to planning, as the · 
Affordable Divis coalition has created with our Community Plan. 

The Divisadero corridor is already becoming San Francisco's version of a food and bar court. This plan will only 
. accelerate the elimination .of neighborhood-sized, and neighborhood-serving businesses. 

Judith Kaminsky 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Boi'ird of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Thursday, February 25, 2016 9:35 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS); Ausberry, Andrea 
File 150969 FW: Comment for 2/25 AHBP hearing from DNA 
DNA AHBP letter 02.25 2016.pdf 

From: wumoffly@aol.com [mailto:wumoffly@aol.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 25, 2016 9:33 AM. 

• .•. ·- I 

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC) <commission·s.secretary@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS} 
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com; wordweaver21@a61.com; 
richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC) <christine.d.joh_nson@sfgov.org>; mooreurban@aol.com; Richards, 
Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org> 
Cc: deannamooney@sbcglobal.net; diane@dmccarney.com; Dischinger, Kearstin (CPC) <kearstin.dischinger@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Comment for 2/25 AHBP hearing from DNA 

Attn: J.P. lonin 

Attached please find the comments respectfully submitted from the Duncan Newburg Association regarding the Executive 
Summary hearing materials on AHBP for discussion by the Planning Commission on Feb 25. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Deanna Mooney, President 
.Diane McCamey, co-President 
Lily Wu 
Duncan Newburg Association 
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To: San Fran~isi:o Planning Comn:i-ission 

cc: Scott Wiener 
cc: Board of Supervisors Secretary 
cc: Planning Dept. AHBP 

This is writte~ on behalf of the Duncan Newburg Association (DNA) which represents 
approximately 70 home owners in the area surrounding the Duncan Castro Open Spac~ Park. 

We read the distributed Executive Summary of Planning Code Amendment for the AHBP which 
was distributed on February 22, and would respectfully like to forward the following feedback: 

1. We strongly support the Planning Department's recommended amendment as stated on 
page 6 of the Executive Summary to "Add. Limiting Criterion: Projects that propose to · 
demolish any residential units shall not be eligible for AHBP." Demolishing existing units to 
build new units, even if more, is disruptive and wasteful. We hope the Planning Commission 
will accept this recommended am.ef!dment, and that the Board of Supervisors will similarly 
move to adopt it. 

2. We also agree with and approve of the Planning Department's analysis that AHBP projects 
should generally be parcels which are "currently developed to less than five percent of. 
existing zoning, and do not have residential· uses, and are not schools, churches, hospitals, 
or historic resources." If anything, we hope the Planning Commission and the Board of 
Supervisors will adopt this exact language in the final AHBP code so that this intention and. 
analysis is codified, and will not be forgotten or disregarded in future years. We believe this 
is an important protection against AHBP being used to disadvantage or dislocate existing 
stakeholders in San Francisco such as existing tenants, home owners and small business 
owners. We hope for more affordable housing, but in addition to, and n,ot at the expei:ise of 
existing San Francisco stakeholders. · 

3. We were disappointed to discover that the Local AHBP code (Sec. 206.3} is not entirely 
consistent with the State AHBP code (Sec. 206.S), and that the State code may override the 
Local code if conflicts or legal challen~es were to arise. Specifically, the draft code for the 
Local AHBP (Sec. 206.3) has a clear applicability clause Sec. 206.3b(6) that AHBP projects 
"consists only of new construction, and excluding any project that includes an addition to an 

· existing structure." We strongly agree with and support· this applicability clause. However, 
this clause does not appear in the State AHBP code in the comparable sectiori (Sec. 206.Sb). 
The more tailored and better defined Local AHBP shou.ld prevail in San Francisco. We urge 
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors to close any loopholes whereby the 
more permissive State AHBP may be used to challenge or override the Local AHBP code. 

Sin·cerely, 
Duncan Newburg Association 
23 February 2016 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Thursday, February 25, 2016 3:58 PM 

To: 
Subject: 

BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS); Ausberry, Andrea 
file 150969 FW: No on AHBP·: Yes on smart density planning 

From: Ellisa F. [mailto:ellisafeinstein@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 25, 2016 1:47 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Secretary, Commissions (CPC). 
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org> 

· Subject: No on AHBP: Yes on smart density planning 

Dear Supervisors and Planning Commissioners,. 

As a part of the Affordable Divis coalition and a 16 ye·ar resident of San Francisco, I am opposed to the · 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program (AHBP). It threatens neighborhood character, fails .to require sufficient 
affordability and new transit infrastructure, and fails to protect existing rent controlled units and neighborhood 
serving retail businesses. · 

While density housing is needed, it should not come to the expense of the beauty that defines San Francisco nor 
at the expense of residents' quality of life. What we have been currently seeing is an influx of new buildings 
without concern for the ascetics of the city- buildings that are, quite frankly, very ugly. We're also seeing 
proposed large buildings (i.e. along the Divisadero Corridor) that do not plan for transit improvements; for 
instance, right now, one can barely wallc down the sidewalks on Divisadero when there is a crowd, bicycling is 
becoming even more precarious with additional cars on the road, and traffic is more horrendous than it was in 
the early 2000s. 

Instead, I support a cotnmunity-focused approach to planning, as the Affordable Divis coalition has created with 
our Community Plan. Please consider the Community Plan as an alternative. · 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 
Ellisa Feinstein 

400 Baker Street 
San Francisco, CA 94117 
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SAN FRANCISCO COUNCIL OF DISTRICT MERCHANTS ASSOCIATIONS 

Henry Karnilowicz 
President 

San Francisco Board Of Supervisors 
Land Use & Transportation 
.1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

Maryo Mogannam 
Vice President 

Dear '.Supervisors Cohen, Peskin and Wiener, 

Dani Sheehan-Meyer 
Secretary 

Keith Goldstein 
Treasurer 

February 21, 2016 

I am writing to you on behalf of the San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associations to inform you 
that at our last meeting on Tuesday, February 16, 2016, Sheila Nickolopoulos and AnMarie Rodge'rs from 
City Planning did a presentation supporting and Denis Mosfogian from San Francisco for Community 
Planning opposing the proposed Affordable Housing Bonus Program. 

We strongly support the building of affordable housing but not at the expense of possibly losing businesses 
by developers demolishing buildings to build new buildings. We have many concerns including the impact on 
utilities, transportation· and parking. 

We voted to not support the legislation as proposed and urge you to do likewise, and to recommend further 
study and input from the small business community. 

Sincerely, 

Henry Kamilowicz 
SFCDMA President 

Cc: 
Supervisor Malia Cohen 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
Supervisor Scott Wiener 

The San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associations • 1019 Howard Street; San Francisco, CA 94103 • 415.621. 7533 • www.sfcdma.org 
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Date: Fep 5, 2016 

To: SF Planning Commissioners (Fong, Wu, Antonini, Moore, Richards, Hillis, ·and Johnson) 
. . 

CC.: Gil Kelley, Mayor Lee, SF Supervisors 

. From: Malcolm {Jim) Perkins 

Re: Next steps for AHBP 

r#rl( 

t?lS 
Llt<Jfq 
8-1:'' ~ 

-;"'-·tr. 

I watched the entire AHBP segment of the Jan 28, 2016 meeting with interest. I ill ~id5lat~ 
- . M~-

SOme additional points not made by Planning Dept. Staff, the public, and the C mmisst6o.ars. . . I Q .... ·~r· 
C} '.liJ. 

\/"' My backq~oun~ 

I moved to SF 29 years ago and live in a rent controlled apartment (not in the AHBP program 

area). I retired from SFUSD in 2015 and since September I have spent about 15 hours/week 

informing SF residents about AHBP, its context, and its ramifications. Prior to teaching, I had a 

decade of experience as a Senior Industrial Engineer and as a small business consultant. I 

have managed PE'.rsonal investments for 40, year~. 

Additional points: 

1) From listening as I brought the public's attention to AHBP, housing and growth, I offer 
several majority conclusions: . 

a. In a quick reaction, most people do not want a taller building next to them. 

b. After some time and thought, r:nost people would accept 4 stories (if there is 
some public benefit}. Very few people would accept 6 stories even if there is a 

public benefit. 

c. The p~blic desires a broader housing discussion and clear proposals. 
d. Gentrification has a disparate impact on minorities and AHBP does address that. 

e. AHBP appears to have ~~mdom effects rather than predictable, 
planned/desired effects. 

f. Many people who spent their careers in SF will be forced out as retirees. 

g. People prefer rent control to the strictures of lower cost housing. 

h. Many residents are unaware of how much heights and neighborhoods can 

change under existing regulations. Thanks to Commissioner Richards for his 

e~amples (please expand and repeat). 

i.. Trying to build housing to effeGt prices is a losing bet and political "b.s.". 

j. A primary public objection to cify .growth is tran_sp.ortation issues. 
k. Most people want. th~ issue of changing/s.treamlining planning dept. procedures 

addressed as a separate issue. Thanks to Gil Kelley for already starting .work to 

clarify communications on this topic. 
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2) .Though AHBP may have irurially been considered a narrow, ~asily approved concept, 

as revised it effects 8,000+ lots over the long term. The number of soft. site lots with 

developer appeal depends on other policies; specifically, the measures on the June · 
. ' 

ballot. If the measure by Supervisors Kim and Peskin i~ approved by voters, AHBP will 

become preferred by developers (dramatically increasing its scale and impact). How 

can the commission say adopting AHBP is desirable if its context and scale may change . . . . 
between April and July? Prudente requires either delay or approval with conditions 

and explanations for the rush. 

3) The State option under AHBP exceeds require.ments of state law and the judge's 

decision in the Napa case. Existing legal advice seeks to avoid all court action at the 

expense of good policy .. To accept random increased height against the wishes of the 

r'public instead of developing legal altern·atives not public service. 

4) SF is still awakening to housing·proposals. Supervisors are discussing additbnal proposals 

for projects under 25 units. The public will need one consolidated, well communicated 

AH~P proposal (not- a jumble of amendments) and a full 90 dciys after Planning 

Commission action if there is to be any change in the current negative opinion. 

S) Much of the public does not understand the economics driving real estate prices in SF. 

a) SF ha~ establi_shed a "gig" labor force with the skills and breadth necessary for 

startups in Information Tech_nology, Biotechnology, websites, and "apps''. Many 

large innovative technology companies have sizeable operations nearby. Several 

local universities have specialists in these sectors. Many venture capitalists in these 
' ' 

sectors are bay area based. Bay area startups have a history of success. This 

economic sector in SF is already self-sustaining and its growth has begun to slow in 

SF and spread across the bay area and U.S. due to relative costs. and inducements. 

b) College students, individuals in their 20s, and young families have on increased 

preference for living in cities. No one knows how long this will last. · 

c) The People's Republic of Chine~ has softened controls on capital, their citizens 

include thousands of millionaires, and their citizens are diversifying worldwide 

rapidly. At these levels, the PRC can't afford this for more than 3 years. 

d) American and SF real estate is stable and desirable relative to stocks and bonds 

and ,real estate elsewhere. Investors often prefer to keep their investments close 

together and in a limited number of geographic areas. 

e) United States/world populations are "greying". This increases capital faster than 

investment opportunities. This will continue for a minimum qf l O more years -and . 

drives down investment returns. Lower returns will still attract residential real estate 

investors. 

Thank you for your service to San Francisco 
' ' 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Sent: 
To: 

Tuesday, February 09, 2016 9:32 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

Subject: File 150969 FW: An SF voter who opposes the Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

From: Brett Miller [mailto:fritterboy2003@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2016 11:22 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Commisions.Secretary@sfgov.org 
Subject: An SF voter who opposes the Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

Dear Supervisors and Planning Commissioners, 

As part of the Affordable Divis coalition, I am opposed to the Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
(AHBP) as currently proposed because it threatens neighborhood character, fails to require sufficient 
affordability, and fails to protect .existing ref')t controlled units and neighborhood serving businesses. 
Instead, I support a community-focused approach to planning, as the Affordable Divis has created 
with our communitY plan (http://www.pdf-archive.com/2016/01/15/2016-divis-comm-plan-final/2016-
divis-comm-plan-final.pdf). · 

I am a resident voter who has serious concerns about the directions that our leadership personnel 
have taken our city and the negative impacts that are b.eing seen in all our neighborhoods and to 
many of our most dedicated and long term citizens. The AHBP proposal is not a solution that will help 
ease the disparities that have had or threaten to have such debilitating consequences.for the majority 
of our citizenry. 

Please dismiss this plan and begin work on one that will legitimately have a positive impact for those 
of us who. remain steadfastly devoted San Franciscans. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Brett Miller 
District 5 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

i=rom: 
mt: 

jo: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Thursday, January 28, 2016 4:25 PM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
File 150969 FW: AHBP 

From: Claire Bevan [mailto:clairehbevan@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday; January 28, 2016 1:52 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Secretary, Commissions (CPC) 
<commissions.secretary@sfgpv.org> 
Subject: AHBP 

Dear Supervisors and Planning Commissioners, 

As a part ofthtt Affordable Divis coalition, I am opposed to the Affordable Housing Bonus Program (AHBP) as 
currently proposed because it threatens neighborhood character, fails to require sufficient affordability, and fails 

· to protect existing rent controlled units. and neighborhood serving retail businesses. 

Iristead, I support a community~focused approach to planning, as the Affordable Divis co.ilition has created with . 
our Community Plan. 

Thanks for your service, 
Claire 

...,laire Bevan 
· hiclairebevan.com 

@hiclairebevan 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Thursday, January 28, 2016 9:38 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS). 
File 150969 FW: Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

From: Eihway Su [mailto:esinsf@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2016 8:34 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Secretary, Commissions (CPC) 
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Afford?ble Housing Bonus Program 

I am opposed to the Affordable Housing Bonus Program (AHBP) as currently. proposed because it threatens 
neighborhood character, fails to require sufficient affordability, and fails to protect existing rent controlled units and 
neighborhood serving retail businesses. Instead, I support a community-focused approach to planning as the 
Affordable Divis coalition has created with their Community Plan. 

Eihway Su 
170 Parnassus Ave., #2 
SFCA94117 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS} 

i::rom: 
nt: 

.o: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS} 
Wednesday, January 27, 2016 4:16 PM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS} 
File 150969 FW: Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

From: Denise Zietlow [mailto:dmzietlow@gmail.com] 

Sent: Wedn~sday, January 27, 2.016 4:10 PM 

To: Board of Supervisors, {BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 

Subject: Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

Dear· Supervisors, 

As a part of the Affordable Divis coalition, I am opposed to the Affordable Housing Bonus Program (AHBP) as 

currently proposed. It does not require sufficient affordability in this very expensive city. It does nothing to 

protect existing rent controlled units and retail businesses that serve the neighborhood. Lastly, the allowable 

bulk and height threatens the character of a. nei~borhood and could lead to loss of green space and sunshine, 

both iinportant health and quality of life factors in a congested city. Instead, I support a community-focused 

approach to planning, as the Affordable Divis coalition has created with our Community Plan. 

,n_cerely, 

Denise Zietlow 
1968 Hayes Street 
San Francisco, CA . 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Wednesday, January 27, 2016 3:28 PM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Aiisa (BOS) 
File 150969 FW: AHBP 

From: maria donoso [mailto:mndonoso1@gmail.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2016 3:25 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors:, {BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov:org>; Secretary, Commissions (CPC) 

<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org> 

Subject: AHBP 

Dear Supervisors and Planning Commissioners: 

As a part of the Affordable Divis Coalition, I am.opposed to the Affordable Hnµsing Bonus Program ( AHBP ) 
_as currently proposed bedause it threatens neighborhood character, fails to require sufficient affordability, and 
fails to protect existing rent controlled units and neighborhood serving retail businesses. Instead, I support a 
community-focused approach to planning, as the Affordable Divis coalition has created with our Community 
Plan. 

Sicerely, 

MARIO DONOSO ACOSTA 
. 1270 Grove St. Apt. #104 

San Francisco, Ca. 94117 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
~nt: 

.o: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Wednesday, January 27, 2016 2:3.1 PM 
BOS-Supervisors;· Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
File 150969 FW: proposed Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
2016-divis-comm-plan-final. pdf 

From: Scott Bravmann [mailto:het.pakhuis@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2016 1:37 PM . . 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.super\risors@sfgov.org>; Secretary, Commissions (CPC} 
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org> 
Subject: proposed Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

- As a part of the Affordable Divis coalition, I am opposed to the Affordable Housing Bonus Program (AHBP) as 
currently proposed because it threatens neighborhood character, fails to require sufficient affordability, and fails 
to protect existing rent controlled units and neighborhood serving retail businesses. Instead, I support a 
community-focused approach to planning, as the Affordable Divis coalition has created with our Community 
Plan. I have attached a copy of the plan we developed over the course of several months with input from 
hoodreds of residents. · 

Scott Bravmann, PhD 
1305 Buchanan St 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Wednesday, January 27, 2016 1 :38 PM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

Subject: File 150969 FW: Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

From: Susan Mallon [mailto:sfmallon@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 201611:33 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS} <;:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Secretary, Commissions (CPC} 
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

Dear Supervisors and Planning Commissioners, 

As a part of the Affordable Divis coalition, I am opposed to the Affordable Housing Bonus Program (AHBP) as 
currently proposed because it threatens neighborhood character, fails to requ.ire sufficient affordability, and fails to 
protect existing rent controlled units and neighborhood serving retail businesses. Instead, I support a community
focused approach to planning, as the Affordable Divis coalition. has created with our Community Plan. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Mallon, District 5 resident 
909 Page Street #2 
.San Francisco, CA 94117 
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S~mera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
'nt: 
.1: 

Subject:· 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) . 
Wednesday, January 27, 20161:26 PM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
File 150969 FW: Opposing AHBP 

From: Tracey Holland [mailto:theogwt@gmail.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2.016 11:11 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 

Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC) <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org> 

Subject: Opposing AHBP 

Dear Supervisors and Planning Coillmissioners, 

As a part of the Affordable Divis coalition~ I am opposed to the Affordable Housing Bonus Program (AHBP) as 
currently proposed because it threatens neighborhood character, fails to require sufficient affordability, and fails 
to proteCt existing rent controlled units and neighborhood serving retail businesses. Instead, I support a 
community-focused approach to planning, as the Affordable Divis coalition has created with our Community 
Plan. 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Wednesday, January 27, 20161:26 PM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) .. 
file 150969 FW: No to the current Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

-----Original Message----- . 
From: karoline [mailto:karoline@khatch.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2016 10:58 AM 
To: Boa~d of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Secretary, Commissions (CPC) 
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, (BOS) <breedstaff@sfgov.org> 
Subject: No to the current Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

Dear Supervisors and Planning Commissioners, 

I am opposed to the Affordable Housing Bonus Program (AHBP) as currently proposed because it threate~s 
neighborhood character, fails to require sufficient affordability, and fails to protect existing rent controlled units and 
neighborhood serving retail businesses. Instead, I support a community-focused approach to planning, as the Affordable 
Divis coalition has created with our Community Plan. 

All the best, 
Caroline Hatch 
94117 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
nt: 

.J: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Wednesday, January 27, 20161:25 PM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
File 150969 FW: I do not support the Affordable Housing Bonus ~rogram 

From: leslie s. [mailto:lsullivan.email@gmail.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2016 10:54 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: I do not-s.upport the Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

I've lived off of Divisadero since 2003, I oppose the new heights as a bonus for the 
· developers. 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Wednesday, January27, 20161:24 PM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
File 150969 FW: bonus program 

From: aida jones [mailto:joneswest@mac.com] 
· Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2016 10:41 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS} <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Secretary, Commissions (CPC} 
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org> 
Subject: bonus program 

dear supervisors & planning commissioners: 

as a long-term resident of san francisco and a member of the affordable divisadero 
coalition, 
i am deeply opposed to the affordable housing bonus program (ahbp) in its current· 
form. 

i believe in community-focused planning and this ahbp does not require any transit or 
infrastructure improvements, does not create real affordable housing and has a numbe.r 
of other glaring omissions. 

without consulting your constituency prior to drafting the ahbp we are left with asking 
that you do the right thing now and require it to be revised. 

i support the community-focused plan as created by the affordable divis coalition. 

thank you. 

regards, 
a"ida jones 
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--···-· --~·------------------------------------
om: 

Sent: 
To: 
Cc:. 

Subject: 

steven Thompson <styvwerx. thompson@gmail.com> 
Saturday, January 23, 20161:24 PM 
Tang, Katy (BOS) 
Mar, Eric (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); BreedStaff, (BOS); Kim, Jane 
(BOS); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Yee, Norman (BOS); scott.weiner@sfgov.orgj 
Campos, David (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Board of Supervisors, 
(BOS); Ojeda, Teresa (CPC) 
Affordable Housing Bonus Plan 

Katy, I am writing you to express my views, and give direction, regarding this issue. I, and my wife, 
Helen, wish you to vote this ill conceived measure down. If a measure similar to this one is needed, it most 
certainly should be voted on by those who vyill be affected by district however, it is not even remotely clear 
that such a need, as expressed in the current proposal, exists. The current measure smacks of Dick Cheney 
energy policies, in its lack of transparency, and the fact that it is being presented to the voters with so little 
community input. . 

The proposed options for multi-story residences with no on site parking is, in my opinion, sheer 
idiocy. We live in a residential neighborhood, where rentals of existing units, often with two to four cars per 
unit, make parking on the streets difficult if not impossible, at present. Adding the parking requirements of 
such high density units does much to further the general impression, among our friends and neighbors in this 
area, that the profit motive among the developers of this plan were given so much more consideration than that 
of the City.' s residents, and that the whole plan should be thrown out. 

We are citizens and voters, and we have long memories, having lived at our current address, which we 
f)wn and occupy, for thirty-five years. Please act accordingly. Steve & Helen Thompson 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of SupeNisors, (BOS) 
Friday, January 22, 2016 8:52 AM 
Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
File 150969 FW: DO NOT Approve the Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

From: Beth Lewis [mailto:balewis100@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2016 10:13 PM 
To: Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) 
<aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfg'ov.org>; BreedStaff, (BOS) <breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Kim, 
Jane (BOS} <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman {BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Wi~ner, Scott 
<scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) 
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, {BOS) 
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Secretary, Commissions (CPC) <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org> 

. Subject: DO NOT Approve the Affordable Housing Bonu·s Program · 

Supervisors: 

Please do not approve the Affordable Housing Bonus Program (AHBP). The negative 
impacts outweigh the benefits that would be gained. 

The character of many neighborhoods is threatened: The AHBP essentially throws out 
the zoning laws that have been carefully crafted over decades to protect and guide 
development in 04r city. It will disrupt neighbor.hood stability and character because it is ar 
incentive for property owners to demolish low-rise buildings·c:md cash out. It especially 
threatens renters and rent-controlled units as existing buildings are encouraged to be torn 
down. 

As presented, the AHBP: 

• Automatically allows building height increases by a minimum of 2 to- 3 stories, reducing 
privacy arid sunlight, and casting more shadows on nearby open space. THIS IS NOT 
GOOD URBAN DESl.GN! Many blocks of the targeted streets are not.commercial and are 
presently 1 to 3 storey residential buildings. Introduction and encouragement of random 
buildings twice the existing height is inappropriate in many places and is in violation of the 
spirit of the Housing Plan. 

• Weakens existing environmental review requireme.nts 

•Approves increased density while ignoring our already overcrowded transit infrastructure 

•Applies AHBP Design Guidelines throughout SF in areas where they are inappropriate. 

•Authorizes increased density by allowing more units per building. 

• Cuts property line setbacks with greater building bulk and more units (and people!) but 
less open space for those same building occupants; 
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• Restricts·current advance 'tification rights for adjacent ne· "'bors and limits public 
review: Will The Affordable rlousing Bonus Program no. longer require a zoning variance 
or conditional use permit for a developer who simply purports to offer housing to a certain 
~mographic? · 

·The income requirements to live in an AHBP unit are much too high and will not help the 
majority of San Francisco residents who need housing.· 

While I do support the concept of encouraging and providing housing for middle and low 
·income people, I strongly support the preservation of neighborhood density, livability and 
character which the proposed increased height limits will threaten. The mere fad that 
some of the targeted streets bear the burden of extra automobile traffic and bus rout~s or 
have a certain zoning classification should not make them vulnerable to the increase of · 
existing heights-heights which have been developed and protected by zoning and 
building codes for decades. 

. . 
Many blocks of the targeted streets are not commercial and are currently 1 to 3 storey 
residential buildings. fntroduction and encouragement of random buildings twice the . 
existing height is inappropriate in many places and is in violation of the spirit of the 
Housing Plan. Will The Affordable Housing .. Bonus Program no longer require a zoning 
variance or conditional use permit for a developer who simply purports to offer housing to 
a certain demographic? Will San Francisco residents suddenly f~ce a five to six storey 
huilding next door with no recourse? 

Please, DO NOT approve the Affordable Housing Bonus Program. It was essentially 
drafted without community input. It needs to go back to the drawing board. 

Thank you in advance! 

Beth Lewis 
571 25th Avenue 
SF, CA 94121 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) . 

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Sent: 
To: 

Thursday, January 21, 20161:30 PM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

Subject: · File 150969 FW: I do not support the A H 8 P 

From: R [mailto:rkinsf@grnail.com] 
· Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2016 12:03 PM 

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 

Subject: I do nc:it support the A H B P 

Dear Supervisors: 
I do not support the AHBP as it allows developers .to gain increases in height and density without a true increase 
in the existing affordable housing requirement. · · 

I am a long time resident who sees the AHBP as a way to benefit developers and the wealthy without 
addressing the needs of the local community. 
Please vote against this measure - I believe that it would it would not be in the best interest of all .San· 
Francis~ans. 

Thank you. 
Richard Kay 
415-341-3019 
25 year resident of th~ lower haight. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

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

Dear Ms. Jones: 

January 19, 2016 

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

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

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

File No. 150969-2 

On January 12, 2016, Mayor Lee introduced the following substitute legislation, which 
· has been referred to the Land Use and Transportation Committee: 

File No. 150969-2 · 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to create the Affordable Housing Bonus 
Programs, consisting of the Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the 100 
Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the Analyzed State Density Bonus 
Program, and the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program, to 
provide for development bonuses and zoning modifications for affordable 
housing, in compliance with, and above those required by the State Density 
Bonus Law, Government Code, Sections 65915, et seq.:; to establish the 
procedures in which the Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program and the 100 
Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program shall be reviewed and approved; 
adding a fee for applications under the Program; amending the Planning Code to 
exempt projects from the height limits specified in the Planning Code and the 
Zoning Maps; affirming the Planning Department's· determination under· the . 
California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the 
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

This legislation is being transmitf;ed to you for environmental review. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

0~ 
· By: Alisa Somera, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 

cc: Joy Navarrete, Enviro_nrriental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning443 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

January 19, 2016 

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

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

. TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

On January 12, 2016, Mayor Lee introduced the following substitute legislation, which has 
been referred to the Land Use and Transportation Committee: · 

File No. 150969-2 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to create the Affordable Housing Bonus 
Programs, consisting of the Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the 100 Percent 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the Analyzed State Density Bonus Program, and 
the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program, to provide for development 
bonuses and zoning modifications for affordable housing, in compliance with, and above 
those required by the State Density Bonus Law, Government Code, Sections 65915, et 
seq.; to establish the procedures in which the Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
and the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program shall be reviewed and 
approved; adding a fee for applications under the Program; amending the Planning 
Code to exempt projects from the height limits specified in the Planning -Code and the 
Zoning Maps; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, 
and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning. Code Section 302(b) for 
public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the Land Use a_nd 
Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing· upon receipt of your response. 

Angela Calvillo,' Clerk of the Board 

By: · Alisa Somera, Assistant Clerk 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

cc: John Rahaim, Director of Planning 
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Manager 
Scott S~nchez, Zoning Administrator 
Sarah Jones, Chief, Major Environmental Analysis 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

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

TDDffTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 
( 

TO: Olson Lee, Director, Mayor's Office of Housing & Community Development 
Robert Collins, Acting Executive Director, Rent Board · 

FROM: ,.-1~ Alisa So~e~a, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Transportation Committee VJ Board of Supervisors 

DATE: January 19, 2016 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the 
following substitute legislation, introduced.by Mayor Lee on January 12, 2016: 

File No. 150969.;2 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to create the Affordable Housing Bonus 
Programs, consisting of the Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the 100 
Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the Analyzed State Density Bonus 
Program, and the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program, to provide 
for development bonu.ses and zoning modifications for affordable housing, in 
compliance with, and above . those required by the State Density Bonus Law, 
GovernmenfCode, Sections 65915, et seq.; to establish the procedures in which 
the Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program and the 100 Percent Affordable 
Housing Bonus Program shall be . reviewed and approved; adding a . fee for 
applications under the Program; amending the Planning Code to exempt projects 
from the height limits specified in the Planning Code and the Zoning Maps; affirming 
.the Planning Department's determination under the California Environmental 
Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight · 
priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

If you have any additional comments or reports to be included with the file, please forwarc;I 
them to the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, 
San Francisco, CA 94102. 

cc: Eugene Flannery, Mayor's Office of Housing 
Sophie Hayward, Mayor's Office of Housing 

445 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
· San Francisco 94102-4689 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 

·TO: Olson Lee, Director, Mayor's Office of Housing & Community Development 
Delene Wolf, Executive Director, Rent Board · 

FROM: Derek Evans, Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 

DATE: October 6, 2015 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the following 
legislatibn, introduced by Mayor Lee and Supervisor Tang on September 29, 2015: 

File No. 150969 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to create the Affordable Housing 
Bonus Programs, consisting of the.Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program, 
the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program, ·the Analyzed State 
Density Bonus Program, and the Individually Requested State Density Bonus 
Program, to provide for development bonuses and zoning modifications for 
affordable housing, in compliance with, and above those required by the 
State Density Bonus Law, Government Code, Section 65915, et seq:; to 
establish the procedures in which the Local Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program and the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program shall be 
reviewed and approved; amending the Planning Code to exempt projects 

. from the height limits specified in the Planning Code ahd the Zoning Maps; 
affirming. the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and makii;tg findings of con~istency with the 
General Plan, and the eight pribrity policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

If you have any additional comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to 
the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 
94102. . 

cc: Eugene Flannery, Mayor's Office of Housing 
Sophie Hayward, Mayor's Office of Housing 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

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

Dear Ms. Jones: 

October 6, 2015 

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

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

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

File No. 150969 

On September 29, 2015, Mayor Lee and Supervisor Tang introduced the following 
legislation, which has been referred to the Land Use and Transportation Committ~e: 

File No. 150969 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to create the Affordable Housing 
Bonus Programs, consisting of the Local Affordable Housing Bonus 
Pr~gram, the ·100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus ·Program, the 
Analyzed State Density Bonus Program, and the Individually Requested 
State Density Bonus Program, to provide for development bonuses and 
zoning modifications for affordable housing, .in compliance with) and above 
those required by tt:ie State Density Bonus Law, Government Code, S(;lction 
65915, et seq.; to establish the procedures in which the Local· Affordable 
Housing Bonus Program and the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus 

· Program shall be reviewed and approved; amending the Planning Code to 
exempt projects from. the height limits specified in the Planning Code and 
the Zoning Maps; affirming the Planning Department's determination under 
the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of 
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of 

· Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review: 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Beard 

~. 
By: Derek Evans,· Assistant Clerk 

Attachment 

cc: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1.650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

October 6, 2015 

City Rall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 55+5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD!TTY No. 554-5227 , 

On September 29, 2015, Mayor Lee and Supervisor Tang introduced the following legislation: 

File No. 150969 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to create the Affordable Housing 
Bonus Programs, consisting of the Local Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program, the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus. Program, the 
Analyzed State Density Bonus Program, and the Individually Requested 
State Density Bonus Program, to- provide for development bonuses and 
zoning modifications for affordable housing, in compliance with, and above 
those required by the State Density Bonus Law, Government Code, Section 
65915, et seq.; to establish the procedures in which the Local Affordable 
Housing Bom~s Program and the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program shall be reviewed and approved; amending the Planning Code to 
exempt projects from the height llmits specified in the Planning Code and 
the Zoning Maps; affirming the Planning Department's determination under 
the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of 
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of 
Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted. pursuant to Planning Code Section 302(b) for 
public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is ·pending before the Land Use and 
Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

~ 
By: Derek Evans, Assistant Clerk 

cc: John Rahaim, Director of Planning 
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Manager 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Admrnistrator 
Sarah Jones, Chief, Major Environmental Analysis 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

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

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

. . Fax No. 554-5163 
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Transportation Committee 
will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal and said public hearing will be 
held as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be heard: 

Date: Monday, May 8, 2017 

Time: 1 :30 p.m. 

Location: Legislative.Chamber, Room 250, located at City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subject: File No .. 150969·. ·Ordinance amending Planning Code, Section 
206, to amend the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
to add the HOME-SF Program, the Analyzed State Density Bonus 

. Program, and the Individually Requested State Density Bonus 
Program, to provide for development bonuses andzonirig 
modifications for increased affordable housing, in compliance with; 
and above those required by the State Density Bonus Law, 
Government Code; Sections 65915 et seq.; to establish the 
procedures in which the HOME-SF Progra.m shall be reviewed and 
approved; adding a fee for applications under the Programs; 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the · 
California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of 
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of 
Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

If the legislation passes, new initial fees shall be established based on the 
.estimated construction cost for residential projects that are subject to the 100% Affordable 
Housing Bonus Program, including the HOME-SF Program, the Analyzed State Density 
Bonus Program, and the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program, as · 
follows: 

• No construction costs, excluding extension of hours: $1,012 
• No construction costs, extension of hours: $724 

· • Wireless Telecommunications Services (WTS): $5,061 
• $1 to $9,999: $724 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARIN 
File No. 150969 (10-Day Fee Ad) 
May 8, 2017 

• $10,000 to $999,999: $724 plus 0.328% of cost over $10,000 

Page2 

• $1,000,000 to $4,999,999: $4,033 plus 0.391 % of cost over $1,000,000 
• $5,000,000 to $9,999,999: $19,986 plus 0.328% of cost over $5,000,000 
• $10,000,000 to $19,999,999: $36,701 plus 0.171% of cost over 

$10,000,000 
• $20,000,000 or more: $54, 120 

The initial fee shall not exceed 50% of the construction cost. A $120 surcharge 
shall also be added to projects that have a conditional use or planning unit development, 
in order to compensate the City for the cost of appeals to the Board of Supervisors. 

In accordance-with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable 
to attend the heating on this matter may· submit written comments to the City prior to the 
time the hearing begins. These comments will be made as part of the official public 
record in this matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of the 
Committee. Written comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the 
Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
Information relating to this matter is available ·in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. 
Agenda information relating to this matter will be available for public review on Friday, 
May 5, 2017. . 

DATED: April 26, 2017 
PUBLISHED: April 28 and May 4, 2017 · 

~ q .C?.Aa"~ 
Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
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CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU 

DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATION 

Mailing Address: 915 E FIRST ST, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
Telephone (800) 788-7840 I Fax (800) 464-2839 

Visit us @ www.LegalAdstore.com 

Alisa Somera 
CCSF BD OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES) 
1 DR CARL TON B GOODLETT PL #244 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 

COPY OF NOTICE 

Notice Type: GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE 

Ad Description AS- 05.08.17 Land Use -150969 F.ee Ad. 

To the right is a copy of the notice you sent to us for publication in the SAN 
FRANCISCO EXAMINER. Thank you for using our newspaper. Please .read 
this notice carefully and call us with ny corrections. The Proof of Publication 
will be filed with the County Clerk, if required, and mailed to you after the las~ 
date bet.ow. Publication date(s) for this notice is (are): 

04/2812017 I 05/04/2017 

The charge(s) for this order is as follows. An invoice will be sent after the last 
date of publication. If you prepaid this order in full, you will not receive an 

I lllllll llll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lll\I 11111111 * A 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 2 9 2 1 7 * 

EXM# 3004852 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC 

HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

OF THE CITY AND 
COUNTY OF SAN FRAN-

CISCO 
LAND USE AND TRANS
PORTATION COMMITIEE 
MONDAY, MAY 8, 2017 -

1:30 PM 
CITY HALL, LEGISLATIVE 

CHAMBER, ROOM 250 
1 DR. CARLTON B. 

GOODLETI PLACE, SAN 
FRANCISCO, CA 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN 
THAT lhe Land Use and 
Transportation. Committee 

. will hold a public hearing to 
consider !he following 

h~.fn';,": wiftd b~a1ie1gub~~ 
follows, at which Hme all 

~~:r~d ~~r~ m;x.•ttw~~ 
160969. Ordinance amend
ing Planning Code, SecHon 
206, lo amend the 100 

· Percent Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program to add the 
HOME-SF Program, the 
Analyzed Stale Density 
Bonus Program, and the 

· lndhlidually Requested Slate 
Density Bonus Program, to 
provide for development 
bonuses and zoning 
modifications for Increased 
affordable housing, · In· 
compliance with, and above 
those required by the Slate 
Density Bonus Law, 
Government Code, Sections 
65915 et seq.; to establish 
the procedures in which the 
HOME-SF Program shall be 
reviewed and approved; 
adding a fee for applications 
under the Programs; 
affirming the Planning 
Departmenfs determination 
under the California 
Environmental Quality Ac~ 
and making findings of 
consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code, 
Section 101.1. If the 
leglslaUon passes, new lnlUal 
fees shall be established 
based on the estimated 
construction cost for 
resldentlal projects that are 
subject to the 100% 
Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program, including the 
HOME-SF Program, the 
Analyzed· Stale Density 
Bonus Program, and the 
Individually Requested Slate 
Density Bonus Program, as 
follows: No construcHon 
costs, excluifng extension of 
hours: $1,012; No construc
tion costs, extension of 
hours: $724; Wireless 
Telecommunications · 
Services (WT$): $5,061; $1 
to $9,999: $724; $10,000 to 
$999,999: $724 plus 0.328% 
of cost over $10,000; 
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$1,000,000 to $4,999,999: 
$4,033 plus 0.391% of cost 
over $1,000,000; $5,000,000 
to $9,999,999: $19,986 plus 
0.328% of cost over 
$5,000,000; $10,000,000 to 
$19,999,999: $36,701 plus 
0.171% of cost over 
$10,000,000; $20,000,000 or 
more: $54, 120. The lniUal fee 
shall not exceed 50% of !he 
construction cost. A $120 
surcharge · shall also be 
added to projecls that have a 
conditional use or planning 
unit development, In order to 
compensate the City for the 
cost of appeals to the Board 
of Supervisors. In accor
dance Wt1h Administrative 
Code, Section 67.7-1, 
persons who are unable lo 
attend the hearing on this 
matter may submit written 
comments to the City prior to 
the time the hearing begins. 
These comments will be 
made as part of the official 
public record In this matter, 
and shall be brought to the 
attenllon of the members of 
the Committee, · Written 
comments should be 
addressed to Angela Calvillo, 
Clerk of.the Board; City Hall, 
1 Dr. Cartlon B. Goodlett 
Place Room 244, San 
Francisco, CA 94102. 
Information relating to this 
matter Is avallable in !he 
Office of !he Clerk of the 
Board. Agenda information 
relating to this mailer will be 
available for public review on 
Friday, May 5, 2017. -
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the 
Board 



City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco 94102-4689 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

. . 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land .Use and Transportation Committee 
will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal and said public hearing will be 
held as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be hearq: 

Date: Monday, March 13, 2017 

Time: 1:30 p.m. 

Location: : Legislative .Chamber;:Roo.m .250,..located at City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,. San Francisco, CA 

Subject: ·File No.150969. Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 
create the Affordable Housing Bonus Programs, consisting of the 
Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the 100 Percent · 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the Analyzed State Density 
Bonus Program, and the Individually Requested State Density 
Bonus Program, to provide for development bonuses and zoning 
modifications for affordable housing, in compliance with, and above 
those required by the State Density Bonus Law, Government Code, 
Sections 65915, et seq.; to establish the procedures in which the 
Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program and the 100 Percent 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program shall be reviewed and 
approved; adding a fee for applications under the Program; 
amending the Planning Code to exempt projects from the height 
limits specified in the Planning Code and the Zoning Maps; 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of 
consistency with the General .Plan, and the eight priority policies of 
Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

. If the legislation passes, Planning Code, Section 206.6(d), shall require a review of 
the ·required financial information submitted by a project sponsor applying under the State . 
Density Bonus Program, when a Concession, Incentive, Waiver or.Modification is 
submitted at the time of first application for a Housing Project. The cost of reviewing the 
required information, including the cost to the City for hiring a consultant to review the 
financial and architectural information, shall be borne by the ap~licant. 
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File_ No. 150969 (10-Day Fee Ad)· Page2 

Planning Code, Section 352, shall establish a new Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program (AHBP) initial fee that will be charged to project sponsors participating in the 
AHBP, as follows: · 

• Projects with no construction cost, excluding extension hours the initial fee 
shall be $1 ;012.00. 

• Projects with no construction cost, extension of hours the initial fee shall be 
$724.00. . 

• Projects with wireless tE?lecommunicatio'ns services (WTS) shall be 
$5,061.00. 

• Projects with an estimated construction. cost from $1.00 to $9,999.00 the 
initial fee shall be $724.00. . · 

• Projects with an estimated construction cost from $10,000.00 to 
$999,999.00 the initial fee shall be $724.00 plus 0.328% of .cost over 
$10,000.00. 

• Projects with an estimated construction cost from $1,000,000.00 to 
$4,999,999.00 the initial fee shall be $4,033.00 plus 0.391 % of cost over 
$1,000,000.00. 

• Projects with an estimated construction cost from $5,000,000.00 to 
$9,999,999.00 the initfal fee shall be $19,986.00 plus 0.328% of cost over 
$5,0b0,000.00. 

• Projects with an estimated construction cost from $10,000,000.00 to 
$19,999,999.00 the initial fee shall be $36,701.00 plus 0.171 % of cost over 
$10,000,000.00. . . 

• Projects wit~ an estimated construction cost from $20,000,000.00 or more 
the initial fee shall be $54, 120.00. 

The initial fee amount shall not exceed 50% of the construction cost. A $120 
swcharge shall be added to the fees for a conditional use or planned unit development to 
cdmpe~sate the City for the costs of appeals to the Board of Supervisors. 

. In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67. 7-1, persons who are unable 
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comm~nts to the City prior to the 
time the hearing begins. These comm~nts will be made as parf of the official public 
record in this matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of the 
Committee. Written comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the 
Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
Information relating to this matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. 
Agenda information relating to this matter will be available for public review on Friday, 
March 10, 2017. 

DATED: February 23, 2017 
PUBLISH!=D/POSTED: March 3 & 9, 2017 · 453 
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CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU 

DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATION 

Malling Address : 915 E FIRST ST, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
.Telephone (800) 788-7840 I Fax (800) 464-2839 

Visit us @ www.LegalAdstore.com 

Alisa Somera 
CCSF BO OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES) 
1 DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL #244 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 

COPY OF NOTICE 

Notice Type: GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE 

Ad Description 
03. 13.17 Land Use - 150969 Fee Ad 

To the right is a copy of the notice you sent to us for publication in the SAN 
FRANCISCO EXAMINER. Thank you for using our newspaper. Please read 
this notice carefully and call us with ny corrections. The Proof of Publication 
will be filed with the County Clerk, if required, and mailed to you after the last 
date below. Publication .date(s) for this notice is (are): 

03/03/2017. 03/09/2017 

EXM# 2983015 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC 

HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

OF THE CITY AND 
COUNTY OF SAN FRAN· 

CISCO 
LAND USE AND TRANS. 

PORTAT!ON COMMITTEE 
MONDAY, MARCH 13, 2017 

• 1:30 PM 
CITY HALL, LEGISLATIVE 

CHAMBER, ROOM 250 
1 DR. CARLTON B. 

GOODLETT PLACE, SAN 
FRANCISCO, CA . 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN 
THAT the Land Use and 
Transportation Committee 
will hold a pubfic hearing to 
consider the following 
proposal and said public 
hearing will be held as 
follows, at which time all 
Interested parties may attend 
and be heard; Fiie No. 
150969. Ordinance amend
ing the Planning Code to 
create the Affordable 
Housing Bonus Programs, 
consisting of the Local 

· Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program, the 100 Percent 
Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program, the Analyzed Slate 
Density Bonus Program, and 
the Individually Requested 
State Density Bonus 
Program, to provide for 
development bonuses and 
zoning madlflcaHons for 
affordable housing, In 
compliance with, and above 

The charge(s) for this order is as follows. An invoice will be sent after the last those required by the Stale 

d f b · · If •ct h.. d · < II "II . . . Density Bonus Law, ate o pu licatlon. you prepa1 t IS or er in 1U , you WI not receive an 1nvo1ce. Government Code, Sections 

111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111 
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· 65915, et seq.; to establish 
the procedures In which the 
L<?cal Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program and the 1 oo 
Percent Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program shall be 
reviewed and approved; 
adding a fee for applmatlons 
under the Program; 
amending the Planning Code 
lo exempt projects from the 
height llmlts specified In the 
Planning Code and the 
Zoning Maps; affirming the 
Planning Department's 
determ!nalion under ·the 
California Envlronmental 
Quality Act; and making 
findings of consistency with 
Iha General Plan, and the 
eight priority policies of 

• Planning Code, Section 
101.1. ·if the leglslalion 
passes, Planning Code! 
Section 206.6(d), shal 
require a review of the~ 
required financial lnforma!lon 
submitted by a project 
sponsor applying under the 
State Densfty Bonus 
Program, when a Conces
sion, Incentive, Waiver or 
Modlflcatlon Is submitted at 
the time of first application 
for a Housing Proiecl The 
cost of reviewing the 

required infonna!lon, 
Including the cost to the City 
for hiring a consullanl to 
review the financial and 
architectural Information, 
shall be borne by the 
applicant. Planning Code, 
Section 352, shall eslablish a 
new Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program (AHBP) 
Initial fee that will be charged 
to project sponsors partici
pating In the AHBP, as 

. fallows: Projects with no 
construction cost, excluding 
extension hours the Initial fee 
shall be $1,012.oq; Projects
with no construcuon cost, 
extension of hours the Initial 
fee shall be $724.00; 
Projects witlh wireless 
telecommunications services 
(WfS) shall be $5,061.00· 
Projects with an estimated 
construction cost from $1.00 
to $9,999.00 the Initial fee 
shall be $724.00; Projects 
witlh an estimated construc
tion cost from $10,000.00 to 
$999,999.00 the Initial fee 
shall be $724.00 plus 
0.328% of cost over 
$10,000.00; Projects with an 
estimated construction cost 
from $1,000,000.00 ta 
$4,999,999.00 the lnlttal fee 
shall be $4,033,00 plus 
0.391 % of cost over 
$1,000,000.00; Projects with 
an estimated construction 
cost from $5,000,000,00 to 
$9,999,999.00 the Initial fee 
shall be $19,986.00 plus 
0.328% of cost over 
$5,000,000.00; Pr.ejects with 
an estimated construction 
cost from $10,000,000,00 to 
$19,999,999.00 the lnlfial fee 
shall be $36, 701.00 plus 
0.171% of cost over 
$10,000,000,00; Projects 
with an esUmated eonstruc
tton cost li'om 
$20,000,000,00 or more the 
Initial fee shall be 
$54, 120.00. The Initial fee 
amount shall not exceed 
50% of the construclion cost. 
A $120 surcharge shall be 
added to the fees for a 
conditional use or planned 
unit development · to 
compensate the City for the 
costs of appeals to !he Board 
of Supervisors. In accor
dance with Adminlslratlve 
Code, Section 67.7-1, 
persons who are unable to 
attend the hearing on this 
matter may submit written 
comments to the City prior to · 
the time the hearing begins. 
These comments wlll be 
made as part of the official 
public record in this matter, 
and shall be brought to the 
attention of the members of 
the Committee. Written 
comments should be 
addressed to Angela Calvillo, 
Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 



1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett 
Place, Room 244, San 
Francisco, CA 94102. 
lnformaUon retaUng to !his 
matter is avaflabte In !he 
Office of the Clerk of the . 
Board. Agenda information 
retaUng lo this matter will be 
available for public review on 
Friday, Marcil 10, 2017. -
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of lhe 
Board 
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SAN FRANCISCO EXAMINER 

835 MARKET ST, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103 
Telephone (415) 314-1835 I Fax (510) 743-4178 

Alisa Somera 

CCSF .BO OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES) 

1 DR CARL TON B GOODLETT PL #244 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA- 94102 

PROOF OF PUBLICATION 

(2015.5 C.C.P.) 

State of California ) 
County of SAN FRANCISCO ) ss 

Notice Type: GPN - GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE 

Ad Description: 

03.13.17 Land Use - 150969 Fee Ad 

I am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the State of California; I am 
over the age of eighteen years, and not a party to or interested in the above 
entitled matter. I am the principal clerk of the printer and publisher of the SAN 
FRANCISCO EXAMINER, a newspaper published in the English language in 
the city of SAN FRANCISCO, county of SAN FRANCISCO, and adjudged a 
newspaper of general circulation as defined by the laws of the State of 
California by the Superior Court of the County of SAN FRANCISCO, State of 
California, under date 10/18/1951, Case No. 410667. That the notice, of which 
the annexed is a printed copy, has been published in each regular and entire 
issue of said newspaper and not in any supplement thereof on the following 
dates, to-wit: 

03/03/2017' 03/09/2017 

Executed on: 03/09/2017 
At Los Angeles, California 

I certify (or declare) under penalty of peoury that the foregoing is true and 
correct. 

Signature 

Erna ti 
l~lllj llllrn~Jlll~l~J~~ll~Jlll~I~ Jll~~l~lll~~llllll~ll s s 

· This space for filing stamp only 

EXM#: 2983015 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC 
HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
OF THE CITY AND 

COUNTY OF SAN FRAN· 
CISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANS
PORTATION COMMITTEE 

MONDAY, MARCH 13, 2017 
-1:30 PM. 

CITY HALL, LEGISLATIVE 
CHAMBER, ROOM 250 

1 DR. CARLTON B. 
GOODLETT PLACE, SAN 

FRANCISCO, CA 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN 
THAT the Land Use and 
Transportation Committee 
will hold a public hearing to 
consider Iha following 
proposal and said public 
hearing will be held as 
follows, at which time all 

~n~:;ret,t:d ~~~~~ mFfteatt~~~ 
150969. Ordinance amend
ing the Planning Code to 
create the Affordable 
Housing Bonus Programs, 
consisUng of the local 
Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program, the 100 Percent 
Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program, the Analyzed State 
Density Bonus Program, and . 
Iha lndlvldually Requested 
State Density Bonus 
Program, to provide for 
development bonuses and 
zoning modlflcalions for 
affordable housing, In 
compliance wlth, and above 
those required by Iha State 
Density Bonus Law, 
GOvemment Code, Sections 
65915, et seq.; to establish 
the procedures In which the 
Local Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program and Iha 100 
Percent Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program shall be 
reviewed and approved; 
adding a fee for appllcaUons 
under the Program; 
amending the Planning Code 
to exempt projects from Iha 
height limits specified in the 
Planning Code and the 
Zoning Maps; affirming the 
Planning Deparbnent's · 
determination under the 
California Environmental 
Quality Ac4 and making 
findings of consislency with 
the General Plan, and the 
eight priority policies of 
Planning Code, Section 
101.1. If the leglslaUon 
passes, Planning Code, 
Sectlon 206.S(d), shall 
require a review of the 
required financial Information 
submllted by a project 
sponsor applying under Iha 
State Density Bonus 
Program, when a Conces
sion, Incentive, Waiver or 
Modificatlon Is submitted at 
the time of first application 
for a Housing Proiect The 
cost of revlewmg the 

required information, 
including the cast to the City 
for hiring a consultant to 
review Iha financial and 
architectural lnformalion, 
shall be borne by Iha 
applicant. Planning Code, 
Section 352, shall establish a 
new Affordable HousinJ 
Bonus Program AHBP 
initial fee !hat will be J/,a'[/.i" 

toati~~je~ ~h~ns~B~~ ~~ 
fallows: Projects with no 
construction cost, excluding 
extension hours the lnltlal fee 
shall be $1,012.00; Projects 
with no construction cost, 
extension of hours Iha Initial 
fee shall be $724.00; 
Projecls with wireless 
telecommun!catrons services 
(WTS) shall be $5,061.00; 
Projects with an estimated 
construcUon cost from $1.00 
to $9,999.00 Iha Initial fee 
shall be $724.00; Projects 
with an estimated construc
tion cost from $10,000.00 to 
$999,999.00 the Initial fee 
shall be $724,00 plus 
0.328% of cost over 
$10,000.00; Projects with an 
estimated construcUon cost 
from $1,000,000.00 to 
$4,999,999.00 lhe Initial fee 
shall be $4,033.00 plus 
0.391 % of cost over 
$1,000,000.00; Projects with 
an estimated construction 
cost from $5,000,000.00 to 
$9,999,999.00 the Initial fee 
shall be $19,986.00 plus 
0.328% of cost over 
$5,000,000.00; Projects with 
an estlmated construction 
cast frqm $10,000,000.00 to 
$19,999,999,00 the Initial fee 
shall be $36,701.00 plus 
0.171 % of cost over 
$10,000,000.00; Projects 
with an estimated construc
tion cost from 
$20,000,000.00 or more the 
Initial fee . shall · be 
$54, 1 Z0.00. The lnitlal fee 
amount shall not exceed 
50% of Iha construction cost. 
A $120 surcharge shall be 
addad to the fees for a 
conditional use or planned 
unit development to 
compensate the City for the 
costs of appeals to the Board 
of Supervisors. In accor
dance with Administrative 
Code, Section 67.7-1, 
persons who are unable to 
attend Iha hearing on this 
matter may submit written 
commanls to the City prior lo 
Iha time the hearing begins. 
Thesa comments will be 
made as part of the official 
public record In this matter, 
and shall be brought to the 
attention of the members of 
the Committee. Written 
commenls should be 
addressed to Angela Calvillo, 
Clerk of th~ Board, City Hall, 



. 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett 
Place, Room 2441 San 
Francisca, CA 94102. 
lnfarmaUon relallng la this 
matter is available in ·the 
Office of the Clerk of Iha 
Board. Agenda information 
relaUng la this ma!!er will be 
available for public review on 

~~~:r.; ~ai~t 16l~t0~h; 
Board 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4Q89 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PU.BLIC HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

· . LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Transportation Committee 
will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal and said public hearing will be 
held as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be heard: 

Date: 

Time: 

Location: 

Subject: 

Monda~June13,2016 

1:30 p.m. 

Committee Room 263, located at City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

File No. 150969. Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 
create the Affordable Housing Bonus Programs, consisting of the 
Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the 100 Percent 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the Analyzed State Density 
Bonus Program, and the Individually R:equ~sted State Density 
Bonus Program, to provide for development bonuses and zoning 
modifications for affordable housing, in compliance with, and above 
those required by the State Density Bonus Law, Government Code, 
Sections 65915, et seq.; to establish the procedures in which the 
Local Affordable Housing Bonus· Program and the 100 Percent 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program shall be reviewed and 
approved; adding a fee for applications under the Program; 
amending the Planning Gode to exempt projects frQm the height 
limits specified in the Planning Code and the Zoning Maps; 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of 
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of 
Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

If the ·1egislation passes, an Affordable Housing Bonus Program Fee would be 
charged for applications under the. Program. Planning Code, Section 352, shall establish 
the following initial fees for projects: 

1. No construction cost, excluding extension hours; $1,012. 
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2. No construction cost, extension of hours; $724. 

3. Wireless telecommunications services (WTS); $5,061. 

4. Estimated construction cost from $1 to $9,999; $724. 

Page2 

5. Estimated construction cost from $10,000 to $999,999; $724 plus 0.328% of 
cost over $10,000. · · 

6. Estimated construction cost from $1,000,000 to $4,999,999; $4,033 plus 
0.391 % of cost over $1,000,000. · 

7. Estimated construction cost from $5,000,000 to $9,999,999; $19,986 plus 
0.328% of cost over $5,000,000. 

8. Estimated construction cost from $10,000,000 to .$19,999,999; $36,701 pl.us 
D.171% of cost over $10,000,000. 

9. Estimated construction cost from $20,000,000 or more; $54,120. 

The initial fee amount shall not exceed 50% of the c.onstruction cost. A $120 
surcharge shall be added to the fees for a conditional use or planned unit development to . 
compensate the City for the costs of appeals to the Board of Supervisors. 

Planning Code, Section 206.6, regarding an application for a Density Bonus, 
Incentive, Concession, or waiver shall establish the following costs: 

1. The cost of reviewing any required financial information supporting the . 
request for concession or incentive not included within the menu set forth in 
Subsection 206.5(c}, including, but not limited to, the cost to the City of 
hiring a consultant to review the financial data, shall be borne by the 
applicant. · 

2. The cost of reviewing any required information supporting the request for a 
waiver or modification, including, but not limited to, the cost to the City of . 
hiring a consultant to review the architectural information, shall be borne by 
the applicant. 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable 
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the 
time the hearing begins. These comments will be made as part of the official public 

. record in this matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of the 
Committee·. Written comments should be addr~ssed to Angela .Calvillo,. Clerk of the 

·Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
Information relating to this matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. 
Agenda information relating to this matter will be available .for public review on Friday, 
June 10, 2016. 
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DATED: June 1, 2016 . 

·e-~ 
_l_-~. 
1 v-- Angela Calvillo 

Clerk of the Board 

PUBLISHED/POSTED: June 3 and 9, 2016 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

1 Dr. Ct. Jn B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco 94102-4689 · 

Tel. No 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TID/'ITYNo. 5545227 

NOTIFICACION DE AUDIENCIA PUBLICA 

JUNTA DE SUPERVISORES DE LA CIUDAD Y CON DADO DE SAN FRANCISCO 
COMITE DE USO DE TERRENOS Y TRANSPORTE 

SE NOTIFICA POR LA PRESENTE que el Comite de Uso de Terrenos y 
Transporte celebrara una au9ieneia publica para considerar la siguiente propuesta y 
dicha audiencia publica se celebranl de la siguiente manera, en tal momenta que todos 
los interesados pod ran asistir y ser escuchados: 

Fee ha: 

Hora: 

Lugar: 

As unto: 

Lunes, 13 de junio de 2016 

1:30 p.m. 

Camara Legislativa, Sala 263 del Ayuntamiento 
1 Dr. Carlton B. G~odlett Place, San Francisco, CA · 

Expediente Num. 150969 .. Ordenanza que enmienda el C6digo de 
Planificaci6n para crear los Programas de Bonificaci6n para 
Viviendas Asequibles, que consiste del Programa Local de . 
Bonificaci6n para Viviendas Asequibles, el Programa de 
Bonificaci6n para el 100 por Ciento de Viviendas Asequibles, el 
Programa de Bonificaci6n por Densidad Analizada del Estado, y el 
Programa de Bonificaci6n por Densidad Solicitado lndividualmente, 
para permitir las bonificaciones del desarrollo y las modificaciones 
de zonificaci6n para la vivienda asequible, en cumplimiento con, y 
se extiende mas alla de lo que exige la Ley. de Bonificaci6n por 
Densidad del Estado, Secci6n 65915 del C6digo de Gobierno, y 
siguientes; para establecer los procedimientos en que el Programa. 
Local de Bonificaci6n para Vivlendas Asequibles y el Programa de 
Bonificaci6n para el 100 por Ciento de Viviendas Asequibles se van 
a ·analizar y aprobar; agrega una cuota para las solicitudes del 
Programa; enmienda el· C6digo de Planificaci6n para eximir a los 
proyectos de los limites de altura especificados en el C6digo de 
Planificaci6n y los Mapas de Zonificaci6n; afi'rma la determinaci6n. 
del Departamento de Planificaci6n segun la Ley de Calidad· 
Medioambiental de California; y realiza conclusiones coherentes 
con el Plan General, y las ocho polfticas prioritarias de la 'secci6n 
101.1 · del C6digo de ~lanificaci6n. 

~A~lv~ 
/'- Secretaria de la Junta 

FECHADO/ENVIADO: 3 y 9 .de junio de 2016 
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CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU 

DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATION 

Mailing Address :. 915 E FIRST ST, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
Telephone (213) 229-5300 I Fax (213) 229-5481 

Visit us @ WWW.LEGAU\DSTORE.COM 

AA 
CCSF BO OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES) 
1 OR CARL TON B GOODLETI PL #244 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 

Notice Type: 

Ad Description 

COPY OF NOTICE 

GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE 

LUT 150969 Fee Ad 

To the right is a copy of the notice you sent to us for publication in the SAN 
FRANCISCO CHRONICLE. Please read this notice carefully and call us 
with any corrections. The Proof of Publication will be 'filed with the cierk of 
the Board. Publication date(s) for this notice is (are): 

06/03/2016 • 06/09/2016 

The charge(s) for this order is as follows. An invoice will be sent after the 
last date of publication. If you prepaid this order in full, you will.not receive 
an invoice. 

The charge(s) for this order Is as follows. An Invoice will be sent after the 
last date of publication. If you prepaid this order in full, you will not receive 
an invoice. 

Publication $1407.18 

NetTotal $1266.46 

Daily Journal Corporation 
Serving your legal advertising needs throughout California. Call your local 

BUSINESS JOURNAL, RIVERSIDE 

DAILY COMMERCE, LOS ANGELES 
LOS ANGELES DAILY JOURNAL, LOS ANGELES 

ORANGE COUNTY REPORTER, SANTA ANA 
SAN FRANCISCO DAILY JOURNAL, SAN FRANCISCO 
SAN JOSE POST-RECORD, SAN JOSE 
THE DAILY RECORDER, SACRAMENTO 
THE DAILY TRANSCRIPT, SAN DIEGO 
THE INTER-CITY EXPRESS, OAKLAND 

{951) 784-0111 
(213) 229-5300 
{213) 229-5300 
(714) 543.-2027 
{BOO) 640-4829 
(408} 287-4866 
{916) 444-2355 
(619) 232-3486 
(510) 272-4747 
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CNS 2888681 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE 
CITY ANO COUNTY OF SAN FRAN
CISCO LANO USE ANO TRANSPOR
TATION COMMITTEE JUNE 13, 2016 -
1:30 PM COMMITTEE ROOM 263, 
LOCATED AT CITY' HALL 1 DR. 
CARLTON B, GOODLETT PLACE, 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA NOTICE IS 
HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use 
and TransportaHon Committee will hold 
a public hearing lo consider the follow
Ing proposal and said public hearing will 
be held as follows, at which time all in
teresled parties may attend and be 
heard: File No. 150969. Ordinance 
amending the Planning Code to create 
lhe Affordable Housing Bonus Pro
grams, consisting of the Local Afford
able Housing Bonus Program, the 100 
Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Pro
gram, the Analyzed State Density Bonus 
Program, and the Individually Re
quested Slate Density Bonus Program, 
to provide for development bonuses and 
zoning modifications for affordable 
housing, In compliance with, and above. 
those required by the Stale Density Bo
nus Law1 Government Code, Sections 
65915, et seq.; to establish the proce
dures In which Iha Local Affordable 
Housing Bonus Program and the 100 
Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Pro
gram shall be reviewed and approved; 
adding a fee for applications under the 
Program; amending the Planning Code 
lo exempt projects from Ilia height limits 
specified in the Planning Code and the 
Zoning Maps; affirming the Planning 
Department's determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Ac~ 
and making findings of consistency with 
the General Plan,, and the eight priority 
~ollcies of Planning Code, Section 
101.1. If lhe legislation passes, an Af
fordable Housing Bonus Program Fee 
would be charged for applications under 
the Program. Planning Code, Seclion 
352, shall establish the fOliowlng Initial 
fees for projects: 
1. No oonslrucllon cos~ excluding ex
tension hours; $1,012. 
2. No construction cost, extension of 
hours; $724. 
3. Wireless lelecommuntcallons ser
vices (WTS); $5,061. 
4. Estimated constn.mtion cost from $1 
to $9,999; $724. 
5. Estimated construction cost' from 
$10,000 lo $999,999; $724 plus 0.328% 
of cost over $10,000. 
6. Estimated construction oost from 
$1,000,000 to $4,999,999; $4,033 plus 
0.391% of cost over $1,000,000. 
7. Estimated construction oost from 
$5,000,000 to $9,999,999; $19,986 plus 
0.328% of cost over $5,000,000. 
B. Estimated construcUon oosl from 
$10,000,000 lo $19,999,999; $36,701 
plus 0, 171% of cost over $10,000,000, 
9. Estimalad construction cost from 
$20,000,000 or more; $54,120. 
The Initial fee amount shall not exceed 
50% of the construction cost A $120 
surcharge shall be added to lhe fees for 
a cond!Honal use or planned unit devel
opment to compensate lhe City for lhe 
costs of appeals to lhe Board of Super
visors. Planning Code, Section 205.6, 
regardng an applicallon for a Density 

Bonus, lncentlve1 Concesston1 or waiver 
shall establish the following costs: 
1. The cost of reviewing any required fi
nancial information supporting !he re
quest for concession or lnc:enUve not In
cluded within lhe menu set forth In Sub
seclion 206.5(c), Including, but not lim
ited lo, the cost lo the City of hiring a 
consultant lo review the financial data, 
shall be borne by lhe applicant. 
2. The cost of reviewing any required In· 
formation supporting the request for a 
waiver or modificaUon, Including, but not 
limited lo, the cost lo the City of hiring a 
consultant to review the archilaclural ln-

:~·\~':;~~~1a~~ b~[lhe }lm~fst~d~~ 
Code, Section 67 .7-1, persons who are 
unable lo attend !he hearing on !his met
ier may submit written comments to the 
City prior lo the time the hearing begins. 
These comments Wiii be made as part of 
the official public record in lhis rnalter, 
and shall be brought lo the attention of 
the members of the Commillee. Written 
comments should be addressed lo An
gela Calvillo, Clerk' of lhe Board, City 
Hali, 1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place, 
Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
Information relating lo lhis matter is 
available In Iha Office of the Clerk of Iha 
Board. Agenda Information relating lo 
this mailer will be available for public re
view on Friday, June 10, 2016. Angela 
Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
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AMENDED IN BOARD 
FILE NO. 151238 12/8/2015 RESOLUTION NO. 507-15 

1 [Approval of a 90-Day Extension for Planning Commission Review of an Ordinance Creating 
the Affordable Housing Bonus Programs (File No. 150969)] 

2 

3. Resolution extending by 90 days the prescribed time within which the Planning 

4 Commission may render its decision on a Ordinance (File No. 150969) amending the 

5 San Francisco Planning Code to create the Affordable Housing Bonus Programs, 

6 consisting of the Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the 100 Percent Affordable 

7 Housfog Bonus Program, the Analyzed State Density Bonus Program and the 

8 Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program, to provide for development 

9 bonuses and zoning modifications for affordable housing, in compliance with, and 

1 o above those required by the State Density Bonus Law, Government Code, Section 

11 65915, et seq.; to establish the procedures irt which the Local Affordable Housing 

12 Bonus Program and the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program shall be 

13 reviewed and approved; and amending the Planning Code to exempt projects from the 

14 height limits specified in the Planning Code and the Zoning Maps; and affirming the 

15 Planning Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; 

16 and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority 

17 policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. · 

18 

19 WHEREAS, On September 29, 2015, Mayor Lee and Supervisor Tang introduced· 

20 legislation amending the Planning Code to create the Affordable Housing Bonus Programs, 

21 consisting of the Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the 100 Percent Affordable 

22 Housing Bonus Program, the Analyzed State Density Bonus Program and the Individually 

23 Requested State Density Bonus Program, to provide for development ban.uses and zoning 

24 modifications for affordable housing, in compliance with, and above those r~quired by the 

25. State De.nsity Bonus Law, Government Code, Section 65915, et seq.; to establish the 

Mayor Lee, Supervisor Tang 
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1 procedures in which the Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program and the 100 Percent 

2 Affordable Housing Bonus Program shall be reviewed and approved; and amending the 

3 Planning Code to exempt projects from the height limits specified in the Planning Code and. 

4 the Zoning Maps; and affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 

5 Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the. 

6 eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; ancl 

7 WHEREAS, On or about October 6, 2015, the Cler~ of the Board of Supervisors 

8 referred the proposed ordinance to the Planning Commission; and 

g WHEREAS, The Planning Commission shall, in accordance with Planning Code, 

1 o Section 306.4(d), render a decision on the proposed Ordinance within 90 days from the date 

11 of referral of the proposed amendment or modification by the Board to the Commission; and 

12 WHE;REAS, Failure of the Commission to act within 90 days shall be deemed to 

13 constitute disapproval; and 

14 WHEREAS, The Board, in accordance with Planning Code, Section 306.4(d), may, by 

15 Resolution, extend the prescribed time within. which the Planning Commission is to ren~er its 

16 decision on proposed amendments to the Planning Code that the Board of Supervisors 

17 initiates; and 

18 · WHEREAS, Mayor Lee and Supervisor Tang has requested additional time for the 

19 Planning Commission to review the proposed Ordinance; and 

20 WHEREAS, The Board deems it appropriate in this instance to grant to the Planning 

21 Commission additional time to review the proposed Ordinance and render. its decision; now, 

22 . therefore, be it 

23 RESOLVED, That by this Resolution, the Board hereby extends the prescribed time 

24 within which the Planning Commission may render its decision on the proposed Ordinance-for 

25 approximately 90 additional days, until April 3, 2016. 

Mayor Lee, Supervisor Tang 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 465 

Page2 



City and County of San Francisco 

Tails 

Resolution 

CilylfaU 
1 Dr. Carlton R Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

File Number: · 151238 Date Passed: December 08, 2015 

Resolution extending by 90 days the prescribed time within which the Planning Commission may 
render its decision on a Ordinance (File No. 150969) amending the Planning Code to create the 
Affordable Housing Bonus Programs, consisting of the Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program, 
the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the Analyzed State Density Bonus Program, 
and the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program, to provide for development bonuses 
and zoning modifications for affordable housing, in compliance with, and above-those required by · 
the State Density Bonus Law, Government.Code, Section 65915, et seq.; to establish the 
procedures in which the Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program and the 100 Percent Affordable 
Housing Bonus Program shall be reviewed and approved; amending the Planning Code to exempt 
projects from the height limits specified in the Planning Code and the Zoning Maps; affirming tbe 
Planning Department's detenuination under th~ California Environmental Quality Act; and making 
findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policie~ of Planning Code, 
Section 101.1. 

. . 
Decemoer 08, 2015 Board of Supervisors -AMENDED 

Ayes: 11 -Avalos, Breed, Campos, Cohen, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Tang, Wiener, Yee · 
and Peskin 

December 08, 2015 Board of Supervisors -ADOPTED AS AMENDED 

Ayes: 11 -Avalos, Breed, Campos, Cohen, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Tang, Wiener, Yee 
and Peskin 

File No. 151238 I hereby certify that the foregoing 
Resolution was ADOPTED AS AMENDED 
on 12/8/2015 by tne Board of Supervisors 
of the City and County of San Francisco. 

· Qty and County of San Frandsco Pagel 
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·Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 

Date Approved 

Printed at 9:32 am on 1219115 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

EDWIN M. LEE 

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

FROM~Mayo~Edwin~. Lee~~ , ··-"'·' . . . . 
RE: Substitute Ordinance - File# l<il~i~If·f>lannmg Code -Affordable Housing 

Bonus Programs 
DATE: January 12, 2016 

Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is an ordinance amending the 
Planning Code to create the Affordable Housing Bonus Programs, consisting of the 
Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program, the Analyzed State Density Bonus Program and the Individually Requested 
State Density Bonus Program, to provide for development bonuses and zoning 
modifications for affordable housing, in compliance with, and above those required by 
the State Density Bonus Law, Government Code Section 65915 E?t seq.; to establish the 
procedures in which the Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program and the 100 Percent 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program shall be reviewed and approved; adding a fee for 
applications under the Program; and amending the Planning Code to exempt projects 
from the height iimits specified in the Planning Code and the Zoning Maps; and 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California Environmental 
Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight 
priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. 

Please note that this item in co.:sponsored by iY:~!t!Vt§:g[f;;fi;1~ii)@. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Nicole Elliott (415) 554-7940. 
, .. . " 

·. •' -.~ 

1 OR. CARL TON B. Goo14l&i71" PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

EDWIN M. LEE 
MAYOR 

TO: (-:_; Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors . 

FROM: <j11 --!Mayor Edwin M. Lee 1~z__.. 
RE: ' Planning Code -Affordable Housing Bonus Programs 
DATE: September 29, 2015 

Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is an ordinance amending the 
Planning Code to create the Affordable Housing Bonus Programs, consisting of the 
Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program, the Analyzed State Density Bonus Program and the Individually Requested 
State Density Bonus Program, to provide for development bonuses and zoning 
modifications for affordable housing, in compliance with, and above those required by 
the State Density Bonus Law, Government Code Section 65915 et seq.; to establish the 
procedures in which the Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program and the 100 Percent 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program shall be reviewed and approved; and amending the 
Planning Code to exempt projects from the height limits specified in the Planning Code 
and the Zoning Maps; and affirming the Planning Department's determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the 
General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. 

Please note that this item is co-sponsored by Supervisor Katy Tang .. 

I respectfully request that this item be calendared in Land Use Committee. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Nicole Elliott (415) 554-7940. 

c•·; v1:;:;-.r 

1 DR. CARL TON B. GC4>8®TT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 
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