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AMENDED IN BOARD
FILE NO. 161351 612712017 ORDINANCE NO.

[Planning Code - Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and-Bwelling-Unit-Mix Requirements]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the Inclusionary

Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternatives

and other Inclusionary Housing requirements; adding-repotting-requirementsfor

distriets;-affirming the Planning Department’s determiﬁation under the California
Environmental Quality Act; making findings of public necessity, convenience, and

General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101 A.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in szn,qle underlzne ztalzcs Times New Roman font.
. Deletions to Codes are in
Board amendment additions are in double—underllned Avrial font.
Board amendment deletions are in
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:

Section 1. General Findings.

welfare uhdér Planning Code, Section 302; and making findings of consistency with the

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

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

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

Supervisors in File No. 161351 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms

this determination.

(b) On April 27, 2017, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19903, adopted

findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the
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City’s General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The Board
adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the
Board of Supervisors in File No. 161351, and is incorporéted herein by reference.

(c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that this Planning Code
Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth
in Planning Commission Resolution No. 19903 and the Board incorporates such reasons |
herein by reference. A copy qf Planning Commission Resolution No. 19903 is on file with the

Board of Supervisors in File No. 161351.

Se'ction'Z. Findings About Inclusionary Affordable Housing Requireménts.

(a) The purpose of this ofdinance is to adopt inclusionary or affordable housing
obligations following vote} approval of Proposition C at the June 7, 2016 election to revise the
City Charter's inclusionary affordable housing requirements, which won overwhelming support
with 67.9% of the vote, and to update the provisions of the Plahning Code that became(
effective after the Charter Amendment passed, consistent with the process set forth in Section
415.10 of the Plaﬁning Code, and elaborated-upen-further outlined in Ordinance No. 76-16
which required that the City study how to set inclusionary housing obligations in San

Francisco at the maximum economically feasible amount in market rate housing development

. to create affordable housing. The inclusionary affordable housing obligations set forth in this

ordinance will supersede and replace any previous requirements.

(b) The San Francisco residential real estate market is one of the most expensive in
the United ‘States. In February 2016, the California Association of Realtors reported that the
median priced home in San Francisco was $1,437,500. This price is 222% higher than the
State of California median ($446,460), and 312% higher than the national average
($348,900). While the national homeownership réte is approximately 63.8%, only
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approximately 37% of San Franciscans own their own home. The majority of market-rate
homes for séle in San Francisco are priced out of the reach of low- and moderate—income
households. In 2015, the average rent was $3,524, which is affordable to households earning
over $126,864.

(c) The Board of Supervisors édopted San Francisco’s General Plan Housing Element
in March 2015, and the California Housing and -Community Development Department certified
it on May /29, 2015. The Housing Element states that San Francisco’s share of the regional
housing need for years 2015 {h'rough 2022 includes 10,873 housing units for very—low; and
low-income households and 5,460 units for moderate/middle-income hodseholds, and a total
production of 28,870 net new units, with almost 60% to be affordable for very-low, low- and
moderate/middle—in'come San Franciscans.

(d) In November 2016, the City provided the updated Residential Affordable Housing
Nexus Analysis that confirms and quantifies the impact of new market rate housing
development on the demand for affordable housing for households earning up to 120% of
area median income. The study demonstrates a need of 31.8% affordable housing for rental
housing, and 37.6% affordable housing for ownership housing, and a need of 24.1% onsite
affordable housing for rental housing, and 27.3% onsite affordable housing for ownership
housing for households with incomes up to 120% of Area Median Income. When guantifying

affordable housing impacts on households making up to 150°/o_of area median income! the

- study demonstrates a need of 34.9% affordable housing for rental housing, and a need of

41.3% onsite affordable housing for ownership housing.

(e) InFebruary 2017, the Office of the Controller presented a study of the economic

- feasibility of increased inclusionary housing requirements, entitled “Inclusionary Housing

Working Group: Final Report.” The Controller's Office, supported by a contracted consulting

team of three firms and advised by a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) With
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representatives appointed by the Mayor-and-Beard-ef-SupervisersController, developed

several policy recommendations, including: (1) that the City should impose different
inclusionary housing requirements on rental and for-sale (condominium) properties; (2) that
the City eouldcan set the initial onsite requirements at a maximum feasible amount of 18% for
rental projects and 20% for ownership projects; (3) that the City may-adeptshould commit to a
15-year schedulé of increases to the inclﬁsionary housing rate, at a rate of 0.5% increase
each year; and (4) that the City should revise the schedule of inclusionary housing fees to
provide a more equivalent cost for developers as the on-site requirements. The Controlkler’s
Office recommended updating the fee percentage to 23% and 28% tc_> create an equivalency
to the recommended 18% and 20% on-site requirements, with the City conducﬁng the specific
calculation of the fee itself.

() The Controller’s Report further acknowledged that if either the state density bonus

or a local bonus program were widely implemented in San Francisco, the likely result would

be higher résiduél land values in many l_ocations! which would support a higher inclusionary

requirement.
; ol foasibilitvof ina devel acts.

(9) The City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program is intended to help address the
demonstrated need for affordable housing in the City through the application of the City’s land

use confrols

(h)_As rents and sales prices outgace what is affordable to the typical San Francisco
family, the City faces a continuing shortage of affordable housing for not only very low- and

low-income residents, but also for 'moderate! middle and upper-middle income families.

(i)_In order to maximize the benefit of state and federal funds supporting affordable
housing conétruction, which are typically restricted to very low- and low-income households,

and to maximize the amount of affordable units constructed, the majority of the City’s new
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affordable hdusing production is likely to continue to focus on households at or below 60% of

area median income.

(1) The Board of Sugérvisors recognizes that this Inclusionary Housihg Program is only

- one small part of the'Citx's overall strateqy for providing affordable housing to very low-, low-,

moderate-, and middle-income households. The City will continue to acquire, rehabilitate and
produce units through the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Develogmént! provide
rental subsidies, and provide homeownership assistance to continue to expand its reach to
housgholds in need of affordable housing.

(k) The City will also continue to pursue innovative solutions to provide and stabilize
affordable hoﬁsing in San Francisco, including programs such as HOME-SF that incentivize
projects that set aside 30% of on-site units as permanently affordable, and 40% of units as
famil;g—friéndu multiple bedroom units. |

(1) _In an effort to support a mix of both ownership project and rental projects, the City is
providing a direct financial contﬁbution to project sponsors who agree to rent units for a period
of 30 years. The direct financial cdntribution is in the form of a reduction in the applicable

affordable housing requirement.

Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 415.2, 415.3,

415.5, 415.A6, and 415.7, and 415.10, and adding a-rew—Section 415.11, to read as follows:

SEC. 415.2. DEFINITIONS.
See Section 401 of this Article. Ferpurposes-of-Sections-416-3et-seq—low-income"
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as their primary residence.

“Owned Unit” shall mean a dwelling unit that is a condominium, stock cooperative, community

apartment or detached single family home. The owner or owners of an owned unit must occupy the unit

“Rental Housing Project” shall mean a housing project consisting solely of Rental Units, as

defined in Section 401, which meets the following requirements:

(1) The units shall be rental housing for not less than 3 0Avears from the issuance of the

certificate .of occupancy pursuant to an agreement between the developer and the City. This agreement

shall be in accordance with applicable State law governing rental housing. All such agreements

entered into with the City must be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director and the City

Attorney’s Office, and may be executed by the Planning Director;

(2) The agreement shall be recorded against the property prior to issuance of the

certificate of occupancy,.

SEC. 415.3. APPLICATION.
* * * *
“(b) Any development project that has submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation

application prior to January 4; 2643 12 2016 shall comply with the Affordable Housing Fee

requirements, the on-site affordable housing requirements or the off-site affordable housing

requirements, and all other provisions of Section 415.1 et seq., as applicable, in effect on

Supervisors Breed; Kim, Peskin, Safai, Tang :
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January 12, 2016. For development projects that have submitted a complete Environmental
Evaluation application on or after January 1, 2013, the requirements set forth in Planning
Code Sections 415.5, 415.6, and 415.7 shall apply to certain development prOJects consisting
of 25 dwelhng units or more during a limited period of time as follows.

(1) If a development project is eligible and elects fo provide on-site affordable -
housing, the development project shall provide the following amounts of on-site affordable
housing. All other requirements of Planning Code Sections 415.1 et seq. shall apply.

(A) Any development project that has submitted a complete
Environmental Evaluation application prior to Januéry 1, 2014 shall provide affordable units in
the amount of 13% of the number of units constructed on-site.

(B) Any development project that has submitted a complete
Environmental Evaluation application‘prior to January 1, 2015 shall provide affordable units in
the amount of 13.5% of the number of units constructed on-site.

(C) Any development project that has submitted a complete
Environmental Evaluation application on or prior to January 12, 2016 shall provide affordable
units in the amount of 14.5% of the number of units constructed on-site.

(D) Any development project that submits an Environmental Evaluation
application after January 12, 2016, shall comply with the requirements set forth in Planning
Code Sections-415.5, 415.6 and 415.7, as applicable.

(E) Notwithstanding the provisions set forth in subsections (b)(1)(A), (B)
and (C) of this sSection 415.3, if a development project is located in a UMU Zoning District or
in the South of Market Youth and Family Zohing District, and is eligible and elects to provide

on-site units pursuant to Section 415.5(g), such development project shall comply with the on-

site requirements applicable within such Zoning Districts, as they existed on January 12,

2016, plus the following additional amounts of on-site affordable units: (i) if the development

Supervisors Breed; Kim, Peskin, Safai, Tang 359
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project has submitted a comple{e Environmental Evaluation application prior to January 1,
2014, the Project Sponsor shall provide additional affordable units in the amount of 1% of the
number of units constructed on-site; (ii) if the development project has smeitted a complete
Environmental Evaluation application prior to January 1, 2015, the Project Sponsor shall
provide additional affordable units in the amount of 1.5% of the number of units constructed
on-site; or (iii) if the development project has submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation
application on or prior to January 12, 2016, the Project Sponsor shall provide additional
affordable units in the amount of 2% of the number of units constructed on-site.

(F) Any development project that has submitted a complete
Environmental Evaluation application on or before January 12, 2016 and seeks to utilize a
density bonus under State Law shall use its best efforts to provide on-sfte affordable units in
the amount of 25% of the number of units constructed on-site and shall consult with the

Planning Department about how to achieve this amount of inclusionary affordable housing.

| Any-profect-An applicant seeking a density bonus under the provisions of State Law shall

provide reasonable documentation to establish eligibility for a requested density bonus, incentives or -

concessions, and waivers or reductions of development standards. prepare-areport-analyzing-how-the

(2) If a development project pays the Affordable Housing Fee oris eligible and

elects to provide off-site affordable housing, the development project shall provide the
following fee amount or amounts of off-site affordable housing during the limited periods of

time set forth below. All other requirements of Planning Code Sections 415.1_et seq. shall

apply.

Supervisors Breed; Kim, Peskin, Safai, Tang
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(A) Any developfnent project that has submitted a complete
Environmental Evaluation application prior to January 1, 2014, shali pay a fee or provide off-
site housing in an amount equivalent to 25% of the number of units constructed on-site.

(B) Any de\}elopment project that has submitted a complete
Ehvironmental Evaluation application prior to January 1, 2015, shall pay a fee or provide off-
site housing in an‘ amount equivalent to 27.5% of the number of units constructed on-site.

(C) Any development project that has submitted a complete
Environmental Evaluation application on or prior to January 12, 2016 shall pay a fee or
provide off-site housing in an amount equivalent to 30% of the number of units constructed
on-site. |

(D) Any development project that submits an Environmental Evaluation
application after January 12, 2016 shall comply with the requirements set forth in Sections
415.5, 415.6, and 415.7, as applicable.

(E) Notwithstanding the provisions set forth in subsections (b)(2)(A), (B)
and (C) of this Section 415.3, for development projects proposing buildings over 120 feet in
height, as measured under the requirements set forth in the Planning Code, except for
buildings up to 130 feet in height located both within a special use district and within a height
and bulk district that allows a maximum building height of 130 feet, such development projects |-
shall pay a fee or provide off-site housing in an amount equivalent to 33-30% of the number of
units constructed on-site. Any buildings up to 130 feet in height located both within a special
use district and within a height an.d bulk district that allows a maximum building height of 130
feet shall comply with the provisions of subsections (b)(2)(A), (B) and (C) of this Section 415.3
during the limited periods of time set forth therein. .

(F) Notwithstanding the provisions set forth in subsections (b)(2)(A), (B)
and (C) of this sSection 415.3, if a development project is located in a UMU Zoning District or

Supervisors Breed; Kim, Peskin, Safai, Tang
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" in the South of Market Youth and Family Zoning District, and pays the Affordabie Housing Fee

or is eligible and elects to provide off-site affordable housing pursuant to Section 415.5(g), or
electé to comply with a land dedication alternative, such development project shall comply
with the fee, off-site or land dedication requirements applicable within such Zoning Districts,

as they existed on January 12, 2016, plus the following additional amounts for the Affordable

- Housing Fee or for land dedication or off-site affordable units: (i) if the development project

has submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application prior to January 1, 2014, the
Project Sponsor shall pay an additional fee, or provide additional land dedication or off-site
affordable units, in an amount equivalent to 5% of the number of units constructed on-site; (ii)
if the development project has submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application
prior to January 1, 2015, the Project Sponsor shall pay an additional fee, or provide additional
land dedication or off-site affordable units, in an ameunt equivalent to 7.5% of the number of
units -constructed on-site; or (iii) if the development project has submitted a complete
Environmental Evaluation application on or prior to January 12, 2016, the Project Sponsor
shall pay an additional fee, or provide additional land dedication or off-site affordable units, in
an amount equivalent to 10% of the number of units constructed on-site. Notwithstanding the
foregoing, a development project shall not pay a fee or provide off-site units in a total amount
greater than the equivalent of 3330% of the number of units constructed on-site.

(G) Any development project consisting of 25 dwélling units or more that
has submitted a compléte Environmental Evaluation application on or prior to January 12,
2016, and is eligible and elects to provide off-site affordable housing, may provide»off—s‘ite
affordable housing by acquiring an ekisting building to fulfill all or part of the requirements set
forth in this Section 415.3 and in Section 415.7 with an equivalent amount of units as specified
in this Section 415.3(b)(2), as reviewed and approved by the Mayor's Office of Housing and

Community Development and consistent with the parameters of its Small Sites Acquisition

Supervisors Bregd; Kim, Peskin, Safai, Tang .
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and Rehabilitation Program, in conformance with the income limits for the Small Sites

Program.

* * *® *

(d)_Notwithstanding the provisions set forth in Section 415.3(b), or the inclusionary .

affordable housin'g requirements contained in Sections 415.5, 415.6, and 415.7, such

requirements shall not apply to any project that has not submitted a 'comglete Environmental
Evaluation Application.on or before January 12, 2016, if the project is Ioéated within the

Eastem Neighborhoods Mission Planning Area, the North of Market Residential Special Use

District Subarea 1 or Subarea 2!‘ or the SOMA Néighborhood Commercial Transit District

' because inclusionary affordable housing levels for those areas will be addressed in -

forthcbming area plan processes or an equivalent community planning process. Until such

planning processes are complete and new inclusionary housing requirements for projects in

those areas are adopted, groiects'shall (1) pay a fee or provide off-site housing in an amount

equivaleht to 30% or (2) provide affordable units in the amount of 25% of the number of

Rental Units constructed on-site or 27% of the number of Owned Units constructed on-site.

For Rental Units, 15% of the on-site affordable units shall be affordable to low-income

households, 5% shall be affordable to moderate-income households and 5% shall be
’ ) ie

" affordable to middle-income households. For Owned Units. 15% of the on-site affordable

units shall be affordable to low-income households, 6% shall be affordable to moderate-
income households and 6% shall be affordable {o middle-income households.
(de) The City may continue to enter into development agreements or other similar

binding agreements for projects that provide inclusionary affordable housing at levels that may

~ be different from the levels set forth in Sections 415.1_et seq.

(f) Section 415.1 et seq., the Inclusionary Housing Program, shall not apply to:
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(1) That portion of a housing project located on property owned by the United

States or any of its agencies or leased by the United States or any of its agencies, for a period

in excess of 50 years, with the exception of such property not used exclusively for a

governmental purpose;

(2) That portion of a housing project located on property owned by the State of
California or any of its agencies, with the exception of such property not used exclusively for a
governmental'or educational purpose; or |

(3) That portion of a housing project located on property under the jurisdtction of
ttte San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure or the Port of San
Francisco where the applicatipn of Section 415.1 et seq. is prohibited by California or local
law. .

| (4). A 100% affordable housing project in which rents are controlled or regulated

by any government unit, agency or authority, excepting those unsubsidized and/or unassisted
units which are insured by the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development.
The Mayors Office of Housing and Communlty Development must represent to the Plannlng
Commission or Planning Department that the pro;ect meets this requirement.

* * * *

A(5) A Student Housing project that meets all of the following criteria:
% % &
©) “The Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development
V(M(})HCD) is authorized to monitor this program. MOHCD shall develop a monitoring form and
annual monitoring fee to be paid by the owper of the real property or the Post-Secondary
Educational Institution or Religious Institutions, as defined in Section 102 of this Code. The

owner of the real property and each Post-Secondary- Educational Institution or Institutions

Superviso_rs Breed; Kim, Peskin, Safai, Téng :
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shall agree to submit annual documentation to MOHCD and the Planning Departmeht, on or
before December 31 .of each year, that which addresses the following:
(i) The owner of the real property records a Notice of Special
Restrictions (NSR) against fee tiﬂe to the real property on which the Student Housing is
located that states the following:
* % % %
d. The Pbst—Secondary Educational Institution is requifed- to

report annually as required in Ssubsection (ef)(5)(C) above;

* * * *

SEC. 415.5. AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE.

* * % *

(b) Amount of Fee. The amount of the fee which that may be paid by the project

- sponsor subject to this Program shall be determined by MOHCD utilizing the following factors:

(1) The number of units equivalent to the applicable off-site percentage of the

number of units in the principal housing project.

(4) For housing development projects consisting of 10 dwelling units or more,

but less than 25 dwelling units. tThe applicable percentage shall be 20%Ffor-housing-development

(B) Fhe-applicable-percentagefor For development projects consisting of

25 dwelling units or more, the applicable percentage shall be 33% if such units are Owned Units.

(C) For development projects consisting of 25 dwelling units or more, the

applicable percentage shall be 30% if such units are Rental Units in a Rental Housing Project. In the

event one or more of the Rental Units in the principal Renial Housing Project become ownership units,

Supervisors Breed; Kim, Peskin, Safai, Tang 365
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for each Rental Unit or for the principal Rental Housing Project in its entirety, as applicable, the

Project Sponsor shall pay-te-either (A) reimburse the City the difference-in-the-proportional
amount of the 8 i j Inclusionary

Affordable Housing Fee, which would be equivalent to the current Inclusionary Affordable
Housing Fee requirement for Owned Units, which-is-33%-efor (B) provide additional on-site or

Yo

off-site affordable units equivalent to the current inclUsionag requirements for Owned Units,

apportioned among the required number of totalunits at various income levels in compliance

(2) The affordability gap, shall-be-caleulated using data on #e-MOHCD's cost of
construction of affordable residential ef-construction-offo-constructaffordableresidential

housing. No later than January 31, 2018, the Controller, with the support of consultants as

necessary, and in consultation with the Inclusionary Housing Technical Advisory Committee

(TAC) established in Planning Code Section 415.10, shall conduct a study to develogan

aggrogriaté'mefh'édolog'g' for calculating, indexing, and ag. plying the appropriate amount of the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee. To support the Controller’s study, and annually
thereafter, MOHCD shall provide the following documentationf (1) schedules of sources and
uses of funds and independent auditor's reports (“Cost Cettifications”) for all MOHCD-funded

developments completed within three years of the date of reporting to the Controller; and, (2)

for any MOHCD—funded development that commenced construction within three years of the

reporting date to the Controller buf for which no Cost Certification is yet complete, the sources

and uses of funds approved by MOHCD and the construction lender as of the date of the
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development’s construction loan closing. Cost Cettifications completed in years prior to' the
year of reporting to the Controller ma¥ be increased or decreased by the agglicabie annual
Construction Cost Index percentage(s) for residential construction for San Francisco reported
in the Engineering News Record. MOHCD, together with the Controller and TAC, shall

evaluate the cost-to-construct data, including actual and appraised land costs, state and/or
federal public subsidies available to MOHCD-funded projects, and determine MOHCD'’s |
average costs. Follbwing completion of this study, the Board of Supervisors, in its sole and
absolute discretion, and within the legal allowances of the Residential Nexus Analysis, will
review the analyses, methodology, fee application, and the proposed fee schedule; and may

consider adopting legislation to revise the Inclusionary Affordable Housing fees. The method

of calculating, indexing, and applying the fee shall be published in the Procedures Manual. fer

projects—The Department and MOHCD shall ealculate-the-affordability-gap within 6-ronths-of

the-effective-date-of this-ordinance-and-shall-update the fee methodology and technical report

every two three years, with analysis from the Technical Advisory Committee, froms-time-to-time
as-they-deem-appropriate in order to ensure th‘at the affordability gap remains current, and%e
reflect-current-costs-ef-construetionconsistent with the requirements set forth below in Section
415.5(b)(3) and Section 415.10.'

(3) Annual Fee Update. For all housing developments, no Ne later than January 1
of each year, MOHCD shall adjust the fee based on adjustments-in-the City's cost of constructing

affordable housing-, including development and land acquisition costs. MOHCD shall provide

the Planning Department, DBI, and the Controller with current information on the adjustment
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to the fee so that it can be included in the Planning Department's and DBI's website notice of

the fee adjustments and the Controller's Citywide Development Fee and Development Impact

Requirements Report described in Section 409(a). MOHCD-is-authorized-to-shall- developan

indexing shall be published in the Procedures Manual-and-shall-be-previded-to-the-Board-of

g : hen it is undated.

(4) Specific Geographic Areas. For any housing development that is located in an

area with a specific afford_able housing requirement set forth inA a Special Use District, or in
any other section of the Code such as Section 419, the higher affordable housing requirement
shall apply.

(5) The applicable amount of the inclusiohag housing fee shall be determined based
upon the date that the project sponsor has submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation

application. In the event the project sponsor does not procure a building permit or site permit for

construction of the principal project within twe-years{2430 months) of the project’s approval, the

developmént project shall comply with the inclusionary affordable housing requirements applicable

thereafter at the time when the project sponsor does proceed with pursuing a building permit. Such

time period shall be extended in the event of any litigation seeking to invalidate the City's approval of

such project, for the duration of the litigation.

' (6) The fee shall be _imgosed on any addiﬁon’al units or square footage
authorized and developed under California Government Code Sections 65915 et seq. This
subsection 415.5(b)(6) shall not apply to development projects that have submitted a

complete Environmental Evaluation application on or before January 1, 2016.
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If the principal project has resulted in demolition, conversion, or removal of
affordable housing units that are subject to a recorded covenant, ordinance, or law that
restricts rents to levels affordable to persons and families of moderate-, low- or very low-

income, or housing that is subject to any form of rent or price control through a public entity’s

valid exercise of its police power and determined to be affordable housing, the Commission or
the Department shall require that the project sgbnsor pay the Inclusionary Affordable Housing

Fee equivalent for the nhumber of affordable units rerﬁoved! in addition to compliance with the
inclusionary requirements set forth in this Section.

’ (c) Notice to Development Fee Collection Unit of Amount Owed. Prior to issuance
of the first constru_ctioh document for a development project subject to Section 415.5, MGH
the Planning Department shall notify the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI
electronically or in writing of its calculation of the amount of the fee owed.

(d) Lien Proceedings. If, for any reason, the Affordable Housing Fee imposed
pursuant to Section 415.5 remains unpaid following issuané:e of the first Certificate of
Occupancy, the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI shall institute lien proceedings to
make the entire unpaid balance of the fee, plus interest and any deferral surcharge, a lien
against all parcels used for the development project in accordance with Section 408 of this
Article and Section 107A.13.15 of the San Francisco Building Code. ‘

(e) If a housing project is located in an Area Plan with an additional or specific |
affordable housing requirements such as those set forth in a special use district or sSections

416, 417, and 419 or elsewhere in this code, the higher housing requirement shall apply. mere

(f) Use of Fees. All monies contributed pursuant to the Inclusionary Affordable

Housing Program shall be deposited in the Citywide Affordable Housing Fuhd ("the Fund"),
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- established in Administrative Code Section 10.100-49. The Mayor's Office of Housing and

Community Development ("MOHCD") shall.use the funds collected under this Section in the
following manner:

| (1) Except as provided in subsection (2) below, thé fu-nds collected under this
Section shall be used to:

(A) incréase the supply of housing affordable to qualifying households
subject to the conditions of this Section; and ‘

(B) provide assistance to low- and moderate—income homebuyers; and

(C) pay the expenses of MOHCD in connection with monitoring and
administering compliance with the requirements of the Program. MOHCD is authorized to use
funds in an amount not to exceed $200,000 every 5 years to conduct follow-up studies under
Section 415.9(e) and to update the affordable housing fee amounts as described above in
Section 415.5(b). All other monitoring and administrative expenses shall be appropriated
through the annual budget process or supplemental appropriation for MOHCD.

(2) "Small Sites Funds.”

(A) Designation of Funds. MOHCD shall designate and separately
account for 10% percent of all fees that it‘receives under Section 415.1_et seq. that are
deposited into the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, established in Administrative Code
Section 10.100-49, excluding fees that are geographically targeted such as those referred to
in Sections 415.5(b)(1) and 827(b)(1), to support écquisition and rehabilitation of Small Sites
("Small Sites Funds"). MOHCD shall continue to divert 10% of all fees for this purpose until
the Small Sites Funds reach a total of $15 million at which point, MOHCD will stop designating|
funds for this purpose. At such time as designated Small Sites Funds are expended and dip
below $15 million, MOHCD shall start designating funds again for this purpose, such that at

no time the Small Sites Funds shall exceed $15 million. When the total amount of fees paid to.
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the City under Section 415.1_et seq. totals less than $10 million over the preceding 12 month
period, MOHCD is authorized to temporarily divert funds from the Small Sites Fund for other
purposeé. MOHCD must keep track of the diverted funds, however, such that when the
amount of fees paid to the City under Section 415.1_et seq. meets or exceeds $10 million over
the preceding 12 month period, MOHCD shall commit all of the previously diverted funds and
10% pereent of any new funds, subject to the cap above, to the Small Sites Fund.

(B) Use of Small Sites Funds. The funds shall be used exclusively to
acquire or rehabilitate "Small Sites" defined as properties consisting of 2-25 units. Units
supported by monies from the fund shall be designated as housing affordable to qualified

households as-set-ferth-in-Section-415-2 for the life of the project redess-than-55-years.

.Properties supported by the Small Sites Funds must be:

() rental properties that will be maintained as rental properties;

(i) vacant properties that were formerly rental properties as long
as those properties have been vacant for a minimum of two years prior to the effective date of
this legislation;

(iii) properties that have been the subject of foreclosure; or

(iv) a Limited Equity Housing Cooperative as defined in
Subdivision Code Sections 1399.1_et seq. or a property owned or leased by a non-profit entity
modeled as a Community Land Trust.

(C) Initial Funds. If, within 18 months from April 23, 2009, MOHCD .
dedicates an initial one-time contribution of other eligible funds to be used initially as Small
Sites Funds, MOHCD may use the equivalent amount of Small Sites Funds received from
fees for other purposes permitted by the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund until the amount of

the initial one-time contribution is reached.
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(D) Annual Report. At the end of each fiscal year, MOHCD shall issue a
report to the Board of Supervisors regarding the amount of Smaﬂ Sites Funds rgceived from
fees under this legislation, and a report of how those funds were used.

(E) Intent. in establishing guidelines for Small Sites Funds, the Board of
Supervisors does not intend to preclude MOHCD from expending other eligible sources of
funding on Small Sites as described in this Section 415.5, or from allocating or expending
more than $15 million of other eligible funds on Small Sites.

(3) For all projects funded by the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, MOHCD
requires the project spohsor,or its successor in interest to give preference as provided in
Adminiétrative Code Chapter 47.

(9) Alternatives to Payment of Affordable Housing Fee.

(1) Eligibility: A project sponsor must pay the Affordable Housing Fee unless it |

qualifies for and chooses to meet the requirementé of the Program though an Alternative

provided in this subsection (g). The project sponsor may choose one of the following

‘Alternatives:

(A) Alternative #1: On-Site Units. Project sponsors may elect to
construct units affordable to qualifying households on-site of the principal project pursuant to
the requirements of Section 415.6. |

- (B) Alternative #2: Off-Site Units. Project sponsors may elect to
construct units affordable to qualifying households at an alternative site within the City and
County of San Francisco pursuant to fthe requirements of Section 415.7.

(C) Alternative #3: Small Sites. Qualifying project sponsors may elect
to fund buildings as set forth in Section 415.7-1. |

(D) Alternative #4 Combination. Project sponsors may elect any

combination of payment of the Affordable Housing Fee as provided in Section 415.5,
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construction of on-site units as provided in Section 415.6, or construction of off-site units as
provided in Section 415.7, provided that the project applicant constructs or pays the fee at the

appropriate percentage or fee level required for that option. Development Pgo'[ec{s that have

submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application after January 12, 2016 that are
providing on-site units under Section 415.6 and that qualify for and receive additional density
under California Government Code Section 65915 et seq. shall use Alternative #4 to pay the

Affordable Housing Fee on any additional units or square footage authorized under Section
65915.

(2) Qualifications: Ifa project sponsor wishes to comply With the Program
through one of the Alternatives described in subsection (g)(1) rather than pay the Affordablé
Housing Fee, they must demonstrate that they qualify for the Alternative to the satisfaction of
the Department and MOHCD. A project sponsor may qualify for an Alternative by the
following methods:

(i) Method #1 - Ownership Units. All affordable units provided under
this Program shall be sold as ownership units and will remain ownership units for the life of
the project. Project sponsors must submit the 'Affidavit of Combliance with the Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Program' to the Planning Department prior to project approval by the
Department or the Commission; or | .

(ii) Method #2 - Government Financial Contribution. Submit to the
Department a contract demonstrating that the project's ém- or off-site units are not.subject to
the Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act, California Civil Code Section 1954.50 becausé, under
Section 1954.52(b), if has entered into an agreement with a public entity in consideration for a
direct financial contribution or any other form of assistance specified in California Government
Code Sections 65915 et seq. and it submits an Affidavit of such to the Department. Ali such

contracts entered into with the City and County of San Francisco must be reviewed and
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approved by the-Mayers-Office-Housing MOHCD and the City Attorney's Office. All contracts

that involve 100% affordable housing projects in the residential portion may be executed by
the Mayor or the Director of the-Mayers-Office-of Housing MOHCD. Any contract that
involves less than 100% affordable housing in the residential portion, may be executed by
either the Mayor, the Director of the~Mayer—'s—Qiﬁee—ef—Heus+ng MOHCD or, after review and
comment by the-Mayoers-Office-of- Housing MOHCD, the Planning Director. A Development

Agreement Under CaliforniavGovernment Code Sectiong 65864 et seq. and Chapter 56 of the
Saﬁ—EFaneJrsee Administrative Code entered into between a project sponsor and the City and
County of San Francisco may, but does not necessarily, qualify as such a contract.

(3) The Planning Commission or the Department may not require a project
sponsor to select a specific Alternative. If a project sponsor elects to meet the Program
requirements through one of the Alternatives described in subsection (g)(1), they must choose
it and demonstrate that they qualify 30 days prior to ény project approvals from the Planning
Commission or Department. The Alfernat‘ive will be a condition of project approval and
recorded against the property in an NSR. Any subsequent change by a project sponsor that
results in the reduction in the number of on-site units shall feguire public notice for a hearing
and agi proval from the Planning Commission. Notwithstanding the foregoing, if a project
sponsor qualifies for an Alternative described in subsection (g)(1) and elects to construct the
affordable units on- or off-site, they the project sponsor must submit the ‘Affidavit of

- Compliance with the Inclusionary Housing Program’ based on the fact that the units will be

sold as ownership units. A project sponsor who has elected to construct affordable ownership
units on- or off-site may only elect to pay the Affordable Housing Fee up to the issuance of the
first construction document if the project sponsor submits a new Affidavit -establishing that the

units will not be sold as ownership units. If a project sponsor fails to choose an Alternative
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before project approval by the Planning Commission or Planning Department or if a project
becomes ineligible for an Alternative, the provisions of Section 415.5 shall apply.
(4) If at any time, the project sponsor eliminates the on-site or off-site affordable

ownership-only units, then the project sponsor must immediately inform the Department and

' MOH MOHCD and pay the applicable Affordable Housing Fee plus interest and any

applicable penalties provided for under this Code. If a project sponsor requests a modification

to its conditions of approval for the sole purpose of complying with this Section, the Planning

') Commission shall be limited to considering issues related to Section 415 et seq. in

considering the request.for modification.

SEC. 415.6. ON-SITE AFFORDABLE HOUSING ALTERNATIVE.

EeonomicFeasibility-Study- If a project sponsor is eligible and elects to provide on-site units
pursuant to Section 415.5(g), the development project shall meet the following requirements:
(a) Number of Units. The number of units constructed on-site shall be as follows:

(1) For housing development projects consisting of 10 dwelling units or more, but less

than 25 dwelling units, Fthe number of gffordable units constructed on-site shall generally be

. 12% of all units constructed on the project site ]%eruﬁngudew%epmaet—pﬁefeets—emﬁzﬁng—eﬁ}o

W%M%Hﬁs—ﬁh&n%*&ﬂmg—% The affordable units shall glf be affordable |
to low—and-lewer-income households. _Owned Units shall be affordable to households earning

80%up fo 100% of Area Median Income, with an average-affordable sales price set at 9880% of

Area Median Income or less. Rental Units shall be affordable to households earning 40%up to

8065% of Area Median Income, with an average affordable rent set at 8855% of Area Median

Income or less.
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(2) For any housing development project consisting of 25 or more Owned Units,
the number of affordable units constructed on-site shall generally be 20%.0of all units

constructed on the project site. A minimum of 10% of the units shall be affordable to low-

income households, 5% of the units shall affordable to moderate-income households and 5%

of the units shall be affordable to middle-income households. In no case shall the total

number of affordable units required exceed the humber required as determined by the

application of the applicable on-site requirement rate to the total project units. Owned Units

for low-income households shall have an affordable purchase price set at 80% of Area

Median Income or less, with households earning up to 100% of Area Median Income eligible

to apply for low-income units. Owned Units for moderate-income households shall have an

affordable purchase Dri(;e set at 105% of Area Median Income or less, with households

earning from 95% to 120% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for moderate-income

units. Owned Units for middle-income households shall have an affordable purchase price set

at 130% of Area Median Income or less, with households earning from 120% to 150% of Area
Median Income eligible to apply for middle-income units. For any affordable units with
purchase .grices set at 130% of Area Median Income or above, studio units shall not be
allowed. MOHCD may reduce Area Median Income pricing and the minimum income required
for eligibilig. in each ownership category. .

(3) For any Rental Housing Project consisting. of 25 or more Rental Units, the |

number of affordable units constructed on-site shall generally be 18% of all units constructed

on the project site, with a minimum of 10% of the units affordable to low-incoime households

4% of the units affordable to moderate-income households, and 4% of the uhits affordable to

middle-income households. In no case shall the total number of affordable units required
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exceed the number required as determined by the égglication of the applicable on-site

réguirément rate to the total project units. Rental Units for low-income households shéll have

an affordable rent set at 55% of Area Median Income or less, with households earning up to

65% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for low-income units. Rental Units for moderate-

" income households shall have an affordable rent set at 80% of Area Median Income or less

with households earning from 65% to‘ 9‘0% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for

moderate-income units. Rental Units for middle-income households shall have an affordable

rent set at 110% of Area Median Income or less, with househoids earning from 90% to 130%

of Area Median Income eligible to apply for fniddle-igcome units. For any affordable units with

rental rates set at 110% of Area Median Income or above, studio units shall not be allowed.

MOHCD may reduce Area Median Income pricing and the minimum income required for
eligibility in each rental category. o '
(4) Notwithstanding the foregoing, Area Median Income limits for.Rental Units

and Owned Units, the maximum affordable rents or sales price shall be no higher than 20%

below median rents or sales'grices for the neighborhood within which the project is located,

which shall be defined in accordance with the American Community Survey Neighborhood

Profile Boundaries Map

. MOHCD shall
adjust the allowable rents and sales prices, and the eligible households for such units,
accordingly, and such potential readjustment shall be a condition of approval upon project

entiflement. The City shall review the updated data on neighborhood rents and sales prices

on an annual basis.
5) Starting on January 1, 2018, and no later than January 1 of each vear

thereafter, MOHCD shall increase the percentage of units required on-site for projects

consisting of 10 — 24 units, as set forth in Section 415.6ga)(1)‘ bv_increments'of 0.5% each

year, until éuch requirement is 15%. For all development projects with 25 or more Owned or
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Rental Units, the regujred on-site affordable ownershig housing to satisfy this Section 415.6

shall increase bv 1.0% annually for two consecutive vears starting January 1, 2018. The

increase shall be apportioned to units affordable o low-income households, as defined above'

in subsection 415.6(a)(3); Starting January 1, 2020, the increase to on-site rental and

ownership developments with 25 or more units shall increase by 0.5% annually, with such
increases allocated equally for rental and ownership units fo moderate and middle income
households, as defined above in subsection 415.6(a)(3). The total on-site inclusionary
affordable housing requirement shall not exceed 26% for develbgment projects consisting of .

Owned Units or 24% for development projects consisting of Rental Units, and the increases

_shall cease at such time as these limits are reached. MOHCD shall provide the Planning

Department, DBI, and the Controller with information -on the adjustment to the on-site

Qerdentage so that it can be included in the 'Planning Department's and DBIl's website notice

of the fee adjustments and the Controller's Citywide Development Fee and Development
Impact Requirements Report described in Section 409(a). '
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(6) The Department shall require as a condition of Department approval of a

project's building permit, or as a condition of approval of a Conditional Use Authorization or
Planned Unit Development or as a condition of Department approval of a live/work project,

that 12%,24%er2F%25%; 18%, or 20%, as applicable, or such current percentage that has

been adjusted annually by MOHCD, of all units constructed on the project site shall be
affordable to qualifying households so that a project sponsor must construct .12, 24-or-27-or

=25 .18, or .20 times, or such current number as adjusted annually by MOHCD, as applicabile,

the total number of units produced in the principal project. If the total number of units is not a

whole number, the project sponsor shall roimd up to the nearest whole number for any portion

of .5 or above. In_no case shall the total number of affordable units required exceed the
number required as determined by the application of the applicable on-site reguirement rate to
the total groiect units. '

(7) In the event one or more of the Rental Units in the principal Rental Housing

Project become ownership units, for each converted Rental Unit, or for the principal Rental
Housing Project in its entirety, as applicable, the project sponsor shall either (A) reimburse the
City the proportional amount of the inclusionary affordable housing fee, which would be
equivalent to the then-current inclusionary affordable fee requirement for Owned Units, or (B)
provide additional on-site or off-site affordable units equivalent to the then-current inclusionary
requirements for Owned Units, agg‘ortioned among the required number of units at various

income levels in compliance with the requirements in effect at the time of conversion.
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(8) Specific Geographic Areas. For any housing development that is located
in an area with a specific affordable housing requirement set forth in a Special Use District or
in any other section of the Code such as Section 419, the higher housing requirement shall

apply. The Planning Department, in consultation with the Controller, shall undertake a study of areas

where an Area Plan, Special Use District, or other re-zoning is being considered for adoption or

has been adopted after January 1, 2015, to determine whether a higher on-site inclusionary affordable

housing requirement is feasible on sites that have received a 20% or greater increase in developable

residential gross floor area or a 35% or greater increase in residential density over prior zoning, and

shall submit such information to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.

| (89) If the principal project has resulted in demolition, conversion, or removal of
affordable housing units that are subject to a recorded covenant, ordinance, or law that
restricts rents to levels affordable'to persons and families of mbderate—! low- or very-low-
income, or housing that is subject to any form of rent or price control through a public entity’s
valid exercise of its police power and determined to be affordable housing, the Commission or
the Department shall require that the project sponsor replace the number of affordable units
removed with units of a comparable number of bedrooms and sales prices or rents, in addition
to compliance with the requirements set forth in this Section. renting-erselling-to-househelds

Supervisors Breed; Kih"n, Peskin, Safai, Tang . :
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 381 Page 29




W 0 N OO g AW N -

N N N N N N & a A A e wd e =
ol AW ON -, O O N O gD WDN - O

(10) The applicable amount of the percentage reguiréd for the on-site housing

units shall be determined based upon the date that the Qroiéct sponsor has submitted a

complete Environmental Evaluation application. Any development project that constructs on-site

affordable housing units as set forth in this Section 415.6 shall diligently pursue completion of such

units. In the event the project sponsor does not procure a building permit or site permit for

construction of the principal project within two-years{24 30 months} of the project’s approval, the

development project shall comply with the inclusionary affordable housing requirements applicable

thereafter at the time when the project sponsor procures a building permit. Such deadline shall be

extended in the event of any litigation seeking to invalidate the City's approval of such project, for the

duration of the litigation.

(b) Any On-site units provided through this Section 415.6 may be used to guah& for a

density bonus under California Government Code Section 65915, any ordinance
implementing Government Code Section 65915, or one of the Affordable Housing Bonus
Programs eurrently-propesed-in-an_contained in the ordinance in Board of Supervisors File
No. 150969 erits-equivalentif such-ordinance-is-adepted. 'An aggllcant seeking a density
bonus under State Law shall provide reasonable documentation to establish eligibility for a
requested density bonus, incentive or concession, and waiver or reduction of development
standards, as provided for under State Law and as consistent with the process and

procedures detailed in a locally adopted ordinance img' lementing the State Law.

c) Bedinning in January 2018, the Planning Department shall prepare an annual

report to the Planning Commission about the number of density bonus projects under
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California Government Code Section 65915, the number of density bonus units, and the types

of concessions and incentives and waivers provided to each density bonus project.
(d) Unless otherwise specified in this Section 415.1 et seq., in the event the project
sponsor is eligible for and elects to receive additional density under. California Government ..

Code Section 65915, the Sgonsoir shall pay the Affordable Housing Fee on any additional

units or square footage authorized under that section in accordance with the provisions in

Section 415.5(g)(1)(D).

(be) Timing of Construction. On-site affordable housing required by this Section
415.6 shall be constructed, completed, ready for occupancy, and marketed no later than the
market rate units in the principal project. '

(ef) Type of Housing.

(1) Equivalency of Units. All on-site units constructed under this Section 415.6
shall be provided as ownership units unless the project sponsor meets the eligibility

requirement of Section 415.5(g). 4

general, affordable units constructed under this Section 415.6 shall be comparable in number
of bedrooms, exterior appearance and overall quality of construction to market rate units in
the principal project.‘ A Notice of Special Restrictions shall be recorded prior to issuance of
the first construction document and shall s-pecify the number, location and sizes for all
affordable units required under this subsection (ef). The affordable units shall be eVenly
distributed throughout the building. For buildings over 120 féet in height, as measured under
the requirements set forth in the Planning Code, the affordable units may be distributed
throughout fthe lower 2/3 of the building, és measured by the number of floors. The interior

features in affordable units should be generally the same as those of the market rate units in

* the principal project, but need not be the same make, model or type of such item as long as -

they are of good and new quality and are consistent with then-current standards for new
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building-as-measured-by-the-number-of-floors-Where applicable, parking shall be offered to

~ the affordable units subject to the terms and conditions of the Department's policy on

unbundled parking for affordable housing units as specified in the Procedures Manual and

amended from time to time. On-site-affordable-units-shall-be-ownership-units-wiless-the-project
- l l' -E -Z- () E #g Efff"jfi 4?§-§f8!"

| (2)_Minimum Size of Affordable Units. The affordable units are not required to

be the same size as the market rate units—and-may-be-90%-of the-average-size-of- the speeifie
unittype. For buildings over 120 feet in height, as measured under the requirements set forth

in the Planning Code, the average size of the unit type may be calculated for the lower 2/3 of

the building, as measured by the number of floors. All units shall be no smaller than the

minimum unit sizes set forth by the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee as of May 16.

2017, and no smaller than 300 square feet for studios. Ferafferdable-dwelling-units;
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jneome-or-above-shallnetinelude-studies.—T he fotal residential floor area devoted to the

affordable units shail not be less than the applicable percentage applied to the total residential

floor area of the principal Qro'lecf! provided that a 10% variation in floor area is permitted.

-(d)(g) Marketing the Units. The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community

Development ("MOHCD") shall be responsible for overseeing and monitoring the marketing of

affordable units under this Section 415.6. l_n general, the marketing requirements and

procedures shall be con.tai'ned in the Prbcedurés Manual as amended from time to time and
shall apply to the affordable units in the project. MOHCD méy develop occupancy standards
for units of different bedroom sizes in the Procedures Manual in order to promote an efficient
allocation of affordable units. MOHCD may require in the Procedures Manual that prospective
purchasers complete homebuyer education training or fulﬁli other requirements. MOHCD
shall develop a list of minimum qualifications for marketing firms that market affordable units
under Section 415.6 415-5-et seq., referred to in the Prdcedures Manual as Below Market

Rate (BMR units). No developer marketing units under the Program shall be able to market
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affordable units except through a firm meeting all of the minimum qualiﬁcaﬁons. The Notice of
Special Restrictions or conditions of approval shall specify that the marketing requirements
and procedures contained in the Procedu‘res Manual as amended from time to time, shall
apply to the affordable units in the project.

(1) Lottery. At the initial offering of affordable units in a housing project
and when owne.rship units become available for re-sale in any housing project subject to this
Program after the initial offering, MOHCD must require the use of a public lottery approved by
MOHCD to select purchasers or tenants. . ,

(2) Preferences. MOHCD shall create a lottery system that gives
preference according to the provisions of Administrative Code Chapter 47. MOHCD shall

propose policies and procedures for implementing these preferences to the Planning

- Commission for inclusion as an addendum to in the Procedures Manual. Otherwise, it is the

policy of the City to freat all households equally in allocating affordable units under this
Program.

{e} (h) Individual affordable units constructed under Section 415.6 as partA of an on-site
project shall not have received development subsidies from any Federal, State or local
program established for the purpose of providing affordable housing, and shall not be counted
to satisfy any affordable housing requirement. Other units in the same on-site project may
have received such subsidies. In addition, subsidies may be used, only with the express
written permission by MOHCD, to deepen the affordability of an éffordable unit beyond the
level of affordability required by this Program.

& (i) Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 445-6{e} 415.6(h) above, a project may
use California Débt Limit Allocation Committee (CDLAC) tax-exempt bond financing and 4%
tax credits under the Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) to help fund its obligations
under Section 415.1 et seq.this-erdinanee as long as the project provides 20% pereent-of the

\
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units as affordable to households at 50% pereém—of Area Median Income for on-site housing
or 10% of the units as affordable to households at 50% of Area Median Income, and 30% of
the units as affordable to households at 60% of Area Median Income for on-site housing. The
income table to be used for such projects when the units are priced at 50% or 60% pereent of
Area Median Income is the income table used by MOHCD for the Inclusionary Affordable
Housing Program, not that used by TCAC or CDLAC. Except as prbvided in this subsection

(), all units provided under this Section must meet all of the requirements of Section 415.1 et

. seq.this-ordiranee and the Procedures Manual for on-site housing.

(g—} (i) Benefits. If the project sponsor is eligible for and elects to satisfy the affordable
housing requirements through the production of on-site affordable housing in this Section
415.6, the project sponsor shall be eligible to receive a refund for only that portion of the
housing project which is affordable for the following fees: a Condition‘al Use authorization or -

other fee required by Section 352 of this Code, if applicable; an environmental review fee

- required by Administrative Code Section 34:46B 31.22, if applicable; a building permit fee

required by Section 355 of this Code for the portion of the housing project that is affordable.
The project sponsor shall pay the building fee for the portion of the project that is market-rate.
An épplication for a refund must be made within six months from the issuance of the first
certificate of occupancy.

The Controller shall refund fees from any appropriated funds to the project sponsor on
application by the project sponsor. The application must include a copy of the Certificate of
Occupancy for all units affordable to a qualifying household required by the Inclusionary
Hbusing Program. It is the policy of the Board of Supervisors to appropriate money for this

purpose from the General Fund.

SEC. 415.7. OFF-SITE AFFORDABLE HOUSING ALTERNATIVE.

Supervisors Breed; Kim, Peskin, Safai, Tang 387 .
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 35




W o N O g A~ W N -

N N N N D N = s v\ A = = A
A W N A O O N O O AW NN -~ O

Ee%eﬁﬁé%%H&FSFﬁdy‘- If the project sponsor is eligible and elects pursuant to Section
415.5(g) to provide off-site units to satisfy the requiréments of Section 415.1 et seq., the
project sponsor shall notify the Planning Departfnent and the Mayor's Office of Housing and
Community Development ("MOHCD") of its intent as early as possible. The Planning
Department and MOHCD shall provide an evaluation of the project's compliance with this
Section 415.7 prior to approval by the Planning Commission or Planning Department. The
development project shall meet the following requifements:

(a) Number of Units: The number of units constructed off-site shall be as follows:

(1) For any housing development that is located in an area or Special Use District

with a specific affordable housing requirement, or in any other Planning Code provision, such

as Section 419 setforth-in-Section-419-or-elsewhere-inthis-Code; the higher off-site housing

requirement shall apply.

(2) For housing development projects consisting of 10 dwelling units or more
but less than 25 units, the> number of affordable units constructed off-site shall be 20%, so that
a project applicant shall construct .20 times the total number of units produced in the principal
project. If the total number of units is not a whole number, the project applicant shall round up
to the nearest-WhoIe number for any portion of .5 or above. [n no case shall the tofal number

of affordable units required exceed the number required as determined by the application of

" the applicable off-site requirement rate to the total project units. The-off-site-affordable-units

- Owned Units sfzall be affordable to

households earning 80%-up to 100% of Area Median Income, with an—a¥eFége affordable sales price

set at 98-80% of Area Median Income or less. Rental Units shall be affordable to households earning

40%-up to 8065% of Area Median Income, with an average-affordable rent set at 6055% of Areq

Median Income or less.
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 constructed off-site shall be 33% of all units constructed on the project site, with a minimum of 15% of

© o N (o)) (&) Bw N{

the-project-spenser- In no case shall the total number of affordable units required exceed the

housing development project consisting of 25 or more Owned Units, the number of affordable units

18% of the units affordable to

wer-low-income

households,shall-be 8% of the units affordable to arange-efmoderate-income households, from

number required as determined by the application of the applicable off-site requirement rate to

the total project units. Owned Units for low-income households shall have an affordable

purchase price set at 80% of Area Median Income or less, with households earning up to

100% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for low-income units. Owned Units for

‘moderate-income households shall have an affordable purchase price set at 105% of Area

Median'lncome or less, with households earning from 95% to 120% of Area Median Income
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eligible to apply for moderate-income units. Owned Units for middle-income households shall

have an affordable purchase price set at 130% of Area Median Income or less, with

households earning from 120% to 150% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for middle-

income units. For any affordable units with purchase prices set at 100% of Area.Median
Income or above, studio units shall not be allowed. MOHCD may reduce Area Median

Income pricing and the minimum income required for eligibility in each rental category.

(4) For any Rental Housing Project consisting of 25 or more Rental Units, the number

of affordable units constructed off-site shall generally be 30% of all units constructed on the project '

site, with a minimum of 3518% of the units affordable to low—erlewerincome households, and-45%

pre}eetspeﬂée#S% of the units affordable to moderate-income households and 6% of the

units affordable to middle-income households. In no case shall the total number of affordable

units required exceed the number _reguired as determined by the application of the applicable

off-site requirement rate to the total project units. Rental Units for low-income households

shall have an affordable rent set at 55% of Area Median Income or less, with households

earning up to 65% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for low-income units. Rental Units

for moderate-income households shall h»ave an affordable rent set at 80% of Area Median

Income or less, with households earning from 65% to 90% of Area Median Income eligible to
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apply for moderate-income units. Rental Units for middle-income households shall have an

affordable rent set at 110% of Area Median Income or less, with households earning from

90% to 130% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for middle-income units. For any

. affordable units with rental rates set at 100% of Area Median Income or above, studio units ..

shall not be allowed. MOHCD.may reduce Area Median Income gricing and the minimum

income required for eligibility in each rental category. MOHCD shall set forth in the Procedures

Manual the administration of rental units within this range.

(5) In the event-one or more of the Rental Units in the principal Rental Housing Project

become ownership units, for each corverted Rental Unit; or for the principal Rental Housing Project

in its entirety, as applicable, the Proiecf Sponsor shall either (4) reimburse the City the proportional

amount of the inclusionary-affordable-housing-feelnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee, which

would be equivalent to the then- current inelusionary-affordable-feelnclusionary Affordable

Housing Fee requirement for Owned Units, or_(B) provide additional on-site or off-site affordable

units equivalent to the then-current inclusionary requirements for Owned Units, apportioned among

the required number of units at various income levels in compliance with the requirements in

effect at the time of conversion.
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(862 The applicable amount of the percentage required for the off-site housing
units shall be determined based upon the date that the project sponsor has submitted a

complete Environmental Evaluation application. 4ny development project that constructs off-site

affordable housing units as set forth in this Section 415.6 shall diligently pursue completion of such

units. In the event the project sponsor does not procure a building permit or site permit for

construction of the principal project or the off-site affordable housing project within twe-years{2430

months) of the project’s approval, the development project shall comply with the inclusionary

affordable housing requirements applicable thereafter at the time when the project sponsor procures a

building permit. Such deadline shall be extended in the event of any litigation seeking to invalidate the

City's approval of the principal project or off-site affordable housing project for the duration of the

litigation.

——{8)- If the principal project or the off-site project QAas resulted in demolition,
conversion, or removal of affordable housing units that are subject to a recorded covenant,
ordinance, or law that restricts rents to levels affordable to persons and families of moderate-,
low- or very low-income, or housing that is subject to any form of rent or price control through
a public éntig’s valid exercise of its police power and determined to be affordable housing, the
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Commission or the Department shall regUire that the groieét sponsor replace the number of
affordable units removed with units of a’comgarable number of bedrooms and sales prices or
rents, in addition to co'mgﬁance with the inclusionary requirements set forth in this Section.

s x o ow | |

(e Marketing the Units: MOHCD shall be responsible for overseeing and
monitoring the marketing of affordable units under this Section 415.7. In general, the
marketing requirements and procedures shall be contained in the Procedures Manual as
amended from time to time and éhall apply to the affordablé units in the project. MOHCD may
develop occupancy standards for units of different bedropm sizes in the Procedures Manual in
order to promote an efficient allocation of affordable units. MOHCD may require in the
Procedures Manual that prospective pUrchasers complete homebuyer ed>ucation training or .
fulfill other requirements. MOHCD shall develop a list of minimum qualifications for marketing
firms that market affordable units under Section 415.1_ef seq., referred to the Procedures
Manual as Below Market Rate (BMR units). No project sponsor marketing units under the

Program shall be able to market BMR units expep’t through a firm meeting all of the minimum

.qualiﬁcations. The Notice of Special Restrictions or conditions of approval shall specify that

the marketing requirementsAand procedures contained in the Procedures Manual as amended
from time to time, shall apply to the affordable units in the project.

* * * *

(H Individual affordable units constructed as part éf a larger off-site project under this
Section 415.7 shall not receive development subsidies from any Federal, State or local
program established for the purpose of providing affordable housing, and shall not be counted
to satisfy any éffordable housing requirement for the off-site developmeht. Other units in the

same off-site projebt may receivé such subsidies. In addition, subsidies may be used, only
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with the express written permission by MOH MOHCD, to deepen the affordability of an

“affordable unit beyond the level of affordability required by this Program.

(9) Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 415.7(f) above, a project may use
California Debt Limit Allocation Committee (CDLAC) vtax—_exem.pt bond financing and 4%
credits under the Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) to help fund its obligations under
this ordinance as long as the projéct provides 25% pereent of the units as affordable at 50%
pereent of area median income for off-site housing. The income table to be used for such
projects when the units are priced at SOZQpereeni of area median income is the income table
used by MOH MOHCD for the Inclusionary Housing Program, not that used by TCAC or
CDLAC. Except as provided in this subsection, all units provided under this Section must

meet all of the requirements of this ordinance and the Procedures Manual for off-site housing.

SEC. 415.10. REPORTING TO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ECONOMICFEASIBILIFY
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(ed) Repoﬁ to Board of Supervisors. The Board of Supervisors may review the
feasibility analyses, as well as the periodic updates to the City's Nexus Study evaluating the
necessary affordable housing in order to mitigate the impacts of market rate housing. The
Board of Supervisors -in-its-sele-and-abselute discretion; will review the feasibility analyses
within three months of completion and will may consider legislative amendments to the City's

Inclusionary Housing in-lieu fees, on-site, off-site or other alternatives, and in so doing will

seek consultation from the Planning Commission, adjusting levels of inclusionary or affordable

housing obligations and income levels up to maximums as defined in Section 415.2, based on
the feasibility analyses, with the objecti\(e of maximizing affordable Inclusionary Housing in
market rate housing production, and with guidance from the City's Nexus Study. AAny
adjustment in income levels shall be adjusted commensurate with the percentage of units
required so that the obligation for inclusionary housing is not reduced by any change in
income levels. The Board of Supervisors may also utilize the Nexus Study in considering
legislative amendments to the Inclusionary Housing requirements. Updates to the City's
Inclusionary Housing requirements shall address affordable housing fees, on-site affordable

housing and off-site affordable housing, as well as the provision of affordable housing

available to low-income households at or below 55% of Area Median Income for rental units

and up to 80% of Area Median Income for ownership units, and moderate/middie-income

households from 80% to 120% of Area Median Income.

SEC. 415.11. SEVERABILITY.

If any subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or word of this Sections 415;.1 et seq., or any

application thereof to any person or circumstance, is held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a

decision of a court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining

portions or applications of the Section. The Board of Supervisors hereby declares that it would have
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assed Sections 415.1 et sedq. and each and every subsection, sentence, clause,
passed:

phrase, and word not declared invalid or unconstitutional without regard to whether any other portion

of this Sectiqns 415.1 et seq. or application thereof would be subseguently declared invalid or

unconstitutional.

Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after
enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor 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.

Section 5. 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 t_his ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment
additions, and Board amendment deletions in aécordance with the “Note” that appears under

the official title of the ofdinance.

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

KATE H. STACYV U/
Deputy City Attorney

n:\legana\as2017\1700109\01202723.docx
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FILE NO. 161351

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST
(Amended in Board, 6/27/2017)

[Planning Code - Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee Requirements]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternatives
and other Inclusionary Housing requirements; affirming the Planning Department’s
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of
public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302; and
making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of
Planning Code, Section 101.1.

Existing Law

The City generally requires private developers of new market-rate housing to provide
affordable housing (“Inclusionary Housing”) by paying a fee to the City. A developer could
also opt to provide Inclusionary Housing on- or off-site. The City’s Inclusionary Affordable
Housing Fee and other requirements are set forth in Planning Code Sections 415 et seq. and
provide 3 methods of complying with the requirements.

1. Affordable Housing Fee: The development project pays a fee equivalent to the applicable
off-site percentage of the number of units in-the principal project:

+  For development projects consisting of 10 — 24 dwelling units, the percentage is 20%.

» For development projects consisting of 25 dwelling units or more, the percentage is
33%.

2. If alde've|oper dpts to provide affordable housing on-site, the on-site Affordable Housing
would be provided as follows:

. For housing development projects consisting of 10 — 24 dwelling units, the number of
.affordable units constructed on-site would generally be 12% of all units constructed on
the project site. The units must be affordable to low-income households.

. For housing development projects consisting of 25 dwelling units or more, the number
- of affordable units constructed on-site would generally be 25% of ali units constructed
on the project site, with a minimum of 15% of the units affordable to low-income
households and 10% of the units affordable to low- or middle- income households.

3. If a developer opts to provide affordable housing off-site, the off—snte Affordable Housing
Would be provided as follows:
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+  For housing development projects consisting of 10-24 dwelling units, the number of
affordable units constructed off-site would be 20% of the number of units in the
principal project.

« For housing development projects consisting of 25 dwelling units or more, the number
of affordable units constructed off-site would be 33% of the number of units in the
principal project, with 20% of the units affordable to low-income households and 13%
of the units affordable to low- or middle-income households.

If there is a higher Inclusionary Housing requirement in specific zoning districts, the higher
requirement would apply. There are specific Inclusionary Housing requirements for the UMU
and SOMA Youth & Families Zoning Districts. The Planning Code also contains a number of
“grandfathering” provisions, which set the Inclusionary Housing requirements at lower
percentages for a limited period of time, dependmg on when a complete environmental
evaluation application was submitted.

The Planning Code directs the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development
(*“MOHCD”) to set the amount of the fee to be paid by the project sponsor to calculate the
“affordability gap” using data on the cost of construction of providing the residential housing
and the Maximum Purchase Price for the equivalent unit size.

Section 401 defines a low-income household as one whose income does not exceed 55% of
Area Median Income for purposes of renting an affordable unit, and 80% of Area Median
Income for purposes of purchasing an affordable unit. "Moderate income" and "middle
income" households shall mean households whose total household income does not exceed
100% of Area Median Income for purposes of renting an affordable unit, and 120% of Area
Median Income for purposes of purchasing an affordable unit.

The Planning Code also requires an applicant seeking a density bonus under State law to
provide analysis to support any requested concessions and incentives under the State law.
The City has not applied its inclusionary requirements to any density bonus units.

The Planning Code requires the Controller to study the economic feasibility of the City’s
inclusionary housing requirements and produce a report in 2016 and every three years
thereafter. The Board must consider the report within three months and consider legislative
amendments to the City’s Inclusionary Housing in-lieu fees, on-site, off-site, or other
alternatives recommended by the Controller and/or the Planning Commission based on the
feasibility analyses and with guidance from the City’s Nexus Study, with the objective of
maximizing affordable Inclusionary Housing in market rate housing production. -
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Amendments to Current Law

The Proposed Legislation would change the inclusionary affordable housing requirement for 3 -
kinds of inclusionary affordable housing in the following ways.

1. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee: The Amendments would set the Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Fee for projects consisting of 25 dwelling units or more to 33% for an
ownership housing project and 30% for a rental housing project.

The Amendments would direct MOHCD to calculate the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee
based on the City’s cost of constructing affordable housing. No later than January 31, 2018,
the Controller, with the support of consultants as necessary, and.in consultation with the
Inclusionary Housing Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) established in Planning Code
Section 415.10, shall conduct a study to develop an appropriate methodology for calculating,
indexing, and applying the appropriate amount of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee.

To support the Controller’s study, and annually thereafter, MOHCD shall provide the following
documentation: (1) schedules of sources and uses of funds and independent auditor’s reports
(“Cost Certifications”) for.all MOHCD-funded developments completed within three years of
the date of reporting to the Controller; and, (2) for any MOHCD-funded development that
commenced construction within three years of the reporting date to the Controller but for
which no Cost Certification is yet complete, the sources and uses of funds approved by
MOHCD and the construction lender as of the date of the development’s construction loan
closing. Cost Certifications completed in years prior to the year of reporting to the Controller
may be increased or decreased by the applicable annual Construction Cost Index
percentage(s) for residential construction for San Francisco reported in the Engineering News
Record. MOHCD, together with the Controller and TAC, shall evaluate the cost-to-construct
data, including actual and appraised land costs, state and/or federal public subsidies available
to MOHCD-funded projects, and determine MOHCD's average costs. Following completion of -
this study, the Board of Supervisors will review the analyses, methodology, fee application,
and the proposed fee schedule; and may consider adopting legislation to revise the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing fees. The method of calculating, indexing, and applying the
fee shall be published in the Procedures Manual.

The fee shall be imposed on any additional units or square footage authorized and developed
under California Government Code Sections 65915 et seq. This requirement would not apply
to development projects that have submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application
on or before January 1, 2016.

2. On-Site Inclusionary Aﬁordable Housing Units: A project sponsor may elect to prowde on-
site affordable housing in lieu of paying the Inclusionary Fee.

For housing projects consisting of 10 — 24 units, the number of affordable units constructed
on-site shall be 12% of all units constructed on the project site. The required on-site
affordable housing would increase by 0.5% annually for housing projects consisting of 10 — 24
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units, beginning on January 1, 2018, until the requirement reaches 15%. Owned Units shall
be affordable to households earning up to 100% of Area Median Income, with an affordable
sales price set at 80% of Area Median Income or less. Rental Units shall be affordable to
households earning up to 65% of Area Median Income, with an affordable rent set at 55% of
Area Median Income or less.

For any housing development project consisting of 25 or more Owned Units, the number of
affordable units constructed on-site shall generally be 20% of all units constructed on the
project site. A minimum of 10% of the units shall be affordable to low-income households, 5%
of the units shall affordable to moderate-income households, and 5% of the units shall be
affordable to middle-income households. | :

Owned Units for low-income households shall have an affordable purchase price set at
80% of Area Median Income or less, with households earning up to 100% of Area

- Median Income eligible to apply for low-income units. Owned Units for moderate-

income households shall have an affordable purchase price set at 105% of Area
Median Income or less, with households earning from 95% to 120% of Area Median
Income eligible to apply for moderate-income units.  Owned Units for middle-income
households shall have an affordable purchase price set at 130% of Area Median
Income or less, with households earning from 120% to 150% of Area Median Income
eligible to apply for middle-income units.

For any affordable units with purchase prices set at 130% of Area Median Income or
above, studio units shall not be allowed.

For any Rental Housing Project consisting. of 25 or more Rental Units, the number of
affordable units constructed on-site shall generally be 18% of all units constructed on the
project site, with a minimum of 10% of the units affordable to low-income households, 4%
of the units affordablé to moderate-income households, and 4% of the units affordable to
middle-income households.

Rental Units for low-income households shall have an affordable rent set at 55% of
Area Median Income or less, with households earning up to 65% of Area Median
Income eligible to apply for low-income units. Rental Units for moderate-income
households shall have an affordable rent set at 80% of Area Median Income or less,
with households earning from 65% to 90% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for
moderate-income units. Rental Units for middle-income households shall have an
affordable rent set at 110% of Area Median Income or less, with households earning
from 90% to 130% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for middle-income units.
For any affordable units with rents set at 110% of Area Median Income or above, studio
units shall not be allowed.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, Area Median Income limits for Rental Units and Owned
Units, the maximum affordable rents or sales price shall be no higher than 20% below
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median rents or sales prices for the neighborhood within which the project is located,
which shall be defined in accordance with the Planning Department’s American
Community Survey Neighborhood Profile Boundaries Map. MOHCD shall adjust the
allowable rents and sales prices, and the eligible households for such units, accordingly,
and such potential readjustment shall be a condition of approval upon project entitlement.
The City must review the updated data on neighborhood rents and sales prices on an
annual basis. ‘

Starting on January 1, 2018, and each year thereafter, MOHCD shall increase the
percentage of units required on-site for projects consisting of 10 — 24 units, as set forth in
Section 415.6(a)(1), by increments of 0.5% each year, until such requirement is 15%. For -
all development projects with 25 or more Owned or Rental Units, the required on-site
affordable ownership housing to satisfy this section 415.6 shall increase by 1.0% annually
for two consecutive years starting January 1, 2018, The increase shall be apportioned to
units affordable to low-income households, as defined above in Subsection 415.6(a)(3). .
Starting January 1, 2020, the increase to on-site rental and ownership developments with
25 or more units shall increase by 0.5% annually, with such increases allocated equally for
rental and ownership units to moderate and middle income households, as defined above
in Subsection 415.6(a)(3). The total on-site inclusionary affordable housing requirement
shall not exceed 26% for development projects consisting of Owned Units or 24% for
development projects consisting of Rental Units, and the increases shall cease at such
time as these limits are reached. MOHCD shall provide the Planning Department, DBI,
and the Controller with information on the adjustment to the on-site percentage so that it
can be included in the Planning Department's and DBI's website notice of the fee
adjustments and the Controller's Citywide Development Fee and Development Impact
Requirements Report described in Section 409(a).

Minimum Size of Affordable Units. All units shall be no smaller than the minimum unit sizes
set forth by the California Tax Credit Allocatlon Committee as of May 16 2017, and no smaller
than 300 square feet for studios.

The total residential floor area devoted to the affordable units shall not be less than the
applicable percentage.applied to the total residential floor area of the principal project,
provided that a 10% variation in floor area is permitted.

MOHCD may reduce Area Median Income pncmg and the minimum income requ1red for
eligibility in each rental category.

3. Off-Site Inclusionary Affordable Housing.

¢ For housing development projects consisting of 10 dwelling units or more but less than
25 units, Owned Units shall be affordable to households earning up to 100% of Area
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Median Income, with an affordable sales price set at 80% of Area Median Income or
less. . Rental Units shall be affordable to households earning up to 65% of Area Median
Income, with an average affordable rent set at 55% of Area Median Income or less.

e For any housing development project consisting of 25 or more Owned Units, the
number of affordable units constructed off-site shall be 33% of all units constructed on
the project site, with a minimum of 18% of the units affordable low-income households,
8% of the units affordable to moderate-income households, and 7% of the units
affordable to middie income households. Owned Units for low-income households
shall have an affordable purchase price set at 80% of Area Median Income or less, with
households earning up to 100% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for low-income
units. Owned Units for moderate-income households shall have an affordable
purchase price set at 105% of Area Median Income or less, with households earning
from 95% to 120% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for moderate-income units.
Owned Units for middle-income households shall have an affordable purchase price
set at 130% of Area Median Income or less, with households earning from 120% to
150% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for middle-income units.

¢ For any Rental Housing Project consisting of 25 or more Rental Units, the number of
affordable units constructed off-site shall generally be 30% of all units constructed on
the project site, with a minimum of 18% of the units affordable to low income
households, 6% of the units affordable to moderate-income households, and 6% of the
units affordable to.middle-income households. Rental Units for low-income households
shall have an affordable rent set at 55% of Area Median Income or less, with
households earning up to 65% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for low-income
units. Rental Units for moderate-income households shall have an affordable rent set
at 80% of Area Median Income or less, with households earning from 65% to 90% of
Area Median Income eligible to apply for moderate-income units. Rental Units for
middle-income households shall have an affordable rent set at 110% of Area Median
Income or less, with households earning from 90% to 130% of Area Median Income
eligible to apply for middle-income units.

For all projects, in the event a rental housing project or unit becomes ownership housing, the
owner would reimburse the cost of the fee deduction to the City, or provide additional on-site -
or off-site affordable units, so that the project would comply with the current inclusionary
housing requirements for ownership housing.

For all projects, the applicable amount of the inclusionary housing fee or percentage required
for the on-site or off-site alternatives will be determined based on the date that the project
sponsor submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application. If a project sponsor
does not procure a building permit within 30 months of project approval, the project sponsor
must comply with the inclusionary housing requirements at the time of buildihg permit
procurement. ) '
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For all projects, if the principal project has resulted in demolition, conversion, or removal of
. affordable housing units that are subject o rental restrictions for persons and families of
moderate-, low- or very low-income, or housing that is subject to any form of rent or price
control through a public entity’s valid exercise of its police power and determined to be
affordable housing, the project sponsor would pay the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee
equivalent for the number of affordable units removed, in addition to compliance with the
inclusionary requxrements

All projects must notify the Planning Department which alternative for inclusionary affordable
housing they are selecting 30 days prior to approval. Any subsequent change by a project
sponsor that results in the removal of on-site units would require pubhc notice for a hearlng
and approval from the Planning Commission.

The new inclusionary affordable housing requirements shall not apply to any project that has
not submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation Application on or before January 12,
2018, if the project is located within the Eastern Neighborhoods Mission Planning Area, the
North of Market Residential Special Use District Subarea 1 or Subarea 2, or the SOMA
Neighborhood Commercial Transit District. Until such planning processes are complete and
new inclusionary housing requirements for projects in those areas are adopted, projects shall
(1) pay a fee or provide off-site housing in an amount equivalent to 30% or (2) provide
.affordable units in the amount of 25% of the number of Rental Units constructed on-site or
27% of the number of Owned Units constructed on-site. For Rental Units, 15% of the on-site
affordable units shall be affordable to low-income households, 5% shall be affordable to
moderate-income households and 5% shall be affordable to middle-income households. For
Owned Units, 15% of the on-site affordable units shall be affordable to low-income
households, 6% shall be affordable to moderate-income households and 6% shall be-
affordable to middle-income households.

An applicant seeking a density bonus under the provisions of State Law must provide
reasonable documentation to establish eligibility for a requested density bonus, incentives or
concessions, and waivers or reductions of development standards, consistent with State law.
The Planning Department would provide information about the value of the density bonus,
concessions and incentives for each density bonus project and include it in the Department’s
case report or decision on the application. Beginning in January 2018, the Planning
Department shall prepare an annual report to the Planning Commission about the number of
density bonus projects, density bonus units and the kinds of density bonuses, concessions
and incentives provided to each density bonus project, which should be presented at the
same time as the Housing Balance Report.

The Planning Department, in consultation with the Controller, must undertake a study of areas
where an Area Plan, Special Use District, or other re-zoning is being considered for adoption,
or has been adopted after January 1, 2015, to determine whether a higher on-site inclusionary
affordable housing requirement is feaSIb|e on sites that have received a 20% or greater
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increase in developable residential gross floor area or a 35% or greater increase in residential
density over prior zoning, and shall submit such information to the Planning Commlssmn and
Board of Supervisors.

Background Information -

The City published the Residential Affdrdable Housing Nexus Analysis in November 2016.

The Controller completed the Feasibility Analysis requ;red by Planmng Code Section 415. 10
in February 2017.

n:\legana\as2017\1700109\01 202944.docx
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Introduction

« Two ordinances have recently been introduced at the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
that would modify requirements that housing developers provide affordable housing, or
a fee payment dedicated to affordable housing, as part of their project.

* These requirements, called inclusionary housing, were changed in 2016 by a City Charter
Amendment, Proposition C, which also gave the Board of Supervisors the authority to
modify them again in the future. ‘

e This economic impact report was prepared based on an initial determination of the
Office of Economic Analysis {OEA) that both proposed ordinances would have a material
impact on the City's economy.

Controller's Office » Office of Economic Analysis
City and County of San Francisco
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Economics of Inclusionary Housing

'« “Affordable housing” refers to new housing whose rent, or sales price, is limited to make
it affordable to households that cannot afford most new privately-produced, “market-
rate” housing in the city. Because this limited price is generally lower than the cost of
producing the new housing in San Francisco, affordable housing requires a subsidy to be
produced.

*Ininclusionary housing policy, the subsidy is paid by the market-rate housing developer,
which increases their cost of development. It is often argued that developers pass these
costs on to land-owners, in the form of lower bids for their land. In this way, those land-
owners ultimately. bear the cost of the affordable housing subsidies, not developers or
market-rate housing consumers. :

* However, a reduction in bids from developers can make land-owners better off with the
income they already receive from the property, and discourage them from selling to
developers to produce more housing. To the extent this is true, housing production
would be curtailed. Rents and prices for existing housing—in which the vast majority of

“households of all income levels live—become higher than they otherwise would be.

~* Inclusionary housing policy therefore involves a trade-off between the creation of
affordable housing subsidies, for low- and moderate-income households, and the
constraining of housing supply that tends to raise market-rate housing prices.

Controller's Office ® Office of Economic Analysis
City and County of San Francisco
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Developer Payment Options and Income Limits

» Under San Francisco’s inclusionary housing policy, which apply to projects with 10 or
- more units, developers have at least three options to fulfill their inclusionary
requirements: |
— On-site option: providing a specified number of affordable units as a part of the market-rate
housing project.

— Fee option: instead of providing on-site units, pay a fee to the Mayor’s Office of Housing and
Community Development (MOHCD), based on the City’s cost of producing a comparable unit of
housing.

—  Off-site option: providing a specified number of affordable housing units at a different location
within the city.

* These requirements are expressed as a percentage: for example, a 15% on-site
requirement means that 15% of the units in the project must be affordable. A 30% fee
means the developer is required to pay the appropriate MOHCD fee for 30% of the
market-rate units in the project.

¢ Inclusionary housing requiremehts may also differ in the maximum income that a
household must have in order to qualify to rent or buy an affordable umt These are
expressed as percentages of Area Median Income (AMI).

Controller's Office e Office of Economic Analysis
City and County of San Francisco
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Proposition C and the Trailing Legislation

» In 2012, voters passed a Charter Amendment which created the City’s Housing Trust
Fund, and established an inclusionary requirement of 12% (for the on-site option) and
20% (for the Fee and off-site options.) All inclusionary units were designated-for low-
income households, defined as no more than 55% of AMI for rental units, and no more
than 90% for ownership units. '

* InJune 2016, voters passed Proposition C, which raised the inclusionary requirements for
projects with 25 or more housing units. The fee and off-site options were raised from
20% to 33%, and the on-site option was raised from 12% to 25%. '

e Proposition C also established that the Board of Supervisors could modify the
requirements without voter approval in the future. After Proposition C was passed, in
trailing legislation, the Board directed the Controller’s Office to conduct a financial
feasibility study to identify the maximum feasible inclusionary requirements.

Controll‘er's Office ® Office of Economic Analysis
City and County of San Francisco - 5
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Feasibility Study Findings

During the summer and fall of 2016, the Controller’s Office worked with a team of three
consulting firms, and an eight-person Technical Advisory Committee, to make a series of
recommendations in a final report issued in February, 2017.

» Recommendations of the feasibility study include:

—  Charging different inclusionary housing requirements for rental and owner-occupied housing,
based on the finding that new rental housing generally has lower feasibility limits.

— Establishing initial on-site inclusionary requirements in the range of 14-18% for rentals, and 17-
20% for owner-occupied units, based on the finding that higher requirements would likely drive
land bids to below their 2012 prices, making it unlikely that landowners would offer land for new
housing, .

— Establishing initial fee options at the rate of 18-23% for rentals, and 23-28% for ownership
projects, as these levels corresponded to a similar land bid as the recommended on-site ranges.

— Gradually increase requirements at a rate of 0.5% per year, based on the finding that housing
prices generally grow faster than development costs and land values, and projects should
therefore be able to support higher requirements in the future..

— The Controller’s analysis was based on the 60/40 split between low and moderate income units
that Proposition C established. For example, an 20% on-site ownership requirement would mean
a 12% for condos up to 80% of AMI, and 8% for condos up to 120% of AMI.

Controller's Office ® Office of Economic Analysis
City and County of San Francisco 6
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Details of File #161351 (Sups. Kim / Peskin Legislation)

s  File #161351, introduced by Supervisors Kim and Peskin, proposed changes to both the
Proposition C requirements for projects with at least 25 units, and smaller projects that
were unaffected by Proposition C.

e The changes raise the requirements in some respects, and lower them i in others:

For projects with 10-24 units, the on-site option is maintained at 12%, but would rise by 0. 75%
per year, beginning in 2018. The fee option (20% for projects of that size) would not change. On-
site ownership units would be affordable to households in the 80-100% AMI range, with an
average at 90%, and on-site rental units would be affordable to households in the 40-80% AMI
range, with an average at 60%.

For projects with 25 or more units, the fee option would be lowered from 33% to 30% for rental
projects. Off-site requirements match the 33%/30% fee option.

On-site requirements for 25+ projects would be raised from 25% to 27% for owner—occupled and
lowered to 24% for rentals.

For on-site ownership, 15% must be for households in the 80-100% AMI range, with an average
of 90%, and 12% must be in the 100-140% AMI range, with an average of 120%. For on-site
rentals, 15% must be for households in the 40%-80% range, with an average of 60%, and 9%
must be for households in the 80-120% range, with an average of 100%.

The legislation also directs MOHCD to recalculate the fee corresponding to different cost of
producing affordable units in buildings of different sizes.

Controller's Office e Office of Economic Analysis

City and County of San Francisco
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Details of #170208 (Sups. Safai / Breed/ Tang)

* File #170208, sponsored by Supervisors Safai, Breed, and Tang, also changed the
: requirements for 10-24 units, and the larger 25-or-more unit projects affected by
Proposition C:

» For projects with 10-24 units, the legislation would leave the fee unchanged, but increase :
the applicable on-site and off-site income limits to an average of 80% of AMI for rentals
and 120% of AMI for condos.

e For projects with 25 or more units it would:

— Lower the fee option from 33% to 23% for rental projects and 28% for ownership pro;ects The
fee would rise by 0.5% per year for ten years.

— Lower and modify the onsite requirement from 25% to 18% for rental projects (for income limits
between 55% and 110% of AMI, with an average of 80%), and to 20% for ownership projects (for
income limits between 950% and 140% of AMI, with an average of 120%). These on-site
requirements would also increase by 0.5% per year for ten years.

— Set off-site requirements that match the 28%/23% fee option, which would also increase 0.5% -
per year for 10 years:

Controller's Office @ Office of Economic Analysis .
City and County of San Francisco _ 8
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Summary of Major Points of Difference Between Current Law
(Based on Proposition C) and Each Proposal

_ Current Law (Prop C) Kim/Peskin Proposal Safai/Breed/Tang Proposal
On : ; |

Fee for 25+ unit  33% ' Falls to 30% for rental Falls to 28% for ownership
projects ' projects and 23% for rental projects.
‘ Would increase 0.5% per
_year for 10 years.

25+ unit project  Low is 55% of AMI for Largely maintains Prop C Raises average income limits

income limits rentals, 80% fpr condos; lavels to 80% of AMI for rentals
Moderate is 100% and and 120% for ownership
120%

Controller's Office e Office of Economic Analysis ,
City and County of San Francisco 9
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Economic Impact Factors

As discussed earlier, by changing the inclusionary housing requirements established by
Proposition C in 2016, the proposed ordinances would affect the economy in two primary
ways: '

1. - Changing inclusionary requirements affects the cost of developing new housing in San
Francisco. On the margin, higher requirements could make some projects infeasible, and
lower requirements could facilitate projects that had been marginally infeasible.
Changing housing production in this way affects housing prices facing all renters and
purchasers of market-rate housing in the city, at all income levels.

2. Changing inclusionary requirements would also change the number of, and/or funding
- for, affordable housing units. This would reduce the subsidy that low and moderate
income households receive from this housing, and put upward pressure on the housing
burden facing those households.

The net impact of both pieces of legislation depends on the relative magnitude of these two
effects. Our estimates of them are detailed on the following pages.

Controller's Office ® Office of Economic Analysis
City and County of San Francisco 10
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Approaches to Estimating How Inclusionary Requirements Effect
Feasibility and Housing Production

* During the feasibility study process, two approaches to estimating the impact of changes
to the City’s inclusionary requirements were developed by the consulting team, and
relied upon by the Controller’s Office and the Technical Advisory Committee.

e The first approach, which is more traditional in housing feasibility studies, involves using
pro formas of representative projects, and testing the impact of policy changes on their
financial feasibility. This approach has the advantage of using up-to-date information and
a sophisticated financial model, but is weaker at estimating the citywide impact of policy
changes, because it relies on data from only a few parcels and projects, which may not
be representative. ' o

» The second approach uses a statistical model that estimates the likelihood of each land
parcel in the city to produce new housing, based on its land use and zoning
characteristics, and the state of the housing and construction markets. This model, based
on development projects during the 2000-2015 period, was developed for the OEA’s
economic impact report on Proposition C2 and significantly refined during the feasibility
studly. ‘ :

Controfler's Office o Office of Economic Analysis 2 http://openbook.sfgov.org/webreports/details3.aspx?id=2278
City and County of San Francisco : 11
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Recommendations from the Controller’s Feasibility Study
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The chart to the left shows the initial
requirements of both proposals for
rentals and ownership projects, for the
on-site and fee options. Next to the
arrows are the feasibility range, in dark
blue, identified from the pro forma
analysis conducted by consultants in
the Controller’s feasibility study™.

The Safai/Breed/Tang proposal
establishes initial requirements at the
maximum of each of the
recommended ranges, although the
income limits in the Safai/Breed/Tang
proposal are higher than those
assumed in the Controller’s study.

The Kim/Peskin requirements are
higher. However, as described on the
next page, pro forma prototypes that
took the maximum State Density Bonus
would be financially feasible under the
Kim/Peskin requirements.

1 http://openbook.sfgov.org/webreports/details3.aspx?id=2413
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The State Density Bonus and Feasibility Findings

 State law provides developers with an option to increase the density — and the number
of units — within a project, in exchange for providing affordable housing on site. Because
the State’s affordable requirements are lower than the City’s, virtually every new housing
project in San Francisco that takes the onsite option could qualify for some State density
bonus. Projects taking the fee option are not eligible.

s The bonus units allow projects to support a higher inclusionary requirement and remain
feasible. However, the City is prohibited from requiring that any of the bonus units are
affordable, and from imposing higher requirements only on those projects that take the
bonus.

* For the prototype pro formas studied in the feasibility study, a bonus project providing
the Kim/Peskin onsite requirements, would be roughly as feasible as a non-bonus project
with the Safai/Breed/Tang requirements. However, a non-bonus project would not be
feasible with the Kim/Peskin requirements.

* Use of the bonus has, to date, been limited in San Francisco, and the study reached no
conclusions about how widely it would be used in the future.

« The Safai/Breed/Tang proposal requires a bonus project to pay the fee option on the

bonus units, so a bonus project would contribute more to affordable housing than a non-
bonus project. '

Controller's Office ® Office of Economic Analysis
City and County of San Francisco 13
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The Statistical Model Uses the Cost of the Proposed Policies to Estimate
Their Effect on Housing Production

] o The statistical model created during the
Estimated Cost of Onsite Inclusionary Housing Requirements for Projects with 25+ Units, et . .
' as a Percentage of Sales Price, 2017-2032 feaSIblhty StUdy estimates housmg

production as a function of the cost of
the inclusionary policy to developers.
Policy cost is expressed as a percentage
of the sales price of a new market-rate
unit (condo or apartment).

12,0%

10.0% -

Estimating cost is challenging because ¢
the range of options open to developers,
and in this report, we focus on the
onsite option. The chart to the left
illustrates the estimated cost of the on-
site alternative, assuming 65% of future
units are condominiums and 35% are
apartments.

sow —[E

6.0% -

4.0%

Costs are projected fall over time,
because housing prices generally rise
faster the policy costs. The Kim/Peskin
proposal closely tracks Proposition C;
the Safai/Breed/Tang proposal is less
costly to developers, but its cost does
wPropC wKimPeskin  Safal : not decline as rapidly, because of its
rising onsite requirements,

2.0%

#e !

00% --MEL . R
2022
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2021
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Projecting the Impacts on Housing Production, Prices, and Affordable
Housing Units and Subsidy Value

e Using the statistical model of development developed during the feasibility study3, the
OEA simulated the impact of the two proposals, and Proposition C, on overall housing
production in the city over the 2017-2032 period. ‘

» To estimate affordable housing production, we used the on-site option for both
proposals: multiplying the units produced by the applicable on-site percentages. While
developers do utilize other options, their costs and benefits are harder to estimate.

* This approach is only reasonable when onsite and fee options are comparable to each
‘other. Because of this, we are not analyzing 10-24 unit projects, as under the Kim/Peskin
proposal, their onsite requirements increase over time, while their fee option does not.

» Projecting future housing development is subject to many uncertainties. We project
housing production under a set of different assumptions about housing price and
construction cost growth, the split between ownership and rental units, and varying uses
of the state density bonus by future housing projects.

* For each of these scenarios, housing production, for projects with 25'or more units, was
estimated under current Proposition C policies, and each of the two proposals.

* On thenext page, each proposal’s outcomes are presented as a range of percentage
differences from Proposition C, because results are different under different scenarios.

Controller's Office e Office of Economic Analysis

) _ 3 For more detalls, see the Préliminary Feasibility Report from September 2016:
City and County of San Francisco
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Estimated Impacts of the Two Proposals on Total Housmg Productlon and
Affordable Housing Production

The model allows us to estimate the total number of units produced (relative to

- Proposition C), the impact of that difference on citywide housing prices, and the annual
spending of market-rate housing consumers.

We also estimated the number of affordable units, as discussed on page 14. The average
subsidy per unit is the difference between a household’s annual cost in an affordable
unit, and their cost in a new market-rate unit. The number of affordable units, multiplied
by the average subsidy per affordable unit, yields the total annual value of the subsidy.

Outcome ) _ Kim/Peskin Proposal vs. Safai/Breed/Tang
i Prop C Proposal vs. Prop C

Citywide housing prices

0.0% 0. 1% to 0.8% less
$15M to €98M les
2% to 4% more 5% to 8% less

: _‘%>t._i 12% Iess

Total annual value of subsidy $1 M to $4 M more $10M to $50M Iess
Controller's Office o Office of Economic Analysis
City and County of San Francisco 16
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Net Impacts and Conclusions

* Inevery scenario, the Safai/Breed/Tang proposal, which reduces inclusionary
requirements, leads to the production of more housing relative to Proposition C, and

lower prices for existing housing, at the cost of reducing the number of affordable units,

and the value of subsidy generated they generate.

* Under the Safai/Breed/Tang proposal, the gain to market-rate housing consumers is
greater than the loss of affordable housing subsidy. For every dollar of subsidy lost,’
market-rate housing eonsumers gain between $1.45 and $2.53 in price savings.

» The Kim/Peskin proposal creates outcomes that closely track to Proposition C. Different
outcomes between Proposition C and the Kim/Peskin proposal result from different
assumptions about the future split between condominiums and apartments.

Controller's Office o Office of Economic Analysis
City and County of San Francisco
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Staff Contacts

Ted Egan, Ph.D., Chief Economist - ted.egan@sfgov.org
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422

18



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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
: Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
June 1, 2017
File No. 161351
Lisa Gibson

Acting Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

‘Dear Ms. Gibsen:

On May 22, 2017, the Land Use and Transportation Committee amended the following
legislation: : ‘ )

File No. 161351

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other Inclusionary Housing
requirements; to require minimum dwelling unit mix in all residential
districts; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of public necessity,
convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302; and making
findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority
policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

This amended legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board"
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk -
Land Use and Transportation Committee

Not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15378 and 15060 (c) (2) because it does
not result in a physical change in the
environment.

Attachment

c. Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning D g Revanete ooHameing,
. Joy Navarrete_ ousEavionmental g

emall=joy.navarete@sfgov.org, c=US

4 2 3 Date; 2017.06.01 14:59:20-07'00
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SAN FRANCISGO - Ottt
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
A 1650 Misslon St
P x - e . o m Sulte 400
Planﬂlng CommISSIOH ‘ gi\“gz?g?szc:?'g
Resolution No. 19937 T e
HEARING DATE: JUNE 18, 2017 - 415.558.6378 -
Date: Tune 8, 2017 : - 231"5 550,640
Project Name: Inclusionaty Affordable Housing Program (Sec 415) Amendments T
Case Number: 2017-001061PCA [Board File No. 161351v4] Planning
Sponsored by: Supervisors Breed, Kim, Peskin, Safai, and Tang lzﬂosng?l?[éa‘ﬂ
Staff Corduct: Jacob Bindliff, Citywide Planning Division o
, , Jacob bintliff@sfgov.org, 415-575-9170
Reviewed by: AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor

Recommendation: ~ Recommend Approval with Modifications

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 1) ADOPT A PROPOSED ORDINANGE,
WITH MODIFICATIONS THAT WOULD AMEND THE PLANNING CODE TO REVISE THE AMOUNT OF
THE INCLUSIONARY AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE AND THE ON-SITE AND OFF-SITE
AFFORDABLE HOUSING ALTERNATIVES AND OTHER INCLUSIONARY HOUSING
REQUIREMENTS; TO REQUIRE MINIMUM DWELLING UNIT MIX IN ALL RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS;
TO ESTABLISH DWELLING UNIT MINIMUM SiZES; TO ESTABLISH A PROHIBITION ON STUDIO
UNITS WITH PRICES SET AT 100% AMI OR ABOVE; TO REPLACE OR PAY A FEE FOR ANY
AFFORDABLE UNITS THAT MAY BE LOST DUE TO DEMOLITION OR CONVERSION; AND
AFFIRMING THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT'S DETERMINATION UNDER THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT; MAKING FINDINGS OF PUBLIC NECESSITY, CONVENIENCE,
"AND WELFARE UNDER PLANNING CODE, SECTION 302; AND MAKING FINDINGS OF
CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN, AND THE EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING
. CODE, SECTION 101.1.

WHEREAS, ot December 13, 2016 Supervisor Kim and Supervisor Peskin introduced a proposed
Ordinance under Board of Supervisors (hereinafter “Board”) File Number 161351 {referred to in this
resolution as Proposal A), which amends Section 415 of the Planning Code to revise the amount of the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternatives and
other Inclusionary Housmg requirements; and adds reportmg requirements for density bonus projects;
and,

~ WHEREAS, on February 28, 2017 Supervisor Kim and Supervisor Peskin introduced substitute legislation
under Board File Number 161351vZ; and,

WHEREAS, on February 28, 2017 Supervisor Safai, Supérvis’sor Breed, and Supervisor Tang introduced a
proposed ordinance under Board File Number 170208 (referred to in this resolution as Proposal B), which
amends the Planning Code to revise the amount of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-
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Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternatives and other Inclusionary Housing requirements; and
requires a minimum dwelling unit mix in all residential districts; and,

WHEREAS, on September 29, 2015, Mayor Ed Lee and Supervisor Tang introduced a proposed
Ordinance under Board File Number 150969, to add Planning Code Section 206 to create the Affordable
Hou_sing Bonus Program, the 100 Petcent Affordable Housing Borus 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 Staté Density Bonus Law, Government Code, Section 65915, et seq.; to
establish the procedures in which these Programs shall be reviewed and approved; and to add a fee for
applications under the Programs; and

WHEREAS, on October 15, 2015 the Planning Conumission voted to initiate an amendment to the General
Plan to add language to certdin policies, objectives and maps that clarified that the City could adopt
policies or programs that allowed additional density and development potential if a project included
increased amounts of on-site affordable housing; and

WHEREAS, on February 25, 2016, this Commission found that the Affordable Housing Bonus Program
was, on balance, consistent with the San Franciséo General Plan as amended, and forwarded the
Affordable Housing Bonus Program, together with several recommended amendments, to. the Board of
Supervisors for their consideration; and

WHEREAS, on June 13, 2016, Supervisor Tang duplicated the AHBP ordinance file and amended the
AHBP ordinance to include only the 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program, and amended the 100%
Affordable Housing Bonus Program to, among other items, prohibit the use of the program on patcels
containing residential units and to allow an appeal to the Board of Supervisors; and

‘WHEREAS, on June 30, 2016, in Resolution 19686, the Planning Commission found that both the 100%
Affordable Housing Bomus Program [BF 150969] and 100% Affordable Housing Density and
Development Bonuses [BF 160668] to be consistent with the General Plan, and in July 2016 the Board of
Supervisors adopted the 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program, which is now found in Planning
Code section 206; and ‘

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission {hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly noticed public

informational hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the two proposed ordinances on
March 16, 2017; and

WHEREAS, The Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting
to consider the two proposed Ordinances on April 27, 2017, and

WHEREAS, The Commiission passed Resolution Number 19903 recommending approval with
modifications of an Ordinance amending the Planning Code controls for the Affordable Inclusionary
Housing Program and certain other requirements among other actions; and

'SAN FRANCISCO 2
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WHEREAS, On May 22, 2017 at the Land use and Transportation Committee, Supervisor Peskiri moved
to amend BF 161351. After the motion was seconded by Supervisor Safai, the ordinance as amended
became the “Consensus” ordinance., .

WHEREAS, The components of the Consensus Ordinance that are materially different than elements
considered by the Commission on April 27, 2017 include the following:

1. to require a minimum dwelling unit mix in all residential districts for projects of 10 - 24 units, as
well as projects of 25 units or more, in all resideritial zoning districts outside of Plan Areas;

2. to establish a minimum unit size for inclusionary units required through Section 415,;

3. to prohibit the designation of inclusionary studio units at affordable levels above 100% AMI;

4. to require replacement of or fee payment for any affordable units that may be lost due to
demolition or conversion, above and beyond the required mduswnary units under Section 415;

5. to exclude certain areas from the proposed citywide Inclusionary requirements and make them
subject to higher requirements until additional analysis is completed to address affordability
levels in these areas, including a) the Eastern Neighborhoods Mission Planning Area; the North
of Market Residential Special Use District Subarea 1 or Subarea 2 and the SOMA Neighborhood
Commercial Transit District.

6. to require an Affordable Housing Fee amount. that is substantially above the maximum
economically feasible level as identified by the Controller’s Economic Feasibility Study required
by Proposition C, and thus establish a-significant disincentive for the use of the State Density
Bonus Law to produce bonus units. This is because Bonus units would be subject to the Fee
aimount under the proposed Ordinance. This disincentive was not previously considered by the

* Planning Commission.

WHEREAS, Planning Code Section 302(d) requites that material modifications added by the Board of
Supervisors be referred to the Planning Commission for consideration.

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments to the Inclusionéry Affordable Housing Program in the modified
ordinance is not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c)(2) and 15378 because they
do not result in a physical change in the environment; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the
public heating 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 the “Consensus” ordinance amending the Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Program [BF 161351]; and

SAN FRANGISCO ) . 3
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WHEREAS, The Planning Commission determines that:

1.

'In making the recommendation to revise the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the

Commission reaffirms the Board. of Supervisor's policy established by Resolution Number 79-16
that it shall be City policy to maximize the economically feasible percentage of inclusionary
affordable housing in market rate housing development.

Inclusionary requirements should not exceed the rates recommended in the Controller's

~ Economic Feasibility Study established in Proposition C, that the maximum economically feasible

requirements for the on-site alternative are 18% for rental projects or 20% for ownership projects,
or the equivalent of a fee or off-site alternative requirement of 23% for rental projects or 28% for
ownership projects.

The Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program requirements should remain below the City’s
current Nexus Study.

The City should use the Inclusionary Affordable Housin_g’ Program to help serve the housing
needs for low-, moderate-, and above-moderate income households that area above the level
eligible for projects supported by federal low income housing tax credits, and also earn below the
minimum level needed to access market rate housing units in San Francisco.

The Planning Department should implement additional monitoring and reporting procedures
regarding the use of the State Density Bonus Law, and should require that eligible projects that
seek and receive a bonus under the State Bonus Law pay the Affordable Housing Fee onr ‘
additional units provided.

The iricremental increases to the inclusionary requirements as established by the passage of
Proposition C for projects that ehtered the pipeline between January 1, 2013 and January 12, 2016
should be retained for projects electing the on-site alternative, and removed for projects paying
the: Affordable Housing Fee or electing the off-site alternative, to maintain consistency with the
recommended maximum economijcally feasible requirements recommended in the Controller’s
Study.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby finds that the proposed
ordinance to amend the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the Commission’s recommended
modifications to the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program ate consistent with the General Plan for
the reasons set forth below; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Board of
Supervisors approve a modified ordinance to revise the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program- as
described within Resolution Number 19903 and within this resolution and adopts the findings as set forth

below.

SAN FRANCISCO 4
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FINDINGS

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

7. General Plan Compliancé. The proposed Ordinance and the Commission’s recommended
modifications are consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

HOUSING ELEMENT
OBJECTIVE 1

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET
THE CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

POLICY 1.1

Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially
affordable housing.

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program furthers the potential for creation
of permanently affordable housing in the City and facilitate an increase the number of gffordable housing
units that could be built in San Francisco. Generally affordable projects require that units be affordable for
55 years or permanently, depending on the funding source. This program is one tool to plan for affordable
housing needs of very low, low and moderate income households.

POLICY 1.6
Consider greater flexibility in number-and size of units within established building

envelopes in community based planning processes, especiallyif it can increase the number of
affordable units in multi-family structures.

* The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program provides greater flexibility in ihe
number of units permitied in new afférdable housing projects by providing increased heights, relief from
any residentinl density caps, and allowing some zoning modifications. This is achieved by pairing the
programs with either the State Density Bonus Law, California Goversment Code section 65915 et seq. or
through the local ordinance implementing the state law, such as the Affordable Housing Bonus Program or
HOME-SF [BF 150969].

POLICY 3.3

Maintain balance in affordability of existing housing stock by supporting affordable
moderate ownership opportunities.

- The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program increase affordable ownership
oppartunities for households with moderate incomes.

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Prograni generally maintains the current
“low” and “moderate" income tiers, with the significant change that these targets wanld be defined as an
average AMI served by the project, with units falling within a specified range of income levels. Considering
the average incomes served, the proposal would serve households in the middle of both the Low Income

SAN FRANGISCO 5
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . :

428



Exhibit A: Resolution No. 19937 CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA
June 15,2017 - ' Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments

and Moderate Income groups, and would meet the demonstrated need of both income groups, while serving
segments of both income groups that are least served by the City's current affordable housing programs.

POLICY 4.1

Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for famﬂles with
children.

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Y Aﬁordable Housing Program can Increase the supply of new

affordable housing, zncludzng new affordable housing for families. The ordinance amending the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program includes dwelling unit mix requirements that encourage certain
percentages of unils with two or three bedrooms.

POLICY 4.4

Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasmmg permanently
affordable rental units wherever possible.

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program encourage the development of‘
greater numbers of permanently affordable housing, including rental units, These affordable units are
gffordable for the life of the project.

Policy 4.5
Ensure that new pennanently 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,

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program reaches throughout the City which
enables the City to increase the nymber of very low, low and moderate income households and encourage
integration of neighborhoods.

OBJECTIVE?7

SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING,
INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON
TRADITIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL,

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program seeks to create permanently
affordable housing by leveraging the investment of private development.

OBJECTIVE 8
BUILD PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR CAPACITY TO SUPPORT, FACILITATE,
PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program sizppoz 1§ this objective by revising

the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program to maximize the production of affordable housing in concert
with the production of markei-rate housing.

POLICY 8.3
Support the production and management of permanently affordable housing.

SAN FRANCISCO 6
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The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program supporis the production of
permanently affordable housing supply.

OBJECTIVE 11
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN
FRANCISCO’S NEIGHBORHOODS.

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program encourages mixed income
buildings and neighborhoods.

POLICY 11.3 .
Engure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing
residential neighborhood character.

Establishing permanently affordable housing in the City’s various neighborhoods would enable the City to
stabilize very low, low and moderate income households. These households meaningfully contribute to the
existing character of San Francisco’s diverse neighborhioods.

POLICY 11,5
Ensure densities in established resxdentlal areas promote compatibility with prevailing
neighbothood character.

‘The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Prograni will produce buildings that are
generally compatible with existing neighborhoods. State Density Bonus Law, California Government Code
section 65915 et seq. does enable higher density that San Francisco’s zoning would otherwise allow.

OBJECTIVE 12

BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES
THE CITY'S GROWING POPULATION.

OBJECTIVE 13

PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND CONSTRUCTING
NEW HOUSING. .

Housing produiced under either ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program would
pay impact fees that support the C‘zty s infrastructure.

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

BALBOA PARK AREA PLAN

" OBJECTIVE 4.5: PROVIDE INCREASED HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO A
MIX OF HOUSEHOLDS AT VARYING INCOME LEVELS.

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program would increase affordable housing
opportunities for a mix of household incomes.

SAN FRANGISCO 7
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BAYVIEW AREA PLAN

OBJECTIVE 6 ENCOURAGE THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW AF FORDABLE AND MARKET
RATE HOUSING AT LOCATIONS AND DENSITY LEVELS THAT ENHANCE THE QVERALL
RESIDENTIAL QUALITY OF BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT.

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Aﬁordable Housing Program would inctease affordable housing
opportutiities 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 ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program would increase affordable housing
opportunities

CHINATOWN AREA PLAN
‘OBJECTIVE 3
STABILIZE AND WHERE POSSIBLE INCREASE THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING.

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program would incrense aﬁordable housing
opportunities,

MARKET AND OCTAVIA AREA PLAN
OBJECTIVE 2.4

PROVIDE INCREASED HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO HOUSEHOLDS AT
VARYING INCOME LEVELS.

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program would increase affordable houéing
opporfunities.

-MISSION AREA PLAN

OBJECTIVE 2.1

ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING CREATED IN THE
MISSION IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES..

The ordinance amending the Incluszonury Affordatle Housmg Program would incregse uﬁ‘ordable housing
opportuwities.

SHOWPLACE/POTRERO HILL AREA PLAN

OBJECTIVE 2.1

ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING CREATED IN THE
SHOWPLACE /POTRERO IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF
INCOMES.

The ordinance amending the Incluswnary Affordable Housing Program would increase affordable housing
opportunities.

SAN FRANCISGD 8
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SOMA AREA PLAN

OBJECTIVE 3

ENCOURAGE THE DEVELOPMENT OF NEW HOUSING, PARTICULARLY AFFORDABLE
HOUSING.

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program would increase affordable housing
opportunities.

~ WESTERN SHORELINE AREA PLAN

POLICY 11.3 ,

Continue the enforcement of citywide housing policies, ordinances and standards regarding
the provision of safe and convenient hous:mg to residents of all income levels, especially low-
and moderate-income people.

The ordinance amendinig the Incluszonary Affordable Houszng Program would increase nffordable housing
opportunities.

POLICY 114
Strive to increase the amoimt of housmg units citywide, especmlly units for low- and
moderate-income people.

" The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program would increase affordable houszng
opportunities.

WESTERN SOMA AREA PLAN -

OBJECTIVE 3.3 .
ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF THE NEW HOUSING CREATED IS
AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program would increase affordable housing -
opportunities.

8. Planning Code Section 101 Findings. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code -are
consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Sectxon 101.1(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;.

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program would not have a negative
effect on neighborhood serving retail uses and will not have a negative effect on opportunities for
resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood-serving retail.

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

SAN FRANGISCO R o]
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The ordinance ammending the Iriclusionary Affordable Housing Program would not have a negative
effect on housing or neighborhood character.
That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housmg Program would increase City's supply
of permanently affordable housing.

That commuter traffic not impede MUNI ftransit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking;

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable H‘ousing Program would result in commuter

traffic impeding MUNI transit service or overburdening the streets or neighborhood parking.

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 ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing would not cause displacement of the

.industrial or service sectors due to office development as it-does not enable office development.

That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an
earthquake;

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on City's preparedness against injury and
loss of life in an earthquake.

That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;

The proposed Ordinance woild not have an ddverse qﬂect on the City's Landmarks and historic
buildings. :

That our parks and open space and their access to sunhght and vistas be protected from

~ development;

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City’s parks and open space and their
access ko sunlight and vistas.

9. Planning Code Séction 302 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented
. that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the proposed amendments to
the Planhing Code as set forth in Section 302; and .

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Commission hereby recommends that the Board ADOPT a
proposed Ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, as described in the
Commission’s April 27, 2017 recommendation as recorded in Resolution Number 19903, with the
following new recommended modifications as summarized below.
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Material Modifications. For the maferial modifications, the Commission’s new recommendations are as
follows:

1. Add clarifying language about the dwelling unit mix requirement, that the total requirement
should be inclusive of the 3-bedroom réquirement;

2, Set the proposed minimum unit sizes to be equal to the carrent TCAC minimum sizes for all
inclusionary units;

3. Remove the prohibition on studm units with prices set at 100% AMI ar above and distribute
units evenly across income levels;

4. Establish a consistent citywide inclusionary requirement that is within the feasible level
identified by the Conirollér’s Study, unless appropriate study has been completed to support
any neighborhood of district specific requirements. Further, if the Board maintains
neighborhoo&—speéific Inclusionary Requirements, the upcoming study by the Controller, in
consultation with an Inclusionary Housing Technical Advisory Committee should be required to
include a study of neighborhood-specific requirements in addition to the upcoming the Fee
schedule methodology to be completed by January 31, 2018 for later consideration by the Board
of Supervisors.

5. Set economically feasible Affordable Housing Fee requirements that do not establish a
disiricentive to use the State Density Bonius Law to produce bonus units and recommend further
study through the Fee Schedule Analysis to be conducted by the Controller and TAC.

Implementation and Technical Recommendations.

Beyond the resporise to the material modifications described above, Depattment staff have reviewed the
Consensus Ordinance for implementation and technical considerations and offers the following
add1t1cma1 revisjons:

6. Clarify the grandfathering language so as to specify that the new and modified provisions of the

Inclusionary program under the Consensus Ordinance would apply only to new projects that

* filed ant EEA on or prior to January 12, 2016, while maintaining the incremental increases to the

On-Site and Fee/Off-Site percentage requ1rements for plpelme projects as established by
Proposition C.

7. Add clarifying language to ensure that the cumulative rounding up of required inclusionary .
units in each of the three income tiers in no case exceed the total percentage requirement as
applicable to the project as a whole. (e.g. 18% total) -

8. Reference the appropriate Planning Department map of neighborhood areas for the purpose of
analyzing neighborhood-level data fo ensure that inclusionary units are priced below the market
rate, the Ametican Commnity Survey Neighborhood Profile boundaries map.

9. Ensure that the application of the new requirements under Section 415 of the Planning Code is
~ consistent with the Transbay Redevelopment Plan and the state law governing redevelopment
of the Transbay area, per OCII recommendationt.

10. Revise provisions regarding the determinafion and sunsetting of inclusionary requirements for
projects to allow for program implementation that is consistent with standard Department
practices and Planning Commission recommendations, specifically that the applicable

SAN FRANCISCO 11
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requirément be determined at the filing date of the EEA, and would be automa’cicaliy reset to the
applicable rate if no First Construction Document is obtained within 30 months from the time of
project entitlement. - ‘

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on June 15,
2017.

Commission Secretary

AYES: . Hillis, Richards, Johnson, Koppel, and Melgar

NOES: . Moore

ABSENT: Fong

AD(SPTED: | June 15,2017
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City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 941024689
Tel. No. 554-5184
" Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
December 20, 2016
File No. 161351
Lisa Gibson

Acting Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. G‘lbsor_r:
On December 13, 2016, Supervisor Kim introduced the following proposed legislation:
File No. 161351

Ordinance amending the Planning Code fo revise the amount of the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other Inclusionary Housing
requirements; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the
California Environmerital Quality Act; making findings under Planning
Code, Section 302; and making findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

This }e‘gisiatién is being transmitted to you for environmental review.

Ivillo, Clz;k of the Board

ﬂﬂ/ By: Alisa Somera,’Legislative Deputy Director
Land Use and Transportation Commitiee

Angela

Attachment
o Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning - [Not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning Sections 15060(c) and 15378 because it does not

result in a physical change in the environment,

y}ﬁlml'c, (Pa(l\/\a,
12/20 /14,
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City Hall
Dr. Carlion B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163 :
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
March 1, 2017
File No. 161351
Lisa Gibson

Acting Environmental Review Officer
Pianning Department

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
- San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Gibson:

On February 28, 2017, Supervisor Kim introduced the following substitute legislation:

File No. 161351 -

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the

Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site

Affordable Housing Alternatives: and other Inclusionary Housing

requirements; adding reporting requirements for density bonus projects;

affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California

Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning Code, Section
302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the -
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

“This substitute legislation is being fransmitted to you for environmental review.

Angela rk of the Board

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

lvillo, C

lisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director
Land Use and Transportation Committee

not result in a physical change in the

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning  cnvironment .

Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning

Digitally signed by Joy Navarrete

J Oy ’ DN: cn=Joy Navarrete, o=Planning,
ou=Environmental Planning,
Navarrete

email=joy.navarrete@sfgov.org,

i
[

Date: 2017.03.23 08:43:30 -07'00'
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/ITY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

April 21, 2017

Planning Commission

Atin: Jonas lonin

1650 Mission ‘Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissio,hers:
On April 18, 2017, Supervisor Kim introduced the following substitute legislation:
File No. 161351 |

Ordmance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other Inclusionary Housing
requirements; adding reporting requirements for density bonus projects;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; making findings unhder Planning Code, Section
302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

The substltute 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 Transportationn Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt
of your response.

. Angela Galvillo, Glerk of the Board

,]%,& By: 4 ra, Legislative Deputy Director
| ' Land Use and Transportation Committee

c: John Rahaim, Director of Planning

Not defined as a project under CEQA
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs|~ . . 1. :
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator Guidelines Sections 15378 and 15060(c)(2)

Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Office becausg it does th result in a physical
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor change in the environment.

Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning gﬁ‘gﬁﬂiﬂe 2t 12:08 pr, Apr 2'8 201 7
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SAN FRANGISCO e

PLANNING DEPARTMENT  /u/35/

May 4, 2017

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk
Honorable Supervisors Kim, Safai, Peskin, Breed, and Tang
" Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
.City Hall, Room 244
1 Dr. Carlion B. Goodlett Place
" San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2017-001061PCA
Amendments to Section 415, Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program
Board File No: 161351 Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements;
170208 Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Dwelling Unit
Mix Réguirements

Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval with Medifications
Dear Ms. Céivﬂlo and Supervisors Kim, Safai, Peskin, Breed, and Tang,

On April 27, 2017, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a
regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed Ordinances that would amend Plarming
Code Section 415, introduced by Supetvisors Kim and Peskm and Supervisors Safai, Breed, and
Tang, respectively. At the hearing the Planning Commission recommended approval -with
modifications,

Spedifically, the Plarining Commission recommended that the Board of Supervisors adopt final
legislation as described. The adopted resolution, including detailed recommendations and the
associated Executive Summary, are attached.

A, APPLICATION
a.  No amendments are recommended.

B. INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENTS

a. Incude a condominium conversion provision to specify that projects converting to
ownership projects must pay a conversion fee equivalent to the difference between
the fee requirement for ownership projects in effect at the time of the conversion and
the requirement the project satisfied at the time of entiflement.

Include provisions of Board File No. 161351 (“Proposal A”), as modified above.

b. Establish fee, on-site, and off-site requirements for Larger Projects (25 or more units)
that are within the range of “maximum economically feasible” requirements

www.stplannitg.org
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Transmital Materials : " {CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA

Amendments fo Planning Code Section 415
inclusionary Affordable Housing Program

recommended in the Controller’s Study. . '
Incltde provisions of Board File No 170208 {“Proposal B”) without mi muﬂxﬁcahon
as follows:

For Rental Projects:
i. Pee or Off-Site Alternative: equivalent of 23% of project units
il On-Site Alternative: 18% of projectunits

For Ownership Projects:

i. Fee or Off-Site Alternative: equivalent of 28% of project units
i, On-Site Alternative: 20% of project units

C. SCHEDULE OF ANNUAL INCREASES TO REQUIREMENTS

a.

SAN FRANGIS

PLA-NNING DEPARTMENT

Establish an explicit maximum requirement at which the s¢hedule of inareases
would terminate, and that rate should be below the maximum requirement legally
supported by the Nexus Stady.

Include provisions of Board File No. 170208 (“Propesal B”) with modifications to
clarify that this provision also applies to both Smaller and Larger Dm; jects, as
follows:

For Rental Projects:
i. Fee or Off-Site Alternafive: equivalent of 28% of project units
it. On-Site Alternatives 23% of project units
For Ownership Projects: , .
i. Fee oz Off-Bite Alternative: equivalent of 33% of project utits
il. On-Site Alternative; Z5% of project units

Establish that requitement rates be increased by 18 pementage point every two years
for both Smaller and Large projects.
Include provisions of Board File No. 170208 (“Proposal B”), as muodified above,

The schedule of increases should comumence no fewer than 24 months following the
effective date of final prdinance for both Smaller and Larger projects.
Under eifher ordinance, final legislation should be amended accordingly

Establish a “suriset” provisien that is consistent with curren% practices for the
determination of indlusionary requirernents arid Planning, Depaxtmem procedures,
specifically that the requirement be established at the-date of Environmental
Evatuation Application and be teset if the project has niot received a first-conistruction
document within threé years of the project’s first erititlement approval.

Include provisions of Board File No. 70208 {“Proposal B”) with modifications to
clarify that this provision applies to both Smaller and Larger projects.

ba
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Transmital Materials T CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA

Amendments to Planning Code Section 415
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program

' D. AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE

a

Apply the fee on a per gross square foof basis so that the fee is assessed

. proportionally to the total area of the project.

Include provisions of Board File No, 178208 (“Proposal B”) without modification.

‘Revise language 1o allow MOHCD to calculate the fee to match the actual cost to the

City to construct below markef rate unifs, without factoring the maxiraum sale price
of the equivalent inclusionary unit. .
Include provisions of Board File No. 170208 (*Proposal B”) withoeut modification.

E. INCOME LEVELS

a.

SEN FRENTISEC

PLANKING DEPARTMENT

Establish affordability requirements that clearly apply to the inaximum rent-or
maximum sale price of the inclusionary unit, and notto the income level of the
household placed in that unit. .

Under either ordinance, final legislation should be amended accordingly.

Designate inclusionary wunits at three discrete afférdability levels for Larger
projects to better serve houiseholds with incomes between the-carrent low and
moderate income fiers.

Inclisde provisions of Board File No. 170208 (“Proposal B”) with modified income
tiers as below.

Final legislation should target inclusionary units to serve the gap In coverage

.between low-income households who can access other existing housirig programs and

moderate and middle-income households earning less thatt the level needed to access
market rate units.

Include provisions of Board File No. 170208 (“Proposal B”}, with modifications, as
foliows: ‘

For Rentat Frojects:

i Two—thuds of urtits at no more than 55% of Area Median
Income

ii. One-third of units split evenly between units at no more
than 80% of Area Median Income, and units at no more than 110%.of
Area Median Income

For Ownership Projects:

{. Two-thirds of units at no more than 90% of Area Median. .
Income
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Transtital Materials « - CASE NO. 2017-001081PCA

Amendments to Planning Code Section 415
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program

ii. Ope-third of units split evenly between units at nio more
‘than 110% of Area Median Income and units at no more than 140% of
Area Median Income

" d. Designate inclusionary units at a single affordability levet for Smaller prejects.

This requirement should be set to match the middle tier established for larger
prOJects as desmbed below.

as follows:

i, For Rental Projects: all inclusionary units at no more fhan 55% of Area
Median Income

ii, For Ownership Projects: all indusionary units at no more than 80% of Area
Median Income
e. Final legislation shoudd include language requiring MOHCD to undertake

necessary action to ensure that in no case may an inclusionary affordable unit be
provided at a maximum rent or sale price that is less than 20 percent below the
average asking rent or sale price for the relevant market area within which the
inclusionary unit is Jocated.
Under either ordina;'@ce, final legislation should be amended accordingly.

F. DENSITY BONUS PROVISIONS

BAN FRANCISCO
?LANMNG PEPARTMENT

a.  Encourage the use of density bonas to maximize the production of affordable
housing. At the same time, because a density bonus may not be used in every
"~ situation, the inclusionary requirements established in Section 415 should be
econmmcally feas:ble regardless of whether a density bonus is exercsed.

The final Inclusionary ordinance should be paired with a local density bonus
ordinance, such as thé HOME-SF Program, that implements the State Density Bonus
Law in a manner that is tailored to the San Francisco’s contextual and policy. needs.
Indude provisions of Board File No. 170208 (“Proposal B”). without modification. -

Direct the Plannmg Department to require “reasonable documentauon from
project sponsnrs seeking a State Bonus to establish eligibility for a requested density
bonus, incentives of concession, and waivers or reductions of development standards,
as provided for under state law, and as consistent with the process and procedures

detailed in a locally adopted ordinance implementing the State Dénsity Bonus Law.
Indude provisions of Board File No. 161351 (“*Proposal A”) without modification.

Require the Planning Department to prepare an annual report on the use of the
Diensity Bonus to the Planning Commission beginning in January 2018 that details
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Transmital Materials

the number of projects seeking a bonus and the concessions, waivers, and level of
borus provided.

Require that projects pay the Affordable Housing Fee on any additiorial units
authorized by the State Bonus program,
Include provisions of Board File No. 176208 {“Proposal B”) withont modification.

G. UNIT MIX REQUIREMENTS

a.

Dwelling tnit mix requiremnents should apply to total project units, not only to on-
sjte inclusionary units to allow for inclusionary units to be provided comparable to
market rate units, as required in Section 415, |

Under either ordinance, final le pisiation should be amended acegrdingly,

Final legislation should set a large unit requirement at 40% of the total number of -
unifs as two-bedroom or larger, with no fewer than 10% of the fotal number of
units being provided as 3-bedroom or larget,

Under either ordinance, final legislation should be amended accordingly.

H. “GRANDFATHERING PROVISIONS

a.

b.

[

SAN FRANDISCD

Smaller Projects should remain subject to “grandfathered” on-site and fee or off-site
requirements. Both Ordinances would maintain this stracture.
No recommended amendments.

Larger Projects (25 or more units) choosing the on-site alternative should remain
subject fo the incremental percentage requiremerts established by Proposition C.
Include provisions of Board File No. 170208 {"Proposal B”) without modification.

The incremental increases established for Larger Projects choosirig the fee or off-site
alternatives, should be amended to match the permanent requirements established in
the final legislation, which should riot exceed the maximum feasible rate.

Include provisions of Board File No. 170208 {“Proposal B} without miodification.

The incremental increases established by Proposition C for Larger Projects that
enttered the pipeline before 2016 and are located in UMU districts should be removed,
leaving the area- SpeleIC requirements of Sechon 419 in place for these projects.

without modification.

Final legislation should explicitly establish that projects in UMU disiricts that entered
the pipeline after Jannary 12, 2016 should be subject to the higher of the on-site, fee,
or oﬁ-si’ce requiremnents set forth in Section 419 or the citywide requirements in

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Transmital Materials . GASE NO. 2017-001061PCA
Amendments to Planning Code Section 415
" lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program

Section 415, s established by final legislation.

Under either ordinance, final Ieg;g' lation should be amended accéx‘éing}x.

. Establish that all other Section 415 provisions will apply to pipeline projects,
regardless of the acceptance date of the project’'s EEA; projects that were fully entitled
prior to the effective date of final legislation would be subject to the inclusionary
requirements in effect at the time of entitlement. :

Under either ordinance, final legislation should be amended accordingly.

1. ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

a. The Commission recommends that the Board of Supervisors should consider
additional measures that may be undertaken by the City to subsidize the ancillary
housing costs to owners of inclusionary ownership units, including but not
limited to Homeowners Association dues.

b. Final legislation should require MOHCD to provide regular reporting to the
Planning Conmmission on the racial and household composition demographic
data of occupant households of inclusionary affordable units.

Under either ordinance, final legislation should be amended accordingly.

J. REQUIRED FEASIBILITY STUDIES

a. . Addifional feasibility studies to determine whether a higher on-site inclusionary
affordable housing requirement is feasible on sites that have received a 20% of
greater increase in developable residential gross floor area of a 35% or greater
increase in residential density over prior zoning, should only be requireci when;
1) the upzoning has occurred after the effective date of this ordinance; 2) no
feasibility study for the specific upzoning has previously been completed and
published; 3) the upzoning occurred as part of an Area Plan that has already been
adopted or which has already been analyzed for feasibility and community
benefits prior o the effective date of the ordinance. In no case should the
requirement apply for any project or group of projects that has been entitled prior
to the effective date of the ordinance.

Under either ordinance, final legislation should be amended accordingly. |

Supervisors, please advise the City Attomey at your earliest convendence if you wish to
incorporate the changes recommended by the Commission into your proposed Ordinance. Please

SAN FRANCISED A
PLANNING DEPARTMENT .
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Amendments to Planining Code Section 415
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program

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

AnMarie Rotigers
Senior Policy Advisor

cc
Audrey Pearson, Deputy City Attorney
Bobbi Lopez, Aide to Supervisor Kim

_ Suhagey Sandoval, Aide fo Supervisor Safai
Sunny Angulo, Aide to Supervisor Peskin
Michael Howerton, Aide to Supervisor Breed
Dyanna Quizon, Aide to Supervisor Tang
Alisa Someta, Office of the Clerk of the Board
bos.legislation@sfgov.org . '

Attachments:
Planning Commission Resolutiont No. 19903
Planning Department Executive Summary

SAN FRANGISCD. . v
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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SAN FRANCISCO |
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1550 Mission St
» Lo - .. Suite 49[}
Planning Commission | smFanon,
Resolution No. 19903 I
HEARING DATE: APRIL 27, 2017 415.558.6378
, Fax
Profect Name: inclusionary Affordable Housing Program {Sec 415) Amendments 415.558.5408
Gase Number: 2017-001061PCA Planting
BANIMY
w ' Iformation;
initiated by: - Supervisors Kim and Peskin, Inroduced Decamber 13, 2016 515 558 8577

Version 2, Introduced February 28, 2017; Version 3, Introduced April 18, 2017
Inclustenary Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements
[Board File Ne. 161351]

Initiated by: Supervisors Safal, Breed, and Tang Infroduced February 28, 2017
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Dwelling Linit Mix Reguirements
[Board File No. 170268]

* . Slaff Contact: Jacob Bintiff, Citywide Planning Division
‘ jeceb bintif@sfgov.erg, 415-575-9170

Reviewed by: AnMarie Rodgars, Senior Policy Advisor
anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org, 415-558-6395

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 1) ADOPT A PROPOSED ORDINANCE, |
WITH MODIFICATIONS THAT WOULD AMEND THE PLANNING CODE TO REVISE THE AMOUNT
OF THE INCLUSIONARY AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE AND THE ON-SITE AND OFF-SITE
AFFORDABLE HOUSING ALTERNATIVES' AND ©OTHER INCLUSIONARY HOUSING
REQUIREMENTS; REQUIRE MINIMUM DWELLING UNIT MIX IN' ALL RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS;

- AFFIRM THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT'S DETERMINATION UNDER THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT; MAKE FINDINGS UNDER PLANNING CODE, SECTION 302; AND
MAKE FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN, AND THE EIGHT PRIORITY
POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE, SECTION 101.1 AND Z) AND MAKE FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY |
WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND THE EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION
1811 FOR THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAMS AND HOME-SF.

WHEREAS, on December 13, 2016 Supervisor Kim and Supervisor Peskin introduced a proposed
Ordinance under Board of Supervisors (hereinafter “Board”) File Number 161351 (veferred to in this
resolution as Proposal Aj, which amends Section 415 of the Planning Code to revise the amount of the
Incliasionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternatives and
_other Inclusionary Housing requirements; and adds reporting requirements for density bonus profects;
and, '

WHEREAS, on February 28, 2017 Supervisor Kim and Supervisor Peskin introduced substitute legislation
under Board File Number 161351v2; and, '

wivw siplanninig.org
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Resolution No. 19803 CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA
April 27, 2017 ' Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments

WHEREAS, on February 28, 2017 Supervisor Safai, Supervisor Breed, and Supervisor Tang introduced a
proposed ordinance under Board File Number 170208 {referred to in this resolution #s Proposal B), which
amends the Pianning Code to revise the amount of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-
“ Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternatives and other Inclusionary Housing requirements; and
Tequires a minimum dwelling unit mix in all resldential districts; and,

WHEREAS, on September 29, 2015, Mayor Ed Lee and Supervisor Tang introduced a proposed
Ordinarice under Board Filé Number 150969, o add Planning Code Section 206 to create ‘fhe Affordable
Housing Borus Program, the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Prograrn, the Arnalyzed State
Density Borwus Prograny, and the Individually Requested State Density Borus Program, to providé for
development. bonuses-and zoning modifications for inceeased 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 these ngrams shall be reviewed and approved; and to add a fee for
applications under the Programs, and

WHEREAS, on October 15, 2015 the Planning Commission voted to initiate an amendinent to the Géneral
Plan to add language %o certain policies, objectives and maps that darified that the City could adopt
policies or programs that allowed additional density and development potential if a project included
increased amounts of oresite affordable housing; and ' .

WHEREAS, on February 25, 2016; this Conuiission found that the Affordable Housing Boniis Prograrm
was, on balance, consistent. with the San Francisco General Plan as amended, and forwarded the
Affordable Houging Bonus P:ogram, together with several recommended amendments, to the Board of
SuPerV'isors for their c0n51derahon, and

WHEREAS, on June 13, 2016, Supervisor Tang duplicated the AHBP ordinance file and amendeéd the
- AHBP ordinanee o include only the 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program, and amended the 100%
Affordable Housing Bonus Program to, amiong other items, prohibit the use of the program on pareels
containing residential units and to allow an appeal to the Board of Supervisors; and

WHEREAS, on June 30;201%, in Resolution 19686, the Planning Conmission found that both the 100%
Affordable Housing Boniis Program [BF 150969] and 100% Affordable Housing  Density and
Development Boruses [BF 160668] to be consistent with the General Plan; and in July 2016 the Board of
Supervisors adapted the 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program, which is now found it Planning
Code section 206; and

WHEREAS, the state law requires that localities adopt ordinances implementing the State Density Bonus
Law-and comply with ity requirements and the Affordable Housing Bonus Program described in Board
File No. 150969, would be such a local ordinance implemeriting the State Density Bonus Law; and

WHEREAS, on March 13, 2017 the Land Use and Transportation Committee amended the Affordable
Housing Bonus Program in Board File Number 161351v6, renaming the Local Affordable Housing Boniis
Program as the HOME-SF Program and amending; amorg other requirements, the HOME-SF Program’s
average median income levels such that those levels mirror the average median income levels in the

SAN !“BﬂNCKSL‘U 2
PLANNING DEPARTRMENT :
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Resolution No. 19803 : CASE NO. 2017—001061 PCA

.- April 27, 2017 !nc‘lusxonary Affordable Housing Program Amendments

ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program introduced by Supervisors Safa,
Breed and Tang on February 28, 2017, and this Commission must consider whether the Affordable
Housing Bonus Program ordinance as amended, is consistent with the General Plan; and

WHEREAS, both: proposed ordinances amending the Indusaonary Affordable Housing Program include

- an explicit reference fo the State Density Borurs Law under California Government Code Sectioh 65915,
and at least one of the proposed ordinances explicitly references the Affordable Housing Bonus Program
in Board File No. 150969, or its equivalent; and

WHEREAS The Planning Commission (hereipafter “Commission”) conducted a duly noticed public
informational hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to COI’IS]dEl‘ the ’cwo proposed ordinances on
March 16, 2017; and

WHEREAS, The Commniission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regulaﬂy schaeduled mee’cmg
toconsider the two proposed Ordinances on April 27, 2017; and

.WHEREAS, the proposed amendments to. the Indusiona-ry Affordable Housing Progtam in the two
ordinances are not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060{c)(2) and 15378 because
they do not result in a physical change in the environment, and on January 14, 2016 the Planning
Department published Addendum 3 to the 2004 nnd 2009 Houwsing Element EIR analyzing the
envirormental impacts.of the Affordable Housing Bonus Program, and having reviewed the EIR and the
addenda thereto, the Planning Commission finds that no further assessment of supplemental or
subsequent EIR is required; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the
public hearirig 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 costodian of
records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and

. WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the two prolﬁesed ordinances amending the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the amendments to the Affordable Housing Bonus
Program including the HOME-SF Program; and

WHERFAS, The Planning Commission defermines that:

1. Inmaking the recommendation to revise the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Prograrn, the
Commission reaffirms the Board of Supervisor’s policy established by Resolution Number 79-16
that it shall be City policy to maximize the economically feasible percentage of indlusionary
affordable housing in market rate housing development,

2. Inclusienary requirements should not exceed the rates recommended in the Controller’s
Economic Feasibility Study established in Proposition C, that the maximum economically feasible
‘requirements for the on-site alternative are 18% for rental projects or 20% for dwnérship projects,

SAR FRENCISLD _ ' 3
PLANNING DEPARYMENT
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Resoclution No. 15903 CASE NO. 2017-001081PCA
April 27, 2017 Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments

Inclusionaty Affordable Housing Program as described within this resolution and adopts the Hndings as
set forth below.

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

9. General Plan Compl'iance The three proposed Ordimances and the Coemmission’s
recommended modifications are consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the
General Plan: :

HOUSING ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 1

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET
THE CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

POLICY 11

Plan for the full range of housing needs In the City and Couxly of San Francisco, especially
affordable housing.

Boih ordinanices amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program further the potentinl for creation
of permunently affordable houstng in the City and facilitate an increase the number of affordable housing
units that could be built in San Francisca. Generally affordable projects require that units be nffordable for
55 yedrs or pennanen?ly, depending on the funding source, This prograii is one tool to plan for affordable
housing needs of very low, low and moderate income households.

The HOME-SF Program eligible districts generally include the City's neighborhood cotumtercial districts,
wherg residents have easy access to daily services, and are located along major transit corridors. The
HOME-SF Program eligible districts generally allow or enconrage mixed uses and active ground floors.
Orr balance the program area is located within u guarter-mile {or 5 minute-walk) of the proposed Muyni
Rapid Network, which serves almost 70% of Mumi ndars and wwill continue fo receive mujor investments o
prioritize frequency and relinbility.

POLICY 1.6 4
Consider greater flexibility in number and size of units within established building envelopes
in community based planning processés, especially if it can increase the number of affordable
units in paudti-family structures.

Both ordinpances ameniding the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program provide greuter flexibility in the
ramber of wnits permitted in new affordable housing projects by providing increased heights, relief from
any residential density caps, apd allowing some zoning modifications. This is achieved by puiring the
programs with either the State Density Bornus Law, Colifornia Government Code section £5913 et seq. or

Sy PRANGISED 5
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April 27, 2017 Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments

or the equivalent of a fee or off-site alternative requirernent of 23% for rental projects ox 28% for
ownership projects.

3. The Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program requirements should remain below the City's
current Nexus Study.

4. The City should use the Inclusionary Afferdable Housing Program to help serve the housing
needs for low-, moderate-, and above-moderate income houscholds that area above the level
eligible for projects supported by federal low income housing tax credits, and also eatn below the
mindmurm level needed to access market rate housing tmits in San Francisco. Specificaity
inclusionary units should be desighated to serve households eatning at or below 55%, 80%, and
110% of Area Median Income {AMD for Rental Projects, or 90%, 110%, and 140% of Area Median
Income {(AMI) for Ownership Projects; with 25 or more units.

5. The Planning Department should implement additional monitoting and reporting procedures
regarding the use of the State Density Bonus Law, and should require that eligible projects that
seek and receive a bonus under the State Bonus Law pay the Affordable Housing Fee ont
additional units provided.

6. ‘The incremental increases to the inclissionary requirements as established by the passage of
Proposition C for projects that entered the pipeline between Jatuary 1, 2013 and January 12, 2016
should be retained for projects electing the on-site alternative, and removed for projects paying
the Affordable Housing Fee or electing the off-site aliernative, to maintain consistency with the
recoinmended maximum ecoriomically feasible requirements reconmended in the Controller’s
Study,

7. The City should adopt a local ordinance, such as the HOME-SF Program, that implernerts the
State Density Bonus Law in a manner that fs taflored to the San Francisco's contextual and policy
needs.

8. The purpose of both the two proposed ordinances amending the Inclusionary Affordable
Housing Program and the amendments to the proposed Affordable Housing Bonus Program
ordinance to create the FIOME-SF Program is to facilitate the development and construction of
affordable housing in Sen Francisco.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby finds that 1) that both
proposed ordinances to amend the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the Commission’s
recommended modifications to the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and 2) the Affordable
Housing Bonus Program, including the HOME-SF Program and pending amendments, are consistent
with the General Plan for the reasons set forth below; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Plansing Commission hereby recommends fhat the Board of

Supervisors approve a modified ordinance that combines elemenfs of both proposals fo revise the

SAN FRANGISTO ‘ 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT :

450



Resolution No. 12903 CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA
. April 27,2017 Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments ™~

1

through a local ordinance implementing the stare law, such as the Affordable Housing Bonus Program or
HOME-SF,

POLICY 1.8 ,
Promoté mixed use development, and include housing, particularly permanently affordable
housing, in new commerdial, institutional or other single use development projects.

Both ordinances amending the Inclusionary Affordeble Housing Program and the HOME-SF Progrant
Oridinance generally include the city’s neighborhood commercial districts, where residents have easy
access to daily services, and are located along major transit corridors.

POLICY 1.10
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, white households can easily
rely on public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips.

On balance, the ordinances amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the HOME-SF

- Program Ordinavice identify eligible parcels that are locdted 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. These ordinances would support projecis that
include nffordable units where households could easily rely on transit.

POLICY3.3

Maintain balance in affordability of existing housing stock by supportmg affordable moderate
ownership opportunities.

Both ordinances nmending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Progrart and the HOME-SF Program
Ordinanice increase aﬁ”nrdable ownership opportumﬂesﬂr householdy with moderaz‘e incomes.

Proposed Ordinaice BF 16135 1-2 amending the Iichsiondry Affordable Housing Prograni generally
malntains the current “low” and “moderdte” income fiers, with the significant change that these targets
would be defined as ari average AMI served by the profect, with units falling within a specified range of
income levels. Considering the average incomes served (§8% equivalent average for ownership), the.
proposal would serve households in the middle of both the Low Incomé (50 ~80% AMI) and Moderate
Income (80 — 120% AMI) groups, and would meet the demonstrated need of both income groups, while
serving segments of both income groups that are ieast served by the City’s eurrent affordable housing
programs.

Proposed Ordinances BF 170208 amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Progrom and proposed
Drdinagnee BF 150969 creating the HOME-SF Programwould generally raise the AMI levels served by the
Inclusionary Program, and also define income levels as an average AMI served By the project. Considering
the average incomes served, these proposals would serve households at the upper end of both the Low
Income {50 — 80% AMI) and Moderate (80 — 120% AMI) gromps, and would meet the demonstrated need of
both income groups, while serving segments of both income groups that ure least served by the City's
current affordable housing programs. '

POLICY 41

Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with
children,

Both ordinmices amendmg the clusionary Affordable Houslng Program and the HOME-SF Program
Ordinance can increase the supply of new afforduble housing, including new affordable housing for
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Jamiies. Both ordinance amending the Inclustonary Affordable Housing Program inclule dwelling unit
miy requirements that encowrage certain percentages of wits with two or three bedrooms, and the HOME-
SF Program includes a dwelling unit mix requirement and enconrage family friendly amenities.

POLICY 44
Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasizing permanently
affordable rental units wherever possible,

Both ordinances amending the Inclusionary. Affordable Housing Program and the HOME-SF Program
Ordinance envourage the development of greater numbers of permanently affordable housing, including
rental units, These affordable units are affordable for the life of the project. -

Policy 4.5 :
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.

Both otdinances amending the Fnclusionary Affordable Housing reach throughout the City and the HOME-

-SF Program Ordinance reaches the City’s neighberhood commercial districts all three of which enables
the City o increase the wumber of very low, low and moderate income households and encouwrage
Iregration of neighborhoods.

OBJECTIVE 7

SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING,
INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON
TRADITIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL.

Both ordinances ametiding the Inﬁlusmnary Affordable Housing Program and the HOME-SF Program

Ordinance sgek to crete permarently affordable housing by leveraging the investment of private
development.

Policy 7.5
Encourage the production of affordable housing through process and zoning accommodations,
and prioritize affordable housing in the review and approval processes.

The HOME-SF Program Ordinance provides woining and process accommbdations including priority
processing for projects that participate by providing on-sife affordable housing,

OBJECTIVE B :
BUILD PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR CAPACITY TO SUPPORT, FACILITATE,
PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN AFFORDABLE HOUSING, '

Both ordinances mnending the Inf:{usmnary A_ﬁ%rdable H.ousmg Program and the HOME-SF Pregram
Ordinance support this objective by revising the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program to maximize the
produttion of affordable housing in concert with the production of market-rate housing,

POLICY 8.3

SAN FRANGISCE 7
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Suppozt the production and management of permanently affordable housing.

Buth ordinances mnendmg the Incluswnar_y Affordable Housing Progmm and tfle HOME-SF Program
Ordinunce support the production of permanently aﬁ%rdable housing supply,

POLICY 10.1
Create certainty in the development entitlement process, by promdmg rlear community
parameters for development and consistent application of these regulations.

The HOME-SF Program Ordinance proposes & clear nnd detailed review and entitlement process. The
process includes detniled and limited zowing concessions and modifications. Depending the selected

program projects will either have no thange to the existing zoning process, or some pro]ects will require a
szdzizonal Lise Authorization. :

OBJECTIVE 11
" SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN
FRANCiSCO’S NEIGHBORHOODS.

Both ordinances amendzng the Inclusiondry Affordable Housing Program and the HOME-SF Program
Ordinance encourage mxed income buildings and neighborhoods. .

In recognition-that the pra;ects utflizing the AHBP will sometimes be talles or ef differing winss than the

surtounding context, the AHBP Design Guidelines darify how projects shall both maintain their size md
wdapt to their neighborhood context. These design guidelines enuble AHBP projecis to support and respect
the diverse amid distinct characier of San Francisco’s neighborkoods. :

POLICY 113

Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely n:npachng existing
residential neighborhood character.

Establishirig permanently affordable housing in the City’s various reighborkooids would enable the City to
stabilize very low, low and moderate income hovseholds. These households meaningfully contribute to the
exts%mg character of San Francisco’s diverse neighborhoods.

POLICY 115

Ensure densities in established residential areas promote compatibility with prevailing
neighborhood character.

Both ordinpnres nmending the Inclusionary Affordable Houstig Program will produce buildings that are
generally compatible with existing neighborhoods. State Devsity Bornus Law, California Government Code
section 65913 et seq. does enable higher density that Sun Francisco’s zoning would otherwise alfow.

In recognition that the projects ufﬁzzmg the AHBP will sometimes be tallet or of dzﬁenng mass than the
surrounding context, the AHBP Design Guidelines clarify how projects shall both maintain their size und
admpt to their neighborhood context. These design guidelines enible AHBP projects to support and respect
the diverse and distinct character of Sun Francisco’s neighborhoods.

SAN FRANGISCO ’ L . - 8
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OBJECTIVE 12

BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES
THE CITY'S GROWING POPULATION,

' OBJECTIVE 13

PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND CONSTRUCTING .
NEW HOUSING., -

Housing produced under either ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and
that produced through the HOME-SF Program Ordinance would pay impact jees that support the City’s
ngﬁ'aszrucrw*e

POLICY 13.1 |
Support “smiart” regional growth that locates new housing close to jobs and transit.

On balance the AHBP grea is located within 4 quarter-mile (or 5 nrinute-walk) of the proposed Muni Rapid
netwpork, which serves almost 70% of Muni riders and will continue to receive major investments to
prioritize frequency and relzabzlzty

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

POLICY 4.15 A

Protect the livability and character of residential properties from the intrusion of incompatible
new buildings.

In recognition Heat the projects utilizing the AHBP will sométimes be taller or of differing mass than the
surrounding context, the AHBP Design Guidelines darify how projects shall both maintain their size and
adapt to their neighborhood context.

BALBOA PARK AREA PLAN
OBJECTIVE 4.5; PROVIDE INCREASED HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO A
MIX OF HOUSEHOLDS AT VARYING INCOME LEVELS.

Both ordinances wmending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program ond the HOME-SF Progrom
Ordinance would increase affordable housing opportuniities for o mix of household incomes.

BAYVIEW AREA PLAN ' A
OBJECTIVE 6 ENCOURAGE THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW AFFORDABLE AND MARKET
RATE HOUSING AT LOCATIONS AND DENSITY LEVELS THAT ENHANCE THE OVERALL
RESTDENTIAL QUALITY OF BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT.

Both ordinances amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the HOME-SF" Program
Ordinance provide zowing and process accommodations znhzch would incrense affordable housing
opportunities for g mix of household incomes.

SAR FRANCISCD . . 9
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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.

Both ordinances smending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the HOME-SF Program
Ordinance provide zoning and process accommodations which would incremse affordable howsing
opportunities

CHINATOWN AREA PLAN
OBJECTIVE ¥
STABILIZE AND WHERE POSSIBLE INCREASE THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING..

Both ordinances gmending the Inclysionary Affordeble Housing Program und the HOME-SF Program
Ordinance provide zoning nnd process accommodations which would incrense affordable hausing
opportunities.

DOWNTOWN PLAN
OBJECTIVE?
EXPAND THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING IN AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN,

The HOME-SF Program Ordinange provide zening and process accammodatwns which would incregse
affordable housing opportunities,

MARKET AND OCTAVIA AREA PLAN
OBJECTIVE 2.4

PROVIDE INCREASED HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO HOUSEHOLDS AT
VARYING INCOME LEVELS,

Both. ordinances amending the Iuclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the HOME-SF Progmm
Ordinance would incredse affordable housing opportumtw's

MISSION. AREA PLAN
OBJECTIVE 2.1

" ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING CREATED IN THE
MISSION IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES.

Both ordinances amending the Indz{sizonmy Affordable Housing Program and the HOME-SF Program
Ordinance would ingrease affordable housing opportunities.

SHOWPLACE/POTRERO HILL AREA PLAN
OBJECTIVE 2.1

$45 FRANGISCD , 10
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ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING CREATED IN THE

SHOWPLACE fPOTRERO IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF
INCOMES. '

Both oriinances amending the Inclusionary Aﬁordabie Housmg Progmm and the HOME-SF Program:
Ordinance would increase affordable housing opportunities.

SOMA AREA PLAN
OBJECTIVE 3

ENCOURAGE THE DEVELUOPMENT OF NEW HOUSING, PARTICULARLY AFF ORDABLE
HOUSING.

Both ordinances amending the Inclusionary Aj}%rdable Housmg Program and ihe HOME-SE Program
Ordmance would increase affordable housing opporiunities.

WESTERN SHORELINE AREA PLAN

- POLICY 111
Preserve the scale and character of existing residential neighborhoods by sefting allowable
densities af the density generally prevailing in the atea and regulating new deve'lopment s0 its
appearance is compatible with adjacent buildings.
The AHBPs provide zoning und provess accommodations which would increase affordable housing
opportunities. Buased on staff and consultant pnalysis, the City wnderstavids thut current allowable
denstiies are not always reflective of prevailing densities in g neighborhood. Many buildings constructed
. before the 1970’s and 1980’ exceed the existing density regulations. Accordingly zoning roncessions
suailable through the AHBP generally set allowable densities within the range of prevailing densities.

POLICY 113

Continue the enforcement of citywide housing policies, ordinances and standards fegarding
the provision of safe and convenient housing fo residents of all income levels, especially low-
and moderate-income people.

Both ordinances amending the Inclasionary Affordable Housing Progrant and the HOME*SF Pragmm
Ordmam:e would increase affordable housing opportunities.

POLICY 11.4 ‘ _
Strive fo increase the amount of housing units citywide, especially uniis for Iow- and
moderate-income people,

Both ordinances anending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the HOME-SF Program
Ordinnnce would increase affordable housing opporturities.

WESTERN SOMA AREA PLAN

OBJECTIVE 3,3
ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF THE NEW HOUSING CREATED IS
. AFFORDABLE TO PECQPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES
Both ordinauces amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the HOME-SF Program
Ordinance would increase affordable housing opporiunities.
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10. Planning Code Section 101 Findings, The proposed amendments o the Planning Code are
consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Section 101.1(b) of the Planning Code in
that: ' '

L

That existirig neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and fiture
opportunities for resident employimient in and ownership of such businesses enhanced;

Neither ordinances amending the Inclusionary Afforduble Housing Program would have g negative
effect on neighborhwod serving retuil wses and will not have « negative effect on opportunities far
vesident employment in and owmership of nezgkbarhovd—semng retail,

Pairing either ordinance with the HOME-SF Program Ordingnce would create g net addition of
neighborhood serving commercial yses. Many of the districts encourage or require that commercial
uses be piace on the ground floor. These existing requiremients ensure the proposed amendments will
not have a negative effect on neighborhood serving retail uses and will not uffect opportunities for
resident employment in and ownershiy of neighborhood-serving retail. o

That existing housing and neighborheood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and econiomic diversity of our neighborhoods;

Neither ordinance amending the Inclusionnry Affordable Howusing Program would have g negative
effect on -housing or neighborkood character. '

Pairing either ordinance with the HOME-SF Program Ordinance would conserve and protect the
existing neighborhood chgracter by stabilizing very low, low 4ud moderate income households who
contribute greatly to the City's cultural anid ecomomic diversity, and by providing design review
opportusiities through the Affordable Housing Bonus Program Design Review Guidelines and Baard
of Supervisors appeal process.

That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;

Both ordingnoes amending the Tnclusionsry ‘Affordable Housing Program and the HOME-SF
Prograsi Ordinance increase City's supply of permangntly affordable hm‘zsinge

4, That commuter ’Erafﬁc not 1mpede MUNI transit service or overburden our s{:reets or

SAN FRANCISCD
PLAN

nelghborhood parking;

Neitlter ordinances amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program aiid the HOME-SF
Program Ordinance would result in commuter fraffic impeding MUNI transit service or

" overburidening the streets or neighborhood parking.

That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial office deve!opment, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced;

NING DEPARTRIENT ] 12
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Neither ordinances amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the HOME-SF

Prograwt Ordinance would cause displucement of the industrial or service sectors due to office

B.

development as it does not enable office development. Further, protected industrial districts, inchuding
M-1, M-2 and PDR are nof eligible for the HOME SF Program.

That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect agafnst injury and loss of life in an
earthquake;

The proposed Ordinances would not have wr adverse effect on City's preparedness agninst injury and
loss of life in un earthquake.

That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;

" The proposed Ordinances would ot have an adverse effect on the City’s Landmarks and historic

buildings, Further the HOME-SF Program Ordinance specifically excludes any projects that would
cuuse 4 substantial adverse change in the significance of an historic resource as defined by Californin
Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15064.5,

That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from

, development;

The proposed Ordinances would ot have an adverse effect on the City's parks and open space and

their access t0 sunlight and vistas. Further the HOME-SF Program Ordinance specifically excludes

any projects that would adversely impact wind or shadow.

11. FPlanning Code Section 302 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented

that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the proposed amendments 10
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 30% and . -

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Commission hereby recommends that the Board ADOPT a
proposed Ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program that includes elements of
both the Ordinance proposed by Supervisors Kim and Peskin {referred to below as Proposal A) and the
Ordinance proposed by Sugenqsors Safai, Bree, and Tang {referred to below as Proposal B}, as described

here:

A. APPLICATION

S&N FRANGISCD

s

VOTE +7 -0

Inclusmnary requirements should continue to apply only to residential projects of 10 or more
units, and additional requirements should continue to be applied for Larger Projects of 25 or
more units, as currently defined in both Ordinances. No amendments are ngeded.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT . a 3
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B. INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENTS
VOTE +5 -2 (MELGAR, MOORE AGAINST) ‘

a. The requirement for Smaller Projects (10 — 24 units) should remain 20% for the fee or off-gite
alternative, or 12% for the on-site alternative, as currently defined in both Ordinances.
Ng amendments are needed.

b. Set higher requirements for ownership projects than for rental projects, for Larger Projects (25
or more units), Both Ordinances would establish this structure. No amendments are needed,

¢. Include a condontininm conversion provision to spedify that projects converting to

* owrtership projects mitst pay a conversion fee equivalent fo the difference between the fee

requirement for ownership projects in effect at the time of the conversion and the
requiremenit the project satisfied at the time of entitlement. Friclude provisions of Proposal
A, with modifications, :

d. Establish fee, on-site, zmﬂ off-site requirements far Larger Projects (25 or more units) that are
within the range of “maximum economically feasible” requirements recommended in the
Controller's Study. Include provisions of Proposal B without modification, as follows:

e. For Rental Projects:
e Fee or Off-Site Alternative: equis;aleﬁt of 23%.0f profect tnits
» On-Site Alternative: 18% of project units
f.  ForOwnership Projects:
-« Fee or Off-Site Alternative: equivalent of 28% of project units
» On-Site Alternative: 20% Of project tinits
C. SCHEDULE OF ANNUAL INCREASES TO REQUIREMENTS

VOTE +6 -1 (MOORE AGAINST)

a. Establish an explicit maximum requirement at which the schedule of increases would
terminate, and that rate should be below the naximum requirement legally supported by the
Nexus Study. Include provisions of Proposal B with modifications to clarify that this
provision also applies ta both smaller and larger projects.

b. Establish that réquirement rates be increased by 1.0 percentage point every two years.
Include provisions of Proposal B, with modifications to clarify that this provision also
applies to both smaller and larger projects.

SAT FRANOISCU '
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¢ The schedule of increases should commeice no fewer than 24 months following the
effective date of final ordinance for both smaller and larger projects, Under either
ordiriance, final legislation should be amended accordingly. :

d. Establisha “sunset” provision that is consistent with current practices for the
determination of inclusionary requirements and Planning Department procedures,
specifically that the requirement be established at the date of Environmental Evaluation
Application and be reset if the project has not received a first construction documment within
three years of the project’s first entitfement approval. Include provisions of Proposal B with
modifications to clarify that this provision also applies to both smaller and larger projects.

D. AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE
VOTE +5 -2 (MELGAR, MOORE AGAINST}
a. Apply the fee on a per gross square foot basis so that the fee is assessed proportionally to

the total area of the project. Include provisions of Proposal B.without modification.

b. Revise language to allow MOHCD to calculate the fee fo match the actual cost fo the City to
construct below market rate units, without factoring the maximum sale price of the
equivalent inclusionary unit. Include provisions of Proposal B without modification.

E. INCOME LEVELS .
VOTE +4 -3 (FONG, KOPPEL, HILLIS AGAINST)

a. [Establish affordability xéquiremenfs that clearly apply to the maximum rexit or maximum
sale price of the inclusionary unit, and riot to the income level of the household placed in
that unit, Under either ordinance, final legislation should be amended accordingly.

b. Designate inclusionary units at three discrete affordability levels for larger projects fo
better serve households with incomes between the current low and moderate fncome tiers.
Include provisions of Proposal B, with modifications.

¢. Final legislation should target inclusionary units to serve the gap in coverage between low-
income households who can access other existing housing programs and moderate and
middle-income households earning less than the level needed to access market rate units.

Include provisions of Proposal B, with modifications, as follows;
i For Rental Projects:
i. Two-thirds of units at no more than 55% of Area Median Income

il. One-third of units split evenly betweern units at no more than 80% of Area
" Median Income, and units at 1o more than 110% of Area Median Income

ii. For Ownership Projects:

i. Two-thirds of units at no mote than 90% of Area Median Income

SAN FEANCISCO : 15
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ff. Ore-third of umits split evenly between units at no more than 110% of Area
. Median Income, and units at no more than 140% of Area Median Income

Designate inclusionary unils at a single affordability level for smaller projects. This
requirement should be set to match the middle ter established for larger projects, as
described below, Include provisions of Proposal B, with modifications as follows:

i. For Rental Projects: all inclusionary units at'no more than 55% of Area
Median Income

ii. For Ownership Projects: all inclusionary units at no more than 80% of
Area Median Income

Final legislation should include language requiring MOHCI to undertake necessary action
to ensure that in no case may an inclusionary affordable unit be provided at a maximum rent
or sale price that is less than 20 percent below the average asking rent or sale price for the
relevant market area within which the inclusionary unit is located,

F, DENSITY BONUS PROVISIONS
“VOTE +5 -2 (MELGAR, MOORE AGAINST)

a.

SAN FRANGISCO

Encourage the use of density bonus to maximize the production of affordable housing, At the
same time, because a density bonus may not be used in every situtation, the melusionary
requirements established in Section 415 should be economically feasible regardless of
whether a densify bonus is exercised. Include provisions of Proposal B without
modification.

. The final Inclusionary ordinance should be paired with a local density bonus ordinance, such

as the HOME-SF Program, that implements the State Density Bonus Law Ina manner that is
tailored o the San Francisco’s contextual and policy needs. Include provisions of Proposal B
without modificaion. -

Direct the Planning Department to reqitire “reasonable documentation” from project
sponsors seeking a State Bonus to establish eligibility for a requested density bonus,
incentives of concessién, and waivers or reductions of &welapment standards, as prévided
for unider state law, and as consistent with the process and preedures detailed ina Jocally

. adopted ordinance impJementing the State Density Bonus Law. Include provisions of

Proposal A withiout modification.

Require the Planning Department to prepare an annual report on the use of the Density
Bonus to the Planning Commission beginning i January 2018 that details the mimber of

" projects seeking a bonus and the concessions, waivers, and level of bonus provided. Include

provisions of Proposal A without modification.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 16
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e, Require that projects pay the Affordable Housing Fee on any additional units authorized
by the State Bonus program, Include provisions of Proposal B without modification,
G. UNIT MIX REQUIREMENTS
VOTE+7 -0
a. Dwelling unit mix requirements should apply to total project units, not only to un-site
inclusionary inits to allow for inclusionary unifs to be provided comparable to market rate

units, as required in Section 415. Under either ordinance, final legislation should be
amended accordingly.

b. Final legistation should set a large unit requirement at 40% of the fotal mumber of units as
two-bedroom or larger, with no fewer than 10% of the total number of units being
provided as 3-bedroom or larger, Under either ordinance, final legislation should be
amended accordingly.

H. "GRANDFATHERING” PROVISIONS

VOTE+7 -0

a. SmaHer Projects should remain subject to *grandfathered” on-site and fee or off-site
requirements. Both Ordinances would mairdain this structure, No amendmoerits are needed.

b. Larger Projects {25 or more units) choosing the on-site alternative should remain subject to
the incremental percenttage requirements established by Proposition C. Include provisions of
Proposal B without modification,

¢. The incremental increases established for Larger Projects choosing the fee or off-site
alternatives, should be amended to match the permanent requirements established in the
final legislation, which should not exceed the maximum feasible rate, Include provisions of
Proposal B without modification, * * '

~d. The incremental increases established by Proposition C for Larger Projects that entered the
pipeline hefore 2016 and are located in UMW districts should be removed, léaving the area-
specific requirerments of Section 41¥ i place for these projects. Intlude provisions of
Proposal B without modification,

e. Final législation should explicitly establish that projects in UMU districts that entered the
pipeline after January 12, 2016 should be subject to the higher of the on-site, fee, or off-site
reqidrements set forth in Section 419 or the citywide requirements in Section 415, as
established by final legislation. Urnider either ordinance, final legislation should be amended
accordingly. ' .
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f.  Establishthat all other Section 415 provisions will apply to pipeline projects, regardless of

the acceptance date of the project’s EEA; projects that were fully entitled prior to the effective
date of final legislation would be subject to the indusionary requirements in-effect af the time
of entitlement. Under either ordinance, final legislation shonld be amended accordingly.

L ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

VOTE +7 -0

a. The Commissien recopimends that the Board of Supetvisors should consider additional

measures that may be undertaken by the City to subsidize the ancillary housing costs to
owness of indusionary ownezship units, including but not limited to Homeowners
Association dues.

. Final legislation should require MOHCD to provide regular reporting to the Planning

Commisgsion on the racial and household composition demopgraphic data of occupant
households of inclusionary affordable units.

], REQUIRED FEASIBILITY STUDIES

VOTE +4 -3 JOHNSON, KOPPEL, MOORE)

SAN FRENCISCR

a. Additional feasibility studies to determine whether a higher on-site inclusiuonary

affordable housing requirement is feasible on sites that have received a 20% of greater *
increase in developable residential gross floor sarea of a 35% or freater increase in
residetriail density over prior zoning, should only be required whe n: 1) the upzoning
has occurred after the effective date of this ordinance; 2) no feasibility study for the
specific upzoning has previously been completed and publishied; 3) the upzoning
oecurred as part of an Area Plan that has already been adopted or which has already
beert analyzed for feasibility and community benefits prior to the effective date ofthe
ordinance. In no case should the requirement apply for any project o group of projects

~ thathas been entitled prior to the effectivé date of the ordinance.
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H hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on April 27
2017. '

AYES: Fong, Richards, Hillis, Melgar, Koppel, Johnson
NOES: Moore
ABSENT: None

ADOPTED:  Apsil27, 2017
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. BACKGROUND

Inclusionary Housing Program

The Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program is one of the City's key tools for increasing the
availability of affordable housing dedicated to low and moderate income San Franciscans, and
has resulted in more than 4,600 units of permanently affordable housing since its adoption in
2002. Inclusionary houeing is distinguished from other affordable housing programs in that
it provides new affordable units without the use of public subsidies. For this reason, the
program can address the growing needs of low, moderate, and middle income households that
cannot be served by other common affordable housing funding sources, such as the federal Low

Income Housing Tax Credit program.
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Proposition C and the Controller’s Economic Feasibility Study

In March 2016, the Board of Supervisors unanimously-adopted a resolution! declaring that it
shall be City policy to maximize the economically feasible percentage of inclusionary affordable
housing in market rate hqﬁsing development. In June, as housing prices rose drastically, San
Francisco voters approved a Charter Amendment (Proposition C), which restored the City’s
ability to adjust affordable housing reqﬁirements for new development by ordinance.

The passage of the Proposition C then triggered the provisions of the so-called “trailing

" ordinance” [BF 160255, Ord. 76-16?], adopted byvtvhe Board of Supervisors in May 2016, which
amended the Planning and Administrative Codes to 1) temporarily increase the Inclusionary
Affordable Housing requirements, pending further action by the Board of Supervisors; 2)
require an Economic Feasibility Study by the Office of the Controller; and 3) establjéh an
Inclusionary Housing Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) to advise the Controller.

The TAC convened from ]uly, 2016 to February, 2017 and Controller provided‘a set of
preliminary recommendations® to the Board of Supervisors on September 13, 2016 and issued a
set of final recommendations on FeBmary 13, 2017 4 The City’s Chief Economist presented the

Controller’s recommendations to the Planning Commission on February 23, 2017.

1 Establishing City Policy Maximizing a Feasible Inclusionary Affordable Housing Requirement [Board
File No 160166, Reso. No. 79-16], approved March 11, 2016. Available at:
htips://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=4302571&GUID=8243D8F2-2321-4832-A31B-C47B52F71DB2

2 The ordinance titled, “Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements; Preparation of Economic
Feasibility Report; Establishing Inclusionary Housing Technical Advisory Committee,” was considered
by the Planning Commission on March 31, 2016. The Commission’s recommendations are available here:
hittps://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=4387468& GUID=8D639936-88D9-44F0-B7C4-
F61E3E1568CF ' '

8 Office of the Controller. “Inclusionary Housing Working Group: Preliminary Report September 2016”.
September 13, 2016 .
http://sfcontroller.org/sites/default/files/Preliminary%20Report%20September%202016.pdf

¢ Office of the Controller. “Inclusionary Housing Working Group: Final Report,” published February, 13
2017, with the consulting team of Blue Sky Consulting Group, Century Urban LLC, and Street Level
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Pending Amendments to the Inclusionary Housing Program

On December 13, 2016, Supervisor Kim and Supervisor Peskin introduced “Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements” [BF 161351]. This ordinance was substituted on
February 28, 2017 and within this report will be referred to as “Proposal A: Supervisor Kim
and Supervisor Peskin.” Supervisor Safai, Supervisor Breed, and Supervisor Tang introduced
“Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Dwelling Unit Mix Requirements” [Board File No.
170208] on February 28, 2017. This report will refer to this ordinance as “Proposal B: Supervisor
Safai, Supervisor Breed, and Supervisor Tang”. ' .

The legislative sponsors for Proposal A describe that this Inclusionary ordinance is intended to

be paired with the State Density Bonus Law; and that such a pairing is needed to maintain the
- economic feasibility of individual development projects and to maximize affordable housing

production. | '

" The legislative sponsors of Proposal B have described that individual development projects
Wduld remain economically feasible with or without a density bonus. However, to maximize
affordable housing production in a manner compatible with local policy goals, their

~ Inclusionary ordinance is paired with HOME-SF5, a proposal for a locally tailored
‘implementation of the state density bonus law.

Advisors. Available at:

5 On March 13, 2017 the Land Use and Transportation Committee amended an ordinance previously
reviewed by the Commission when it was titled “Affordable Housing Bonus Program” [Board File
Number 161351v6], renaming the Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program as the HOME-SF Program.
The legislative sponsor, Supervisor Tang, announced changes to the program to afford protections for
small businesses and change the levels of affordability to match a companion ordinance that would
amend the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program sponsored by Supervisors Safai, Breed & Tang.
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Planning Commission Hearings and Additional Supporting Material

The Commission held an informational hearing on the proposed changes on March 16, 2017.
The accompanying staff report for that informational hearing, dated March 9, 2017, provides a
more detailed summary of the current inclusionary housing program; the findings and
recommendations of the Controller’s Study; the provisions of both proposed ordinances; and

key policy considerations around proposed changes to each component of the program.

The informational report is publicly available with the supporting materials for the March 9,
2017 Planning Commission hearing®, when the item was originally calendared. That report
included a comparison chart of the provisions of both proposed ordinances, as well as the

current program. This comparison chart is reproduced here as Exhibit A for reference.

This report is intended to assist the Commission’s action on the proposed ordinances. As such,
less background is provided and the focus is on potential recommendations for each of the
program areas for which changes have been proposed. For ease of reference, a summary chart
of the recommendations by topic is provided here as Exhibit B.

6 h@:[[commissiqns.sfglanrdng,org[@gpad(estZO17—001061PCA—02.p_df
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IL. IMPLEMENTATlON CONSIDERATIONS

Either proposed ordinance would constitute the most sweeping set of structural and material
changes to the City’s Inclusionary Housing Program since the program’s inception. '
Accordingly, Planning Department staff have reviewed each ordinance carefully and seek to

raise key program implementation considerations before the Commission.

In addition to the major policy objectives discussed below, these considerations also guided
staff’s recommendations on the proposed changes to-the inclusionary program. This section
provides a brief summary of the key implementation considerations by topic. Most of these
considerations will require the development of additional policies and procedures by the
Planning Department after the adoption of final legislation.

Designation of Ihclusionary Units

The Planning Department is responsible for legally designating the specific inclusionary
affordable units within a project that elects the on-site alternative. This process is bound by
multiple proéedures and requirements in the Planning Code and the Procedures Manual
published by MOHCD and approved by this Commission. The total of these requirements
relate to the distribution of the units throughout the building and comparability of affordable

and market rate units, among other factors.

The proposed ordinances would include inclusionary units at multiple income tiers, and at-
specific dwelling unit mixes, and would require the development of new procedures to clearly
define how inclusionary units will be designated.

The Department has not yet developed these procedures, and the recommendations in this
report do not reflect any particular approach to unit designation under either ordinance. The
Department has, however, had experience in review of a project with multiple income tiers and
is confident that staff will be able to broadly implement such requirements.

Rental to Condominium Conversions

Both ordinances would establish higher requirements for condominium projects than for rental
projects. In the event that a project converts from rental to condominium after the project’s
entitlement, the Planning Department would be responsible for implementing any conversion
procedures called for in Section 415. Staff's recommendation for a conversion fee is indluded in
this report.
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However, it should be noted that the Planning Department does not currently have procedures
in place to monitor changes in project tenure following entitlement, and the fange of options
available to monitor such conversions is unknown at this time. Such procedures would need to

.be developed in coordination with the Department of Public Wbrks, which is currently the
primary agency responsible for tracking such conversions.

“Grandfathering” and Specific-Area Requirements

The proposed amendments to Section 415 would significantly impact the “grandfathering”
provisions established by Proposition C; certain area-specific inclusionary requirements for
pipeline and future projects; and modify requirements applicable to projects that are currently
in the development pipeline in some cases. Accordingly, the Department offers specific
recommendations regarding these issues in the relevant section of the report below.

Schedule of Annual Increases to Requirements |

Both ordinances would establish a schedule of annual increases to the inclusionary
Arequire.ments. Such provisions would require that the Planning Department publish new

requirements annually for 10 or more years, and apply these requirements in a consistent and
4 appropriate manner for projects whose entitlement process will span several years.
Accordingly, the Department offers specific recommendations regarding this provision in the
relevant section of the report below.

Affordable Housiﬁg Fee Application

The Planning Department is respoﬁsible for assessing the Affordable Housing Fee for projects
that elect the fee option. The proposals would modify the way the fee is assessed, including a
proposal to assess the fee on a per square foot basis, rather than the current method of assessing
the fee on a per unit basis. The Department’s recommendation in the relevant section of this
report reflects any implementation considerations related to such amendments.
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lll. REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

The proposed Ordinances are before the Commission so that it may 1) make recommendations
to the Board of Supervisors as required by Planning Code Section 302; 2) affirm the Planning
Department's determinations under the California Environmental Quality Act; 3) make findings
of consistency of the proposed ordinances [Board Files 161351v2; 170208] and the associated
HOME-SF Program [Board File Number 150969v6], with the General Plan; and 4) make findings
regarding the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1.

These items may be acted upon or may be continued, at the discretion of the Commission.
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

The Departmenf recommends making findings in support of the proposed Ordinances and
associated actions as described in the attached draft resolution (Exhibit C). This section focuses
on potential Commission recommendations based on staff analysis of the City’s affordable .
housing need, our existing housing programs, the findings of the Controller’s Study, comments
from the Commission and the public, consultation with MOHCD, and considerations of
program implementation. A summary of these recommendations is provided as Exhibit B.

These recommendations build on the key policy issues and considerations described in detail in
the informational report dated March 9, 2017. These considerations are briefly reintroduced
below as needed. For detailed reference, the informational report is available online with the
materials for the March 9, 2017 Planning Commission hearing” and the comparison chart of
proposed amendments from that report is included here as Exhibit A, for reference.

A. APPLICATION

No changes are proposed to the general application of Section 415 requirements. The program
would continue to ;ipply only to projects of 10 or more units. Projects of 25 or more units would
continue to have higher requirements than smaller projects, which would remain subject to the
requirements in place prior to the passage of Proposition C.8 '

» Recommendation: Requirements should continue to be applied differently for Smaller
and Larger Projects, as currently defined in both Ordinances. No amendments are
needed. ' .

7 http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-001061PCA-02.pdf
8 As of January 1, 2016 Section 415 required that projects of 10 or more units prov1de 12% of units on—51te,

or pay a fee or prov1de oﬁf—51’ce units equivalent of 20% of the project total.
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B. INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENTS

- Rental and Ownership Requirements

Both proposals would set higher requirements for ownership projects than for rental projects, as
recommended by the Controller’s Study.

» Recommendation: Set higher requirements for ownership projects than for rental
projects. Both Ordinances would establish this structure. No amendments are needed.

In addition, Proposal A would establish additional conversion provisions for projects that are
entitled as a rental project, but convert to an ownership project at a subsequent time. Staff
concurs with both concepts and recommends the following: '

> Recommendation: Final legislation should include a condominium conversion
provision to specify that projects converting to ownership projects must pay a
conversion fee equivalent to the difference between the fee requirement for ownership
projects in effect at the time of the conversion and the requirement the project satisfied at
the time of entitlement. Include provisions of Proposal A, with modifications.

Requirement for the On-Site Alternative

Both proposals would amend the on-site requirement for larger projects. Proposal A would
exceed the maximum economically feasible requirement recommended by the Controller.
Proposal B would set the rate at the maximum of this range.

> Recommendation: Establish a requirement that is within the range of “maximum
economically feasible” requirements recommended in the Controller’s Study. Include
provisions of Proposal B without modification. Specifically, this would establish an
on-site rate of 18% or 20% for rental or ownership projects, respectively.
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Requirement for the Affordable Housing Fee or Off-Site Alternative

Both proposals set the requirement for payment of the Affordable Housing Fee or off-site
alternative for larger projects at the equivalent of the corresponding on-site requirement, with
the exception that Proposal A’s ownership fee rate would be slightly less costly to a project than
the on-site alternative. '

> Recommendation: Establish a requirement that is within the range of “maximum
economically feasible” fee or off-site alternative requirements recommended in the
Controller’s Study. Include provisions of Proposal B without modification.
Specifically, this would establish a fee or off-site rate of 23% or 28% for rental or
ownership projects, respectively.

C. SCHEDULE OF ANNUAL INCREASES TO REQUIREMENTS

Both proposals would establish a schedule of annual increases to the percentage requirements,
though under different conditions. This addition to the Inclusionary Program was
recommended in the Controller’s Study on the premise that phasing in an increase in the
inclusionary requirement over time at a predictable rate would allow the land market to absorb
the increase and remain economically viable for development; while securing higher levels of
affordable housing production over time.

Staff recommends that final legislation include a schedule of annual increases that is consistent
with the Controller’s recommendation, with modifications:

» Recommendation: Final legislation should establish an explicit maximum requirement
at which the schedule of increases would terminate, and that rate should be below the
maximum requirement supported by the Nexus Study. Include provisions of Proposal
B without modification. |

> Recommendation: Final legislation should establish that requirement rates be
increased by 1.0 percentage point every two years. This is equivalent to the Controller’s
recommendation of an increase of 0.5 percentage points per year, but would provide for
a more effective and transparent implementation of the program by more closely -
matching the pace of the entitlement process and mmnmzmg ambiguity in the rounding

of requirement percentages. Include provisions of Proposal B, with modifications.
10
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> Recommendation: The schedule of increases should commence no fewer than 24 .
months following the effective date of final legislation if the rate is set to increase
biannually, or no fewer than 12 months following the effective date if the rate is set to
increase annually. Under either ordinance, final legislation should be amended
acéordingly.

Determination and “Sunset” of Requirement

Both proposed ordinances include a “sunset” provision to specify the duration that a project’s
inclusionary fequirement would be effective during the entitlement process. Proposal A does
not specify at what point the requirement would be determined, but would establish that the
requirement be reset if the project has not procured a first construction document within 2 years.
of entitlement. Proposal B would determine the requirement amount at the time of a project’s
Environmental Evaluation Application (EEA) and establish that the requirement be reset if the
project has not received a first construction document within 3 yeérs of entitlement. Both
proposals would reset the requirement to the requirement applicable at the time, and not count

“ time elapsed during pbtenﬁal litigation or appeal of the project.

» Recommendation: Final legislation should establish a “sunset” provision that is
consistent with current praétices for the determination of inclusionary requirements
and Planning Department procedures. Include provisions of Proposal B without
modification.

11
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D. AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE

Both propbsals would modify the way the Affordable Housing Fee is applied to projects that
elect to pay the fee, as well as the method used to calculate the dollar amount of the fee. The
Controller’s Study called for no specific changes to the application of or methodology for the
fee, but did recommend that the fee amount should be maintained at a level that reflects the cost
to construct affordable units. ‘

Application of Fee

The Affordable Housing Fee is currently assessed on a per unit basis, with the fee amount
increasing with the type of unit, ranging from studio to 4-bedroom units. This method of
assessing the fee does not account for the actual size of units or the total area of the project.

» Recommendation: Final legislation should apply the fee on a per gross square foot
basis so that the fee is assessed proportionally to the total area of the project. Include
provisions of Proposal B without modification.

Calculation of Fee

The dollar amount of the fee is currently calculated based on the cost of construction of
residential housing and the maximum purchase price for BMR ownership units. MOHCD is
required to update the fee amount annually.

» Recommendation: Final legislation should direct MOHCD to calculate the fee to match
the actual cost to the City to construct below market rate units. This cost should reflect
the construction costs of units that are typically in MOHCD'’s below market rate
pipeline, and should not vary based on the building type of the subject project. Include
provisions of Proposal B without modification.

12
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E. INCOME LEVELS

Currently, inclusionary units are designated as affordable at two discrete income tiers — units
serving “low-income” or “moderate-income” households, as defined in Sectjon 415. Both
proposals would modify the income levels that inclusionary units are designated to serve.
Specifically, both proposals would broaden the affordability requirements to serve households.
at a range of income levels within a defined range, or at specific tiers. '

Either proposal would constitute a significant structural change in the way units are designated.
Planning Department staff, in consultation with MOHCD, considered the City’s affordable

housing need and existing housing programs to arrive at the following recommendations:

» Recommendation: Final legislation should establish affordability requirements }hat
clearly apply to the maximum rent or maximum sale price of the inclusionary unit,
and not to the income level of the household placed in that unit, This distinction is
critical to ensure that MOHCD retains flexibility to both serve households that may earn
significantly below the target level, and allow for households that make slightly more
than the target level to remain eligible, as set forth in the MOHCD Procedures Maﬁual,

“ which will come before this Commission for review. Undér either ordinance, final
legislation should be amended accordingly. .

» Recommendation: Final legislation should designate inclusionary units a‘t three
discrete affordability levels for Jarger projects to better serve households with incomes
between the current low and moderate income tiers. This method would provide fora
more even distribution of inclusionary units across eligible low and moderate income
households, and minimize the coverage gap for household between the existing income
tiers. Include provisions of Proposal B, with modifications.

> Recommendation: Final legislation should designate inclusionary units at a single
affordability level for smaller projects. This recommendation reflects the scale of these
smaller projects, which would in many cases provide fewer than three total inclusionary
units. This requirement should be set to match the middle tier established for larger
projects, as described below. Include provisions of Proposal B, with modifications.

13
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In addition to the structural changes to how inclusionary units are designated, both proposals
would also broaden the affordability levels served by the program to serve moderate and
middle income households that are not cﬁrrenﬂy served by any existing housing programs, and
also are generally not served by market rate housing.

. Staff compared existing and proposed affordability requirements to current data on the City’s
affordable housing need and existing housing programs to recommend an appropriate range of
affordability levels to be served by the Inclusionary Program. Note that, again, the reqtiirements
set forth in the Planning Code should stipulate the maximum rent or sale price of inclusionary
units, while MOHCD will continue to exercise discretion in placing eligible households in the
most appropriate affordable unit, as availability and individual household incomes allow.

» Recommendation: Final legislation should target inclusionary units to serve the gap in
coverage between low-income households who can access other existing housing
programs, and moderate and middle-income households earning less than the level
needed to access market rate units. Include provisions of Proposal B, with -
modifications, as follows: !

Smaller Projects (10 — 24 units)

Tier 1 Tier 2 ' Tier 3
Rental Projects : N/A 80% of AMI } N/A
Owner Projects T N/A 110% of AMI N/A

Larger Projects (25 or more units)

Tier1 - Tier2 T Tier 3
Rental Projects ~ 55% of AMI 80% of AMI - 110% of AMI
Owner Projects 90% of AMIT © 110% of AMI 140% of AMI

14
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For rental projects, these recommended affordability levels are intended to provide that:

s units at the low end of the range (Tier 1) supplement the supply of units affordable to
low-income households currently served by other housing programs; and

¢ units at the high end of the range (Tier 3) would serve households earning above the
level served by other housing programs, but below the level served by the'market.

For ownership projects, these recommended affordability levels are intended to provide that:

e units at the low end of the range (Tier 1) serve households at the lowest income level
possible, while still recognizing the significant financial burden (i.e. down payment,
mortgage payments, HOA fees, etc.) required of homebuyer; and

s units at the high end of the range (Tier 3) would serve households earning above the
level served by other housing programs, but not higher than the level for which data
supports a clear affordability need and well below the level served by the market.

For both rental and ownership projects, the middle tier (Tier 2) would provide a mid-point for
households earning above the low-income level, but below the middle-income level;
accordingly, this tier is set closer to the lower tier to serve as a “stepping stone” for households
with growing incomes, or households who earn slightly above the low-income level and are not
served by other affordable housing programs or market rate units.?

 Market rate rents and sale prices vary widely depending on location and building type. In developing
the above recommendations, staff looked at a range of market rate rents and sale prices for recently built
developments. For example, average market rents for one-bedroom units were observed to range from
$3,100 - $4,200 per month, which would be affordable to the equivalent of a two-person household
earning roughly 150% to 200% of AMI, respectively. These levels significantly exceed the income level of
the moderate income households that would be served under the higher tier of the above
recommendation, Similar analysis was conducted for two-bedroom units as well as for market rate
condominium units, which were assumed to range from $650,000 - $1,100,000 for new one-bedroom
units, depending on location, which would be affordable to the equivalent of roughly 200% to 350% AML

15
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F. DENSITY BONUS PROVISIONS

The Controller’s Study concluded that the use of the State Density Bonus Law would impact the
outcomes of the Inclusionary Program, if eligible project sponsors who elect the on-site
alternative also choose to seek and receive a State Bonus. The Controller’s Study further
concluded that it would not be reasonable to assume that all projects will utilize the State
Bonus, or that if those projects would necessarily receive the maximum bonus allowed.
Accordingly, the Controller’s recommendation was to set the inclusionary requirements at the
economically feasible level not assuming use of the State Bonus, and that projeéts that do

receive a State Bonus should pay the Affordable Housing Fee on bonus units.
, : /

Proposal A’s Inclusionary Ordinance is paired with the State Density Bonus Law. As the
sponsoring Supervisors have described, this proposél achieves feasibility by partnering with the
State Density Bonus Law. This means that development would not be feasible, according to the
Controller’s Study, unless the maximum density bonus is provided as allowed under state law
(35%). This proposal encourages use of the state bonus law, which requires the City to grant
project sponsors a wide range of concessions and waivers from local massing, height, bulk and - A
other development controls, generally at the discretion of the sponsor.

Proposal B’s Inclusionary Ordinance is paired with HOME-SF. Here, the sponsoring
Supervisors have described that the project sponsors seeking increased density would be
encouraged to use a local program (HOME-SF) that tailors the density bonus to San Francisco’s
local context and policy goals. The HOME-SF program would frame the bonus by providing
specified options for how localkmassing, height, bulk and other development controls may be
modified; and provide for a higher percentage of inclusionary affordable units for projects

ﬁsing the HOME-SF program; and also encourage greater production of family-friendly units
and include small business protections. The pairing of these two proposals has been crafted ina
way that intends to make projects feasible with or without the use of a density bonus.

16
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» Recommendation: Final legislation should encourage the use of density bonuses to
maximize the production of affordable housing. At the same time, because a density
bonus may not be desired in every situation, the inclusionary requirements established
in Section 415 should be economically feasible regardless of whether a density bonus
is exercised. Include provisions of Proposal B without modification.

> Recommendation: The final Inclusionary ordinance should be paired with a local
density bonus ordinance, such as the proposed HOME-SF Program, that provides
increased density and other concessions similar to the State Density Bonus Law in a
manner that is tailored to the San Francisco’s contextual and policy needs. Include
provisions of Proposal B without modification.

Additional Administrative Requirements for Density Bonus

Proposal A does not incorporate the Controller’s recommendations, but would enact three
additional administrative requirements for the Planning Department related to the use of the
State Bonus. Staff recommends the following action on these proposed requirements:

> Recommendation: Final legislation should direct the Planning Department to require
“reasonable documentation” from project sponsors seeking a State Bonus to establish
eligibility for a requested density bonus, incentives of concession, and waivers or
reductions of development standards, as provided for under state law. Include
provisions of Propoéal A without modification.

> Recommendation: Final legislation should require the Planning Department to prepare
an annual report on the use of the Density Bonus to the Planning Commission
beginning in January 2018 that details the number of projects seeking a bonus and the
concessions, waivers, and level of bonus provided. Include provisions of Proposal A
without modification.

» Recommendation: Final legislation should not include a requirement to provide
information about the value of the density bonus, concessions, and waivers sought by
a project. This proposal would be difficult and costly to implement, in particular because
the Department may not be able to comf)el Pproject sponsors to provide the type of
financial information required to perform such analysis. Do not include this provision
of Proposal A.

17
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Affordable Housing Fee for Bonus Units

The Controller’s Study sought to provide guidance as to how the Inclusionary Program should
account for the use of the State Density Bonus, recognizing that the use of the program would
vary widely based on specific project conditions while the Inclusionary Program establishes
requirements that apply to ehgible projects on a citywide basis.

The Controlier recommended that projects that receive a Staté Bonus be required to pay the
Affordable Housing Fee on any additional units authorized under the State Bonus, similar to
how the City impose other impact fees for infrastructure and other City services.

> Recommendation: Final legislation should require that projects pay the Affordable
Housing Fee on any additional units authorized by the State Bonus program. Include
provisions of Proposal B without modification.

G. UNIT MIXREQUIREMENTS

Both proposals would establish new dwelling unit mix requirements, an area not addressed, in
the current Inclusionary Program. Proposal A would require that on-site inclusionary units
contain a minimum of 40% of units as 2-bedroom units, and an additional minimum of 20% of
on-site inclusionary units as 3-bedroom units or larger. Proposal B would require that all
residential projects not already subject to the existing unit mix requirement in Plan Areas'® be
‘subject to a new requirement that 25% of total units be provided as 2-bedroom units or larger,
or that 10% of total units be provided as 3-bedroom units or larger. -

1 In the RTO, RCD, NCT, DTR, and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use districts, the current requirement
is for 40% of total project units to be provided as 2-bedroom units or larger, or for 30% of total project
units to be provided as 3-bedroom units or larger.
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> Recommendation: Dwelling unit mix requirements should apply to total project units,
not only to on-site inclusionary units to allow for inclusionary units to be provided
comparable to market rate units, as required in Section 415 and under both Ordinances.
Under either ordinance, final legislation should be amended accordingly.

Both proposals are intended to increase the supply of housing units that serve the needs of
family households, particularly households with children. The Controller’s Study did not
examine this issue specifically. However, the economic analysis underlying the Study’s
feasibility conclusions did reflect development prototypes that fulfilled the Plan Area unit mix
requirement by including 35% of units at 2-bedroon units, and 5% of units as 3-bedroom units,
for a total of 40% of total project units. |

> Recommendation: Final legislation should not set unit mix requirements that would
exceed the 40% total large unit requirement already in place in Plan Areas, and
assumed in the Controller’s feasibility conclusions. This is a recommendation fora
parameter to guide final legislation. Proposal A does not meet this parameter. Proposal
B meets this parameter.

> Recommendation: Dwelling mix requirements should be set in a manner that would
yield a mix of both 2-bedroom and 3-bedroom unifs; this may be best achieved by
setting a minimum requirement for 3-bedroom units within the large unit requirement.
This is a recommendation for a parameter to guide final legislation. Proposal A meets
this parameter. Proposal B does not meet this parameter. ‘

In addition, Planning Department staff has conducted preliminary énalysis on the demographic
composition of family households in San Francisco and of the unit mix in the City’s existing
housing stock and recent development pipeline. While this research is not complete, the
preliminary findings suggest:

e 10% of San Francisco households are families with 2 or more children, who may be

more hkely to need a 3-bedroom or larger unit.

e 14% of San Francisco households are families w1th 4 or more people; including families
with children and families without children, who may be more likely to need a 3-

bedroom or larger unit.
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Finally, it should also be noted that there may be affordability trade-offs to dwelling unit mix
requirements. Larger units will be, at least in the first several years of building occupancy, less
affordable to households with fewer than two income earners. The City does not have the
ability to require that larger units be made available for family households; data suggest that V
the majority of larger units are currently not occupied by family households. The Department’s
recommendations largely focus on maximizing affordability. These recommendations have an

~ unknown impact on affordability and are therefore only provided as “parameters” for final
legislation that seek to balance the goals of maximizing affordabﬂity with the goal of providing
units with more bedrooms.

H. “GRANDFATHERING” PROVSIONS

Following the passage of Proposition C in June 2016, Section 415 was amended to estaBﬁsh
incremental on-site, off-site, and fee requirement percentages for projects that entered the

- development pipeline between January 2013 and January 2016 (as defined by the acceptance
date of the pfoject’s Environmental Evaluation Application or EEA). Projects that entered the
pipeline prior to January 2013 are subject to the inclusionary rates in effect prior to the passage
of Proposition C1%, while those that entered the pipeline after January 12, 2016 will be subject to
the final requirements to be established by the proposed Ordinances.

Incremental Increases for Pipeline Projects

Smaller Projects (10 — 24 units) were unaffected by the passage of Proposition C and remain
subject to the on-site and off-site or fee requirements in place prior to Proposition C.

> Recominendation; Smaller Projects should remain subject to “grandfathered” on-site
and fee or off-site requirements. Both Ordinances would maintain this structure. No
amendments are needed.

11 As of January 1, 2016 Section 415 required that projects of 10 or more units provide 12%,of units on-site
as low income units, or pay a fee or provide off-site units equivalent of 20% of the project total.
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Larger Projects (25 or more units) that entered the pipeline between 2013 and 2016 are subject to
the incremental increases established by Proposition C. However, in some cases these rates
exceed the maximum economically feasible rate 1den11ﬁed by the Controller’s Study and should
be retained or amended as follows:

» Recommendation: Larger Projects (25 or more units) choosing the on-site alternative
should remain subject to the incremental percentage requirements established by
Proposition C. Include provisions of Proposal B without modification.

> Recommendation: The incremental increases established for Larger Projects choosing
the fee or off-site alternatives, however, exceed the maximum feasible rate; these
requirements should be amended to match the permanent requirements established in
the final legislation, which should not exceed the feasible rate. Include provisions of
Proposal B without modification.

Area-Specific Inclusionary Requirements

Additional incremental increases were also established for Larger Projects that entered the

development pipeline between 2013 and 2016 in the Eastern Neighborhoods Urban Mixed Use

(UMU) districts. Projects in these districts are subject to the specific inclusionary requirements

established in Section 419 of the Planning Code to reflect the zoning modifications implemented
. through the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan. In some cases, these incremental increases

exceed the maximum feasible rate.

» Recommendation: The incremental increases established by Proposition C for Larger
Projects that entered. the pipeline before 2016 and are located in UMU districts should be
removed, leaving the area—speciﬁc requirements of Section 419 in place for these -
projects. Include provisions of Proposal B without modification.

Additionally, final legislation should make clear that for projects in UMU districts that enter the
pipeline after January 12, 2016 whether area-specific or citywide inclusionary requirements
apply.

> Recommendation: Final legislation should explicitly establish that projects in UMU
districts that entered the pipeline after January 12, 2016 should be subject to the higher
of the on-site, fee, or off-site requirements set forth in Section 419 or the citywide
requirements in Section 415, as established by final 1eg151at10n Under either ordmance,
final legislation should be amended accordingly.
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Additional Provisions

The “grandfathering” provisions of Proposition C only addressed the requirement rates and did
not specify when other features of the inclusionary program would be applicable (e.g. income
level targets) to projects in the entitlement process. Given the additional changes to the
inclusionary program proposed in both ordinances, staff recommends as follows:

» Recommendation: Final legislation should establish that all other Section 415
provisions will apply to pipeline projects, regardless of the acceptance date of the
project’s EEA; projects that were fully entitled prior to the effective date of final
legislation would be subject to the inclusionary requirements in effect at the time of
entitlement. Under either ordinance, final législation should be amended accordingly.

A comparison table of current and recommended “grandfathering” and UMU districts
requirements is provided as Exhibit D. - ‘
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

On March 1, 2017 the Environmental Review Officer determined that the legislation filed by
Supervisors Kim and Peskin [Board File No. 161351] is not defined as a project under CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15378 and 15060(c)(2) because it does not result in a physical change in the
environment. A '

On March 7, 2017 the Environmental Review Officer determined that the legislation filed by
Supervisors Safai, Breed, and Tang [Board File No. 170208] is not defined as a project under
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15378 and 15060(c)(2) because it does not result in a physical change
in the environment.

V1. PUBLIC COMMENT

As of the date of publication the Planning Department has received written public comment on

the proposed amendments, as well as extensive public comment provided at the Planning
Commission informational hearings on February 23 and March 16, 2017.

The biilk of the concerns raised in these hearings were focused on the income levels to be served

by the program, the inclusionary requirement percentages, and the impact of the State Density
Bonus Law on the program. '

Most speakers addressed the income levels at which inclusionary units should be designated,
and many urged that the program should primarily serve the needs of low-income households
as provided for by other existing affordable housing programs, and that the expansion of the
inclusionary program to serve low- and moderate-income households above this level be
limited to the levels established by Proposition C. Many speakers also highlighted the growing
need for housing affordable to moderate-income households who _ﬁave traditionally been
served by market rate units, but who have also struggled to find affordable housing in recent
years. Many also shared their personal experience being unable to find adequate housing in San
Francisco either because they could not afford market rate rents, were unable to access the
limited supply of affordable units, or because they earned too much to qualify for available
affordable units, but not enough to access market rate units.

Regarding the inclusionary requirement percentages, speakers generally advocated for a higher
inclusionary rate than that in place prior to Proposition C, but differed on how the conclusions
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and recommendations of the Controller’s Study and legal limits supported by the City’s Nexus
Study should be applied to the inclusionary program. Many speakers expressed that the rate
should be as high as economically possible, while many others felt that the rates should be set
higher than the maximum rates recommended in the Controller’s Study. '

In particular, many commenters focused on the impact of the State Density Bonus Law on the
inclusionary program. Generally, those who felt the Bonus Law would result in most San
Francisco developments receiving significant density bonuses supported higher inclusionary
rates, while others cautioned that the requirements should avoid imposing too high a
requirement and thus become ultimately ineffective.

Written comment was also received during and subsequently to Tecent hearings, and is attached
as Exhibit E. At the February 23 hearing several speakers presented data on household income
levels. In addition, a letter was presented from the Council of Community Housing
| Organizations which posed a series of important questions for consideration by Commissioners,
which generally match the topic areas addressed in the accompanying staff report to the
hearing. Most notably, the letter advised that the availability of the State Density Bonus Law
should support higher inclusionary rates that those recommended in the Controller’s Study;
that requirements should increase over time at the higher end of the range discussed by the
Controller’s Technical Advisory Committee; that moderate-income households should be
served by the inclusionary program, but not at the expense of low-income households; that the
program should be structured to discourage projects to “fee out”; and that the more two- and
three-bedroom units should be provided to meet the needs of family households.

At the March 16 hearing a document titled “Statement of Principles on Inclusionary Housing”
was presented on behalf of about two-dozen listed organizations. The statement focused on-
concerns that the inclusionary program should continue to prioritize housing for low-income
households at the income levels historically served by the program, and served by other
existing housing programs. While recognizing the struggle of middle income households to find
affordable housing, the statement urged that the inclusionary program not be expanded to
serve these households beyond the levels established in Proposition C.

In addition, the Planning Department received a letter addressed to the Mayor and Board of
Supervisors dated April 10 from Yimby Action. The letter expressed opposition to both
proposed ordinances based on concerns related to the methodology of the Controller’s
Economic Feasibility Study and Nexus Study, and proposed that modifications to the

inclusionary program be postponed until these analyses can be revised.
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From:
Re:‘

Date:

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST FleNos. {50009
1390 Market Street, Suite 1150, San Francisco, CA 94102 ' 173 1251
{415) 552-9292 FAX (415) 252-0461 .
‘ : 1710208

Policy Analysis Report 58

Supervisor Peskin

Budget and Legislative Analyst’s Office . J%AJ

Statistics on Median Household Income Across San Francisco Neighborhoods

" 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 | 1

Budget and Legislative Analyst’s Office-
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Dispériiies in Médian Household Income Across City Neighborhoods

While rlsmg housmg 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 has been an
unequal distribution 6f 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.* In addition to these geocoded
neighborhood locations, the Budget and Legislative Analyst used the American Community Survey 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

outl

Visptagion Val 2y

Source: American Community Survey 2015 five-year estimates.

* While this data represents reasonable estimates 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 | 2 . . 4 ‘ . Budget and Legislative Analyst’s Office
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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 thé Highest and Lowest Median Household Incomes

Highest Median Household Incomes
. : Median . Population
Neighborhood Household Count
Income
Presidio $164,179 3,681
Potrero Hill : $153,658 13,621
Seachiff $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 5119,687 24,915
Pacific Heights $113,198 24,737 _
Total ) 178,256 ' 158,823

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 represented 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 | 3. . . Budget and Legislative Analyst’s Office
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Figure 3. Median Household Income in San Francisco by Ethnicity
_ (2011-15) -
$120,000
$103,992
$100,000 e
. $81,294
$80,000 ‘
369,577
$60,000 $57,248
$40,000 535,313
! $29,800
$20,000
SO T LI T T T
$an Francisco White not Asian Hispanic/Latine African American Hawaitan/Pacific
Median Hispanic Islander
Household '
income

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. ? '

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.

* The rent burden percentages shown in Figures 4 and 5 below were taken from the American Community Survey
2015 five-year estimates.

Page | 4 . ' Budget and Legislative Analyst’s Office
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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 2011 to 2015, 45.8 percent or 161,887 of all 353,287 San Francisco households were family
households.’? 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.

* American Commuhity Survey 2015 five-year estimates

Page | 5 V Budget and Legislative Andlyst’s Office
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Figure 4. Rent Burden across San Francisco Neighborhoods
Pgrcent Medjian . Median . Percent of
Rent Gross Rent Household Popglatlon Total
Burden (%) . Income :
Lakeshore $1,800 $46,552 13,469 2%
Visitacion Valley $1,071 $48,376 17,793 2%
Oceanview/Merced/Ingleside $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 5605 $21,016 14,336 2%
Treasure Island $1,732 $40,76% 3,187 0%
Sunset/Parkside 51,847 $85,980 80,525 10%
Outer Richmond $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, 564,845 26,382 3%
Glen Park A 28.3 $1,665 $113,039 - 8,119 1% -
Twin Peaks 28.1 $500 " $97,388 7,310 1%
Western Addition ' 27.4 $1,295 $59,709 21,366 3%
Inner Richmond 27.1 $1,602 478,836 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 $1,575 $66,526 12,550 1%
Lone Mountain/USF §1,654 585,284 17,434 2%
Mission - $1,472 $79,518 57,873 7%
Mission Bay $2,774 $107,798 9,979 1%
Seacliff $2,196 $143,864 2,491 0%
Inper Sunset $1,829 $102,993 28,962 ' - 3%
West of Twin Peaks $2,302. ' 5131,349 37,327 4%
Presidio Heights 51,950 $123,312 10,577 1%
Hayes Valley $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 81,922 $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 SR $2,289 $153,658 13,621 2%
Subtotal : 491,706 59%
Total : ‘ ‘ 840,355 100%

Source: American Community Survey 2015 five-year estimates. ‘
Page | 6 . . Budget and Legislative Analyst’s Office
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Figure 6. Median Household Income by City Neighborhood and Ethnicity
Median
) Gross
Median  Rent as Median :
Gross - % of Household  Whitenot  Hispanic/ African
Population Rent Income Income Hispanic Latino - American Asian
Lakeshare ‘ 13,469 1,300 $46,552 $45,581  $41,979 $45,139 $28,369
Visitaclon Valley . 17,793 1,071 $48,376 $47,567 $24,844 $15,872 $55,987
Oceanview/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 S0 $82,414
Bayview Hunters Point . 37,246 1,217 $53,434 $103,428 $40,709 534,547 $58,239
Excelsior 39640 1,525 $68,550 $68,873  $67,218  $33,969.  $69,165
Tenderloin V 28,820 886 $25,895 $27,641 $19,933 $9,441 $27,183
Chinatown : 14,336 605 '$21,016 . $71,252 S $0 $18,962
Treasure Isiand 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 $0 486,139
Outer Richmond 45,120 1,588 $70,085 $75,280 $45,971 $19,460 $71,278
Japantown 3,633 . 1,500 . $63,423 $84,643 $93,750 o] $24,500
South of Market 18,093 1,180 " $64,330 $111,036 $21,807 $15,111 $71,413
Grand Total ©. 840,763 1,624 $84,578 $97,648 $52,792 $16,816 $79,462
Mclaren Park ’ 880 267 $16,638 S0 $40,250 S0 $15,469
Nob Hill 26,382 . 1,425 $64,845 $82,605 $25,124 $18,528 $49,001
Glen Park . 8,115 1,665 28.3 $113,039 $141,017 $54,063 50 $46,193
Twin Peaks 7,310 800 28.1 $97,388 $101,066 483,523 $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 sSo $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 SO $0 $95,140
V 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 $42,116 567,232
Lincoln Park 330 2,250 25.8. $145,000 $134,688 $0 . S0 $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 S0 $106,674
Seacliff 2,491 2,196 25.1 $143,864  $145,938 $0 $0 $121,607
Page | 8 ' : oo Budget and
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Median
Gross
Median Rentas Median : ok
. Gross % of Household  Whitenot  Hispanic/ African
Population Rent income Income 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 1,950 249 - $123312  $122,398 $0 $84,120 $110,692

Hayes Valley 18,043 -1,552 $82,915 $92,903 $52,904 $13,100 $119,075
- Presidio 3,681 2,963 $164,179  $164,821 $0 4 $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

Halght 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 $0 564,153

Noe Valley 22,769 2,091 $131,343 $128,740 $87,549 511,875 $163,324

Marina ‘ 24,915 1,928 $119,687 $121,132 $105,228 S0 $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 est_imateé.
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Figure 7. Representation of Ethnicities across San Francisco Neighborhoods

) Two of Hispan.ic
i Whitenot  African Native . Pacific Other or Latino
. R . . Asian More
Hispanic  American  American. Islander Race {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 of Twin 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 16,954 563 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
Quter 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 11,930 2,324 65 10,114 603 1,988 769 3,322
Haight Ashbury " 14,333 551 53 1,474 27 233 1,087 1,502
Lone 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 of Total Population 49% 6% 0.3% 34% 0.4% 6% 5% 15%

Page | 10
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AMENDMENT PROCESS

June 2016

July 2016 —
Feb 2017

Feb — April 2017
May 2017

“June 15, 2017

Proposmon C
« Temporary requwements
» Feasibility Study and TAC

Controller’'s Economic Feasibility Study +
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

‘Maximum economically feasible requirements
 Additional recommendations

Planning Commission hearings
« Commission Recommendatlons April o7

Board of Supervisors Committee hearings
« “Consensus” Ordinance - May 22

Planning Commission - Additional Recommendations
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1. Dwelling Unit Mix: applied to Smaller Projects (10-24 units)

2. Minimum Unit Sizes: differ from state TCAC standards

3. BMR Studio Units: prohibited over 100% AMI
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4. Replacement Units: increasing inclusionary requirement

5. Specific Areas: separate requirements for certain areas




COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS:
MATERIAL MODIFICATIONS
1. Dwelling Unit Mix

>

>

Issue: The requirement is now proposed to apply to
smaller projects as well. For these projects, the

requirement would be more difficult to meet.

Recommendation: Clarify that the requirement is for 25%
large units, including 10% as 3-bedrooms or larger.

2. Minimum Unit Sizes

>

>

Issue: Would establish new minimum sizes with no
analysis or consideration by Commission

Recommendation: Set minimum unit sizes for
Inclusionary units equal to TCAC standards.
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3. BMR Studio Units

> Issue: Prohibiting Studio units above 100% AMI would
reduce “family-size” units for low-income households.

> Recommendation: Do not prohibit Studio units above
100% of AMI; distribute units evenly across income levels.

4. Specific Area Requirements

> Issue: Specific area requirements without analysis would
weaken effectiveness of Inclusionary Program.

> Recommendation: Apply citywide feasible requirement in
all areas, unless specific requirements supported by
appropriate study. |
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RECOMMENDAT
DIFICATIONS

5. Fee and State Bonus Units

JONS:

> Issue: Fee requirement (30/33%) above feasible; disincentiv.
~ to provide State Bonus units, which are subject to the Fee.

> Recommendation A: Set feasible Fee requirement (23/28%).

» Recommendation B: IAnclude Fee requirement in required
2017 TAC study of Fee methodology.
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G. Grandfatherlng Provisions

> Issue Pipeline projects Would be subject to new prov131ons

- » Recommendation: Clarify that new provisions only apply to
pipeline projects after 1/12/2016; maintain the incremental
requirements for 2013-2016 projects, per Prop C.

7. Determination of Requi-rement; Sunsetting of Entitlement

> Issue: Requirement would be determined later in the
entitlement process than standard Department procedures.

> Recommendation: Determine requirement at time of EEA;
reset the requirement if no First Construction Document
within 30 months from Entitlement.
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8. Rounding of Required BMR Units
- » Issue: Rounding required BMR units by AMI tier would resul.
in a higher inclusionary requirement for smaller projects.

> Recommendation: Clarify that the total percentage of
inclusionary units provided not exceed the applicable
requirements.
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9. Neighborhood Profile Map

> Issue: Ordinance references the incorrect Planning
Department map for the purpose of market analysis.

» Recommendation: Reference the Plahning Department’s
ACS Neighborhood Profile Boundaries Map for the requtred:
market analySIs - iy







10. Transbay District Provisions

> lIssue: Transbay Redevelopment Area must meet
iInclusionary targets set in Transbay Redevelopment Plan

and State law.

> Recommendation:_Amehd Section 249.28 of the
Planning Code to clarify that in the Transbay Area:

> Higher of 15% or Section 415 requirement applies

> Al inclusionary units must be provided On-Site

> All inclusionary units must serve Condo units below 100% of
AMI, or Rental units below 60% of AMI.
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.om: Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Sent: ] Monday, June 19, 2017 11:17 AM
To: . Major, Erica (BOS)
Subject: FW: Land Use Committee June 19 Include 650 Divisadero In Affordability Housing Study
Aluysor Somero.

Legislative Deputy Director

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102 .
" 415.554.7711 direct | 415.554.5163 fax
alisa.somera@sfgov.org

™ 4
#4Click HERE to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form.

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors-legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.

~o A

iclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
california Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be
redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the
Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk’s Office
regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's
Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone
numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may
appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

From: Joe Chmielewdki [mailto:jcin506 @yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, June 19, 2017 10:26 AM

To: Somera, Alisa (BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>

Subject: Land Use Committee June 19 Include 650 Divisadero In Affordability Housing Study

June 19, 2017
To:: Alisa Somera
alisa.somera(@sfeov.org

From: Joseph Chmielewski
50 Golden Gate Ave. #506
SF, 94102
<jcin506@yahoo.com>
415)756-2913

Subject: Include 650 Divisadero In Affordability Housing Study
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Dear Ms Somera
Please include. for your Land Use committee records a copy of this email asking not to allow Sup. Breedto"* =~
- exempt Divisadero and Fillmore Streets, and specifically 650 Divsadero St., from an affordable housing study
for her district constituents. It’s part of the inclusionary housing bill being heard at Land Use committee on June
19th at 1:30 in Room 250 at City Hall. We need more affordable housing on Divisadero. ‘

Thank you.

Sincerely,

] oseph Chmielewski
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 FOM: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Monday, June 19, 2017 8:58 AM

To: : - BOS-Supervisors; Major, Erica (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS)-
. Subject: FW: Land Use Committee Agenda 6/19 File No. 161351

From: lgpetty@juno.com [mailto:lgpetty@juno.com]

Sent: Sunday, June 18, 2017 6:52 PM'

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: Land Use Committee Agenda 6/19

Dear Superwsors
Land Use Committee 6/19 Cons:deratlon of Inclusionary Housmg Ieglslatlon amendments.
Re: Inclusionary Housing Amendment Regarding NCT's and other Upzoned SpeCIaI Use
Areas:

- As a lifelong Senior voter from D/strlct 5
I urge you to include the Divisadero-Fillmore Corridors NCT area
in the proposed study under the Inclusionary Housmg Program by SF Planning staff & the
Controller's Office

r possible increased affordable units that can be required due to allowmg lncreased

density in those areas..
The Divisadero-Fillmore NCT must be included in the study and not treated separately or
differently \
from other areas designated as special upzoning districts.
| believe the Divisadero-Fillmore NCT must be accorded higher affordability requirements.

Thank you.
Lorraine Petty

3 Common Foods Surgeons Are Now Calling "Death Foods"
3 Harmful Foods

hitp:/thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3132/59472ea140d2e2ea1a94st02duc
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... Somera, Alisa (BOS)

From: . Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: : Monday, June 12, 2017 9:53 AM_

To: . BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: ' FW: support strong OMI tenant protections
Attachments: - supes omi, taylor-biblowitz.docx

[T R o, - N [TV e ek e me ke ek

From: Frances Taylor [mailto:duck. taylor@yahoo com]

‘Sent: Saturday, June 10, 2017 5:16 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; London.Breed@sfgove.org; Cohen, Malia (BOS)
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Mark.Farrell@sfgove.org; Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@SFGOV1.onmicrosoft.com>;
Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary
<hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Sheehy, Jeff (BOS) <jeff. sheehy@sfgov org>;
Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>

Cc: Iris Biblowitz <irisbiblowitz@hotmail.com>

Subject: support strong OMI tenant protections

Dear Board of Supervisors:

Regardfng the proposed agenda item 6 before the Land Use and Transportation Committee on Monday, June 12, we are
writing to encourage you to listen to tenants who have been affected by owner move-in (OMI) evictions and to incorporate
proposals submltted earlier in Supervisor Peskin's OM! Reform Leglslatlon

When the issue came up earlier this year, we submltted the letter pasted and attached below (whichever is easier for
you), and we hope our personal stories help illustrate the difficulty of the problem and the necessity of consulting with
actual tenants whose lives are turned upside-down, often for fraudulent reasoris.

While we support any effort to remedy the problem, moving ahead too quickly without taking into consideration earlier
thoughtful proposals, such as Supervisor | Peskln s legislation, will do less to help tenants than will a more measured and
complete process.

Thank you,

Frances Taylor
Iris Biblowitz -

April 28, 2017

To: San Francisco Board of Supervisors

. From: Iris Biblowitz and Frances Taylor

Re: Owner move-in evictions

We are two senior renters, a 70-year-old retired registered nurse (Biblowitz) and a 67-year-old retired medical
editor (Taylor), who have been forced out of our home twice by owner move-in evictions. The circumstances
dlffered in these two cases, but the devastation was similar.

In 1984, we had lived at 77 Mirabel Avenue in Bernal Heights for five years when our two landladies living
upstalrs in the two flat building decided they needed to live apart, one in each unit, so we had to leave with a
_ , 5 14



month’s notice. This was a legitimawc OMLI, as the party involved did move iwwo our flat, but it still completely
upended our lives. Even though we were much younger then and it was still possible to find reasonable rent in
u Francisco in the 1980s, being evicted was a ¢onisidérable hardship.

In 1995, after living at 2866 22nd Street in the Mission for 11 years, we received another eviction notice from
one landlord who was in the process of breaking up with the other landlord and dividing up their various
properties. Again, we were given one month’s notice. We suspected that this OMI was bogus, as this landlord
had expressed dislike for the neighborhood when he had lived upstairs from us earlier, and we had witnessed
nasty exchanges between him and local youth with homophobic taunts on one side and racist insults on the -
other. Most unpleasant. We consulted a tenant lawyer, who put her face in her hands when she saw our
landlord’s name. She was already representing another tenant who had been attacked physically by this same
landlord, suffering injuries. We later learned that this tenant won a substantial settlement.

Meanwhile, as we haggled over our eviction notice, the landlord tried to rescind it verbally, not in writing,
saying something like “that thing I sent you is off, but I may have to do it again, maybe every month.” We
decided that we did not want to live with this uncertainty over our heads every month. At the same time, we
learned of a vacant flat close by at similar rent and decided to move. The landlord eventually evicted all tenants
in the building and sold the property. He never moved back in, so the original OMI notice was indeed-
fraudulent. : :

We were lucky to have been evicted just before the dot-com boom, but again the process was horrible. Being 11
years older didn’t help, and we were disgusted to have this happen a second time. We have now lived in that
new flat for 22 years and hope to be able to stay here for as long as we can handle the 30 steps. Given the
current environment of frequent evictions and almost no affordable housing, we live with constant fear, just like
"1 tenants in San Francisco. A

Our personal experience tells us that any OMI eviction harms the evicted, and the bogus type adds a bitter twist
to life in an unforgiving city. Lack of enforcement adds salt to the wounds.
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April 28,2017

To: San Francisco Board of Supervisors
From: Iris Biblowitz and Frances Taylor
Re: Owner move-in evictions

We are two senior renters, a 70-year-old retired régistered nurse (Biblowitz) and a 67-year-old
retired medical editor (Taylor), who have been forced out of our home twice by owner move-in
evictions. The circumstances differed in these two cases, but the devastation was similar.

In 1984, we had lived at 77 Mirabel Avenue in Bernal Heights for five years when our two
landladies living upstairs in the two-flat building decided they needed to live apart, one in each
unit, so we had to leave with a month’s notice. This was a legitimate OMI, as the party involved
did move into our flat, but it still completely upended our lives. Even though we were much
-younger then and it was still possible to find reasonable rent in San Francisco in the 1980s, being
evicted was a considerable hardship.

In 1995, after living at 2866 22nd Street in the Mission for 11 years, we received another
eviction notice from one landlord who was in the process of breaking up with the other landlord
and dividing up their various properties. Again, we were given one month’s notice. We
suspected that this OMI was bogus, as this landlord had expressed dislike for the neighborhood
when he had lived upstairs from us earlier, and we had witnessed nasty exchanges between him
and local youth with homophobic taunts on one side and racist insults on the other. Most
unpleasant. We consulted a tenant lawyer, who put her face in her hands when she saw our
landlord’s name. She was already representing another tenant who had been attacked physically
by this same landlord, suffering injuries. We later learned that this tenant won a substantial
settlement. '

Meanwhile, as we haggled over our eviction notice, the landlord tried to rescind it verbally, not
in writing, saying something like “that thing I sent you is off, but I may have to do it again,
maybe every month.” We decided that we did not want to live with this uncertainty over our
heads every month. At the same time, we learned of a vacant flat close by at similar rent and
decided to move. The landlord eventually evicted all tenants in the building and sold the
property. He never moved back in, so the original OMI notice was indeed fraudulent.

We were lucky to have been evicted just before the dot-com boom, but again the process was
horrible. Being 11 years older didn’t help, and we were disgusted to have this happen a second
time. We have now lived in that new flat for 22 years and hope to be able to stay here for as long
as we can handle the 30 steps. Given the current environment of frequent evictions and almost no
affordable housing, we live with constant fear, just like all tenants in San Francisco.

Our personal experience tells us that any OMI eviction harms the evicted, and the bogus type
adds a bitter twist to life in an unforgiving city. Lack of enforcement adds salt to the wounds.
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Somera, Alisa (BOS)

.om: Patrick Monette-Shaw <pmonette-shaw@earthlink.net>

Sent: . Monday, June 05, 2017 12:41 PM

To: Farrell, Mark (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS)

Cc: Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Somera, Ahsa (BOS); Hepner,
Lee (BOS)

Subject: Testimony Regarding the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee "*Deal" ... and ADVERSE
EFFECT ON HOUSING BALANCE Repotts

Attachments: Printer-Friendly Testimony to Land Use and Transportatlon Committee Inclusxonary

Housing 17-06-05.pdf; SF_Sanctuary_City_for_Housing_Developers.pdf

Patrick Monette-Shaw

975 Sutter Street, Apt. 6
: San Francisco, CA 94109
Phone (415) 292-6969 * e-mail: pmonette—shaw@eartlmk net

June 5, 2017 ;

Land Use and Transportation Committee, Board of Supervisors
The Honorable Mark Farrell, Chair
The Honorable Aaron Peskin, Member
The Honorable Katy Tang, Member
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

.n Francisco, CA 94102 :
Re:  Testimony Regarding the Inclusionarv Affordable Housing Fee

Dear Chair Farrell and Members of the Land Use and Transportation Committee,

This testimony concerns item 8 on today’s Land Use and Transportation Committee’s (LUT-C) agenda, the Ordinance to
amend the Planning Code, titled Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Dwelling Unit Mix Requirements.
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| am concerned that the various owneraiip
and rental percentages set in the
compromise “deal” reached between
Supervisors Peskin, Kim, Safai, Breed, and
Tang are insufficient and continues to award
too much of a Sanctuary for Housing
Developers, as I discussed in my June 2017
Westside Observer article, “Sanctuary City
for Housing Developers,” attached for your
convenience.

Most alarming, the compromise “deal”
almost guarantees that the City’s Housing
Balance will continue to be adversely
affected by details in today’s proposed
legislation. :

~ On-Site Units — 10-24 Units

The compromise deal you are considering |
today sets the initial requirement for on-site £
inclusionary units in projects of 10-24 units

ta miserly 12%, and provides for a half-  ~ ot e
ata misery A’ and proviges for a ha Astute Public Testimony: During the Board of Supervisors
percent (0.5%) increase starting January 1, . o e ) e
5018 until it reaches the maximum ceiling of Government Audit and Qversight Committee meeting on May 15,

' 89T 9017,a perceptive member of the publfic displayed this graphic on

15%. It will take six years — until 2023 —10 w0 yarhead projector. [Red text added for clarity.]
reach that 15% maximum, during which time

the Cumulative Housing Balance is more than likely to remain at its current 13.6% (as of Housing Balance Report #5).

On-Site Units — 25 or More Units

As one member of the public noted in his slide on the overhead projector during the LUT-C May 15 hearing, San
Franciscans had not passed Prop. “C” in June 2016 to hand developers license to build 82% market-rate units, by
restricting affordable rental units to just 18%.

Unfortunately the compromise deal before you today retains that 18% threshold, albeit there is a provision to raise the
rental percentage to 20% by January 1, 2019 apparently apportioned only to low-income rental units which may be
capped at 20%, and to begin raising the rental unit percentages allocated equally only to moderate- and middle-income
units starting lanuary 1, 2020 in half-percent (0.5%) increments. Will the low-income units be capped at 20% and not
receive the 0.5% increases apparently allocated only to moderate- and middle-income units? Is that a drafting error?

If | am reading pége 24 correctly in the legislative Ordinance (Legislation and Legislative Digest Version 4) before you
today, the 1% increases in January 2018 and January 2019 will be applied only to low-income rental or sales (condo)
units, and it will take until January 2020 before the 0.5% increases for moderate- and middle-income units to become
added, essentially capping the moderate- and middle-income units at 18% for two years until 2020.

If my reading is incorrect and the low-income units will receive the 0.5% increases starting in 2020, it will take ten years
to reach the 24% maximum inclusionary housing rental ceiling for low-income units, which won’t be reached until the
year 2027. And if there is a two-year period before the 0.5% increases for moderate- and middle-income units kick in, in
2020, it will take 14 years (in 2031) to reach the 24% maximum for the moderate- and middle-income rental units.

And if my reading is correct that there will be the same 10;year and 14-year delays for ownership (sales) units — for low-
income vs. moderate- and middle-income units — it will also take until 2027 or 2031 to reach the maximum 26%
threshold for ownership units.

Once the 24% maximuimn rental threshold is reached and the 26% maximum for ownership units is reached, developers
will still be racking in a “shit-ton” of profits {as Supervisor Pgs{('@ has noted) from the remaining 74% to 76% of market-
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rate rental and sales units, and they w... essentially have license to do so pretty dau...i close to the 82% market-rate units
that they will have if you adopt this legislation as currently written taking 10- to 14-years to get to the 24% and 26%
“ximum thresholds. You’'ll just be handing them license'teicontinue to make a “shit-ton” of profits.

And you'll essentially end up causing the Cumulative Housing Balance to remain at just 13.6%.

I would be remiss if | didn’t note that you have commendably added a provision that if the principal project will result in
demolition, conversion, or removal of affordable housing units subject to restricted rents or rental control, the project
sponsor has to pay the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee equivalent for the number of affordable umts removed, in
addition to compliance with the inclusionary requirements for the new units.

Although this new provision may help tide the loss of “Units Removed from Protected Status” in thé‘Housing Balance
Reports, it will not be enough, because not all of the units removed (lost) are a result of developers converting or
demolishing those units, for instance owner-move in evictions that don’t involve demolition of existing buildings.

Finally, ! should note that the provision for on-site projects of 25 units or more sets the owned unit sales prices far too
high at 130% of AMI for middle-income units, allowing households of 120% to 150% of AMI to be eligible to apply. That
150% percentage is obviously market-rate housing — not affordable housing — as then Superwsor Mark Leno had

. envisioned when he first authored the Inclusicnary Housing Ordinance.

| think today’s legislation needs further refinement, and should be continued to a future meeting to re-negotiate many
of the terms in this Ordinance, with an eyé on improving the Housing Balance Report data.
Respectfully submitted,

Patrick Monette-Shaw
Columnist
Westside Observer Newspaper

‘The Honorable Jane Kim, Supervisor, District 6
The Honorable Ahsha Safai, Supervisor, District 11
The Honorable London Breed, Supervisor, District 5
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June 2017 , .
Pitting Nesghbor Against Nesghbor for Ajforinble Housing
SF: Sanctuary City for Housing Developers

FGOVM‘? City & Counly of San Francisco
v i@

by Patrick Monette-Shaw

As the debate intensified over what percentage of inclusionary
affordable housing must be developed, one proposal authored by
Supervisors Ahsha Safai, London Breed, and Katy Tang — with
Mayor Lee’s backing — proposed reducing on-site affordable
rental units in construction projects building 25 or more dwellings
to just 18%.

That prompted an astute member of the public to note that voters " stute Public Testimony: During the Board of Supervisors
had not passed Proposition “C” in June 2016 to allow developers Government Audit and Oversight Committee meeting on May 15,

: g teat : s 2017, a perceptive member of the public displayed this graphic on
to build t'he remaining 82% of units in a renta% housmg projectof £ b brojector. [Red text added for clarlty.] )
25 dwellings or more as market-rate rental units, leading to the
slide he presented to Supervisors on May 15 during the Land Use Committee’s first hearing on the competing proposals,
shown on the right, above.

Indeed, voters passed Prop. “C” in 2016 — which required a e

50% + 1 affirmative vote for passage — by a whopping 67.9%. That prompted an astute member of the
Voters spoke resoundingly that they wanted to double the then _public to note that voters had not passed
12% on-site affordable housing units to 25%, with 15% Proposition ‘C’ in June 2016 to allow

affordable to low-income households and another 10% developers to build th ining 82% of
affordable to middle-income households. That would have still v p _' e remam-lng” 00
allowed housing developers to devote 75% to market-rate units! ~ Units as market-rate rental units.

The dueling pfoposals have been all about quibbling over whether developers will be able to devote 75% vs. 82% of
new construction to market-rate housing to increase their bottom-line profits. Obviously, developers want the higher
percentage — and Safai, Breed, and Tang are only too happy to oblige.

But in exchange for requiring private developers of new market- ge A
rate housing projects of 25 or more units to double affordable Voters spoke resoundingly they wanted
housing provisions to 25%, Prop. “C” was also contingent on - to double the then 12% on-site affordable

granting authorization to the Board of Supervisors to set housing units to 25% with 15% as
affordable housing requirements in a “trailing ordinance” by : !

removing inclusionary housing requirements out of the City affordable to low-income hOUSEh°|dﬁr and
charter, instead of having to seek further voter approval at the 10% to middle-income households.
ballot box.

Skullduggery at the Board of Supervisors soon commenced, in part because the Controller’s Statement on Prop. “C” in
the voter guide fretted about the potential loss in property tax revenues should developers face restrictions on how
much market-rate housing they could develop. Apparently, City Controller Ben Rosenfield was more concerned about
the reduction in property tax revenues that would result from lower taxes on assessed values of lower-priced units, and
less concerned about developing inclusionary affordable housing units for actual people.

Rosenfield was concerned about money, not p_eople being “City Controller Ben Rosenfield was more
displaced out of town from skyrocketing housing costs. And cerned about redtiction i t
apparently, Mayor Ed Lee also appears to be as concerned about concerned about reduction In prop erty tax
lost tax revenue, rather than being concerned about San revenues that would result from lower

Franciscans seeking hqusing. taxes on values of lower-priced units, and
X less concerned about developing affordable
- " ¥y
housing units for actual people.
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' Page 2

It’s very clear that bbtﬁ Lee and Rosenfield want to create a Sanctuary City for Housing Developers to héip them
maximize their housing project profits, in part to help the City’s property tax base.

Showdown at the OK Corral: Two Competing Housmg Proposals (May 15, 2017)

Proposition “C” in 2016 was tied to a requirement that the City
Cont}roller perform an anal}fsis of the thresholfl of inclusionary “It's clear that both Lee and Rosenfield
housing percentages that might affect production of market-rate it te a Sanct Citv fi
housing, and required the analysis be provided to the Board of wan ) o createa _a ctuary City for
Supervisors. Prop. “C” explicitly allows the Board of Supervisors ~ Housing Developers to help them

to adjust the inclusionary percentages using “trailing” legislation to maximize their housing project profits, in
follow without further voter approval, so there xﬁ/ai no guarante(? that part to help the City's property tax base.”’
the percentage increased by voters under Prop. “C” would remain.

As the Westside Observer reported last March in “Housing Bond Lurches Down a Cliff,” the City Controller released his
first inclusionary housing advisory analysis on February 13, 2017 and submitted it to the Board of Supervisors who were
expected to debate the Controller’s analysis on Valentine’s Day. But the San Francisco Examiner reported on February

15 that the Board’s discussion was postponed to February 28.

The Board of Supervisors agenda for February 28 did not include any agenda items regarding the Controller’s
inclusionary housing analysis to discuss whether the Board will adjust the inclusionary percentages passed by voters in
Prop. “C,” nor did the agendas for other Board subcommittee meetings that week, and the discussion wasn’t placed on the
full Board of Supervisors March 7 agenda either.

y 1 . . vy
The Board’s discussion langunished for over two months. The two competing proposals to revise

The Examiner article on February 15 shows that Mayor Lee is the inclusionary housing percentages were
concerned that affordable housing threshold requirements will first heard by the Board of Supervisors
“keep [private sector] investors confident.” That appears to
mean that anything to keep the Mayor’s development friends — o
and Ron Conway — happy, is a good thing. on May 15.

Land Use and Transportation subcommittee

The two competing proposals to revise the inclusionary housing percentages were first heard by the Board of Supervisors
Land Use and Transportation subcommittee, summarized in the May 15 Legislative Digest for the Peskin-Kim version of
the proposed amendments and a separate May 15 Legislative Dwest for the Safai-Breed-Tang version of the proposed
amendments.

Developers can choose between three options to meet inclusionary requirements; Paying a fee in-lieu of constructing
affordable units on- or off-site, building affordable units on-site, or building affordable units off-site. Reportedly, the
trend has been that developers prefer to pay the “in-lieu-of” fee to the City rather than build the affordable housing units.

Back on March 23, 2017 noted housing experts Peter Cohen and Fernando Marti, co-directors of San Francisco’s
Council of Community Housing Organizations (CCHO), published an article on 48Hills.org. CCHO is widely regarded
as the most influential and most thoughtful of affordable housing organizations. Their artmle explored the two
competing inclusionary housing proposals, and corrected
significant misstatements and mistakes in media reports
regarding important facts about the two proposals.

*®
‘Importantly Cohen and Marti noted it is
only the Peskin-Kim proposal that expands

The two men noted there’s a big difference between what Peskin ~ housing opportunities for both low-income
and Kim want, versus what Safai and Breed want, and there are and middle-income households, and that
many nuances between the two proposals. Importantly the pair the Safai-Breed-Tang pro I red

noted that it is only the Peskin-Kim proposal that expands . reed-Tang proposal recuces one
housing opportunities for both low-income and middle-income category in order to expand the other
households, and that the Safai-Breed-Tang proposal reduces one category of household incomes.”

category in order to expand the other category of household
incomes. That’s a form of pitting one income level against another, or pitting neighbor against San Francisco neighbor.
After all, we should be expanding housing opportunities for all, without reducing anyone else’s opportunities, Cohen and
Marti seem to argue. 521
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§i&é~by;3idé Comparison —
. A side-by-side comparison of the Peskin-

A side-by-side comparison of the Peskin-Kim vs. Safai-Breed- Kim vs. Safai-Breed-Tang competing

Tang competing proposals as of May 15 is instructive: proposals is instructive.”

® The Safai-Breed version proposed lowering the in-lieu fee for projects consisting of 25 housing units or more from the
33% fee passed by voters under Prop. “C” in June 2016, to just a 23% fee for rental units, and just 28% for sales units,
typically condo’s. Right off the bat, Safai and Breed chose to hand developers a windfall by reducing fees intended to
build affordable housmg

e For on-site housing units in construction projects of 25 housing units or more, the Peskin-Kim proposal sought to
increase the current 25% affordable requirement for ownership (sales) units to 27%, keeping the current 15% for low-
income households, and increasing the middle-income affordable units from 10% to 12%. On-site sales units for low-
and lower-income households would range from 80% to 100% of Area Median Income (AMI), with average sales
prices of 90% of AMI, up slightly from Prop. “C,” and sales prices for middle- and moderate-income households
ranging from 100% to 140%, with average sales prices of 120%. However, the Peskin-Kim proposal provided that
single-income households would have a maximum sales price set at 100% of AMI, which is 20% lower than the 120%
of AMI specified in Prop. “C” for Imddle—mcome households.”

In contrast, the Safai—Breed—Tang proposal sought to hand developers another windfall by reducing the current 25%
requirement under Prop. “C” for ownership units to just 20%, equally split between households earning 90%, 120%
and 140% of AMI (Area Median Income), up from the 80% for low-income households and up from the 120% cap for
middle-income households.

. For on-site housing units in construction projects of 25 housing units or more, the Peskin-Kim proposal sought to
decrease the current 25% affordable requirement for rental units by 1% to 24%, keeping the current 15% rental units
for low-income households, and decreasing the middle-income affordable rental units from 10%.to 9%. Their
proposal lowered the rental maximums in Prop. “C” from 55% of AMI for low-income renters and 100% of AMI for

" middle-income renters to 40% to 80% of AMI for lower-income households with average rents at 60% of AMI, and
increased AMI from 80% to 120% for middle-income renters with an average rent at 100% of AMI and a maximum
rent also at 100% of AMIL

Also in stark contrast, the Safai-Breed-Tang proposal sought to hand developers yet another windfall by reducing the
. current 25% requirement under Prop. “C” for rental units to just 18%, equally split between households earning 55%,

80%, and 110% of AMLI, up from the 55% for low-income renters and up from the 100% cap for nuddle-mcome

renters. In effect, the Safai-Breed-Tang reduction of rental

units awarded just 6% to each of these three AMI categories,

“*The saf. i =
pzttmg low-income San Franciscans against their middle- e Safai-Breed-Tang proposal sought to

income neighbors! hand developers yet another windfall by
reducing the current 25% requirement
s For off-site owned units in projects of 25 units or more, Prop. under Prop. ‘C’ for rental units to just 18%,

“C” currently calls for 33% of the off-site owned units to be

affordable, with 20% affordable to low-income households equally split between households earning

and 13% to middle-income households. The Peskin-Kim 55%, 80%; and 110% of AML. In effect,
. proposal kept the 33% requirement, but sought to decrease the ~ the Safai-Breed-Tang reduction of rental
off-site affordable owned units to 18% for low-income units awarded just 6% to each of these

households and increase the middle-income households to - three AMI cat . itting low-i

15%, with the low- and lower-income households having 80% . egorles., pr mg. ow-income
to 100% of AMI, and average affordable sales prices set at San Franciscans against their middle-
90% of AMI. The Peskin-Kim proposal for off-site owned income neighbors! "

units for middle- and moderate-income households would have
ranged from 100% to 140% of AMI, with average sales prices of 120% of AMI. However, the Peskin-Kim proposal
again provided that single-incorne households would have a maximum sales price set at 100% of AMI.

Once again, the Safai-Breed-Tang proposal would have handed yet another lucratlve windfall to developers by
reducing the 33% affordable owned units set in PmPS“ZC; for off-site projects to just 28%, with average affordable
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unis set at 120% of AMI, but again, equally distributed among households earning 90%, 120% and 140% of AMI, in
effect again pitting low-income San Franciscans against their middle-income neighbors!

e The side-by-side comparison linked above shows that for off- w4 . . R
site rental projects, the Safai-Breed-Tang proposal would have The side-by-side comparison shows that
reduced the 33% set in Prop. “C” to just 23%, handing for off-site rental projects, the Safai-Breed-
developers another 10% savings — or another 10% increase Tang proposal would have reduced the
to their net profits, depending on your point of view! The . N g = .
reduction tc? 23% of aIf)fordabgle of?—site%ental units would be 33% set in Prop. 'C’ to just 2?0/0’ handing
equally distributed between households earning 55%, 80%, developers another 10% savings — or o
and 120% of AMI, with an average of 85% of AML ) another 10% increase to their net profits.

The Peskin-Kim proposal reduced the 33% to 30%, evenly split at 15% between low-income and middle-income
households, with average rents set at 60% of AMI for low- and lower-income households and average affordable rents
set at 100% of AMI for middle- and moderate-income households.

* Finally, the Peskjn—Kim proposal sought to require that both on-site-and off-site affordable units have a total of 60%
of units set aside for families, with 40% consisting of twd-bedroom units and another 20% for three-bedroom units.

In stark contrast, the Safai?Breed—Tang proposal required a unit mix of either 25% two-bedroom, or 10% three-
bedroom units, apparently left to the discretion of developers to choose between the two options.

The May 15 competing proposals were continted to the Land Use Committee’s May 22 meeting in order to continue
negotiations between the competing proposals.

After the two proposals were continued to May 22, the City’s Chief Economist released a report dated May 12 that noted:

“In every scenario, the Safai/Breed/Tang proposal, which reduces inclusionary requirements,
leads fo the production of more housing relative to Proposition C, and lower prices for existing
housing, aft the cost of reducing the number of affordable units, and the value of subsidy
generated they generate. Under the Safai/Breed/Tang proposal, the gain to market-rate housing
consumers is greater than the loss of affordable housing subsidy.” [emphasis added]

There you have it from the City’s Chief Economist: An admission that the Safai-Breed-Tang proposal reduces the
inclusionary requirements, and thereby reduces the number of affordable units.

This is remarkable, in part because the June 2016 voter guide “There you have it from the City’s Chief
contained a paid argument in support of Prop. “C” submitted Economist: An admission that the Safai-
jointly by Supervisor London Breed and former District 10

Supervisor Sophie Maxwell titled “African American Leaders Breed-Tang proposal reduces the

Support Prop C” to provide affordable housing “opportunities.” inclusionary requirements, and thereby
reduces the number of affordable units.””

Readers may recall that Ms. Breed ran for re-election in
November 2016 and only narrowly beat her opponent, Deaxn Preston, by just 1,784 votes (a 4.3% spread between them).
Might it be that Breed supported Prop. “C” in June 2016 as part of her re-election strategy, but five months later changed
her tune about affordable housing for African Americans when she joined Supervisor Safai in gutting the number of
affordable housing units in May 2017?

“Sanctuary” for Developers to Maximize Profits

48Hills.org reported May 14 on the median household income in San Francisco by ethnicity and also the median
household income by San Francisco neighborhood, and astutely reported that “The residents of the ten neighborhoods
with the lowest median income earned only 33 percent of the money that the residents of the ten highest-income areas
took home.” The 48Hills article also included a quote by. Jennifer Fieber of the SF Tenants Union she testified about
during a recent hearing:

523
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“Tenants who live in below-market-rate units have to report their income every year ‘and pay the
maximum amourit they can afford.’ On the other hand, developers who get city favors don’t have to
.disclose anything: ‘When they [developers] say it doesn’t pencil out, we just believe them’.”

Why doesn’t the City develop regulations that require developers to report their per-project profits?

That 48Hills article also noted that:

“‘If the Safai-Breed bill goes through,. it

“If the Safai—Breed bill goes through, it would undermine would undermine those neiahborhood and
those neighborhood and community-level talks [with ould u n €ig '

developers to increase inclusionary percentages in commun ity-level talks and allow

particular development projects] and allow developers developers to continue making, in the

t‘o cor'1tinue making, fn {he words ?f [ Sup_ervisor] Peskin, words of [Supervisor] Peskin, ‘a shit-ton

cc; ;;IZZZ?}; 0’]’" money’ without paying their share to the of money” wi thog t paying their share to
the community’.

The Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development — 48Hills.org

(MOHCD) FY 2014-2015 annual report included an
unnumbered table comparing AMI income levels to affordable housing sales prices.

Table 1: Increased Developer Profit Margins

Increased Developer Profit Margin
1

Affordable Increase increase increase
AN Sales Difference Difference Difference  in Difference in Difference in Difference
Level Price 80%10100% 100%to 120% 120%to 140% for 25 Units for 50 Units for 10 Units
80% $ 291,000
i00%  § 385000 § 94,000 ) $ 2,350,000 $ 4,700,000 $ 9.400,000
120%  § 479,000 $ 94,000 $§ 2,350,000 § 4,700,000 § 8,400,000°
140% 2 $ 573,000 $ 94,000 $ 2,350,000 $ 4,700,000 $§ 9,400,000

150%  $ 620,000

Footnotes:

Affordable sales price calculation assumes 33% of income is spenton housing, including taxes and insurance, a
10% downpayment, and 80% financing based on an annual average interest rate per the Federal Reserve Bank.

2 " : : "
Estimate based on extrapolated data; not included on page 14 in Source document.

Source: MOHCD Annual Report FY2014-2015, page 14.

As Table 1 above illustrates, for each 20% increase in AMI levels, developers stand to earn an additional $94,000 in

profits on each unit sold. That’s a lot of incentive for developers =

seeking sanctuary to market housing units to higher income " - For each 20% increase in AMI levels,

households by increasing the AMI thresholds. This illustrates the  developers stand to earn an additional

significance of all of the lucrative windfalls the Safai-Breed- 94.000 i fits o h unit sold. That'

Tang proposal would hand to developers by way of fiddling ,with $94, ) in profits on each unit soid. That's

and increasing, various AMI thresholds. a lot of incentive for developers seeking
sanctuary to market housing units to

When asked on May 17 for an update to the current sales price higher income households by increasing

data by AMI level — which MOHCD conveniently excluded

144
from its FY 2015-2016 Annual Report — MOHCD lamely the AMI thresholds.
claimed it does not maintain this data, despite having reported similar data in FY 2014-2015.

Yet another 48Hills.org article — The shape of the housing battle to come — on March 16, 2017 reported that the Safai-
Breed proposal pits the middle class against lower-income people. The article reported:

“What Safai and Breed did not say is that they are proposing to reduce the amount of affordable
housing available to people who make less than around $50,000.”

524
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And the article further reported that Ken Tray, the political director at the teacher’s union United Educators of San "
Francisco, said his union doesn’t support the Safai-Breed proposal:

“We are all in this together. We refuse to have teachers pitted against our lower-income brothers
and sisters. There is no moral foundation that will pit classroom teachers against our low-income
students and their families.”

And finally, the article reported that Gen Fujioka; policy director at the Chinatown Community Development Center,
“noted that the Safai-Breed plan ‘is a step backward. It shrinks the amount of affordable housing’.”

That’s ironic, because the initial inclusionary housing legislation o

was designed by then-Supervisor Mark Leno back in 2002 to *We are all in this together. We refuse to
'increase, not shrink, the amount of affordable housing built. Is have teachers pitted against our lower-

that concept lost on Safai and Breed? ~income brothers and sisters. There is no
Commendably, the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods moral foundation that will pit classroom
(CSFN) submitted testimony dated April 6 to the Board of teachers against our low-income students
* Supervisors and to the Planning Commission regarding the battle oo 4 ¢hair families”.”” '
over the two competing inclusionary housing percentages
proposals. CSFN’s testimony was intended for the.
Commission’s April 28 meeting.

— Ken Tray, Political Director
United Educators of San Francisco

CSFN’s testimony noted the Safai-Breed-Tang proposal places more emphasis on middle-income housing, but would
result in the displacement of equally-worthy low- and lower-income households who have greater needs than middle-
income households. CSFN noted such a major policy change would pit low- and lower-income San Franciscans against
San Franciscans with higher incomes, and suggested this policy change should not be undertaken without a more
comprehensive review and without a vote of the electorate.

A3 ) ' '
Among other issues CSEN raised, they were also concerned [The Safai-Breed plan] ‘s a step

about “ceilings” and “flocrs” associated with the ranges of AMI ~ backward. .It shrin kfy the amount of
levels, such that households with incomes below the “floors” (the  affordable housing’.
bottom end of the AMI ranges) are squeezed out of qualifying for — Gen Fujioka, Policy birector

the affordable units. ) Chinatown Community Development Center

Another 48Hills.org article — Safai-Breed housing bill: A $60 million giveaway — on April 26, 2017 reported

“Developers in San Francisco could stand to pzck up an additional $60 million in profits under an
affordable housing proposal by Sups. London Breed and Ahsha Safai, a new analysis shows.”

48Hills went on to discuss that the new study was authored by CCHO co-directors Peter Cohen and Fernando Marti.

The CCHO analysis showed that for a hypothetical construction “‘Developers in San Francisco could stand
project of 100 rental housing units, with just 18% of the units to pick up an additional $60 million in
deemed affordable, developer’s annual income would be ) .
approximately $1 million more. Multiplied by the 3,000 units profits under an affordable housing

the City wants to build each year, CCHO concludes developers proposal by Sups. London Breed and Ahsha
would be earning $30 million more in profits. But that’s only for  Safai, a new analysis shows".””

rental projects. — 48Hills.org

CCHO noted incomes from ownership condo brojects is even more stark. Increasing the threshold from 96% to 120% of
AMI and given average sales prices, developers profits would increase by $2 million. The article reports that by adding
things up, developers “could walk away with as much as $60 million in additional profit.”

925
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CCHO’s ana1y31s supports the data presented in Table 1 above. And as one person who posted a comment on-line to
48Hills’ analysis by-CCHO wrote:

“Not only is the Breed/Safai legislation terribly misguided in its failure to address the full blown
affordable housing crisis that is destabilizing San Francisco, but it actually takes from the neediest
and gives to developers. ... The Breed/Safai legislation undercuts Prop C and pits middle and low
income folks against one another ” [emphasis added]

As well, the San Francisco Examiner carried an article on April 27 by Larry Bush, the co-founder of the group Friends of
Ethics, who noted that should the Planning Commission decide to recommend lowering the percentage for inclusionary
housing requirements, it would lead to less affordable housing being developed: .

“At stake is the amount of housing developers will have to set aside that is affordable ... A decision
to make this a lower percent would mean more profits for developers and less housing for San
Franciscans who live on a paycheck.”

The next day, the San Francisco Examiner carried an article on April 28 by Michael Barba that reported the Planning
Commission had recommended the day before that the rental housing proposal by Safai and Breed increase the set-aside
for Tow-income households to 12% from the 6% in the Safai-Breed proposal. The article quoted Supervisor Peskin:

“ “This is not a technical change, this is a sweeping piece of public policy about how you divide up
the affordable housing pie,’ Peskin said. ‘I appreciate their [ Planning’s] recommendations but
they’re just that. They’re just recommendations’.” [empbasis added]

Despite the Planning Commission’s recommendation to increase the rental amounts for low-income households to 12%,
Safai and Breed appear to have ignored those recommendations — as just recommendations as Peskin had noted — and
the Safai-Breed proposal that advanced to the Board of Supervisors stubbornly clung to cutting low-income rental units
to just 6% not only to Supervisor Breed’s constituents in District 5, but low-income African American residents citywide.

Recent Housing Production Performance in San Francisco

The Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) process is a state mandate regardmg planning for housing in
California, which requires that all jurisdictions in the state update
the Housing Elements of their General Plans. In the Bay Area, it “\Not only is the Breed/Safai legislation
is the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) that sets '
the City of San Francisco’s RHNA goals.

terribly misguided ... it actually takes from
' the neediest and gives to developers ... and

The two primary goals of the RHNA process are to: 1) Increase pits middle and low income folks against

the supply of housing, and 2) Ensure that local governments ;
consider the housing needs of persons at all income levels. one another”.

ABAG’S recommendations issied October 26, 2006 for the 2007— _— Comment Posted on 48Hills.org
2014 period recommended the allocation of housing goals by income categories of housing needs for San Franc1sco

Table 2: ABAG Recommendations vs. Actual Housing Built: San Francisco 2007-2014
Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress: San Francisco 20072014

San Francisco's

% Share of

) Eight-Year

ABAGs RHNA Built

October 2016 Per
AML RHNA Planning
Income Level Level Recommendation Department Variance
Very Low ) 0 —50% 23% 20.1% -2.9%
Low 50% — 80% 16% 8.1% ~7.9%
Moderate 80%—120% 19% 6.3% 12.7%
Above Moderate > 120% 42% 65.5% 23.5%
Upper income . : ? ?
Total 100% - 100.0%

Sources: ABAG's October 26, 2006 Recommendations vs. San Francisco Planning Department
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Table 2 shows that it’s clear San Francisco ended up building housing far diffé:rently than what had ABAG

recommended in 2006 that the City build. For the “Low-
Income” category, San Francisco built just haif (8.1%) of the
16% ABAG had recommended, built just one-third (6.3%) of the
19% ABAG had recommended be dedicated to “Moderate-
Income” households, and built a staggering 23.5% more than
ABAG had recommended for construction of “Above Moderate-
Income” households.

But the share of housing built versus ABG’s recommended share
of housing that should have been built in Table 2 above is
somewhat deceptive.

Of ABAG recommendations for 2007~
2014, San Francisco built just half (8.1%)
of the 16% recommended for the ‘Low-
Income’ category, built one-third (6.3%)
of the 19% recommended for the
*Moderate-Income’ category, and built
23.5% more than recommended for the
*‘Above Moderate-Income’ category. "

An alternative RHNA report provided by San Francisco’s Planning Department for the eight-year period between 2007
and 2014 illustrates disturbing information: Table 3 below shows San Francisco built 108.7% of the RHNA Allocation
Goal for “Above-Moderate” households, built 62.5% of the goal for “Very-Low Income” households, built just 30% of

the allocation goal for “Low-Income” households, and built only

19% of the goal for “Moderate-Income” households.

Table 3: Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress: San Francisco 2007-2014

Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress: San Francisco 2007-2014

%of

RHNA RHNA %of % Share of
AMI Allocation  Eight-Year Allocation RHNA Goal RHNA Goal Eight-Year
Income Level Level Goal "Total Buiit Built Not Built  Not Built Total Buiit
Very Low 0-50% " 6,589 4,118 62.5% 2,471 37.5% 20.1%
Low 50% — 80% 5,535 1,663 30.0% 3,872 70.0% 8.1%
Moderate 80% —120% 6,754 1,283 18.0% 5,471 81.0% 6.3%
Above Moderate 120% —150% 12,315 13,391 108.7% (1,076) -8.7% 65.5%
Upper Income >150% ? ? :

Total 31,193 20,455 65.6% 10,738 34.4% 100.0%

["Very Low" + "Low" Combined 12,124 5,781 47.7%

Source: San Francisco Planning Depariment

Of note, MOHCD’s FY 2014-2015 Annual Report tried to
downplay the amount of housing developed between 2007-2014
by income level, since MOHCD creatively combined “Very
Low” and “Low” income levels into a single category it

. creatively called “Low Income” (everything below 80% of

AMI), asserting that of the housing built 47.7% of the allocation

goal had been met for low-income households That’s obviously
not all true.

First, just 30% of the RHNA goal for “Low-Income” households
had been met, and 62.5% of the RHNA allocation goal was met
for “Very-Low Income” households, which admittedly pencils
out to a combined average of 47.7%. Again, it’s notable that
only 30% of the “Low-Income” goal had actually been. met,
while just 19% of the “Moderate Income” goal was reached, and
a staggering 108.7% of the goal for “Above Moderate” income
households was met.

“An alternative view — looking at RHNA
goals — San Francisco built 108.7% of the
goal for ‘Above-Moderate’ households,
built 62.5% of the goal for ‘Very-Low
Income’ households, built just 30% of the
goal for ‘Low-Income’ households, and
built only 19% of the goal for ‘Moderate~
Income’ households.’’

“It is thought that the.‘Upper Income’
units and perhaps a good chunk of the
‘Above Moderate Income’ units are
probably all market-rate housing units.”’

Second, of the 20,455 housing units that were actually built, just 28.2% were built for the two low-income categories,
while only 6.3% of the units built were for “Moderate Income” households, and the remaining 65.5% of units built were
for “Above Moderate” income households. Unfortunately, the RHNA reports from the Planning Department do not
document what proportion of the “Above Moderate” housing goals or actual housing constructed actually went to “Upper
Income” households earning more than 150% of AMI, fu‘rsttée% driving up developer profit margins.
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It is thought that the “Upper Income” category is probably all **Then there’s the issue of the RHNA
market-rate housing units, and perhaps.a good chunk of the :

“Above Moderate” units may also be market-rate units. goals that were not met in the eight-year

. ' . period between 2007 and 2014. Fully
Then there’s the issue of the RHNA goals that were rof met in . . .
the eight-year period between 2007 and 2014. Fully 10,738, 6r 10,738, or 34.4%, of units were not built
34.4%, of units were not built of the RHNA target goals. Table3  of the RHNA target goals. Does ABAG
also shows that 81% of the “Moderate Income,” 70% of the “Low  gimply ‘forgive’ the municipality for not
Income,” and 37.5% of the “Very-Low Income” RHNA goals

144
. ] i its?
were not built. having built those units

Why aren’t those unmet goals rolled over and added onto the subsequent eight-year reporting period for 2015-2022? Or
does ABAG simply “forgive” the municipality for not having

built those units, and everyone simply forgets that the RHNA ““Table 3 also shows that 81% of the
goals weren’t met? : ' ~ 'Moderate Income,’ 70% of the ‘Low
Table 4 below highlights another potential problem, 1nvolv1ng - Income,” and 37.5% of the ‘Very-Low

deed restrictions. Fully 1,877 (9.2%) of the units in the

" rr
. N g . ) Income’ RHNA goals were not built.
. combined “Very Low,” “Low,” and “Moderate” income units v

constructed do not have “affordable income limit” deed restrictions. That portends that years from now (or even sooner),
those units that do not have deed restrictions to maintain them as affordable units may face rent increases and may end up
becoming market-rate units.

L3}
There’s another potential problem,

So we may end up being right back in the same situation as the involving deed restrictions. Fully 1,877

problem with “expiring regulations preservation” where

previously affordable units are lost to conversion to market-rate (9.29%) of the units in the combined *Very
units at the end of 25- to 30-year legal contracts, called Low,’ ‘Low,” and *Moderate’ income units
“covenants,” or other expiring deed restrictions. It is not yet constructed do not have ‘affordable’ deed

known how many of the deed-restricted units do have the typical

55-year deeds or covenants that may also eventually expire, and restrictions, and may end up becoming

- rr
face conversion to market-rate units. market-rate units.

Table 4: Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress: San Francisco 2007-2014

Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress: San Francisco 2007-2014

%of Eght-Year % of

AMI 1 # of Units By Total Eight-Year
income Level Level Deed Type Units Deed Type Built Total Buiit
VeryLow 0-50% .Deed-Restricted 2,88&‘;' : 70.1%_ 4118 20.1%
. Non-Deed Restricted 1,232 29.9%
Deed-Restricted 1,481 89.1% j
tow 50% — BO% X T L 1,663 8.1%
: Non-Deed Restricted 182 10.8%
Deed-Restricted 820 83.9%
Moderats 80% — 120% - - 1,283 6.3%
Non-Deed Restricted 463 36.1%
Above Moderate  120% — 150% 13,391 13,391 65.5%
Upper Income > 160% ? ?
. T 3
Total Units: 20,455 20,455

Combined Non-Deed Restricted Subtotal 1,877
Combined Non-Deed Resiricted Percentage  9.2%

1 peed-Retricted: Legally bound to rent or sell to households under income limits ata price thatis “affordable.”

Source: San Francisco Planning Department

Deed-restricted units are legally bound to rent or sell to households under income limits at a price to guarantee
affordability of those units for a minimum time period, usually
55 years.

A3

' : Neither the ‘Above Moderate’ nor the
Notably, neither the “Above Moderate” nor the “Upper Income” ‘Upper Income’ income units face deed
income units face deed restrictions to set sales prices that are
“affordable.” They aren’t guaranteed-to be affordable. It’s clear . . , ,
developers are looking for the sky s-the-limit at setting market- affordable. 'l;l:ey aren’t guaranteed to
rate sales prices! _ be affordable.

528
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And predictably, data provided by the Planning Department of RHNA planning goals for the eight-year period between
2015 and 2022 shows the same disturbing trends as in the 2007-2014 RHNA allocation, despite the fact that we are just
two years in to new the eight-year cycle. Of the 12,536 RHNA 2015-2022 goal for “Above Moderate-Income” households,
6,592 (55.5% of the eight-year goal) have already been built within the first two years of the eight-year period. We are
again on track for excessive production of “Above Moderate Income’ housing, just as we were for 2007-2014!

The Sudden “Deal” Struck for Inclusionary Housing (Two Days Later on May 17, 2017)

The dueling proposals for Inclusionary Housing amendments between Supervisors Peskin and Kim vs. Supervisors Safai,
Breed, and Tang purportedly reached a “deal” on Wednesday, May 17 that was reported in the San Francisco Examiner
on Friday, May 19.

HThe actual ‘compromise’ legislation was
Unfortunately, the actual “comipromise” legislation was not t ted to the Board of S . b
posted to the Board of Supervisors web site in advance of its not posted to the Board of Supervisors we
Land Use Committee hearing on Monday May 22. Lacking both ~ site in advance of its Land Use Committee
a Legislative Analysis and the actual compromise legislation hearing on Monday May 22, so there was

itself, there was no way to confirrr} or analyze. detz_tils qf the no way to confirm or analyze details of the -
proposed “deal” prior to the deadline to submit this article for . , o
proposed ‘deal’.

publication in the Westside Observer.

In brief, the Examiner reported that the “deal” hashed out would require that “developers of large rental projects with at
least 25 units who choose to build affordable housing on-site would be required to designate 18% of units as affordable,”
and that number would grow to 19% in 2018 and then gradually grow an additional 5% to 24% by 2027.

Great! We’ll only have to wait for another decade to get back up to the 24% of affordable on-site units that the Peskin-
. Kim proposal had proposed. That’s another decade in which developers will be making another shit-load of profits!

The Examiner’s article noted that the agreement “deal” reached * “The Examiner’s article noted that the
would decrease the percentage of affordable housing that '
developers must build on-site under Prop. “C”, “except for in the
two neighborhoods most impacted by the housing crisis until

agreemeht ‘deal’ reached would decrease
the percentage of affordable housing,

further study.” The Examiner didn’t indicate which two ‘except for in two neighborhoods ... .”
neighborhoods might be exempted from the “deal.” The Examiner didn't indicate which two

. M F¥
The Examiner also reported that the rental amounts 1n1t1a11y neighborhoods might be exempted.

proposed by Safai-Breed-Tang would be changed from a 6% split to each AMI category, into three tiers of rentals:

* 10% will be allocated to those who earn 55% of AMI, although those who earn between 40% and 65% of AMI would
be eligible to rent those units;

e 4% will be allocated to those who earn 80% of AMI, although those who earn between 65% and 90% of AMI would
be eligible; and

* Another 4% will be allocated to those who earn 110% of AM]J, and apparently those who earn between 90% and
130% percent of AMI may be eligible for that tier. This is another massive increase for developers, who under Prop.
“C” faced a cap of 100% of AMI for middle-income renters. Now households earning up to 130% of AMI may
become eligible for the rental units!

One reasonable questionis: How much affordable housing will be lost during the 10-year perlod that it takes to move the
dial back up to 24% for rental housing in 20277

The Examiner reported no details about sales (ownershlp) units, or how the “deal” may have reached compromises on
ownership units.

On a thud, the Examiner concluded its reporting saying that the * One reasonabl tion is: H h
revised “proposal is expected to reach the Land Use and ) on _e qut.as ton 1s: How muc
Transportation Committee on Monday [May 22] and the full affordable housing will be lost during the

Board of Supervisors for a vote Tuesday [on May 23].” 10-years it will take to move the dial back
up to 24°%b for rental housing in 20272"
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Page 11
Land Use and Transportatioh Committee Hearing (May 22, 2017)

Notably, the legal language of the comproﬁﬁse amendments to the inclusionary housing ordinance was not placed on the
Board of Supervisors web site for members of the public to examine 72 hours in advance of the Land Use hearing on
May 22 in order to adequately understand and prepare testimony . '

regarding the proposed new “deal. “In 2011 the San Francisco Sunshine

One City Hall staffer wrongfully f)pinfad that “substantive Ordinance Task Force ruled that the
amendments to a properly agendized item can be proposed for R .

the first time [during a] committee [hearing], and public previous Land Use and Economic

comment may be taken thereupon at that time. The Committee Development Committee failed to provide

may then take action upon the agendized item.” substantive amendments to the Park

That’s complete nonsense, and ignored that way back in 2011 the = Merced development agreement and had
San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance Task Force had ruled that the  committed official misconduct for having
previous Land Use and Economic Development Committee had failed to provide those amendments to
failed to provide substantive amendments to the Park Merced p - '
development agreement and had committed official misconduct members of the public before they were
for having failed to provide those amendments to members of the  considered in Committee.””

public before the amendments were considered in Committee.
As reported in the July 2012 Westside Observer article “Who Killed Sunshine?”:

“On September 27, 2011 the Sunshine Task Force heard a complaint from Parkmerced resident
Pastor Lynn Gavin that Board of Supervisors President David Chiu and the board’s Land Use and
Economic Development Committee — composed by Supervisors Eric Mar, Malia Cohen, and Scott
Wiener — had violated local and state open-meeting laws by sneaking in 14 pages of amendments
to the Parkmerced development deal only minutes before approving it. Pastor Gavin asserted the
amendments were so drastic that the Board’s agenda didn’t accurately reflect the real deal under
consideration, and that voting to approve it without sufficient time for review by members of the
public violated open-meeting laws. The Sunshine Task Force ruled in Gavin’s favor, finding
Wiener and the other three supervisors had committed official misconduct, and referred the four
Supervisors to the Ethics Commission for enforcement.”

Someone at City Hall must have gotten through to the Chairperson of the Land Use Committee, Supervisor Mark Farrell,
who continued the two competing inclusionary housing -
proposals now combined into a single proposal to the Land Use The Chairperson of the Land Use
Committee’s June 5 meeting. At least now members of the

public will have time to see a single consolidated version of the

Committee continued the two competing

combined “deal,” and there will be time to post both a inclusionary housing proposals now
Legislative Analysis and the final legislation to the Board of combined into a single proposal to the
Supervisors web site PTIOT to June 5. . Land Use Committee’s June 5 meeting.
After all, Farrell admitted during the May 22 hearing that there At least now members of the public will

have been “massive changes” and the Inclusionary Ordinance
may now be 40 pages long, none of which had been made public
prior to the May 22 hearing,

have time to see a single consolidated
version of the combined ‘deal’.””

Several people who provided oral public comment on May 22 noted that the inclusionary housing legislation that we’ve
had for the past 15 years would become all but moot, given the HOME-SF legislation proposed by Supervisor Katy Tang
and the Mayor that they are ramming through the Board of Supervisors, since housing developers will likely opt to use
the less stringent HOME-SF formulas for density bonuses rather than complying with the Inclusionary Housing
Ordinance, because developers will apparently be able to choose
which Ordinance they will follow. And those HOME-SF units
may only end up being 700 square feet in size (or smaller),
hardly conducive to family housing,

o

Supervisor Tang’s HOME-SF proposal
is toxic, since it pits middle-income
against lower-income households!’’

CSFEN president George Wooding’s article in the May 2017
Westside Observer — “Tang’s Radical Housing Proposal” — was right on target with his warnings that Supervisor
-‘Tang’s HOME-SF proposal is toxic, since it pits middle-income households against lower-income households!
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Peter Cohen, co-director of CCHO, testified on May 22,. in part:

Page 12

“We are concerned that we have a separate inclusionary [affordable housing] ordinance that is not
consistent with that [HOME-SF]. So we do ask that these two mirror each other. If ‘inclusionary’
[goals] is not embedded in HOME-SF, at least they should mirror each other.”

Cohen and others who testified similarly during the May 22
hearing are correct that the HOME-SF and Inclusionary Housing
ordinances should “mirror” each other regarding affordable
housing requirements. Otherwise, developers will choose the
more Jucrative HOME-SF affordable housing requirements rather
than the inclusionary requirements.

Granting “Sanctuary” to Developers

“‘CCHO’S Peter Cohen and others are .
correct that the HOME~SF and Inclusionary
Housing ordinances should ‘mirror’ each
other regarding affordable housing
requirements.“

Are we granting developers “sanctuary” from building affordable housing? And are we granting them sanctuary
permission to reap as many profits as they can eke out over the next ten years?

The public speaker on May 15 who asserted voters had not given permission at the ballot box to hand over 82% of all
new housing construction to developers seeking to build more and more market-rate housing was absolutely prescient.
Then there’s the concern of pitting San Franciscans of different income levels against one another.

There’s a final clue about development of affordable housing from the Housing Balance Reports that Supervisor Jane
Kim managed to require be provided from the Planning Department. Table 5 below paints a disturbing vision:

Table 5: Production of “Affordable’” Units Over a Ten-Year “Rolling” Basis

Successive San Francisco Housing Balance Reports

%ot |
Net New "Expanded”
-Housing “Constrained" Citywide Projected
Housing ~ Date Produced Cumulative  Cumulative Housing
Balance of Housing Balance As Housing Housing =~  Balance.
Report# Report Period "Affordable™ Balance Balance Citywide
1 7/7/12015 2005 Q1 -2014 Q4 30% 14%2 Not Avail. ©11.0% -
2 9/4/2015  2005Q3-2015Q2 ° ~ 28% 15.2% NotAvail. ..~ 11.0%
3 3/31/2016 2006 Q1-2015Q4 ~ . 25%" 8.8% 17.6% = 15.0% -
4 9/29/2016 2006 Q3 -2016 Q2 . 23%: 7.6% 16.7% 18.0%
5 5/12/2017 2007 Q1 —2016 Q4 22% 13.6% 22.5% -14.0%
Footnotes:

1 Prop. "K" passéd by voters in November 2014 set a goal that 33% of all new housing units should be "affordable.”

2 Because the methodology for calculating housing balance changed following the first report, the second housing
balance report re-calculated the first housing balance report of a 21% cumulative housing balance to just 14%.

Source: Housing Balance Repotts Is'sued bythe San Francisco Planning Depariment

In 2015, Supervisor Jane Kim sponsored legislation requiring the Planning Department to provide housing balance
reports every six months, on a “rolling” ten-year basis under City Ordinance 53-15, involving a look-back every six

months to the then previous ten years. o {

Since the first Housing Balance Report in
July 2015, the percentage of net new
affordable housing produced plummeted
from 30% to just 22% across essentially a
two-year period."

Since the first Housing Balance Report in July 2015, the
percentage of net new affordable housing produced has
plummeted from 30% to just 22% across essentially a two-year
period, suggesting that as the ten-year rolling periods continue to.
roll along the number of net new affordable units may continne

plummeting even more. After all, once an eight-year “price-
point” has plummeted, it will take awhile to turn around any increase (should that happen at all).
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2+2=5"

In addition to the 8% nose-dive in net new affordable housing being built, Housing Balance Report #5 shows the

principal reason the cumulative housing balance stands at just 13.6% shown in Table 5 above, is that while 6,166 new
affordable housing units were produced in the most-recent 10-year rolling reportmg period (first quarter 2007 to fourth
quarter 2016), 4,182 affordable units were lost to demolition and
owner move-in and Ellis Act evictions during the same period. ** While 6,166 new affordable housing

The 4,182 units lost represent fully 68% of the new affordable units we-re produc-ed n ﬂje most-recent 10-
housing built, in effect reducing the net new housing units built year rolling reporting period (first quarter
to just 1,984 units (an Orwellian and ironic number of 1984 that 2007 to fourth quarter 2016), 4,182

may have given George Orwell a good laugh). affordable units were Jost to demolition and

The double-speak coming out of Mayor Ed Lee’s “Ministry of owner move-in and Ellis Act evictions.
Truth” — Lee’s January 2014 State of the City speech in which The 4,182 units lost represent fully 68% of
he pledged to construct or rehabilitate at least 30,000 homes by the new affordable housing built. e

the year 2020, claiming 50% of the housing would be affordable
for middle-class households, and at least 33% would be affordable for low- and moderate-income households —
apparently forgot to consider that lost housing might severely erode net new affordable housing gains. Perhaps Mayor Lee
bought into the Orwellian propaganda that “2 + 2 = 5,” while the “projected housing balance” citywide still stands at just 14%.

Here we are now just three years away from the Mayor’s 2020 timeline, and we’re still getting double-speak from him
regarding affordable housing.

“The double-speak coming out of Mayor
Ed Lee’s *‘Ministry of Truth” apparently
forgot to consider that lost housing might

Just after competing writing this article and while posting it on-
line, 48Hills.org published another article on May 29 that also
comments on the erasure of new housing built due to the lost

housing. The article is titled “SF is losing affordable housmg severely erode net new affordable housing
almost as fast as we can build it.” gains. Perhaps Mayor Lee bought into the
The decline in net new “affordable” housing produced suggests 40rw ellian propaganda that'2 + 2 = 5,

that if net housing — including market-rate housing — has increased during the same ten-year rolling period, developers
have been, and will continue to be, rolling in nice profits under thelr Sanctuary deals, even while net new affordable
housing has plummeted.

It’s clear that when developers are left to their own devices, they have little mterest in developing new affordable
housing and prefer to pay the in-lieu fee rather than building new

affordable housing. o The Board of Supervisors may have

It appears the Board of Supervisors may have caved in to the caved in to the Safai-Breed-Tang deal, and
Safai-Breed-Tang deal, and the “consensus” deal reached will the ‘consensus’ deal reached will hand
hand developers their 82% Sanctuary license to build more and developers their 82% Sanctuary license

more market-rate housing, at least for the majority of the next .
decade through 2027. Take that to the “anti-gentrification” bank. to bu_"d rgore and more market-rate
Let’s see if it trickles down. ' housing.

We'll have to see, when Land Use takes up this issue again on June 5.

Do we want to be a “Sanctuary City for Developers” to maximize their profits? Or do we want to be a Sanctuary City for
all San Franciscans seeking affordable housing, without pitting

neighbor against neighbor? Do we want to be a ‘Sanctuary City for

Contact the Board of Supervisors and urge them to increase Developers’ to maximize their profits? Or

inclusionary affordable housing requires now, and not wait until do we want to be a Sanctuary City for all
2027 to do so. :

San Frénciscans seeking affordable
housing, without pitting neighbor against
neighbor?'
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Monette-Shaw does not presume to speak as a public policy or housing subject-matter expert. But as a reporter, he does have First
Amendment opinions on this housing debate. ' '

He’s a columnist for San Francisco’s Westside Observer newspaper, and a member of the California First Amendment Coalition
(FAC) and the ACLU. Contact him at monette-shaw@ westsidéobserver.com.
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Patrick Monette-Shaw

S 975 Sutter Street, Apt. 6 : ' ) .
San Francisco, CA 94109
Phone: (415)292-6969 e e-mail: pmonette-shaw@eartlink.net

" June 5, 2017

Land Use and Transportation Committee, Board of Supervisors
The Honorable Mark Farrell, Chair
The Honorable Aaron Peskin, Member
‘The Honorable Katy Tang, Member

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Testimonv Regarding the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee

Dear Chair Farrell and Members of the Land Use and Transportétion Committee,

This testimony concerns item 8 on today’s Land Use and Transportation Committee’s (LUT-C) agenda the Ordinance to
amend the Planning Code, titled Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee
- and Dwelling Unit Mix Requirements. b ?G ov

. . Cny & County of San Francisco

I am concerned that the various ownership and rental percentages set in : V e

s 113 29 . . 3 - R
the compromise “deal” reached between Supervisors Peskin, Kim, -
Safai, Breed, and Tang are insufficient and continues to award too
much of a Sanctuary for Housing Developers, as I discussed in my
June 2017 Westside Observer atticle, “Sanctuary City for Housing
Developers,” attached for your convenience.

Most alarming, the comprbnﬁée “deal’f almost grarantees that the
City’s Housing Balance will continue to be adversely affected by
details in today’s proposed legislation.

On-Site Units — 10-24 Units

The compromise deal you are considering today sets the initial ke s
requirement for on-site inclusionary units in projects of 10-24 units at ? : * ; :
v 12% d ides half 0.5% Astute Public Testimony: During the Board of Supervisors
a miserly 0, an .Pr.OW €s 1or a ha 'Percent ( T b) increase star.tmg Government Audit and Oversight Committee meeting on May 15,
January 1, 2018 until it reaches the maximum ceiling of 15%. It will 2017, a perceptive member of the public displayed this graphic on
take six years — until 2023 — to reach that 15% maximum, during the overhead projector. [Red text added for clarity.} .
which time the Cumulative Housing Balance is more than likely to remain at its current 13.6% (as of Housing Balance
Report #5). ’

On-Site Units — 25 or More Units .

As one member of the public noted in his slide on the overhead projector during the LUT-C May 15 hearing, San
Franciscans had not passed Prop. “C” in June 2016 to hand developers license to build 82% market-rate units, by
restricting affordable rental units to just 18%.

Unfortunately the compromise deal before you today retains that 18% threshold, albeit there is a provision to raise the
rental percentage to 20% by January 1, 2019 apparently apportioned only to low-income rental units which may be
capped at 20%, and to begin raising the rental unit percentages allocated equally only to moderate- and middle-income
units starting January 1, 2020 in half-percent (0.5%) increments. Will the low-income units be-capped at 20% and not
receive the 0.5% increases apparently allocated only to moderate- and middle-income units? Is that a drafting error?

If T am reading page 24 correctly in the legislative Ordinance (Legislation and Legislative Digest Version 4) before you
today, the 1% increases in January 2018 and January 2019 will be applied only to low-income rental or sales (condo)
units, and it will take until January 2020 before the 0.5% increases for moderate- and middle-income units to become
added, essentially capping the moderate- and middle-income units at 18% for two years until 2020.

If my reading is incorrect and the low-income units will receive the 0.5% increases starting in 2020, it will take ten years
to reach the 24% maximum inclusionary housing rental ceiling for low-income units, which won’t be reached until the
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year 2027. And if there is a two-year period before the 0.5% increases for moderate- and middle-income units kick in, in
2020, it will take 14 years (in 2031) to reach the 24% maximum for the moderate- and middle-income rental units.

And if my reading is correct that there will be the same 10-year and 14-year delays for ownership (sales) units — for low-
income vs. moderate- and middle-income units — it will also take until 2027 or 2031 to reach the maximum 26%
threshold for ownership units.

Once the 24% maximum rental threshold is reached and the 26% maximum for ownership units is reached, developers
will still be racking in a “shit-ton” of profits (as Supervisor Peskin has noted) from the remaining 74% to 76% of market-
rate rental and sales units, and they will essentially have license to do so pretty damn close to the 82% market-rate units
that they will have if you adopt this legislation as currently written taking 10- to 14-years to get to the 24% and 26%
maximum thresholds. You’ll just be handing them license to continue to make a “shit-ton” of profits.

* And you’ll essentially end up causing the Cumulative Housing Balance to remain at just 13.6%.

I would be remiss if I didn’t note that you have commendably added a provision that if the principal project will result in
demolition, conversion, or removal of affordable housing units subject to restricted rents or rental control, the project
sponsor has to pay the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee equivalent for the number of affordable units removed, in
addition to compliance with the inclusionary requirements for the new units,

Although this new provision may help tide the loss of “Units Removed fram Protected Status” in the Housing Balance
Reports, it will not be enough, because not all of the units removed (lost) are a result of developers converting or
demolishing those units, for instance owner-move in evictions that don’t involve demolition of existing buildings.

Finally, I should note that the provision for on-site projects of 25 units or more sets the owned unit sales prices far too
high at 130% of AMI for middle-income units, allowing households of 120% to 150% of AMI to be eligible to apply.
That 150% percentage is obviously market-rate housing — not affordable housing — as then Supervisor Mark Leno had
envisioned when he first authored the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance.

I think today’s legislation needs further refinement, and should be continued to a future meeting to re-negotiate many of
the terms in this Ordinance, with an eye on improving the Housing Balance Report data.
Respectfully submitted,

Patrick Monette-Shaw
Columnist
Westside Observer Newspaper

cc: The Honorable Jane Kim, Supervisor, District 6
The Honorable Ahsha Safai, Supervisor, District 11
The Honorable London Breed, Supervisor, District 5 .
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‘Somera, Alisa (BOS) ol 351

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Sent: Friday, May 19, 2017 8:36 AM
Subject: FW: INCLUSIONARY HOUSING & HOME SF

From: Igpetty@juno.com [mailto:ligpetty@juno.com]

Sent: Thursday, May 18, 2017 8:00 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: INCLUSIONARY HOUSING & HOME SF

To All Supervisors

Re: Land Use Committee May 22,2017 &
Full Board Meeting May 23, 1917

150969 Bonus Density Program HOME SF and
170208 Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program
Dear Supervisors,

Turge you NOT TO COMBINE THESE TWO ITEMS IN ANY WAY OR ALLOW "HOME SE"
TO SUPPLANT OR SUPERCEDE THE INCLUSIONARY PROGRAM IN ANY WAY.

The Inclusionary Housng Program is a Charter mandate from the voters and must be kept as separate legislation, with
the mandate

being followed as closely as possible for a preponderance of low income units over middle income units and for
adherence to other Inclusionary

building requirements as agreed upon by the Full Board.

PLEASE DO NOT APPROVE MORE MIDDLE INCOME UNITS THAN LOW INCOME UNITS.
The city should continue traditional emphasis on building low income units as those units must go to
those who have the greatest need with the fewest other options.

HOME SF AND ALL OTHER DENSITY BONUS PROGRAMS SHOULD BE SEPARATE PROGRAMS -- NOT
COMBINED WITH or SUBSTITUTED FOR or SUPERSEDING
THE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PROGRAM. To do so would defeat the will of the voters.

Further, I think that the low income units-to-middle income units ratio and income levels in the HOME SF legislation
should be the same or greater as that approved by the voters under Prop C
as determined by the Full Board under as Prop C Inclusionary requirements.

If anything, any Density Bonus program should have MORE low income units than that required by Inclusionary
Housing, as o ‘
developers are given a profit bonus from the city through permission to build extra floors and other rezoning benefits.

Thank you.

Lorraine Petty

one of the 67% of voters who approved Prop C
District 5 Voter _

Senior & Disability Action member

D5 Action member
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170208

Somera, Alisa (BOS) , - : 7 1351
- e o ]
.om: -+ Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Sent: s Monday, May 15, 2017 8:35 AM
Subject: - , FW: Upcoming workforce housing legislation--in support of Safai, Breed and Tang

proposal. File No. 170208

From: Linda Stark Litehiser [mailto:linda.litehi@gmail.com]

. Sent: Sunday, May 14, 2017 8:25PM . ‘

To: Board of Supervisors, {(BOS) <board.of.super\iisors@sfgov.org>

Subject: Upcoming workforce housing legislation—in support of Safai, Breed and Tang proposal.

Dear members of the board, I wanted to go on record in support of the Inclusionary Housing legislation
proposed by Supervisors- Safai, Breed and Tang. I have studied the proposal as well as the competing proposal
and feel that the Safai, Breed and Tang proposal is far superior for our city at this time.

I will try to come to testify in person but wanted to be sure that my support was noted. For too long our working
familiés have been driven out of the city by the high cost of housing. My husband and I have four children and
all of them have been forced to leave San Francisco, the place of their birth for other locations. Had housing that.
focused on reasonable costs for working families been available, I have no doubt that several of them would be

living near us today. There needs to be a mix of housing affordability standards and this is legislation that could
make that happen. '

ast regards, Linda .

Linda Stark Litehiser

.78 Havelock St. San Francisco, CA 94112
District 11
415-585-8005
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B 4 170208

Somera, Alisa (BOS) . /61351
From:  Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Sent: ‘ | Monday, May 08, 2017 8:44 AM

Subjectﬁ . Fw:

From: Igpetty@juno.com [mailto:lgpetty@juno.com]

Sent: Saturday, May 06, 2017 7:29 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> -

Subject: 4

To All Supervisors

Re: Land Use Committee May 8, 2017

Item #2 150969 Affordable Housing Bonus Program

and #3 170208 Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee & Dwelling Unit Mix Requirements’ ’

PLEASE DO NOT COMBINE THESE TWO ITEMS IN ANY WAY.

# 3 iinvolves a Charter mandate from the voters and must be kept as separate legislation with the mandate being

- followed as closely as possible in the new legislation regarding the same ratio
of low income units to middle income units as that approved by the voters. DO NOT REVERSE THE
RATIO. To do so would be a colossal betrayal of the public trust!!

#2 must be considered as separate legislation and NOT COMBINED WITH or SUBSTITUTED FOR or
SUPERSEDING any other density bonus legislation.

I believe that the ratio of affordable housing units for the Item 2 Bonus Density proposal should be the same as
that approved by the voters under Prop C. and set by the whole Board under Prop C Inclusionary Affordable

Housing.

Thank you.

Lorraine Petty

District 5 Voter

Senior & Disability Action member
D5 Action member

From the Bible: One Cup of This Burns Belly Fat Like Crazy!
~ Biblical Belly Breakthrough . .
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3132/5690e86¢722eb76c66de9st03duc
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‘ 7 - 1170208

Somera, Alisa (BOS) S 16135/
om: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) -

Sent: 4 Monday, May 08, 2017 11:41 AM

To: BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS)

Cc Jhenders@sonic.net .

Subject: FW: HVNA T & P Letter Regarding Inclusionary Housing Ordinance - File No. 170208

Attachments: . 2017 05 03 HVNA T & P BMR Letter to London.pdf

Hello,

Please add this letter to File No. 170208.
Thank you.

-—--Original Message---—-

From: Jason M Henderson [mailto:Jhenders@sonic.net]

Sent: Monday, May 08, 2017 11:17 AM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of,supervisors@sfgov.org>

Cc: Norman.Yee.BOS@sfgov.org; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS)
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS)
<sandra.fewer@SFGOV1.onmicrosoft.com>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Sheehy, Jeff (BOS) <jeff.sheehy@sfgov.org>; Angulo, Sunny (BOS) <sunny.angulo@sfgov.org>
“ubject: HYNA T & P Letter Regarding Inclusionary Housing Ordinance

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

Attached is a letter regarding the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance going before the Board of Supervisors. A printed copy
has been delivered to Presidént Breed. We'd like for this to be included in the file for the ordinance. I've cc'd the
supervisors who haven't yet received a copy.

Thank you very much.

-Jason Henderson

Chair, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association Transportation & Planning Committee.

Jason Henderson
San Francisco CA
94102
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May 3%, 2017

President London Breed
San Francisco Board of Supervisors

RE: Below Market Rate Housing Policy and Inclusionary Housing Ratios

Dear London,

The Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association’s Transpottation & Planning Committee, as
demonstrated in the Market and Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan, has long supported housing
policies that enable people of diverse incomes to live and work in our community. This point
was re-affirmed at our January board and community retreat and affordability was raised as the
most important issue facing our community.

HVNA has been observing the dialogue and various inclusionary housing proposals
brought before the supervisors recently. We are troubled that our organization, one of those
organizations that embraces high-density housing and inclusionary housing onsite, has not been a
part of these discussions for D5 and beyond and particularly the HUB.

We have concerns about a proposal that reduces the increment of low and moderate income
BMR’s when compared to a more inclusionary proposal, both of which are now before the Board
of Supervisors. While we recognize the need for a housing policy that helps middle class and
upper middle class families (households making 110-140% of AMI), we do not wish to see that
subsidy come at the expense of much-needed lower income housing.

HVNA’S T & P Committee endorses the proposal for 24% BMR in new large rental
developments with density bonus and is comfortable with the split between low income (15%)
and moderate income (9%) rather than the proposal for 18% BMR in large rental developments,
with a 6%-6%-6% spread subsidizing households making 110% of AML For condos, we
support the 27% BMR ratio, and the spread of 15% low and 12% moderate income BMRs.
Subsidizing someone at 140% of AMI, as the other proposal allows, might say something about

how insane housing costs have become; but as it stands now, it would be robbing from the lower
class to achieve it.

We also encourége the Board of Supervisors to include the most aggressive “annual

indexing” provision as possible in the inclusionary policy, so that the BMR program continues to
grow every year. That growth can primarily go toward middle income needs to further increase
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housing opportunities, and again doing so without taking away opportunities from lower income
households. :

We are especially concerned that a major affordable housing opportunity will be lost in the
rezone of the Hub. Rezoning the Hub to give higher heights, and thus hundreds of additional
housing units, will give the supervisors the means to pressure developers to provide more units
for people who live and work in our city. Maintaining that requirement at 15% is not only
consistent with the Prop C measure on Inclusionary Housing adopted by voters last June but it
will also be more consistent with the spirit of the Market and Octavia Plan and go much further
at ensuring diversity and fairness, and keep working families in our city.

Increasing the low income increment to 15% and 9% for middle income will be more
consistent with the spirit of the Market and Octavia Plan. A total of 24% BMR rental and 27%
BMR for condos in the Hub will go much further at ensuring diversity and fairness, and keep
working families in our city.

HVNA T & P recognizes your and your staff’s commitment in addressing the complexities
within inclusionary housing Inclusionary Housing legislation with the highest total increment of
BMRs and with more emphasis on lower income housing consistent with the current city policy.
“We urge that you and your colleagues continue to seek ways to secure more middle class housing

for the economic health of our city. We would appreciate more fully understanding your-point of
view. : ‘

We look forward to continued dialogue with you and your team. We want to further outline
ways HVNA can support solutions to create housing for those most in need.

Sincerely,

Gail Baugh, President, HVNA

Jason Henderson, Chair, HVNA Transportation and Planning Committee,

541



113571
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1188 FRANKLIN STREET « SUITE 203
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94109
EMAIL: mike@sfbcic.org

TEL. (415) 3459333

www.sfbuildingiradescouncil.org

A Century of Excellence
i Craftsmanship

LARI?Y MAZZOLA MICHAEL THERIAULT JOHN DOHERTY

President Secretary - Treasurer © VICTOR PARRA
' : Vice Presidents
22 May 2017
Supervisor Mark Farrell
Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Supervisor Katy Tang

Dear Supervisors Farrell, Peskin, and Tang:

As you may know, Emily Johnstone of the AFL-CIO Housing Investment Trust served on the
Controller’s committee that made feasibility recommendations per last year’s “inclusionary
housing” charter amendment. Now as then, Ms. Johnstone has the trust of the San Francisco
Building and Construction Trades Council.

Accordingly, the Board of Business Representatives of the Council voted at its meeting of 9 May
2017 to instruct me to send a letter to the Land Use and Transportation Committee in support of
the proposal that resulted from the recent negotiations between Supervisors Breed, Safai, and
Tang and Supervisors Peskin and Kim if Ms. Johnstone indicated that the proposal was close
enough to the recommendations of the Controller’s committee to warrant her support.

She has so indicated.
‘We support the proposal.
Respectfully yours,
Michael Theriault
Secretary-Treasurer

cc: Supervisors Safai and Breed
Emily Johnstone
Affiliates

Constructzon Trades Council



Somera, Alisa (BOS) - | 10135]

 rom: ' Joe Chmielewski <jcin506@yahoo.com>

Sent: Sunday, May 21, 2017 8:09 PM

To: ' Somera, Alisa (BOS)

Subject: Support Kim-Peskin Inclusionary Housing Proposal
May 21, 2017

To: Alisa Somera
alisa.somera@sfgov.org

From:

Joseph Chmielewski
50 Golden Gate Ave.
#506

SF, 94102
1(415)756-2913
<jcin506@yahoo.com>

Subject: Support Kim-Peskin Inclusionary Housing Proposal -
Mear Ms Somera,
* As clerk for the Land Use and Transportation Committee, please let the committee members know that
I support the Inclusionary Housing proposal sponsored by Supervisors Jane Kim and Aaron Peskin. Their

"consensus” measure lowers current inclusionary levels from a voter-approved 25 percent to 18 percent — but
gradually increases the rate to 22 percent by 2019.

Please ask the members to reject Katy Tang's Home SF measure, a loophole for San Francisco's inclusionary

housing policy that allows developers to build high density housing and charge more for the project's required
affordable units. _ ‘ o

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Joseph Chmielewski
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April 6, 2017

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

San Francisco Planning Commission -
Re Inclusionary Housing Proposals

Ladies and Gentlemen,

We are responding to the presentation by the Staff (the “Staff”} of the Planning Commission (the
“Commission”) of two proposed ordinances (the “Proposals” or a “Proposal”) containing different
versions of changes to the Planning Code to modify the requirements relating to below market rate
housing provided as part of a multifamily market rate development (“inclusionary housing”) in San
Francisco. One Proposal is sponsored by Supervisors Kim and Peskin (the “Kim-Peskin Proposal”) and
the other by Supervisors Safai, Breed and Tang (the “Safai-Breed-Tang Proposal”). Currently, required
inclusionary housing levels are governed by Propoéition C passed by the voters in June, 2016.

The development of the Proposals reflects in part the conclusions of the Final Report dated February
13 2016 [sic] (the “Report”) of the Inclusionary Working.Group, led by the Office of the Controller, which
developed models'and analyses of economically feasible levels of inclusionary housmg which could be
suppled as part of a market rate multifamily housing development.

The Proposals were to be considered by the Commission on April 6, 2017, but that has been put over
until April 28. In the hope that in the meantime there will be consideration of changes to the Proposals,
the following comments are offered by the Coalition For San Francisco Neighborhoods:

1 THE SAFAI-BREED-TANG PROPOSAL REFLECTS A TECTONIC SHIFT UPWARD IN THE INCOME
LEVELS OF ELIGIBLE LPERSONS FOR INCLUSIONARY HOUSING THUS SQUEEZING OUT LESS
FORTUNATE CLASSES. THIS BENEFITS DEVELOPERS WHICH CAN CHARGE MORE FOR
INCLUSIONARY UNITS, HELPING THEIR PROFIT MARGINS
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(Explanatory Note) The Safai-Breed-Tang proposal places much more emphasis on middle income
beneficiaries. Because inclusionary rental or sales charges can be higher for these beneficiaries, this
helps developers’ profits margins. While these beneficiaries are certainly worthy, it will result in the
displacement of equally worthy, low and lower income groups who have even gréater needs.

Such a major policy change as this is, pitting low and lower means persons against those with

. higher means, with no significant changes in the amount of inclusionary housing to be produced,
should not be undertaken without (1) a much more comprehensive review which extends beyond
the Report, which focused primarily on financial issue and mitigating risks for developers; (2)
ultimately, a vote of the people. '

2. INITIALLY AND FOR SOME TIME TO COME, THE PERENTAGES OF INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PER
PROJECT FOR LARGE DEVELOPMENTS ARE LESS UNDER BOTH PROPOSALS THAN CURRENT LAW
AND SHOULD ALLOW FOR EARLIER VOLUNTARY INCREASES. THE SAFAI-BREED-TANG PROPOSAL
NEVER REACHES EXISTING LAW REQUIREMENTS.

(Explanatory Note) Both Proposals start below their ultimate maximum required levels of
inclusionary housing in a project, for larger developments, and step up in very small annual
increments, based on a formula proposed by the Report as a risk hedge for developers. Under the
Safai-Breed-Tang Proposal, the time period to reach maximum is 15 years, and it would still not
reach current law levels then!! Under Kim-Peskin, the required annual increase Increments are
somewhat larger and would ultimately provide for inclusionary percentages per project in excess of
current law. BOTH PROPOSALS SHOULD PROVIDE FOR PERMISSABLE VOLUNTARY INCREMENTS AT
GREATER THAN THE RQUIRED RATES. '

3, BY STATING RANAGES OF QUALIFYING INCOME, BOTH PROPOSALS HAVE CAPS AND FLOORS
'FOR QUALFYING LEVELS, SO PERSONS WITH INCOMES BELOW THE FLOORS ARE SQUEEZED OUT.
CURRNENT LAW MERELY PROVIDES FOR INCOME CAPS, NOT FLOORS

(Explanatory Note) Under current law, for smaller developments, (10 to 24 units, the qualifying
income level is “not to exceed” 55% or 80%of AMiI (for rental or purchase units, respectively). The
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two Proposals state ranges with averages, so those below the range don’t qualify, and the Safai,
Breed-Tang Proposal exacerbates that by significantly raising the ranges as well. See Item 1 above.
THE RANGES SHOULD.BECOME ‘NOT TO EXCEED’ PERCENTAGES OF QUALFYING INCOME SO THAT
LOWER LEVELS WOULD QUALIFY AS WELL, o

4, QUALIFYING INCOME TESTS ARE BASED UPON TOO ECONOMICALLY DIVERSE GEOGRAPHIC
AREAS, THUS SQUEEZING OUT PERSON S AND FAMILIES LIVING IN VERFY LOW INCOME
NEIGHBORHOOD/REGIONS WHO CANNOT MEET A STATED MEANS TEST.

(Explanatory Note) The Commission agreed, with respect to AHBP, to use a more neighborhood/San
Francisco-Centric means test, meaning that, e.g. “55% of AMI” would be calculated on smaller
geographic area to eliminate or mitigate the impact of the significant disparities in income levels
which can be generally extant in the standard AMI tests. This does not appear to have been done
AND MORE OF AN EFFORT SHOULD BE MADE TO ACCOMMODATE THAT.

5. THE REPORT AND THE SAFAI-BREED-TANG PRPOSAL SEEK TO IMPOSE A “FEE OUT” FEE ON
BONUS UNITS WHICH ARE RECEJIVED UNDER STATE LAW. SINCE THE BONUS UNITS MUST BE
BUILT UNITS, THIS VIOLATES STATE LAW '

(Explanatory Note) Under the State Density Bonus Law, to qualify for a bonus, the affordable units
must be built on the site of the market rate housing on qualifying donated land. The Report and the
Safai-Breed-Tang Proposal both say that there should be a “fee out” charge anyway for BUILT UNITS
Il California case law (the “Napa Case” } allows inclusionary units built under a local law

program to count as affordable units under State Law, if they otherwise qualify. Since they have to
be built on site or on donated land, and can’t be fee’d out under State Law, and since inclusionary
units which are built, are not charged a fee’d out fee under local law, we believe that if litigated, a
court would hold that the fee is impermissible, and would view it as a penalty or tax disincentive to
use State Law. '
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6. INCLUSIONARY UNITS WHICH ARE FEE’D OUT SHOULD BE BUILT WHEN THE MAIN PROJECT IS
BUILT OR SOON THEREAFTER, AND FUNDS THEREFOR SHOULD NOT BE PLACED IN A FUND TO
LANGUISH AS. THEIR VALUES DECLINE.

(Explanatory Note) The whole concept of “feeing out” is antithetical to developing as much
inclusionary housing as possible, as rapidly as possible. The City needs the housing now which the
fee'd out dollars are to provide. With land and construction costs seemingly on an irreversible
upward trend, then the worth of a dollar today will decline with the passage of time, and the
intended number of inclusionary units may not be able to be built.

So either eliminate feeing out OR hold up the certificate of occupancy on the building in chief
until construction is started on the facility to be funded with fee’d out dollars, plus any “topping off”
necessary to build the number of inclusionary units originally contemplated. :

COALITION FOR SAN FRANCISCO NEIGHBOHOODS

Cc: John Ra.hiam, AnMarie Rodgers, Jacob Bintliff
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodiett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
BOARD OF SUPERVI'SORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Transportation Committee will hold
a public hearing to consider the following proposal and said public hearing will be held as follows,
at which time all interested parties may attend and be heard:

Date: Monday, June 12, 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. 161351. Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the -
amount of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and
Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternatives and other Inclusionary Housing
requirements; to require minimum dwelling unit mix in all residential
districts; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of public necessity,
convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302; 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 residential projects shall be subject to revised Affordab|e
Housing fees or provide a percentage of dwelling units either on-site or off-site, and other
requirements, as follows:

Inclusionary Affordabie Housing Fee:
¢ 10 units or more, but less than 25 units: 20%
e 25 units or more: 33% for ownership projects or 30% for rental projects

The Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development shall calculate these fees
based on the City’s cost of constructing affordable residential housing, including development and
land acquisition costs.

On-Site Affordable Housing option:

e 10 to 24 units: 12%, increasing by 0.5% annually for all development projects with 10-
24 units of housing, beginning on January 1, 2018, until such requirements is 15%.

e 25 ownership units or more: 20%, increasing by 1.0% annually for two consecutive
years, starting on January 1, 2018, and then by 0.5% annually starting January 1,
2020, with the total on-site inclusionary affordable housing requirement not exceeding
26%. ’
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s 25 rental units or more: 18%, increase by 1.0% annually for two consecutive years,
starting on January 1, 2018, and then by 0.5% annually starting January 1, 2020, with
~ the total on-site inclusionary affordable housing requirement not exceeding 24%

Off-Site Affordable Housing option: ,

e 10 units or more, but less than 25 units: 20%

e 25 ownership units or more: 33% '
e 25 rental units or more: 30%

If the principal project results in the demolition, conversion or removal of affordable
housing units that are subject to a recorded, covenant, ordinance or law that restricts rents or is
subject to any form of rent or price control, the project sponsor shall pay the Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Fee equivalent for the number of units removed or replace the number of
affordable units removed with units of a comparable number of bedrooms and sales prices or

- rents, in addition to compliance with the inclusionary requirements.

The fee shall be imposed on any additional units or square footage authorized and
developed under California Government Code Sections 65915 et seq. where the development
project submits an Environmental Evaluation application after January 1, 20186.

Projects located within-the Eastern Neighborhoods Mission Planning Area,.the North of
Market Residential Special Use District Subarea 1 or Subarea 2, or the SOMA Neighborhood
Commercial Transit District, that have submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation Application
. on or before January 12, 2016, shall pay a fee or provide off-site housing in an amount equivalent
to 30% or provide affordable units in the amount of 25% of the number of rental units constructed
on-site or 27% of the number of owned units constructed on-site.

in accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable to attend
the hearing on this matter may submit written commeénts to the Clty 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, June 9, 2017. :

{,{Angela Calvnlo
Clerk of the Board

- DATED: June 2, 2017
‘PUBLISHED: June 2 & 7, 2017
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Visit us @ www.LegalAdstore.com

ALISA SOMERA , _

CCSF BD OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES)
-1 DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL #244

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

COPY OF NOTICE

GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE
AS - 06.12.17 Land Use - 161351 Fee Ad

Notice Type:
Ad Description

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):

06/02/2017 , 06/07/2017

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
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EXM# 3017724
NOTICE OF PUBLIC

HEARING
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF THE CITY AND
COUNTY OF SAN FRAN-
CIsCO

ISH
LAND USE AND TRANS-
PORTATION COMMITTEE
MONDAY, JUNE 12, 2017 -
1:30 PM

LEGISLATIVE CHAMBER,
ROOM 250, CITY HALL
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 the following
Rroposal and sald public
earing will be held as
follows, at which fime all
interested parties may attend
and be heard: File No.
161351, Ordinance amend-
ing the Planning Code to
revise the amount of the

Inclusionary Affordable
Housing Fee and the On-Site
and Off-Site  Affordable

Housin? Altematives and
other Inclusionary Housing
requirements; to require
minimum dweliing unit mix in
all  residential  districts;
affirming the
Department’s determination
under the Califomla
Environmental Quality Act
making findings of public
necessity, convenience, and
welfare  under Planning
Code, Section 302; and
making findings of consis-
tency with the General Plan,
and the eight priority policies
of Planning Code, Section
101.1. If the legislation
passes, new residential
projects shall be subject to
revised Affordable Housing
fees or provide a percentage
of dwelling units either on-
slte or off-site, and other
requirements, as foliows:
Inclusionary Affordable
Housing Fee: 10 units or
more, but less than 25 units:
20%; 25 units or more: 33%
for ownership projects or
30% for rental proéects. The
Mayor's Office of Housing
and Community Develop-
ment shall calculate these
fees basad on the City’s cost
of constructing affordable
residential housing, including
development and  land
acquisition costs,
Affordable Housing option:
10 to 24 unitss 12%,
increasing by 0.5% annually
for all development projects
with 10-24 units of housing,
beginning on January 1,
2018, untl such require-
ments is 16%; 25 ownershi
units  or
increasing by 1.0% annually
for two consecutive years,

Planning -

On-Site-

more:  20%,-

starting on January 1, 2018,
and then by 0.5% annually
starting Januar¥a 1, 2020,
with the total on-site
inclusionary affordable
housing requirement not
exceeding 26%; 25 rental
units or more: 18%, increase
by 1.0% annually for two
consecutive years, starting
on January 1, 2018, and
then by 0.8%
starting January 1,
with the total

incluslonary affordable
housing requirement not
exceeding 24%; Off-Site
Affordable Housing option:
10 units or more, but less
than 25 units: 20%; 25
ownership units or more;
33%; 25 rental units or more;
30%. If the principal project
results in the demolition,
conversion or removal of
affordable housing units that
are subject to a recorded,
covenant, ordinance or law
that restricts rents or is
subjact to any form of rent or

price control, the project
sponsor shall pay the
Inclusionary Affordable

Housing Fee equivalent for
the number of units removed
or replace the number of
affordable units removed
with units of a comparable
number of bedrooms and
sales prices or rents, in
addition to compliance with
the Inclusionary require-
ments, The fee shall be
imposed on any additional
units or square footage
authorized and developed
under California Government
Code Sections 65915 et seq.
where the development
project submits an Environ-
mental Evaluation applica-
tion after January 1, 2016.
Projects located within the
Eastemn Neighborhoods
Mission Planning Area, the
North of Market Residential
Speclal Use District Subarea
1 or Subarea 2, or the SOMA
Neighborhood = Commercial
Transit District, that have
submitted a complete
Environmental  Evaluation
Application on or before
January 12, 2016, shall pay
a fes or provide off-site
housing in an amount
equivalent to 30% or provide
affordable units in  the
amount of 25% of the
number of rental units
constructed on-site or 27%
of the number of owned units
constructed  on-site. In
accordance with Administra-
five 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 Committes, Written
comments  should be
addressed to Angela Calvlio,
Clerk of the Board, City Hall,
1 Dr. Cardton B. Goodlett
Place, Room 244, San
Francisco, CA 94102,
Information relating to this
matter is avallable in the
Office of the Clerk of the
Board. Agenda information
relating to this matter will be
available for public review on
Fridai/, June 8, 2017. -
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the
Board
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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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

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: Mohday, May 15, 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. 161351. Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise
the amount of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-
Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternatives and other
Inclusionary Housing requirements; adding reporting requirements
for density bonus projects; affirming the Planning Department’s
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act;
making findings under Planning Code, Section 302; 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 residential projects shall be subject to revised
Affordable Housing fees or provide a percentage of dwelling units either on-site or off-site,
and other requirements, as follows:

Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee:
e 10 units or more, but less than 25 units: 20%
e 25 units or more: 33% for ownership projects or 30% for rental projects

The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development shall calculate these
fees based on the City's cost of construction of providing the residential housing for three
different building types and two types of tenure, ownership and rental. The three building
types would be based on the height of the building: 1) up to 55 feet; 2) above 55 feet and
up to 85 feet; and 3) above 85 feet. The affordability gap would be calculated within six
months of the effective date of the amendments and updated annually to ensure the
amount reflects the City's current costs for the various building types and tenures.
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On-Site Affordable Housing option:

e 10 to 24 units: 12%

e 25 ownership units or more: 27% of all units constructed on the project site
e 25 rental units or more: 24% '

- Annual indexing. The r.eq'uired on- éite affordable h0uAsing shall increase by 0.75%
annually for all development prOJects with 10-24 units of housing, beginning on January 1,
2018.

Off-Site Affordable Housing option:

« 10 units or more, but less than 25 units: 20%
e 25 ownership units or more: 33%

e 25 rental units or more: 30%

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the
time the hearing begins. These comments will be made as part of the official public
record in this matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of the
Committee. Written comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the
Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton 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 Fnday,

May 12, 2017.

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

DATED: May 4, 2017
PUBLISHED: May 5 & 11, 2017
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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):

"

05/05/2017 , 05/11/2017

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
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EXM# 3007787
NOTICE OF PUBLIC
HEARING

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF THE CITY AND
COUNTY OF SAN FRAN-
CISCO

LAND USE AND TRANS-
PORTATION COMMITTEE
MONDAY, MAY 15, 2017 -
1:30 PM
CITY HALL, LEGISLATIVE
CHAMBER, ROOM 2
1 DR. CARLTON B
GOODLETT PLACE, SAN
RANCISCO, CA

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN
THAT the Land Use and
Transportation ~ Committee
will hold a public hearing to
consider the following
gmposal and sald public
earing wil be held as
foliows, at which time all
interested parties may attend
and be heard: Flle No.
181351, Ordinance amend-
ing the Planning Code to
revise the amount of the
Incluslonary Affordable
Housing Fee and the On-Site
and Off-Site  Affordable
chsmz[; Alternatives and
other Inclusionary Housing
requirements;, adding
reporting requirements for
density bonus  projects;
affirming  the  Planning
Department's determination
under the Califomia
Environmental Quality Act;
making  findings "~ under
Planning Code, Section 302;
and making findings of
consnstency with the General
Plan, and the elght priority

gohcles of Planning Code,

ection 1011, If the
legislation  passes, new
residential projects shall be
subject to revised Affordable
Housing fees or provide a
percentage of dwelling units
either on-site or off-site, and
other  requirements, as
follows: incluslonary
Affordable Housing Fee: 10
units or more, but less than
25 units: 20% 25 units or
more: 33% for ownership
projects or 30% for rentat
projects. The Mayor's Office
of Housing and Communlty
Development shall calculate
these fees based on the
Clty's cost of construction of
gmvidlng the residential
ousing for three different
building types and two types
of tenure, ownership and
rental. The three building
types would be based on the
height of the building: 1) up
to 55 fest, 2) above 56 fest
and up to 85 feef; and 3)
above 85 feet. The afforda-
bility gap would be calcu-

" lated within six months of the

effecive date of the
amendments and updated
annually to ensure the
amount reflects the City's

current costs for the various
bullding types and tenures.
On-Site Affordable Housing
option: 10 o 24 units: 12%;
25 ownership units or more:
27% of all units constructed
on the project site; 25 rental
units or more: 24%. Annual
indexing. The required on-
site affordable housing shall
increase by 0.75% annually
for all development projects
with 10-24 umts of housmg.
begmmng January 1,
2018. Off-Site Affordable
Housing option: 10 units or
more, but less than 25 units:

-20%; 25 ownership units or

more: 33%; 25 rental units or
more: 30%. In accordance
with  Administrative Code,
Section 67.7-1, persons who
are unable fo attend the
hearing on this matter may
submit wiitten 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
Francusco CA 94102,
Informatlon 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 revlew on
Friday, May 12, 2017,
Angea Calvilio, Clerk of the'
Board
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ALISA SOMERA

CCSF BD OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL'NOTICES)
1 DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL #244

SAN FRANCISCO, CA - 94102

PROOF OF PUBLICATION

State of California

(20155 C.C.RY

)
County of SAN FRANCISCO ) ss

Notice Type: GPN - GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE

Ad Description:

AS - 05/15/17 Land Use - 161351 Fee Ad

[ am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the State of California; | am

over the age of eighteen years, and not a party to or interested in the above

enfitled matter. | 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 thé 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:

| certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and

correct.

05/05/2017, 05/11/2017

Executed on: 05/11/2017

At Los Angeles, Califomia

Email

Signature

.
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EXM#: 3007787

NOTICE OF PUBLIC
HEARING.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
- OF THE CITY AND
COUNTY OF SAN FRAN-
C

R 1SCO
LAND USE AND TRANS-
PORTATION COMMITTEE
MONDAY, MAY 15, 2017 -

1:30 PM
CITY HALL, L EGISLATIVE
CHAMEEﬁhROOM 250

FRANCISCO, CA
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN
THAT the Land Use and
Transportation ~ Committee
will hold a public hearing to
consider the  following

roposal and sald public

aring will be held as
follows, at which time all
interested parties may attend
and be heard: File No.
161351, Ordinance amend-
ing the Planning Code fo
revise the amount of the
Inclusionary Affordable
Housing Fee and the On-Site
and Off-Site  Affordable
Housing Allematives and
other Inciusionary Housing
requirements; adding
reporiing requirements for
density - bonus ' projects;
affirming the  Planning
Depariment’s determination
under the California
Environmental Quality Act;
making  findings ~ under
Planning Code, Section 302;
and making findings of
consistency with the General
Plan, and the e':ﬁht pority
palicies of Planning Code,
Section 1011, If  the
legislation  passes, new
residential projects shalf be
subject 1o revised Affordabie
Housing fees or provide a
percentage of dwelfing units
either on-site or off-site, and
other requirements, as
follows: Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Fee: 10
units or more, but less than
25 units: 20%; 25 units or
more: 33% for ownership
projects or 30% for rental
pra]ﬁcts. The Mayor's Office
of Housing and Community
Development shall calculate
these fees based on the
City's cost of canstruction o
groviding the residential
ousing for three differen
building types and two types
of tenure, ownership “and
rental, The three building
types would be based on the
height of the bullding: 1) up
fo 55 feet; 2) above 55 feet
and up fo BS fee; and B3)
above 85 feet. The afforda-
bility gap would be calcu-
lated within six months of the
effective date of the
amendments and updated
annually 1o ensure the
amount reflects the City's

current costs for the various
building types and tenures.
Op-Sile Affordable Housing
option: 10 to 24 units: 12%;
25 ownership units or more:
27% of ali units constructed
on the project site; 25 rental
units or more: 24%. Annual
indexing. The required on-
site affordable housing shall
increase by 0.75% annually
for all development projects
with 10-24 units of housing,
beginning on January 1,
2018, Of-Slte Affordable
Housing option: 10 units or
more, but less than 25 units;
20%; 28 ownership units or
more: 33%; 25 rental units or
more: 30%. In accordance
with  Administrative Code,
Seciion 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 offical 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, Carton B. Goodiett
Place, Room 244, BSan
Francisco, CA 64102,
information relating to this
matter is available in the
Office of the Clerk of the
Board, Agenda information
relating 1o this matter will be
available for public review on
Friday, May 12, 2017. -
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the
Board



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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
June 1, 2017
File No. 161351
Lisa Gibson

Acting Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Gibson:

On May 22, 2017, the Land Use and Transportation Committee amended the following
legislation:

File No. 161351

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other Inclusionary Housing
requirements; to require minimum dwelling unit mix in all residential
districts; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of public necessity,
convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302; and making
findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority
policies of Plannmg Code, Section 101. 1

This amended leglslatlon is being transmitted to you for environmental review.
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk o
Land Use and Transportation Committee
Attachment

c. Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

.. 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

Olson Lee, Director, Mayor’'s Office of Housing and Community
Development

Nadia Sesay, Interim Executive Dlrector Office of Community Investment
and Infrastructure

Robert. Colllns Executive Dlrector Rent Board

Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee -

June 1, 2017

. SUBJECT: AMENDED LEGISLATION

The Board of Supervisors’ Land Use and Tfansportation Committee amended the
following legislation, introduced by Supervisor Kim on April 18, 2017:

File No. 161351

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other Inclusionary: Housing
requirements; to require minimum dwelling unit mix in all residential
districts; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of public necessity,
convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302; and making
findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority
policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me

at the

Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San

Francisco, CA 94102 or by email at: Erica.Major@sfgov.org

c. Eugene Flannery, Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Developmeht
Kate Hartley, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development
Amy Chan, Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development
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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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

May 25, 2017

Planning Commission

_ Attn: Jonas lonin

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103,

Dear Commissioners:

On May 22, 2017, the Land Use and Transportation Committee amended the following
ordinance. The Office of the City Attorney has advised that this ordinance reqmres an
additional Planning Commission hearing:

File No. 161351

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other Inclusionary Housing
requirements; to require minimum dwelling unit mix in all residential
districts; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of public necessity,
convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302; 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,
for public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the Land
Use and Transportation Commlttee and is scheduled for hearing on June 5,

2017.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

By: Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director
Land Use and Transportation Committee

Tox John Rahaim, Director of Planning
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning

558



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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
: Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
April 21, 2017
File No. 161351
Lisa Gibson

Acting Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Gibson:
On April 18, 2017, Supervisor Kim introduced the following substitute legislation:
File No. 161351

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other Inclusionary Housing
requirements; adding reporting requirements for density bonus projects;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning Code, Section
302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

This substitute legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

isa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director
Land Use and Transportation Committee

Attachment

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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

April 21, 2017

Planning Commission

Atin: Jonas lonin

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners:
On April 18, 2017, Supervisor Kim introduced the following substitute legislation:
File No. 161351

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other Inclusionary Housing
requirements; adding reporting requirements for density bonus projects;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning Code, Section
302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

The substitute 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

']ﬁbla By: ‘Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director -
Land Use and Transportation Committee

c. John Rahaim, Director of Planning
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
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. 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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

TO: Olson Lee, Director, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community

' Development
Nadia Sesay, Interim Executive Director, Office of Communlty Investment
and Infrastructure
Robert Collins, Executive Director, Rent Board

FROM: Alisa Somera, Legislati\)e Deputy Director |
%gb Land Use and Transportation Committee

DATE: April 21, 2017

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED

The Board of Supervisors’ Land Use anld Transportation Committee has received the
following substitute legislation, introduced by Supervisor Kim on April 18, 2017:

. File No. 161351

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site
Affordable Housing Alternatives and  other Inclusionary Housing
requirements; adding reporting requirements for density bonus projects;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning Code, Section
302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the
eight priority pohmes of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me
at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San
Francisco, CA 94102 or by email at: alisa.somera@sfgov.org. .

c. Eugene Flannery, Mayor’s Office of Housing and Cdmmunity Development
Kate Hartley, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development
Amy Chan, Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development
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S City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
. , Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
March 1, 2017
File No. 161351
Lisa Gibson

Acting Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Gibson:
On February 28, 2017, Supervisor Kim introduced the following substitute Iegislation:
File No. 161351

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other Inclusionary Housing
requirements; adding reporting requirements for density bonus projects;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning Code, Section-
302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the -
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

This substitute Iegislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. .

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

7%1 By: Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director
: Land Use and Transportation Committee

Attachment

c. Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning
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City Hall
BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

March 1, 2017

Planning Commission

Aitn: Jonas lonin

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commlssmners
On February 28; 2017, Supervisor Kim introduced the following substitute legislation:
File No. 161351

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other Inclusionary Housing
requirements; adding reporting requirements for density bonus projects;
affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning Code, Section
302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

The substltute ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planmng 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 recelpt
of your response.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
7%& By:

c. John Rahaim, Director of Planning
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning

Isa‘Somera, Legislative Deputy Director
Land Use and Transportation Committee
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City Hall .

San Francisco 94102-4689 -
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

TO: Olson Lee, Director, Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development
Nadia Sesay, Interim Executive Director, Office of Community Investment
and Infrastructure :

FROM: 5& Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director
%‘V Land Use and Transportation Committee

DATE: March 1, 2017

SUBJECT: SUBSTITUTE LEGISLATION INTRODUCED

The Board of Supervisors’ Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the
following substitute legislation, introduced by Supervisor Kim on February 28, 2017:

File No. 161351

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other Inclusionary Housing
requirements; adding reporting requirements for density bonus projects;

. affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning Code, Section
302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the.
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me
at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San
Francisco, CA 94102 or by email at; alisa.somera@sfgov.org.

“c.  Eugene Flannery, Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development
Kate Hartley, Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development
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City Hall ,
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

B.OARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
December 20, 2016
File No. 161351
Lisa Gibson

Acting Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Gibson:
On December 13, 2016, Supervisor Kim introduced the following proposed legislation:
File No. 161351

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other Inclusionary Housing
requirements; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning
Code, Section 302; 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 Board
74%, By:

is4 Somera, Legislative Deputy Director
Land Use and Transportation Committee

Attachment

c: JoyNavarrete, Environmental Planning
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning
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. CityHall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

December 20, 2016

Planning Commission

Attn: Jonas lonin

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners:
On December 13, 2016, Supervisor Kim introduced the following legislation:
File No. 161351

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other Inclusionary Housing
requirements; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning -
Code, Section 302; 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. : ' o '

Angela lerk of the Board

s)alvillo

~—

,]ﬂubBy: Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director
Land Use and Transportation Committee

c: John Rahaim, Director of Planning
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
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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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

TO: Olson Lee, Director, Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development
Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director, Office of Community Investment and
Infrastructure :

FROM: %V Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director
Land Use and Transportation Committee

DATE: December 20, 2016

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED

The Board of Supervisors’ Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the
- following proposed legislation, introduced by Supervisor Kim on December 13, 2016:

File No. 161351

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other Inclusionary Housing
requirements; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the
California Environmental Quality Act; ‘making findings under Planning
Code, Section 302; and making findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me
at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San
Francisco, CA 94102 or by email at: alisa.somera@sfgov.org.

c:  Eugene Flannery, Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development
Kate Hartley, Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development
Claudia Guerra, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
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Member, Board of Supervisors = = City and County of San Francisco

District 2 - -
«‘ ,-C.g o
\ S ok
= 2w
— _Ti—;"[:‘}
5 ;%ffir“r:,
TG
W =
DATE: May 18, 2017 , e =9
TO: Angela Calvillo : o "
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors = o
- FROM: Supervisor Mark Farrell ' . '
RE: Land Use and Transportation Committee
COMMITTEE REPORTS

Pursuant to Board Rule 4.20, as Chair of the Land Use and Transportation Committée, I
have deemed the following matters are of an urgent nature and request.they be
considered by the full Board on Tuesday, May 23, 2017, as Commitiee Reports:

170240 Police, Building Codes - Lactation in the Workplace

Ordinance amending the Police Code to require employers to provide employees
breaks and a location for lactation and to have a policy regarding lactation in the
workplace that specifies a process by which an employee will make a request for
accommodation, defines minimum standards for lactation accommodation
spaces, requires that newly constructed or renovated buildings designated for
certain uses include lactation rooms, and outlines lactation accommodation best
practices; amending the Building Code to specify the technical specifications of
lactation rooms for new of renovated buildings designated for certain use; -
‘making findings, including environmental findings and findings regarding the
California Health and Safety Code; and directing the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors to forward this Ordinance to the California Building Standards
Commission upon final passage.

City Hall » 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place * Room 244 = San Francisco, California 94102-2489 = (415) 554-7752
Fax (415) 554-7843 + TDD/TTY (415) 55%8@27 ¢ E-mail: Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org




Member, Board of Supervisors

ard City and County of San Fféncisco
District 2

MARK E. FARRELL

170208 Pﬁanning Code - Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and
Dwelling Unit Mix Requirements

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing
Alternatives and other Inclusionary Housing requirements; to require minimum
dwelling unit mix in all residential districts; affirming the Planning Department’s
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of
public necessity, convenience, and welfaré under Planning Code Section 302;
and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight prlonty

~ policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

% 161351 Planning Code - Encﬂusionary Affordable Housing Fee and
Requirements

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing

" Alternatives and other Inclusionary Housing requirements; adding reporting
requirements for density bonus projects; affirming the Planning Department’s
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act, making findings
under Planning Code, Section 302; and making findings of consistency with the
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

These matters will be heard in the Land Use and Trahsportation Committee at a
Regular Meeting on Monday, May 22, 2017, at 1:30 p.m.

City Hall » 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place * Room 244 ¢ San Francisco, California 94102-2489 = (415) 554-7752
Fax (415) 554-7843 = TDD/TTY (415) 555»62@7 ¢ E-mail: Mark.Farrell @sfgov.org




¢ -Print Form

Introduction Form

By a Member of the Board of Supervisofs or the May‘ or(

, 07T APR | ridtilads O
I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): . or meefing date

5y A4
] 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment)

=Y

2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. R

3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires"

5. City Attorney request.

6. Call File No. from Committee.

oo d o

7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion).

X

8. Substitute Legislation File No. | 161351

1

9. Reactivate File No.

[T 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:
[l Small Business Commission [1 Youth Commission [ Ethics Commission

[]  Planning Commission [[] Building Inspection Commission
Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form.

Sponsor(s):

Supervisors Kim; Peskin

Subject:

[Planning Code — Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements]

The text is listed below or attached:

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the
On-Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternatives and other Inclusionary Housing requirements; adding

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: m q . (D’\

For Clerk's Use Only:
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' ) EAYISORS
¥ ( : T En AR CISO
Introduction Form = saHFRARCECO
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor(; | ] FEB{i PH L4+ 59

: . - Time stamp -
I hereby submit the following item for intfoduction (select only one): 3y U or mestmg date

[1 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment) ~

[ 2.Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.
[0 3. Request for hearing on a.subject matter at Committee.
[J  4.Request for letter beginning "Supervisor : inquires"
[0 5. City Attorney request.
[l 6. Call File No. | from Cominittee.
[1  7.Budget Analyst request (attach written motion).
8. Substitute Legislation File No.
. O 9. Reactivate File No. |
[1  10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on ‘7
Please check the appropriate boxes. The propo.sed iegivslation should be forwarded to the following:
7 Small Business Commission [.1 Youth Commission [] Ethics Commission
[ Planning Commission [] Building Inspection Commission

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form.

Sponsor(s):

Supervisor Kim

Subject:

Planning Code — Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements

The text is listed below or attached:

See attached.

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: (;___\__‘ m Q\/
C 7 i

For Clerk's Use Only:
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Introduction Form

PEcEAVED
Q’l%}vw é

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor (o & pm
| | Tinestamy 2>
I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): or megting date
1 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolutién, Métion, or Charter Amendment)
O 2 Request f01; next printed agenda Without Reference to Commiftee.
3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.
[L] 4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor | : inquires"
[0 5. City Attofney request.
0 6.CallFileNo. | - from Committee. -
[1  7.Budget Analyst reciuest (attach written motion). ”
[ 8. Substitute Legislation File No.
- [ 9. Reactivate File No.
[J  10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

- Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislétion should be forwarded to the following:
1 Small Business Commission

] Youth Commission 1 Ethics Commissiqn

] Planning Commission [] Building Inspection Commission

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form.

Sponsor(s):

Supervisors Kim and Peskin

Subject:

Planning Code - Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements

The text is listed below or attached:

See attached.

Signature of Sponsoring Supervis’or:A ( ‘L\i m (D\ .
- v
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