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City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

| MEMORANDUM
LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
“ SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

TO: Supervisor Malia Cohen, Chair

Land Use and Transportation Committee
FROM: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk
DATE: March 16, 2015

SUBJECT: COMMITTEE REPORT, BOARD MEETING
Tuesday, March 17, 2015

The following file should be presented as a COMMITTEE REPORT at the Board meeting,
Tuesday, March 17, 2015. This item was acted upon at the Committee Meeting on March 16,
2015, at 1:30 p.m., by the votes indicated.

ltem No. 26 File No. 150155

Ordinance amending the San Francisco General Plan by repealing the 2009
Housing Element (Ordinance No. 97-14), and adopting the 2014 Housing Element;
and making findings, including environmental findings, and findings of -
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning
Code, Section 101.1.

RECOMMENDED AS A COMMITTEE REPORT

Vote: Supervisor-Malia Cohen - Aye
Supervisor Scott Wiener - Excused
Supervisor Jane Kim - Aye

c: Board of Supervisors
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Rick Caldeira, Deputy Legislative Clerk
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney

598



-

SRENRBEBa&E A @ o M w NS O

Element (Ordinance No. 97-14), and adopting the 2014 Housmg Element; and making
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~ {i FILENO. 150155 ORDINANCE NO.

|| [General Plan - Repealing Ordinance No. 87-14 - Adoptior of 2014 Hdusing Elerrient]

| Ordinanée aménding the $San Francisco General Plan by repealing the 2009 Housing.

'fifmd_ing_'s‘_, mc‘iﬁ!uding environmental _fmdmgs,' and findings of consistency with the

{| ‘General Plan; and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1,

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain. Arial font.
’ Additions to Codes are: ln sznOIe-under lzne ztalzcs szes New Roman font
Deletions to Ccdes are insge £:
Board amendmeht additions are: in double—underhned Anal font-
Board amendment deletions are in. 1Hort.
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the. omxssmn of unchanged Code
subsections of parts of tables:

Be it ordained by the People of the City arid County. 6f Sani Francisco:
Section 1.

(a) Section 4.1056f the Charter of the' City and County of San Fraricisco provides

that the Pla’ﬁning Corimission shall ﬁiéri‘odiéé!l'y’. recommiend to the Board o‘f SupeNiSQrs , for

(b) Sah Francisco Plannmg Code Section :340. pro:vldes.} ihan an jamendment to the

| -General Plan'may bé initiafed by a resolution of intention by the Planning Commission, Which .

|| ‘refers to, arid incorporates by reference, fie proposed Gerieral Plan amendrient. Section
). || -340 further provides that Planning Commission shall adopt the proposed General Plan
1l amendment aftera public Hearing if it finds. from the facts presented that the-public necessity,

» || corivenience and gerieral Welfare require the proposéd amendment or.any part thereof. ‘i

| adopted by the Commission in whole o in part, the proposed amendimerit shall be presented -

IF to'the Board of Supefvisors, which may approve or reject the amendment by a majority vote: |

Nlayor Edwify Le@; Super\nsors Wiener; Cohen ) g
oS BOARD OF SUPERVISORS. , Page 1.1




Il vt more current dafa, and includes all the Pohcne,s:andObleci'ves:-found' i the 2009 H-O'_U-S‘HQE- A

(c): The current Housmg Element of the San Francisco General Plan is known as

I} the 2009 Housing Element, which was adopted by the Planning Commission it Apiil 2013,

and this Board fit June 2013, Under state law, Califoria Government Code section 65588(a), |

o eacti local goveminiént muist review its housing element as frequently as appropriate fo

;;f - &valuate theigoals; objectives, and policies of the housing element in contributing t6 the state
housing goal; fo review the éffectiveness of the housing element in attainment of the

|} community’s housing goals and objectives; and to review the p rogtéés:‘*of*’che‘jU‘ri'Sdii:ﬁon; in

] .?imp"l:ém"éhfftihg"Ehé;ﬁouéh@ element:

 Eleriient with seme minor changes, adds five new policies; and.includes additional

mplemientation measures. The 2014 Housing Eletrierit afendments are rmore fully outiined in'

‘the February 5, 2015 - Planning Department transmittal to this Baard, which is incorporated

erein by teference.

(e}  Pursuantto Planning Code sectior 340, the Planning Commission inftiated the

';20“14 Housing Elément amendments on January 8, 2015, in Résolution R-19310. Pursuantto:
Planni ing Code ‘section: 340 and San Franciscs: Chartersectxon 4, 105 .the: Planmng

Commlsslon adopted the 20714 HoUsmg Element arid recommended itfor: approval on,

MayorEd\mn LeésySupetvisars Wiener; Cohen. i
:A;A BOARD OFSUPERVISORS ,Pé‘.g-éi'z 3.
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()  OnApril 24,2013, the San Francisco Planning Commission, iti Resolution No..

| 19121, certified the 2004-and 2009 Housifig Element Firial Environmental {mpact Report
(*Final EIR") prepared in .com;{ﬁance with the California Environmental Quality Act ({CEQA?,

121 Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq. In Resolution 19122, thePlanning Commyissiori
| ‘adopted the findings and corclusions required by CEQA regarding altematives, mitigation
measures and significant environmerital impacts analyzed in the Final EIR, and adopted &

|| Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations

as part of its-approval of the 2009 Housing Element..

(g) ~ On June 24, 2014, this Board adopted the 2009 Housing Element in Ordmance

| No. 97-14, adopted fi ndmgs and conclusions requlred by CEQA regarding -alternatives,
,mmgatlon,measures'and significant environmental effects analyzed i in the Final EIR, and
|| adopted a Mitigation Mahitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding

: | Considerations, thich findings are incorporated into this Ordinance by this reference.

{hy  OniJanuary 22, 2015, in response to the proposed 2014 Housing Element,

| wihich as noted above amends the 2009 Housing Element, the San Francisco Planning
:{: Department prepared an Addendum to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final EIR
. cettified by the Planning Commission on April 24, 2013, under CEQA Guidelines section
|| 45164 (the Addendum’).

)  -Based upon this Board’s review of the Fmal EIR, and the Addendum to the Final ff

'A; | EIR dated January 22, 2015, thé Board finds that the analysis conducted, and the conelusions |
reached, irythe Final EIR remain:valid and the 2014 Housing Element proposed hérein will riot
|| ‘cause new significant impacts not identified i the Final EIR, and o néwmitigation measures |
; will bé niecessary to reduce significant impagcts; further, otherthan described in the
| Addendum, nio project changes have cecurred, and no changes have otcurred with respect to |

- circumstances stirrounding the project that will catise significant &nhvirorimental impacts to

1 Mayor Edwin’ L,ee, Supervtsors Wnener Colen i
‘|| BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . Page3
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become avaj,l,a,bl_e, that sh owrs.th at the: 20,14-,Housmg Element Will cause significant:

fi. fe'n‘x’/i‘ronme‘nteifE 'i"mpaetg ﬁof‘préV‘ib-tfsfy 'Hfééﬂ§ééé in the Final EIR, that substantial impa’ct§ will

||-alternatives considerably diffsrent from those in the Final EIR wouild substanitially reduce.
||: signifieant impacts.. Therefore; no supplemental environmental review is required under

: CEQA beyond the: Addendum.

(). The February 5,2015, letter from the Planning Department transmitting the.

|| Proposed 2014 Housing Elerfirit o the Board-of Supervisors, thé Final EIR, the Addendurt;
the resolutions ,ad‘opt'erdf fb'y the Plén“n'ihg "Commi‘s-sibn-with- respec’t fo the apprfbva'!i-df*’fh"é 2014, |
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] i': Ele‘menfsand,_r@commendmg Jt_,.for.\approval}, are onfile w;th; the Clerk-of the Board in File .fgq
150155, These and any and all other documents referenced in this Ordinance have baen,

‘}; made available to; and have been reviewed and consid;efe“d‘ by‘:; the Board of .Supe"r\ﬁs" ors; and ,

it of‘recordsg,_:_‘.at"*!-aﬁﬁs Missich Streetin San Francisce, orin Bb'ard; File N.b‘;: 150155 with the

|l Clerk of thé. Board of Super'vi'sﬁcrs at 1Dn, ‘Calrlt'on; B: Goodlett Place, San Franciscd;

(k) ‘The Board of Superwsors finds; purstiantto Planning:Code Section 340; that the

112014 Housmg Elenient, set forth in the doctiffients of fiie with the Clerk of the Board'ifi File
.!; N&.4 50155,;\»11]! servé the publié necessity; convenience arid general welfare for the reasons. -
| setforthiin Plarining Corimission Resolution No, Re18317 sndiricarparates thosé reasons:

|| herein by reference.

(y  The Board of Supervisors finds that the 2014 Housing Element; as set forth in

| the documents:on file'with the Clerk of the Board ini Board File No:150155, is in-conformity:

11 Mayor Edwin Lee; Sipervisors Wiener, Cohéry;

1| BOARD OF‘SUPERVISORS Page 4’|
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with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 for the 7
f':.reasdns,,s:ef"forfb in Planning Commission Resolution No. R-19317. The Board hefeby adopts |
i"ithe findings set forthiin' Planning Commission Resolution No.:R-19317 and incorporates those 1

|| findinigs herein by reference.

(m)  Section 4.105 of the City Charter furthef provides that if the Board of

| Supervisors fails fo Act withii 80 days of receipt of the proposed 2014 Houelng Element, then
the 2014 Housing Element shall be deemed approved.

Section 2

(a)  The Board has reviewed and considered the Final EIR, togetherwith the

1| Addendurn, and any additionai environmental dociimentation in the Planriing Department's
| files, and adopts the CEQA Firidings set forth in Ordinance 97-14 and-amends theni to
;;incorpcrate'ztheminor modifications to the Housing Element set forth in the Addendum.

13

(b) The Board of Supervnsors hereby amends the Hotising Element of the General

_-f'iPlan'byifépeahng the 2009 Housing Elemient-and approving the 2014 Houising Element, as
|| recorimended 6 the Board of Supervisors by the Planning Commission on February 5, 2015,

| and referred to above.

Section 3, ‘Effective Dafe. This ordinance shall bécone effective 30 days after

‘enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor sighs thie ordinance, the Mayor returns the:

}fnrdihantce unsi"gned"or‘ does Tiot sign‘the o“rd}ﬁance'-wrthin‘ten days of fecelving it, or thie Board

|| APPROVED AS TO FORM: :
"1 DENNIS Jf HERRERA City. Attorney

Aud rey?earson rré
Deputy City Attorney
fNand\i20 15¥120178\00981377 do¢

: Mayor Edwin Leé :
| BOARD OF SUPERVISORS FPage: 5
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FILE NO. 150155

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST

[General Plan - Repealing Ordinance No. 97-14 - Adoption of 2014 Housing Element]
Ordinance amending the San Francisco General Plan by repealing the 2009 Housing
Element (Ordinance No. 97-14)}, and adopting the 2014 Housing Element; and making

findings, including environmental findings, and findings of consistency with the
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

Existing Law

Currently, the Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan is the 2009 Housing
Element, adopted in June 2009 in Ordinance 108-11; and again in 2014 in Ordinance 97-14.

Amendments to Current Law

This legislation would set aside Ordinance 97-14 which adopted the 2009 Housing Element,
and adopt the 2014 Housing Element as the Housing Element for the San Francisco General
Plan. The 2014 Housing Element updates and continues the policies and objectives of the
2009 Housing Element, and adds five new policies and several new implementation
measures. In general, the policies contained in the 2014 Housing Element are intended to
prioritize the creation of permanently affordable housing; recognize and preserve
neighborhood character; integrate planning of housing, jobs, transportatlon and infrastructure;
and maintain the Clty as a sustainable model of development

Background Information

The Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan is a policy document that consists of
goals and policies to guide the City and private developers in preserving, improving and
providing housing to meet the projected housing needs of all economic segments of the
community, as required under Government Code section 65580 &t seq. (“State housing
element [aw”). _

The current Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan is known as the 2009
Housing Element, which was adopted by this Board in April 2011, and in June 2014, re-

-adopted it to comply with a court order. Under state law, California Government Code section
65588(a), each local government must review its housing element as frequently as
appropriate to evaluate the goals, objectives, and policies of the housing element in
contributing to the state housing goal; to review the effectiveness of the housing element in
attainment of the community’s housing goals and objectives; and to review the progress of the
jurisdiction in implementing the housing element. .

Mayor Edwin Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Cohen
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1
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FILE NO. 150155

The San Francisco Planning Commission proposes to update the 2009 Housing Element in
compliance with state law, to be known as the “2014 Housing Element.” The 2014 Housing
Element updates the Data and Needs Analysis of the 2009 Housing Element with more
current data, includes all the policies and objectives found in the 2008 Housing Element with
- some minor changes, adds five new policies, and includes additional implementation

measures.

n:Vland\li20151120178\00989645.doc

Mayor Edwin Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Cohen

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2
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AN FRANCISCO
LANNING DEPARTMENT

1

February 5, 2014

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk

Board of Supervisors

City and County of 5an Francisco
City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 02014-01503GPA
(Also referenced as: 2014-001503CWP; 2014.1327EM; 2007.1275EM)
General Plan Amendments Related to the 2014 Housing Element
BOS File No: (pending)
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

Pursuant to Charter Section 4.105, the San Francisco Planning Commission recommends an
amendment of the San Francisco General Plan. On February 5, 2015, the Commission adopted a
resolution recommending the adoption of an ordinance amending the General Plan by adopting
the 2014 Housing Element as the City’s Housing Element.

The 2014 Housing Element updates the 2009 Housing Element, adopted by the Board in 2011, and
again in 2014. The 2014 Housing Element provides the overarching policy framework and vision
for the City’s housing strategy. Future policy work will be evaluated for consistency with the
Housing Element; however, adoption of the Housing Element does not, in and of itself, change
City law or practice. The 2014 Housing Element contains three parts:

Part 1: Data and Needs Analysis, which contains a description and analysis of San
Francisco’s population, household and employment trends, as well as an assessment of
existing housing characteristics, and housing needs;

+, Part2: Objéctives and Policies, defines the City’s policies and goals rélated to housing'

Implementing Programs, includes a number measures that result in specific actlons to
help implement the City’s housing-related objectives and policies.

On January 22, 2015, the Planning Department’s Environmental Planning section prepared an
Addendum to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Environmental Impact Report, which was
certified by the Commission on April 24, 2014, and upheld on appeal by the Board on June 17,
2014. After review of the proposed 2014 Housing Element and the Addendum, the Planning
Commission unanimously voted to recommend approval of the proposed at its hearing on

www.sfplanping.or
p 6616 g.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409
Planning

Information:
415.558.6377



Transmital Materials : CASE NO. 02014-01503GPA
' Housing Element Update 2014

FeEruary 5, 2015. Flease find attached documents relating to the Commission’s actiorn.

If you have any questions or require further information please do not hesitate to contact me.

Cc via electronic transmittal:

Mayor’s Office, Nicole Wheaton
Supervisor Scott Wiener
Supervisor Jane Kim -
Supervisor Malia Cohen

City Attorney, Audrey Pearson

Attachments (one copy of the following):

Planning Commissjon Resolution No. R-19317

Planning Commission Executive Summary for Case No. 02014-01503GPA
Errata Insert 1

Errata Insert 2 )

Draft Ordinance (original submltted in person)

January 22, 2015 Addendum to 2004/2009 Housing Element EIR

The 2004/2009 Housing Element EIR can be found at http://www.sf-
planning.org/index.aspx?page=1828

ST e | | 2
~ 607



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTM ENT
. - 1650 ision .
» - - u uite
Planning Commission Resolution-19317 .= sufmo
HEARING DATE FEBRUARY 5, 2015 ‘ CA 941032479
Reception:
415.558.6378
Date: February 5, 2015 -
Case: ) 02014-01503GPA # ‘.5.558.5409
(Also referenced as: 2014-001503CWP; 2014.1327EM; 2007.1275EM -
2014.1327M) | il'?é}?,',‘;%m-
_ Project: - 2014 Housing Element Update T 415.558.6377
Adoption Hearing
Staff Contact: Menaka Mohan ~ (415) 575-9141- P
Menaka Mohan@sfgov.org
Reviewed by: - Kearstin Dischinger and Teresa Ojeda

Recommendation: ~ Adopt the 2014 Housing Element

ADOPTING THE 2014 HOUSING ELEMENT AND RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS ADOPT A PROPOSED ORDINANCE RESCINDING ORDINANCE 97-14 AND
AMENDING THE GENERAL PLAN BY ADOPTING THE 2014 HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE AS
THE HOUSING ELEMENT OF THE SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL PLAN, AND ADOPTING
ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE PRIORITY
' POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1 AND THE GENERAL PLAN.

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

WHEREAS, the current Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan is known as the
2009 Housing Element, which was adopted by the Planning Commission in April 2014, and by
the Board of Supervisors in June 2014. Under state law, California Government Code section
65588(a), each local government must review its housing element as frequently as appropriate
to evaluate the goals, objectives, and policies of the housing element in contributing to the state
housing .goal; to review the effectiveness of the housing element in attainment of the
community’s housing goals and objectives; and to review the progress of the jurisdiction in
implementing the housing element; and,

WHEREAS, the Planning Department proposes to update the 2009 Housing Element in
compliance with state law. These updates are known as “the 2014 Housing Element.” The
2014 Housing Element updates the Data‘and Needs Analysis of the 2009 Housing Flement with
more current data, and includes all the pohmes -and objectives found in the 2009 Housing
Element with some minor changes, adds five nmew policies, and includes additional
implementation measures; and,

www.sfpé%né\ing.org



Resolution 19317 CASE NO. 02014-01603GPA; aka 2014-001503CWP; 2014-1327EM; 2007-1275EM

* " General Plan Amendment updating the
Hearing Date: February5, 2015 ) ' Housing Element of the General Plan

WHEREAS, pursuant to Planning Code section 340, the Planning Commission initiated the
2014 Housing Element amendments on January 8, 2015, in Resolution R-19310, which
Resolution is incorporated here by reference; and,

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

- Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations as part of its
approval of the 2009 Housing Element; and, '

WHEREAS, on June 17, 2014, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the 2009 Housmg
Element in Ordinance No. 97-14, adopted findings and conclusions required by CEQA
regarding alternatives, mitigation measures and significant environmental effects analyzed in
the Final EIR, and adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of
Overndmg Considerations; and,

WHEREAS on January 22, 2015, in response to the proposed 2014 Housmg Element which as
noted above, amends the 2009 Housing Element, the San Francisco Planning Department
prepared an Addendum to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final EIR certified by the
Planning Commission on April 24 2014, under CEQA Guidelines section 15164 (“the
~ Addendum”); and,

WHEREAS, based upon this Commission’s review of the Final EIR, and the Addendum to the
Final EIR dated January 22, 2015, the Commission finds that the analysis conducted, and the
conclusions reached, in the Final EIR remain valid and the 2014 Hoﬁsing Element proposed
herein will not cause new significant impacts not identified in the Final EIR, and no new
mitigation measures will be necessary to reduce significant impacts; further, other than"
described in the Addendum, no project changes have occurred, and no changes have occurred
with respect to circumstances surrounding the project that will cause significant environmental
impacts to which the 2014 Housing Element will contribute considerably; and no new
information has become available that shows that the 2014 Housing Element will cause
significant environmental impacts not previously discussed in the Final EIR, that substantial
- impacts will be substantially more severe than shown in the Final EIR, or that mitigation
measures or alternatives previously found infeasible are feasible, or that new mitigation
measures or alternatives considerably different from those in the Final EIR would substantially
reduce significant. impacts. Therefore, no supplemental enmonmental review is required
under CEQA beyond the Addendum; and,

WHEREAS the pohcles and objectives in the 2014 Housing Flement Update build off the
_strong and extensive community outreach that occurred for the 2009 Housing Element, which
was first adopted in 2011 and re-adopted in 2014. The 2009 Housing element included a two-
year outreach effort, a Community Advisory Body (CAB) and over 30 Community Workshops.

fa“ﬂ&"‘n“-’&“nﬁ‘ig DEPARTMEN“I‘ . : . 2
609



Resolution 19317 CASE NO. 02014-01503GPA; aka 2014-001503CWP; 2014-1327EM; 2007-1275EM

. . oL General Plan Amendment updating the
Hearing Dgte. February 5, 2015 Housing Element of the General Plan

Staff met with key stakeholders in 2013, who confirmed that the policy framework established
in the 2009 Housing Element continues to serve the City’s vision for housing needs.
Additionally, Mayor Lee established the Mayor’s Housing Working Group in 2014 to address
the Mayor’s Executive Directive- Accelerate Housing Production and Protect Existirig Housing
Stock. The working group resulted in a set of recommendations which are supported by the
2014 Housing Element, including process improvements and resources for more affordable
housing.

WHEREAS, the 2014 Housing Element is consistent with the Priority Policies of Planning Code
Section 101.1(b). Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority policies and is the
basis by which differences between competing policies in the General Plan are resolved. The
project is consistent with the eight priority policies, in that:

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

The 2014 Housing Element update continues policies that call for building and enhancing the existing
neighborhood serving retail uses, including building housing near neighborhood commercial districts and
encouraging neighborhood commercial services adequate to serve residents. A central goal of the Housing
Element is to plan for housing to support our existing and future workforce and projected population.

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

The 2014 Housing Element Update continues objectives and policies that support existing housing and
neighborhwod character, and aim to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of San Francisco’s
neighborhoods, There are two objectives and ten policies that address preserving the existing housing stock,
including Objective 2 “Retain existing housing units and promote safety and maintenance standards,
without jeopardizing affordability,” and Policy 2.4 “Promote improvements and continued maintenance to
existing units to ensure long term habitation and safety;” and Objective 3, “Protect the affordability of the
existing housing stock, especially rental units” and Policy 3.5 “Retain permanently affordable residential
hotels and single voom occupancy units”; there is also a separate objective, objective 11 “Support and
respect the diverse and distinct character of San Francisco’s neighborhoods,” and nine supporting policies
that address neighborhood character.

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

A central goal of the 2014 Housing Element Update, is to preserve and enhance the City's affordable
housing supply. The 2014 Housing Element Update includes policies nddressing the affordable housing
supply, particularly Objective 3, 7 and 8 Objective 3 “Protect the affordability of housing stock, especially
rental units;” Objective 7 “Secure funding and resources for permanently affordable housing, including
innovative programs that are not solely reliant on traditional mechanisms or capital;” and Objective 8
“Build public and private sector capacity to support, facilitate, provide and maintain affordable housing,”
directly address affordable housing. Several objectives and policies, including Objective 10 “Ensure q

i“ﬁi"ﬁ.’&”.’ﬁ“é DEPARYMENT ' . 3
: ' 610



Resolution 19317 CASE NO. 02014-01503GPA; aka 2014-001503CWP; 2014-1327EM; 2007-1276EM

. . . General Plan Amendment updating the
Hearing Date: February$5, 2015 . Housing Element of the General Plan

streamlines, yet thorough, and transparent decision-making process,” are intended to reduce the overall
costs of housing construction, which results in greater affordability.

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

The land use patterns and growth projections supported by the 2014 Housing Element Update are the basis
of current short- and long-term transportation planning for the City and County of San Framcisco.
Ultimately, a continuation of the dense urban fabric in places with greater transit options like San
Francisco will allow the regions’ projected population to work closer to their jobs, resulting in reduced
commuter traffic, and reduced regional transportation burdens and costs, including pollution, congestion,
and increased infrastructure demands.

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and
service sectors from displacement due to commercial office development, and
that future opportunities for resident employment and ownershlp in these sectors

- be enhanced.

"The 2014 Housing Element Update would not adversely affect the industrial or service sectors or impede
future opportunities for resident employment and ownership in the industrial or service sectors.

6. That the City achieves the greatest possible preparédness fo protect against .
injury and loss of life in an earthquake.

The'2014 Housing Element Update includes policies and implementation measures that encourage seismic
sustainability of existing and new housing units, including Policy 2.5 “Encourage and support the seismic
retrofitting of the existing housing stock.” ‘

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

The 2014 Housing Element Update would not have a negative effect on the preservation of landmarks and
historic buildings. The Housing Element includes policies that recognize landmarks and historic buildings
should be preserved, such as Policy 11.7 “Respect San Francisco's historic fabrzc by preserving landmark
buildings and ensuring consistency with historic districts.”

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be’
protected from development.
The 2014 Housing Element Update will not have an impact on open space and related sunltght issues. Individual
buildings reviewed according to procedures described in Planning Code Section 295 are evaluated to identify the
impacts of projects and buildings. Project permits cannot be approved if the impacis are found to be significant.

In addition, the 2014 Housing Element was developed in coordination with existing General
Plan policies. Analysis of applicable General Plan Objectives and Policies has determined that
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the proposed action is, on balance, consistent with the General Plan. BelpW are specific policies
and objectives that support the proposed actions. '

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT ‘

POLICY 6.1: Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods
and services in the city's neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing
and encouraging diversity among the districts.

POLICY 6.3: Preserve and promote the mixed commercial-residential character in neighborhood
commercial districts. Strike a balance between the preservation of existing
affordable housing and needed expansion of commercial activity.

POLICY 6.4: Encourage the location of neighborhood shopping areas throughout the city so that
essential retall goods and personal services are accessible to all residents. . .

POLICY 6.6: Adopt specific zoning districts, which conform to a generalized neighborhood-
commercial land use and density plan.

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with these policies in the Commerce and Industry Element in
that it encourages housihg in mixed-use developments°and served by neighborhood commercial districts.
Neighborhood serving goods and services requires that there be a ready supply of customers in nearby
housing. . The 2014 Housing Element continues to utilize zoning districts, which conforms to a
generalized residential land use and density plan in the General Plan.

’

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT
OBJECTIVE 2: INCREASE RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE TO MEET THE LONG-TERM
NEEDS OF THE CITY AND BAY REGION

POLICY 2.11: Assure that privately developed residential open spaces are usable, beautiful,
and environmentally sustainable.

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with this objective and policy because it encourages an equitable
distribution of growth according to infrastructure, which includes public open space and parks; and by
requiring that development of new housing conszder the proximity of quality of lzfe elements such as -
open space.

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
OBJECTIVE 2 USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR -GUIDING
DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT.

OBJECTIVE 11: - ESTABLISH PUBLIC TRANSIT AS THE PRI]VIARY MODE OF
TRANSPORTATION IN SAN FRANCISCO AND AS A MEANS THROUGH
WHICH TO GUIDE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVE REGIONAL
MOBILITYANDA]RQUALITY

OBJECTIVE 3: ASSURE THAT NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS HAVE ACCESS TO NEEDED
SERVICES AND A FOCUS FOR NEIGHBORHOOD ACTIVITIES.
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The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with these policies because it supports sustainable land use
patterns that integrate housing with transportation in order to increase transit mode share; ensuring

" that new housing is sustainably supported by the City’s public infrastructure system, including transit;
by supporting “smart” regional growth that locates new housing close to jobs and transit; and by
promotmg sustainable land use patterns that integrate housing with t-ransportatwn to increase transit:
mode, pedestrian and bicycle mode share.

BALBOA PARK AREA PLAN '
OBJECTIVE 4.2: STRENGTHEN THE OCEAN AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL
DISTRICT BY PROVIDING AN APPROPRIATE MIX OF HOUSING.

OBJECTIVE 4.3: ESTABLISH AN ACTIVE. MIXED-USE NEIGHBORHOOD AROUND. THE
. TRANSIT STATION THAT EMPHASIZES THE DEVELOPMENT OF
- HOUSING.

OBJECTIVE 4.4: CONSIDER HOUS]NG AS A PRIMARY COMPONENT TO ANY
DEVELOPMENT ON THE RESERVOIR. -

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

OBJECTIVE 4.6: ENHANCE AND PRESERVE THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with and promotes the objectives of the Balbog Park Area Plan listed above
in that it supports the provision of new housing, particularly affordable housing, and promotes the retention of
exiting housing units.

BAYVIEW AREA PLAN
OBJECTIVE 5: PRESERVE AND ENHANCE EXISTING RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS.

OBJECTIVE 6: ENCOURAGE. THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW AFFORDABLE AND MARKET |
RATE HOUSING AT LOCATIONS AND DENSITY LEVELS THAT ENHANCE
THE OVERALL RESIDENTIAL QUALITY OF BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT.

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with and promotes the objectives of the Bayview Area Plan listed above in
that it supports the provision of new housing, particularly affordable housing, and promotes the retention of exiting
housing units. .

CENTRAL WATERFRONT AREA PLAN
OBJECTIVE 1.1: ENCOURAGE THE TRANSITION OF PORTIONS OF THE CENTRAL
WATERFRONT TO A MORE - MIXED-USE CHARACTER, WHILE
PROTECTING THE NEIGHBORHOOD'S CORE OF PDR USES AS WELL AS

THE HISTORIC DOGPATCH NEIGHBORHOOD

OBJECTIVE 1.2: IN AREAS OF THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT WHERE HOUSING AND
MIXED-USE IS ENCOURAGED, MAXTMIZE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IN
KEEPING WITH NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER
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OBJECTIVE 21: 'ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING
CREATED IN THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE
WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with the Central Waterfront Area Plan because it supports new housing,
particularly affordable housing and mixed use developments, while encouraging housing close to transit and other
amenities and neighborhood services, and ensuring that growth is accommodated without substentially and
adversely impacting existing neighborhood character.

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

-OBJECTIVE 4: PRESERVE THE URBAN ROLE OF CHINATOWN AS A RESIDENTIAL
NEIGHBORHOOD. '

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with the Chinatown Area Plan because it encourages the provision of new
housing, and encourages the maintenance and retention of existing housing, while ensuring that growth is
accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing neighborhood character.

DOWNTOWN PLAN
OBJECTIVE 7 EXPAND THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING IN AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN.

OBJECTIVE 8: PROTECT RESIDENTIAL USES IN AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN FROM
ENCROACHMENT BY COMMERCIAL USES.

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with the Downtown Plan because it encourages the development of new
“housing in areas that can accommodate that housing with planned or existing infrastructure, and supports new
housing projects where households can easily vely on public transportation.

MARKET AND OCTAVIA AREAPLAN '
OBJECTIVE "1.1: CREATE A LAND USE PLAN THAT EMBRACES THE MARKET AND.
OCTAVIA NEIGHBORHOOD'S POTENTIAL AS A MIXED-USE URBAN
NEIGHBORHOOD.

OBJECTIVE 1.2 ENCOURAGE URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES THE PLAN AREA’S
UNIQUE PLACE IN THE CITYS LARGER URBAN FORM AND
STRENGTHENS ITS PHYSICAL FABRIC AND CHARACTER. .

OBJECTIVE 2.2 ENCOURAGE CONSTRUCTION OF RESIDENTIAL INFILL THROUGHOUT
THE PLAN AREA.

OBJECTIVE 2.3 PRESERVE AND ENHANCE EXISTING SOUND HOUSING STOCK.

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with the Market and Ociavia Area Plan because it promotes mixed-use
developments, ensures that growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing
neighborhood character, and promotes the retention and maintenance of existing sound housing stock,
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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 2014 Housing Element promotes the Mission Area Plan because it encourages new housing be affordable to
people with u wide range of incomes. .

RINCON HILL AREA PLAN
OBJECTIVE 1.1 ENCOURAGE THE DEVELOPMENT OF A UNIQUE DYNAMIC, MIXED-USE
RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD CLOSE TO DOWNTOWN, WHICH WILL
CONTRIBUTE SIGNIFICANTLY TO THE CITY'S HOUSING SUPPLY.

OBJECTIVE 1.2 MAXIMIZE HOUSING IN RINCON HILL. TO CAFPITALIZE ON RINCON . -
HILL'S CENTRAL LOCATION ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN EMPLOYMENT
AND TRANSIT SERVICE WHILE STILL RETAINING THE DISTRICT'S
LIVABILITY.

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with the Rincon Hill Area Plan because it encourages the development of
new housing in areas that can accommodate that housing with planned or existing infrastructure, and supports new
housing projects where households can easily rely on public transportation. Rincon Hill has existing infrastructure
and contains numerous public transportation options including MUNI, Bart and Caltrain,

SHOWPLACE/POTRERO HILL AREA PLAN
OBJECTIVE 21ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING
CREATED IN THE SHOWPLACE / POTRERO IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE
WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES

OBJECTIVE 2.2 RETAIN AND IMPROVE EXISTING HOUSING AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE OF
ALL INCOMES

OBJECTIVE 2.4 LOWER THE COST OF THE PRODUCTION OF HOUSING

The 2014 Housing Element is consistént with the Showpléce/PotTero Hill Area Plan because it promotes the
development of housing that is affordable to people of all incomes.

SOMA AREA PLAN
OBJECTIVE2 PRESERVE EXISTING HOUSING.

OBJECTIVE 3 ENCOURAGE THE DEVELOPMENT OF NEW HOUSING PARTICULARLY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with the SOMA Area Plan in that it promotes the development of housing
that is affordable to people of all incomes and supports the conservation and improvement of the extsfzng housing
stock.

SAN FRANCISCO ' 8
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 WHEREAS, on February 5, 2015 the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing
on the proposed amendment to the General Plan, and considered the written and oral
testimony of Planning Department staff, representatives of other City Departments and
members of the public concerning the proposed adoption of the 2014'Housing Element; and,

WHEREAS, the Commission directs that all changes outlined in the errata sheet included in
the February 5th Case packet for this case (Errata 1) and the Errata Sheet 2 circulated to the
Planning Commission at the February 5th hearing be incorporated into the 2014 Housing
Flement Update; and, :

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Commission has reviewed and considered the
Final FIR, together with-the Addendum, and any additional environmental documentation in
the Planning Department’s files, and adopts the CEQA Findings set forth in Resolution 19122
and amends them to incorporate the minor modifications to the Housing Element set forth in
the Addendum; and, ' '

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission for the reasons set forth herein, finds that
the proposed 2014 Housing Element is, on balance, consistent with the General Plan and the
priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1; and

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

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to Planning Code section 340, the Planning
Commission does hereby adopt the 2014 Housing Element as the Housing Flement of the San
Francisco General Plan, and recommends that the Board of Supervisors adopt the attached '
ordinance.

Ihereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was ADOPTED by the Planning Comrrﬁssion on
' -~ Jonas Ionjp-.
Coxifission Se tary

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

ADOPTED:  February 5, 2015
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Date: February 5, 2015

Case No.: 2014.1327M
Project: 2014 Housing Element Update
Adoption Hearing

Staff Contact: Menaka Mohan — (415) 575-9141
Menaka Mohan@sfgov.org
Reviewed by: Kearstin Dischinger

Kearstin.Dischinger@sfgov.org
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Recommendation:  Adopt the 2014 Housing Element

BACKGROUND

1650 Mission St.
Sulte 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2478

Reception:
415.558.5378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

State law requires that every jurisdiction in California adopt a General Plan with seven mandatory
elements, induding a Housing Element. The Genexal Plan’s Housing Element must be updated
approximately every 5 years, on a schedule set forth by the State’s Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD). Many state funds for infrastructure and community development are

tied to an adopted Housing Element that complies with state law.

The Housing Element provides the overarching policy framework and vision for the City’s housii}g
strategy. Future policy work will be evaluated for consistency with the Housing Element; however,
adoption of the Housing Element does not of and within itself change City law or practice.

The 2014 Housing Element consists of:

' Part 1: Data and Needs Analysis, which contains a description and analysis of San Francisco’s
_ population, household and employment trends, as well as an assessment of existing housing
characteristics, and housing needs;

Part 2: Objecg'vés and Policies, defines the City’s policies and goals related to housing;

Implementing Programs includes a number implementation measures that result in specific
actions to help implement the City’s housing-related objectives and policies.

www.sfplanning.org
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" SINCE THE INITIATION HEARING

At the January 8 injtiation hearing, staff presented a detailed description of the updates to the 2014
Housing Element. In general, staff focused efforts on updated Part 1 (Data and Needs Analysis) and the
implementing programs.

Please see Attachment 1 for minor changes proposed to Draft 2 of the 2014 Housing Element (which was
included as part of the Planning Commission’s materials at the January 8, 2015 initiation hearing). The
proposed changes are not substantive in nature, and mostly consist of minor typographical corrections.
Attachment 1 also includes anew implementation measure related to the proposed policy on short term
rentals. :

2014 HOUSING ELEMENT OVERVIEW

The Housing Element provides a policy framework for housing in each municipality. The State requires
periodic updates to ensure that localities evaluate the goals, objectives, and policies of the housing
element in contributing to the state housing goal; to review the effectiveness of the housing element in
attainment of the community’s housing goals and objectives; and to review the progress of the
jurisdiction in implementing the housing element. ABAG has determined that San Francisco’s allocation
of the regional housing need (“RENA”) for the period covering January 2015 through 2022 is 28, 869 new
units. The 28,869 new units are targeted to be comprised of 6,234 new units affordable to households with
incomes less than 50% of the area median income (AMI), 4,639 new units affordable to households with
incomes between 51% to 80% AM, 5,460 new units affordable to households with income between 81%
to 120% AMI, and 12,536 new units affordable to households with incomes above 120% AMI. As of the
end of September 2014, approximately 38,162 units were in the pipeline, consisting of housing projects at
various stages of development—from applications filed to entiflements secured to authorize construction.
These units will help the City meet the RHNA targets set by ABAG. Our analysis indicates that the City’s
current zoning would more than accommodate the City’s projected housing needs. ‘

The 2014 Housing Element speaks directly to the local needs of San Franciscans — addressing both state
mandated issues and concerns specific to San Francisco - - such as maintaining the character of neighbor-
hoods, balancing housing constructxon with commumty infrastructure, and sustainability (see Key Issues
of Housing Element).

The proposed 2014 Housing Element Update includes a major update to the data and needs analysis (Part
1), minor updates to the Housing Element policies and implementation measures to reflect changes since
2013, and five new policies and related implementation measures to reflect the ongoing conversations
 about affordable housing in the City.

As reqidred by state law, staff reviewed the existing Housing Element policies; particularly in light of the
ongoing policy work around housing affordability. The existing Housing Element policies support and
enable the City to pursue the policies and program ideas generated over the past few years of discussion.
Since the adoption of the existing Housing Element, San Francisco has convened a number of working
groups and task forces around housing policy, especially affordable housing, These efforts were largely
focused on implementing the Objecti\;es, Policies, and Implemen’caﬁon Measures of the existing Housing

SAN FRANCISCD ’ . )
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Element. Some amendments to the existing Housing Element were proposed to reflect detailed 1deas or
new ideas generated through these committees. o

Since the adoption of the existing Housing Flement, the City has.directed considerable attention to
affordable housing needs and related strategies. The 2014 Housing Element Update includes five -
additional policies? to reflect the ongoing policy work on these issues, which include policies on short
term rentals (Policy 2.6) displacement (Policy 5.5 and 5.6), and homelessness (Po]icy 6.1,6.3,and 6.4). A
discussion of the changes in Part 1 and the additional policies found in Part 2 can be found in the
Commission’s January 8, 2015 packet initiating amendments,

PUBLIC COMMENT

. The Planning Department has received two written public comments from the Council of Community
Housing Organization (CCHO) related to the draft 2014 Housing Element. In both instances staff
reviewed the comments, incorporated some requested changes, and responded in thng to CCHO

- {(CCHO comments are available on the Housing Element website).

Since the initiation hearing, staff has not received any additional public comment.

OUTREACH OVERVIEW — 2014 HOUSING ELEMENT
The draft 2014 Housing Element was developed and updated fhxough the hard work of many Commumty
and staff working groups including:
e A two year outreach process (2008-2010) for the existing Housing Element —ﬁrst adopted in 2011
o A Commumity Adwsory Body (CAB)
o  Over 30 Community Workshops :
e The Mayor's Working Group that developed the Housmg Trust Fund in 2012.
. & Housing Element 2014: Key Stakeholder outreach in 2013 and 2014
= The Mayor's Housing Working Group established in 2014 addressing the Mayor’s Executive
Directive- Accelerate Housing Production and Protect Existing Housing Stock.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

On April 24, 2013, the San Francisco Planning Commission, in Reschution No. 19121, certified the 2004
and 2009 Housing Element Final Environmental Impact Report (“Final EIR”) prepared in compliance
with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq. |n
Resolution 19122, the Planning Comumission adopted the findings and conclusions required by CEQA

! Staff at Environmental Planming has determined that the changes included in Policy 6.1, which adds the
term “service-erwichied solutions” to the 2009 Housing Element Policy 6.1 such that it reads “Prioritize
permanent housing and service-enriched solutions while pursuing both short- and long-term strategies to
eliminate homelessness,” is not a mew policy for purposes of environmental review. Thus, the
Addendum prepared under CEQA for the 2014 Housing Element identifies only 5 "new"” policies.

SEN FRANCISC - . . 3
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regarding alternatives, mitigation measures and significant environmental jmpacts analyzed in the Final
EIR, and adopted a Mitigation Monitorihg and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding
Considerations as part of its approval of the 2009 Housing Element.

On January 22, 2015, in fesponse to the proposed 2014 Housing Element, the San Francisco Planning
Department prepared an Addendum to the 2004 and 2009 Housmg Element Final EIR under CEQA
Guidelines section 15164 (“the Addendum”).

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

Adopt amendments to the General Plan by adoptmg ’the 2014 Houslng Element as the Housing Element
of the San Francisco General Plan,

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The 2014 Housing Element reflects the Clty’ s core housing values, including prioritization. of
permanently affordable housing; recognition and preservation of neighborhood character; integration of
planning for housing, jobs, transportahon and infrastructure; and our City’s role as sustainable model of
development.

A timely adoption will confirm our continued dedication towards meeting the State of California’s
objectives towards housing and community development, ahd continue our eligibility for state housing,
community development and infrastructure funds. The 2014 Housing Element also builds on the work of
the Housing Working Group and the Mayor’s Executive Directive 13-01, which requests that City
Departments prioritize the construction of affordable housing.

= The project continues to implement successful programs and policies
= The project provides a vision for the City’s housing future.

"x The project is required by State law, with links to infrastructure and housing funds.
= The project supports sustainable growth in the City and the region.

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt amendménts General Plan by adopting the 2014 Housing

Element.

Attachments:

1. Errata sheet noting changes from the 2014 Housing Element submitted at the 1/8/2015 hearmg

2. Resolution adopting the 2014 Housing Element

3. Ordinance adopting 2014 Housing Flement

4. January 22, 2015 Addendum to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final Environmental .

Impact Report ‘

SAN FRANCISCO . . : . 4
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] ‘ 1650 Mission St.
' : Sulte 400
Addendum to Environmental Impact Report PN
Addendum Date:  January 22, 2015 ' 22‘:;%?;}6378
Case No.: 2014.1327E :
Project Title: 2014 Housing Element ‘ Fax:
EIR: San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element, 2007.1275E . 416.558.6400
' SCL No. 2008102033, certified March 24, 2011, re-certified April 24,2014  planning

Project Sponsor:  San Francisco Planning Department ' ' Informeation;
Sponsor Contack:  Kearstin Dischinger, 415.558.6284 415.558.6317
Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department
Staff Contact: ~  Tania Sheyner — 415.575.9127 .

Tania.Sheyner@sfgov.org

REMARKS
The purpose of this Addendmn to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final EIR is to substantiate the
Planning Department’s determination that no supplemental environmental review is required to update
the proposed 2009 Housing Element, as described more fully below (“the 2014 Housing Element” or
“proposed project”) because the environmental effects of changes to the 2014 Housing Element have been
adequately analyzed pursuant to the California Environmental Quahty Act (“CEQA") in a Final
Environmental Impact Report (“2004 and 2009 Housing, Element FEIR” or “FEIR") previously prepared
for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element. This memorandum describes the changes in the 2014 Housing -
Element from the current 2009 Housing Element, analyzes the proposed project in the context of the
previous environmental review (the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element FEIR), and summarizes the potential
environmental effects that may occur as a result of implementing the changes found in the proposed 2014
Housing Element.

Background

On March 24, 2011, the San Francisco Plamming Commission certified the FEIR for the 2004 and 2009
Housing Element. On June 21, 2011 the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the 2009 Housing
Element as the Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan. The Planning Department
recirculated for public review a revised Chapter VII Alternatives of the FEIR (Revised EIR), on December
18, 2013. The Planning Commission certified the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element FEIR, with the Revised
Alternatives Analysis, on April 24, 2014. On June 17, 2014, the Board of Supervisors denjed an appeal of
the certification, and re—adopted the 2009 Housmg Element, with n:unor revisions. '

PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE PROJECT

Purpose of a Housing Element and the Regional Housing Need

The Housing Element is an element of San Francisco’s General Plan which sets forth the City’s overall
housing policies. Since 1969, state Housing Element law (Government Code section 65580 et seq.) which,
since 1969, has required local jurisdictions to adequately plan for and address the housing needs of all
segments of its population, such that all communities contribute to the attainment of the state housing -
goals. Housing Element law requires local governments to plan for their existing and projected housing
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needs by facilitating the improvement and development of housing, rather than constraining
opportunities.

The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) allocates each region’s
share of the statewide housing need to regional agendies based on the region’s forecast for population,
households, and employment; in the San Frandsco Bay Area, the Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG) distributes the regional allocation to cities and counties within its jurisdiction. The Regional
"Housing Needs Assessment (RFINA) determination includes that share of the housing need of persons at
all income levels, The allocation seeks to ensure that each jurisdiction recognizes their responsibility for -
the housing that represents the number of additional dwelling units that would be required to
accommodate the anticipated growth in households, replace expected demolitions and conversions of
housing units to non-housing uses, and achieve a future vacancy rate that allows for the healthy
functioning of the housing market. Jurisdictions that do not have capacity to meet their RHNA at all
income levels must rezone sites with appropriate development standards to accommodate the unmet
capacity. For more information on ABAG's calculation of the RHNA, see the ABAG website at

www.abag.ca.gov.

The RHINA is calculated for an established planning horizon, hereafter referred to as the Planning Period,
which for the 2014 Housing Element, is January 2015 through June 20221 The 2014 Housing Element
incorporates an updated calculation of San Francisco’s fair share of the regional housing need for the
Planning Period, As shown, the regional housing need is 28,869 units, or 3,849 units per year. The RHNA
at each income category for the 2014 Housing Element is presented in Table 1, below.

Table1

. 2015-2022 mesmg Element Reglonal Housmg Needs Assessment
'Household o 'APe_rcenbage of R AT :
Categﬂfy 17| Inéome (AMI) " 'No.ofUnits.© “| - . %ofTofal . | Annual Production Goal’
Very Low . <50% 6,234 ' 216% 831
Low 51—-80% - 4,639 16.1% 619
Moderate . 81-120% . 5,460 18.9% 728
ﬁ;‘zﬁe >120% 12,536 43.4% 1,671
Total - 28,869 - 100.0% 3,849

As discussed in the 2014 Housing Element,? some 47,020 new housing units could potentiafly be blﬁl§ on
numerous infill development opportunity sites under current zoning allowances. In addition, some
22,870 new housing units can be accommodated in vacant or nearly vacant lands currently or previously
zoned “Public” such as Mission Bay, Treasure Island and Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard. Therefore, the
Planning Department has determined that the City has sufficient development capacity to meet the 2015-
2022 RHNA targets without the need for rezoning.

1 The 'Pla.nnmg Period is the tme period for a Housing Element. Jurisdictions on B-year planning cycles must adopt their
housing elements no later than 120 days after deadline or will be required to revise their housing elements every four yeaxs.
2 2014 Housmg Element, Part I: Data Needs and Analysis, Section IV, Meeting Housing Needs, p. L65.

"Case No. 2014.1327 Addendum to Environmental Impact Report
2014 Housing Element " January 22, 2015
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Revisions to the 2009 Housing Element -

Like the current 2009 Housing Element, the 2014 Housing Element con513ts of two parts. Part I contains
the background data and needs analysis under Government Code section 65583(a), which serves to
formtlate the goals and policies found in Part IL. Part I lists goals, objectives and policies, and describes
the programs to be carried out over the next five years to implement these objectives and policies, as
required by Government Code section 65583(b) and (c).

The 2014 Housing Element is the continuation of the 2009 Housing Flement analyzed in the FEIR, with
several updates as outlined herein. The vast majority of updates found in the 2014 Housing Element are
contained in Part I, to account for the City’s changing population, households, and hotsing- stock
characteristics and to more accurately document the inventory of land suitable for residential
development. Updates to population, employment, and income trends, housing characteristics, and
discussions of housing needs included in Part I of the Housing Element have no direct or indirect
physical effects on the environment. The proposed 2014 Housing Element retains the ‘existing Part II of
the 2009 Housing Element objectives and polides and adds five new policies and three implementation
programs (the implementation programs are contained in Part ). The new policies introduced in the 2014
Housing Element, which are described in more detail below, broadly address programmatic elements
related to tenancy protections for current residents and coordination of assistance programs for homeless -
and/or displaced residents; moreover, four out of the five new policies were policies included in the 2004
Housing Element (the Housing Element preceding the 2009 Housing Element, which was also addressed
in the FEIR)3 The three new implementaiion programs are also -described in Table 2. These
implementation programs protect the existing rental housing stock, facilitate the implementation of an
existing state law, and promote affordable housing, .

Like the 2009 Housing Element, the 2014 Housing Element “strives to create a range of new housing to
meet spaﬁalheeds of all of our residents, particularly those who cannot afford marketrate housing;
ensures development is appropriate to the unique needs of individual neighborhoods they are located
within; uses community planﬁing processes to ensure that the best qualities of neighborhoods are not
only maintained, but strengthened; links new housing to public infrastructure such as transit, open space
and community facilities, and privately provided infrastructure such as retail and neighborhood services;
and prioritizes housing development that reduces the imp acts of greenhouse gas emissions.”4

As discussed under the Analysis of Potential Environmental Effects, below, the five added policies and
three added implementation programs included in the 2014 Housing. Element would not be expected to
result in any new physical impact that was not previously identified in the FEIR, or a substantial increase
in the severity of any impact that was previously identified in the FEIR. The five added policies and three
added implementation programs are listed below in Table 2, along with a summary of the corresponding
implications for changes to the physical environment. ' .

3 Throughout this Addendurn, it is stated that policies 5.5, 5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 were previously considered in the 2004 and 2009
Housing Element FEIR. That document concluded that these were among the policies in the 2004 Housing Element that would
not result in any environmental effects (see, generally FEIR p. IV-23 and Table IV-8). .

4  City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department, Draft Housing Element, Preface, October 2014,
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Table 2

Proposed 2014 Housing Element I’ohues and Implementahon Program .

: Addltlonal 2014 Housmg Element Polic
_:and Implementatlon Programs

Pohcy 2.6: Ensure housing supply is not
converted to de facto commercial use
through short-term rentals.

This policy is intended to address an increase in the.
number of short-term housing rentals in the existing
housing stock, which can result in a reduction in the total
number of housing units available for permanent
zesidents. The policy would protect the permanent
housing stock from de facto conversion to commercial use

| by converting units .fo short-term rentals by limiting the

ability of property owners to provide short term leases for
housing units. This policy would not be expected to result
in physical changes to the environment because it would
not result in any new construction or conversion and
would encourage retention of existing uses.

This policy has a corresponding implementation measure | -
(Implementation Program 19), which is listed below in this
table. '

Policy 5.5: Minimize the hardships of
displacement . by providing essential
relocation services.

This policy, which was also included in the 2004 Housing
Element as Policy 9.1, would encourage the provision of
financial and other types of resources (such as counseling,
locating replacement housing, and moving expenses) to
assist individuals in locating replacement housing. This
policy would not be expected to result in physical changes
to the environment.

Policy 5.6: Offer displaced households the
right of first refusal to occupy replacement
housing units that are comparable in size,
| location, cost, and rent contro} protection. '

This policy, which was also included in the 2004 Housing
Element as Policy 9.2, would provide individuals
displaced by fire and other events with opportunities to be
restored to their previous residential position to .the
maximum extent feasible. This policy would not be
expected to result in physical changes to the environment
because it addresses replacement of existing units and
their occupancy.

i’o]icy 6.3: Aggressively - pursue other
strategies to prevent homelessness and the
risk of homelessness by addressing its
contributory factors.

This policy, which was also included in the 2004 Housing
Element as Policy 10.2, is unrelated to the development or
improvement of new or existing housing, Rather, it aims |’
to address the root causes of homelessness by focusing on
stable sources of income and health and sodal support
services for short or long periods of time to assist people
with special needs to live with the greatest degree of
independence possible.  This policy would not be
expected to result in physical changes to the environment
because there are no demonstrable physical changes
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associated with these programs.

Policy 6.4: Improve coordination among
emergency assistance efforts, existing
shelter programs, and health care outreach
services. .

This policy, which was also included in the 2004 Housing
Element as Policy 10.3, aims fo link homeless poptilations
fo more (existing) comprehensive services. This would be
achieved through outreach services and creation of multi-
service centers that provide health care and other services
to homeless people. This policy would not be expected to
result in physical changes to the environment because
there are no demonstrable physical changes associated
with these programs. .

Implementation Program. 19: The City
should devélop an effective enforcement
program for short term rentals. THe
enforcement program should serve the
existing law’s goal in protecting the housing
supply from conversion to commercial
hotels. The Planning Department should
conduct a study on the impact of short term
rentals on the broader housing supply in the
city, focusing especially on neighborhoods
with greater levels of short term rentals.
Based on this study and evaluation of the
enforcement program, the City shall revisit
the law as understanding of these impacts
expand. :

This implementation program would support new Policy
2.6 and is intended to address an increase in the number of
short-term housing rentals in the existing housing stock,
which can result in a reduction in the total number of
housing units available for permanent residents. This
implementation measure would develop an enforcement
program and initiate a study on the impacts of short term
rentals, which are both administrative actions. This
implementation program would not be expected to result
in physical changes to the environment because there are
no demonstrable physical changes associated with it.

Implementation Program 38b: Planming
will develop a density bonus program with
the goal of increasing the production of
affordable housing. The program will be
structured o incentivize market rate
projects to provide significantly greater
levels of affordable housing than required
by the existing City Programs.

This implementation program would be consistent with
an existing State law requirement (Government Code
Section 65915) and would provide density bonuses and
regulatory incentives and concessions for residential-
projects that include one or more affordable units. This
program, when developed, will undergo a public review,
including environmental review under CEQA (likely in
Spring or Summer 2015). This program is discussed in
further detail below, under Other Housing-Related
Initiatives, '

Implementation Program 64: In accordance
with the Proposition K Affordable Housing
Goals ballot initiative measure passed in
November 2014, the City shall-strive to
achieve thirty-three percent of mnew
residential umits affordable to low- and
moderate-income households in new Area
Plans and Special Use Districts with
significantly ~ increased  development

This implementation program would help the City meet |
RNHA goals. The 2014 Housing Element already assumes
that a certain percentage of new development (57 pexcent)
would meet RENA affordability targets. Affordability of
new development was also assumed as part of the 2009
Housing Element FEIR; thus, this would not change the
conclusions reached with respect to any of the
environmental impacts, as discussed below, - under
Amalysis of Potential Environmental Effects.
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potential or those amended to significantly
increase development potential. MOH and
Planning shall consider, within the context
of a community planning process, zoning
categories which* require a higher
proportion of affordable housing where
increased density or other benefits are
granted. Options include Affordable
Housing Only Zones (SLI); Affordable
Housing ‘Priority Zones (UMU) or Special
Use Districts on opportunity sites.

Two policies in the 2014 Housing Element have been revised to reflect administrative changes. The first
revised policy is Policy 1.5, which revises the term “community plan” to “community plarming process”
to account for the fact that some community planming processes occur outside of a formal community
plan’ The second revised policy is Policy 6.1, which adds “service-enriched solutions” as one of the
sirategies toward eliminating homelessness.§ Examples of service-enriched solutions include programs
such as health clinics and job placement assistance.”

In addition, Part II of-the 2014 Housing Element contains a limited number of revisions to existing pohcy
descriptions. Generally, these revisions:

1. Update statistical data and historic trends;

2. Update agency names (for example, references fo San Francisco Redevelopment Agency have
been replaced with Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure or OCH); and

3. Reflect the fact that some Planning Department efforts related to housing have been completed
(i-e., Treasure Island, and Candlestick Point and Hunter’s Point Shipyaxd). ‘

‘There is no evidence that these minor revisions to policies or policy descriptions would have any physical
impacts on the environment. '

The 2014 Housing Element also contains 29 updated implementation programs, which are listed in the
Appendix of this document and cover a wide range of programs and procedures. Most of the
implementation programs are administrative in nature and are existing programs currently being
implemented by one or more local, regional, and/or state agencies. Some implementation programs, such
as Implementation Programs 91 and 95 have not been sufficdently developed for purposes of
environmental review and will be subject to a separate environmental review process (it would be
speculative to analyze them prior to their completion). Others were previously adopted in separate

5  The revised Policy 1.5 states “Consider secondary units in community planning processes where there is neighborhood
support and when other neighborhood goals can be achieved, especially if ti\at housing is made permanently affordable to
- lower-income households.”
6  The revised Policy 6.1 states “Prioritize permanent housing and sérvice-enriched solutions while pursuing both short- and *
long-term strategies to eliminate homelessness.”
7  Given the minor nature of the revisions to Policy 1.5 and Policy 6.1, these are considered revisions to existing policies for the
purposes of environmental review rather than added policies.
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legislative or regulatory proceedings, and were determined to not be a project pursuant to CEQA. Given
the administrative nature of these implementation programs and the fact that most of them implement
existing objectives and policies in the 2009 Housing Element, there is no evidence that they would result
in any new physical impacts or, a substantial increase in the severity of any previously identified impact.
Table A-1 in the Appendfx to this document lists' each updated -implementation -program and the
corresponding physical implications.

Lastly, the 2014 Housing Element deletes two implementation programs that have either been
superseded by more recent efforts or have expired. One is 2009 Housing Flement Implementation
Program 36, which called for the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors to work toward the goal of the
Next Generation S, including plarming for and/or acquiring sites for 3,000 family units by 2011. In the
past several years, San Francisco has done a significant amount of work around identifying funds for
affordable housing and developing a strategy for expenditures. This implementation program refers.to a
prior planning process that is now superseded by work as part of the Housing Trust Fund, the Mayor's
Working Group and other MOHCD work. The deletion of this implementation measure is not expected
to result in physical changes on the environment. The other is 2009 Housing Element Implementation
Program 61, which called for the City, under the oversight of the Capital Planning Comumittee, to
formalize an interagency grant committee to create a coordinated grants strategy for pursuing stimulus
funds for housing and 'supporﬁng infrastructure. Since the 2009 Housing Element, the City has become
more strategic in prioritizing infrastructure for the various competitive funding sources. However, this
coordination did not result in a formal inter-agency committee. This implementation program is no
longer relevant to ongoing work around interagency coordination for infrastructure funding. The
deletion of this implementation measure is not expected to result in physical changes on the environment.

Overall, it is not anticipated that any of the policy or implementation program revisions or deletions
discussed above or in the Appendix would result in a physical effect on the environment, or an impact
that is more severe than identified in the 2009 Housing Element FEIR. This is because such revisions
update statistical information and other data, and no evidence exists that they would have substantial
direct or indirect impacts on the environment. ' ’

In terms of cumulative impacts, the FEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts, with the
exception of an impact on transit, The proposed revisions to the Housing Element would not be expected
to increase the contribution of the Housing Element to cumulative growth or physical change, as
described in the FEIR and further defined in the section below entifled “Changes in the Physical and
Regulatory Environment.” Therefore, as demonstrated in the Analysis of Potential Environmental
Effects, there would be no new or substantial increase in the severity of the project’s contribution to
cumulative impacts. This conclusion is applicable to all environmental analysis topic areas.

Project Approvals

Following the publication and distribution of this Addendum, the Planning Commission would consider
whether to adopt the proposed 2014 Housing Element, Under Planning Code Section 340, General Plan
amendments must be approved by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors. In addition,
in order to receive certain state funding or be eligible for certain state programs, the Housing Element
must be certified as compliant with state housing element law by the HCD. State certification of the -
Housing Element provides the City with a number of benefits, including a legally adequate General Plan,
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greater protection from potential legal challenges to the housing elemenf, and pnonty access to State:
housmgfunds

SETTING

Project Location .

The 2014 Housing Element would apply to the entire City and County of San Francisco (City). San
Francisco is a consolidated city and county located on the tip- of the San Francisco Peninsula with the
Golden Gate Strait to the north, San Francisco Bay to the east, San Mateo County to the south, and the
Pacific Ocean to the west. The City is one of nine counties adjacent to San Francisco and San Pablo Bays.
Daly City and the City of Brisbane abut San Francisco to the south. San Francisco is approximately 49
square miles in size. The City is made up of numerous planning districts and several plan areas (areas
which have undergone, or are in the process of, a comprehensive community plannmg effort). Although
San Francisco is densely developed, there remain developable vacant parcels, as well as underused
parcels, which are currently zoned to allow housing in various locations throughout the City.

Changes in the Physical and Regulatory Environment
Since the adoption of the 2009 Housing Element, a number projects that were assumed in the FE]R as part
of the City’s development pipeline have been approved, or implemented.®8 Development anticipated at
Parkmerced has also been initiated with the submittal of Phase I Application by the project applicant. The
HOPE SF projects, at both Sunmydale and Potrero locations, are also undergoing the environmental
review processes, and are anticipated to commence construction in the next five years. Construction has
commenced at Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard, which will inchide a shopping center, homes,
restaurants, and parks. Planning efforts for Execittive Park, Glen Park, Treasure Island and the Transit
Center District Plan were also completed. Although these planning efforts were completed, housing
development anticipated under the plans has not yet occurred and the units expected from these projects
-would continue to be included in the City’s pipeline and/or projections.

Although there are a niumber of projects currently under construction throughout the City, this ongoing
" residential development was anticipated in the 2009 Housing Element EIR (for example as development
projects included in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans and the Market Octavia Area Plan) and were
included as- part of the FEIR's discussion of the City’s existing capacity. This development was assumed
throughout‘ the environmental analysis. Therefore, the level of residential development current underway
does not constitute a change in circumstances as it pertains to the environmental review of the 2014
Housing Element.

In terms of recent legislation, in November 2014, the residents of San Francisco passed Propositions A
and B. Proposition A authorized the city to borrow $500 million through issuing general obligation bonds
in order to meet some of the transportation infrastructure needs of the city. A city Transportation Task
Force identified $10 billion in spending on "crucial infrastructure projects” earlier in 2014 and Proposition
A funds were designed to address spxhe of the needs identified by the task force. The bonds were
earmarked for a list of projects, which include constructing transit-only lanes and separated bikeways,
installing new boarding islands and escalators at Muni/BART stops, installing sidewalk curb bulb-outs,

8 A list of projects that were analyzed through the community plan process is provided on the Planning Department’s website,
httpjlwww.sf—planmng org/index.aspx?page=2780.
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- raised crosswalks, median islands, and bicycle parking and upgrading Muni maintenance facllifies,
among various others improvements. Proposition A also allowed the City to impose property taxes to
repay the bonds. Proposition B, which was also passed during the same election in November 2014,
amends the city Charter to increase the amount the City provides to the Municipal Transportation
Agency based on increases in the City’s population, with such funds to be used to improve Muni service

- and street safety. While the passage of Propositions A and B is being discussed here for informational
isurposes, it is not expected that they would result in a demonstrable increase in any of the environmental
impacts discussed in the FEIR. Rather, as discussed in the Transportation and Circulation section, below,

.these ballot initiatives may serve to limit the significant transit impact identified in the FEIR.

Changes fo Housmg Projections

This Addendum recognizes that the population and housmg projections that were assumed in the FEIR
have been updated. As reported in the 2014 Housing Element,? the 2012 American Community Survey
estimated San Frandisco’s population to be about 807,755. ABAG projects continued population growth to
981,800 by 2030 or an overall increase of about 174,045 people who will need to be housed over the next
18 years. In comparison, the population projections included in the 2009 Housing Element FEIR for 2030
are 934,800, Household growth, an approximation of the demand for housing, currently indicates a need
for some 72,530 new units in the 18 years to 2030 just to accommodate projected population and
household growth. As with the 2004 and 2009 Housing: Elements, the new and revised polides and
implementation measures included in the 2014 Housing Element would not change these population and
housing projections. Rather, the policies would influence the location and type of residential
development that would be constructed to meet demand. '

Other Housing-Related lmtlatlves
Mayor’s Executive Directive. n December of 2013, Mayor Edwin M. Lee introduced a Mayoral Execuhve
- Directive ordering all City departments that have the legal authority over the permitting or mapping of
new or existing -housing to prioritize in their administrative work plans the construction and
development of new housing including permanently affordable housing. Mayor Lee ordered City
- departments to prioritize 100 percent permanently affordable developments, and thereafter prioritize
residential developments based on the proportion of permanently affordable units produced onsite or
offsite through the City’s inclusionary housing program as defined by Section 415 of the San Francisco
Planning Code. Based on this directive, it is possible that a greater proportion of REINA goals for very
low-, low-, and moderate-income housing would be constructed during the 2014 Housing Element
Planning Period as compared to the 2009 Housing Element Planning Period (2007-2014).

This directive would not increase the severity of impacts identified in the FEIR, because the City has
capaci{y to meet (and exceed) the REINA under existing zoning. The Housing Element FEIR analysis
was based on housing projections provided by ABAG; the Mayor's Executive Directive generally
encourages projects that include affordable housing, prioritizes housing over other types of development,
and is meant to increase the affordability of the units that are built to meet demand. Housing developed
under the Executive Directive would be within the overall housing development totals analyzed in the
FEIR. i ' '

Density Bonus Program. As noted in Implementation Program 38b, the City is currently developing a
local density bonus program, as required by Government Code section 65915 (state Density Bonus Law),

9 2014 Housing Element, Part I, p. L4
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which would provide density bonuses and regulatory incentives and concessjons for residential projects
that indude one or more affordable units, Many cities in California have chosen to develop local
programs which articulate local procedures and directives related to implementing the state Density
Bonus law, although compliance with the state program is required by law even without a local program.
In San Francisco, development projects that choose to fulfill their affordable housing requirements per
section 415 of the Planning Code through the provision of onsite below market rate (BMR) units may be
eligible to pursue a state-mandated housing density bonus. The exact terms of the San Francisco program
are yet unknown and therefore, analysis of the environmental effects-would be speculative. The program
would define the parameters of concessions and incentives, consistent with state requirements. When
drafted, the City’s implementation program, which is independent from, and not dependent upon, the
adoption of the Housing Element, will undergo a public review, including environmental review under
CEQA, likely in Spring or Summer 2015. The 2014 Housing Element would not contribute to any
cumulative fmpacts that may occur in combination with implementation of a proposed density bonus .
program, because the updates in AHousing Element policies would not contribute to the severity of
potential localized effects that may result from individual projects utilizing the Density Bonus Program.

REMARKS ,
The 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final EIR identified less-than significant environmental impacts in
the following environmental topic areas:

e Land Use and Land Use Planning; : o Utilities and Service Systems;
»  Visual Quality and Urban Design; . e Public Services;
» Population and Housing; e« Biological Resources;
« Cultural and Paleontological Resources; ¢ Geology and Soils;
s Air Quality; ' » Hydrology and Soils;
¢ Greenhouse Gas Emissions; e Hazards and Hazardous Materials;
» Wind and Shadow; » Mineral and Energy Resources; and,
e Recreation; . » Agricultural and Forest Resources.

The Final EIR found that effects related to encouraging new residential development along streets with .
noise levels above 75 ABA Lan can be avoided or reduced to a less-than-significant level with mitigation,
and a mitigation measure addressing the issue was incorporated into the adopted Housing Element as an
implementation measure. :

The FEIR found also that adoption of the 2004 or 2009 Housing Element would potentially result in
significant environmental effects on the transit network that could not be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level with implementation of feasible mitigation measures.

As discussed throughout this Addendum, and noted in the FEIR, the proposed project does not propose
new housing development projects and would not directly or indirectly result in the construction of
residentjal units. This is because, similar to the 2009 Housing Elemeént, the 2014 Housing Element does
not propose or include any changes to zoning controls, changes in height, bulk or density requirements,
_ or other revisions that could directly or indirectly result in new development not already authorized
under existing regulations. Rather, the 2014 Housing Element is a policydevel and programmatic
document that analyzes whether there is adequate land available to meet future housing needs at all
income levels, provides policies to ensure that such development is not unreasonably constrained, and
includes policies and objectives to guide the future development of housing. Future projects or proposals
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that may result in changes to development controls would require additional policy review, including
envirorumental review.

As noted in the FEIR, the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements could indirectly influence the general
locations of future development due to policies which promote development in certain areas of the City
(e.g., along transit corridors, etc.), or could indirectly influence the number of units in a given
development due to policies related to density (ie. increased demsity in areas served by transit).
However, on a citywide level, the policies in the Housing Element would not affect the total number 6f
new housing units that would be developed in the City. Rather, projected housing need is based on
demand created by population growth and includes a) natural increase (births minus deaths); b)
migration, and; c) household formation rates. The state Depariment of Finance and ABAG worked
together to determine appropriate headship rates™ to use with projected pdpulaﬁon growth forecasts to
"determine household growth and consequerit demand for housing, Because it is not possible to predict
the impacts of specific projeds, and such projects would be able to proceed regardless of the 2014
Housing Element, such impacts would be addressed on a pro]ect—speaﬁc basis as part of future
environmental review.

ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS :

San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.19(c)(1) states that a modified project must be reevaluated

and that “[i}f, on the basis of such reevaluation, the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) determines,
. based on the requirements of CEQA, that no additional environmental réview is necessary, this

determination and the reasons therefore shall be noted in writing in the case record, and no further

evaluation shall be required by this Chapter.”

CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 provides for the use of an addendum to document the basis of a lead
agency’s decision not to require a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR for a change to a project that has been
analyzed in a certified EIR. The lead agency’s dedsion to use an addendum must be supported by
substantial evidence that the conditions that would trigger the preparation of a Subsequent EIR, as
provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, are not present.

Since certification of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final EIR, a number of revisions have been
made to the Planning Code, General Plan and other city policies and regulations (including the
Inclusionary Housing Program, Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, and others)." Those changes are
independent from this update to the Housing Element, and have éither been determined to not be a
project as defined under CEQA or have undergene separate environmental reviews. None of them would
result in changes that substantially deviate from the overarching goals and objectives that were
articulated in the 2009 Housing Element {(such as directing growth to certain areas of the City, promoting
preservation of residential buildings, etc.) in a way that could render the conclusions reached in the FEIR
as jnvalid or inaccurate. Since the 2014 Housing Element would continue most of the 2009 Housing
Element policies (with minor changes), these revisions to the reglﬂatory environment would also not be
expected to affect the severity of impacts discussed in the FEIR. Further, no new mformatlon has emerged
that would materially change the analyses or conclusions set forth in the FEIR.

10 Headship rates are the number of people who are counted as heads of households.
11 Most changes to the Planning Code and other documents can be found on the Planning Department’s website: hitp:/fwww.sf-
" planning. org/index aspx?page=2977,
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The proposed project, as demonstrated below, would not result in any new significant environmental
impacts, substantial increases in the significance of previously identified effects, or necessitate
implementation of additional or considerably different mitigation measures than those identified in the
FEIR. The effects associated with the proposed project would be substantially the same as those reported
for the 2009 Housing Element FEIR, and thus no supplemental or subsequent EIR is required. The
following discussion provides the basis for this conclusion.

Land Useand Land Use Planning
2009 Housing Element .

" The FEIR found that implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would not conflict with applicable local,
state, and federal land use plans, policy, or regulations, including the San Francisco General Plan, the San
Francisco Countywide Transportation Plan, and other applicable plans. The FEIR also found that new
development, including infrastructure to support community planning efforts, would not divide an
established commumity. As reported in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element encourages future housing
development in infill areas or on individual parcels, and futnre housing development would be expected
to occur in established residential neighberhoods. The FEIR also noted that the 2009 Housing Element
would not change the types of land uses already permitted by the City’s Planning Code; therefore, it
would not physically divide an established community. Furthermore, none of the policies in the 2009
Housing Element were found to encourage the division of a community. Therefore, impacts related to
conflicts with'applicable policies and physical division of an established community were found to be less
than significant.

The FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element would not have a substantial environmental impact upon
the existing character of the vicinity. As reported in the FEIR, the City includes a mix of land uses, including
residential, retail, institutional ‘and cultural, commerdial, industrial, and open space areas, and these
various types and mixtures of land uses contribute to the existing land use character throughout the City.
4'Iihel policies included in the 2009 Housing Element would direct growth to certain areas of the City,
which could result in a shift in land use character, and would promote increased density-related
development standards, but only after a community planning process (such, as an Area Plan) has been
completed. The FEIR also found that incremental increases in residential density in areas that currently
permit residential uses would not substantially change the existing land use character. In addition, the
FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element would not result in new housing that would be out of
scale with development in an existing neighborhood or development that is so different that it would
change the existing character of an area. Lastly, as discussed in the FEIR, any new development would
require design review, and would be subject to other state and local regulations such as San Francisco
Administrative Code Chapter 35,12 which would reduce potential land use conflicts. Thus, the FEIR found

12 Chapter 35 of the San Francisco Administrative Code “Residential and Industrial Compatibility and Protection” is designed to
protect existing and fufure industrial businesses from potentially incompatible adjacent and nearby development. The City
encourages the use of best available control technologies and best management practices whenever possible to further reduce
the potential for incompatibility with other uses, incdluding residential. Another goal of this ordinance is to protect the future
residents of industrial and mixed-use neighborhoods by ‘providing a notification process so that residents are made aware of
some of the possible consequences of moving fo an industrial or mixed-use neighborhood and by encoutaging and, if possible,
requiring, features in any new residential construction designed to promote the compatibility of residential and adjacent or
nearby industral uses.
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project-specific and cumulative impacts on land use and land use planning associated with the 2009
Housing Element updates to be less than significant. ’

Proposed Project

Following the original certification’ of the FEIR, several additional Area Plans were completed. As
anticipated in the FEIR, these plans include Treasure Island, and Candlestick Park and Hunter's Point
Shipyard. In addition, the Central SoMa Plan and the 4th and King Railyard project are currently under
way (the 4% and King Railyard project is ina preliminary planning phase with no plans yet developed).
These projects are independent from the changes in the Housing Element, are not dependent on the
updates to the Housing Element, and are currenfly undergoing separate environmental review. I
* completed, the Central SoMa Plan and the 4th and King Railyard site plan could result in a community-
based housing strategies for those neighborhoods, and/for related zoning changes and neighborhood-
specific design guidelines. These ongoing efforts would not change the concdlusions reached in the FEIR
with respect to land use impacts because the FEIR already assumed that a portion of the projected
housing demand would be met within those sites and considered land use impacts associated with these
plans.

The 2014 Housing Element would contintie all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives and policies, and
most of the implementation measures which direct growth fo certain areas of the City, promote increased
density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy-efficient housing
development, and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood services and along
transit routes. The 2014 Housing Element does not.propose any specific projects, or zoning changes, and
no zoning changes are required to under state law, because the City currently has available capacity to
meet the RENA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not directly result in increases to
population, as residential growth during the Planning Pexiod would occur regardless of Housing Element
policies. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continue to provide direction for how new residential
development in the City should occux, with an empbhasis on affordability. The FEIR did not attribute any
difference in environmental impacts to affordable housing as compared to marketrate housing.
Therefore, as concluded in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the implementation of those same
policies through the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in less-than-significant nnpacts with
respect to land use and land use planning,.

As noted throughout this Addendum, the five polidies addéd to the 2014 Housing Element would not be
expected to result in physical impacts that would adversely affect the environment. Added policies 5.5,
5.6, 6.3, and 64 would result in administrative changes to the City’s programs that serve low-income,
homeless, and displaced populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to the
environment, Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in
the FEIR. Added Policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial
use through short-term rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it
encourages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use.
To the degree that these additional policies could Jead to more affordable housing projects than would
otherwise be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts
with respect o land use and land use planning than were identified in the FEIR. This is because those
affordable housing projects would have similar operational characteristics as market rate housing and
would be subject to the same regulations related to land use and Jand use planning,

The three new implementation programs also would also not be expected to result in physical impacts
that would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which
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would reinforce the status quo related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a
density bortus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally,
Implementation Program. 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar
operational characteristics as market-rate housing.

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housmg Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR's findings
with respect to impacts to land use and land use planning and would not require any new mitigation
measures. Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the
FEIR's impact findings with respect to land use and land use planning.

Aesthetics
2009 Housing Element '

The FEIR found that implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would not have a substantial adverse effect
on a scenic vista. The FEIR noted that the 2009 Housing Element, through various policies related to ‘
density requirements, could result in taller buildings and larger building masses that could affect scenic
views and could also result in infill development in-areas that could block views or change views from
nearby residences and businesses. However, the FEIR noted that the 2009 Housing Element also contains
-other policies that would serve to coumteract such impacts — these indlude policies that encourage
retaining existing housing, which could reduce demand for construction of néw housing, potentially
avoiding adverse impacts on scenic vistas, and policies that promote retaining existing neighborhood
scale. Therefore, the FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would not have a significant impact
on scenic vistas.

The FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element also would not result in significant impacts related to
damaging a scenic resource such as topographic features, landscaping, or a built landmark that contributes
to a scenic public setting, As discussed in the FEIR, new development would be required to comply with
existing regulations, including the Residential Design Guidelines, Section 311 of the San Frandsco
Planning Code and the Urban Design Element of the San Francisco General Plan. Generally, these
regulations guide new development such that it minimizes impacts on the City’s environment, by
requiring that new development conform to existing development standards, therefore minimizing any
scenic resources. Therefore, adherence to these regulatlons would avoid significant impacts related to ’
damaging scenic résources. The FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than- -
significant impact with respect to degradation of existing visual character. As stated in the FEIR, the 2009
Housing Element contains policies that would direct growth to certain areas of the City; as stated above
under Land Use and Land Use Planning, these policies would have a less-than-significant impact on land
use character bécause the 2009 Housing Element would not directly result in changes to the physical land
use controls or to allowable uses, or increase allowable building height and bulk, Based.on this, the FEIR
determined that the 2009 Housing Element and new development would be consistent with policies
tespecting exdisting neighborhood character, and would be required to comply with the Residential
Design Guidelines, Section 311 of the Planning Code and the Urban Design Element. Thus, the:FEIR
determined that the 2009 Housing Element would not result in substantial changes to the City’s existing
visual character.

Lastly, the FEIR found that impacts related to light and glare also would be less than significant under the 2009
Bousing Element because any new exterior lighting infroduced as part of future residential development
would be focused on specific areas, rather than lighting wide, currenly unlit areas, and new
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development would be required to comply with City Resolution 9212, which prohibits the se of highly
reflective or mirrored glass in new construction.

Proposed Project

As noted above, the 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives

and policies, and most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas of the City,

promote increased density standards, promote preservation of residential bulldmgs, promote energy-

efficient housing development, and promote locating Housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood

services and along transit routes. The 2014 Housing Element does not propose ariy specific projects, or

zoning changes, and zoining changes are not required to under state law, because the City currently has

available capacity to meet the RHNA. Mozeover, the 2014 Housing Flement would not directly result in-
increases to population, as residential growth during the Planning Period would occur regardless of

Housing Element policies. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continue to provide direction for

how new residential development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. Consistent

with the Planning Department’s regular practice, the FEIR did not atiribute any difference in
environmental impacts to affordable housing as compared to market-rate housing.®® Therefore, as

concluded in the ¥EIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the implementation of those same policies through
the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in less-than-significant impacts with respect to

aesthetics.

The additional policies contained in the proposed 2014 Housing Element do not modify or address
allowable building height and bulk, the two main factors that can potentially impact scenic vistas. As
noted throughout this Addendum, the five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be
expected to result in physical impacts that would adversely affect the environment. Added policies 5.5,
5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result in administrative changes to the City’s programs that serve low-income,
homeless, and displaced populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to the
environment. Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in
the FEIR. Added Policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial
use through short-term rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it -
. encourages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use.
To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would
otherwise be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts
with respect to aesthetics than were identified in the FEIR, This is because those affordable housing
projects would have similar operational characteristics as market rate housing and would be subject to
the same regulations related to msual quality (i.e., Residential De51gn Guidelines, etc.). '

The three new implementation programs also would not be expected to result in phys1ca1 1mpacts that
would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would
reinforce the status qud related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a density
bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally,
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was

13 The Planning Department does assume reduced traffic impacts for 100% affordable hmlzsing projects because of demonstrated
lower vehicle ownership rates for affordable housing residents. However, to represent a worst-case scenario, the FEIR did not
apply the reduced automobile trip generation rate and instead assumed that all housing would generate automobile trips at the
same rate regardless of affordability.
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already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar .
operational characteristics as market-rate housing,

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR's findings
with respect to impacts to aesthetics and would not require any new mitigation measures. Additionally,
there are no changed drcumstances or new. information that would change the FEIR's impact findings
with respect to aesthems

~ Population and Housing

2009 Housing Element

As discussed in the FEIR, thé 2009 Housing Element would not change the land use objectives and
policies in the City’s area and redevelopment plans. At the time of thie preparation of the FEIR, the City
had available capacity to meet the 2009-2014 REINA goals; therefore, the rezoning of land uses was not
required. As discussed in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element policies are designed to encourage housing
growth projected by ABAG where it can best be accommodated (i.e. near transit, where supported by
infrastructure, or through community planning processes). Hence, the FEIR found that the 2009 Housing
Element would not induce a substantial amount of population growil not otherwise anticipated by the ABAG
regional projections, and Jmpacts on population growth under the 2009 Housing Element would be less.
_than significant.

The FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element also would not displace substantial number of existing
housing units or create demand for additional housing. New construction would be required to comply with
regulations that limit the demolition and merger of housing units, thus redudng impacts associated with
replacing existing housing units, or necessitatirig the construction of replacement housing. Additionally,
the 2009 Housing Element contains policies that promote the preservation of exxstmg housing units,
further reducing the potential of displacing existing housing units. Since the 2009 Housing Element was
found to no induce a substantial amount of population growth (as discussed in the above paragraph), it
was therefore also found to no create demand for additional housing. Therefore, the FEIR found that the
2009 Housing Element would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to the displacement of
existing housing units, demarid ‘f'or additional housing, or the need for construction of replacement -
housmg :

Lastly, the 2009 Housmg Element was found to result ina less—than—szgny‘zcant impact related to the
displacement of people. As discussed above, thé FEIR found that there would be no significant impacts
related fo the displacement of housing; therefore the 2009 Housing Element would not displace
substantial numbers of people.

Proposed Project

The 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objective and policies, and
~most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas of the City, promote increased
density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy-effident housing
development, and promote Jocating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood services and along
transit routes: The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific projects, or zoning changes, and
zoning changes are not required to under state law, because the City currently has available capacity to
meet the RHNA Moreover, the 2014 Housing ‘Element would not directly result in increases to
populatlon, as residential growth during the Planning Period would occur regardless of Housing Element
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policies. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continue to provide direction for how new residential
development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR did not attribute any
difference in environmental impacts to affordable housing as compared to marketrate housing,
Therefore, as concluded in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the implementation of those same
policies through the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in less-than-significant jmpacts with
respect to population and housing.

The 2014 Housing Element would facilitate the achievement of the RTINA, which is calculated based on
ABAG's projections. As discussed in the Project Description above, the updated calcudation of San
Francisco’s share of the regional housing need is for the 2014 Housing Element planning period is 28,869
units (compared to 31,193 housing units in the 2009 Housing Element) or 3,849 units per year (compared
t0 4,159 units per years in the 2009 Housing Element). However, the 2014 Housing Element would neither
permit nor incentivize any individual profect to move forward. Rather, any new development within the
City must be consistent with the San Francisco General Plan, as well as any applicable area plans, design
. guidelines, and zoning codes (including development standards) that are intended to Hmit impacts
related to population and housing and would also be subject to independent CEQA review. Moreover,
the assignment of the RHINA is not done by the City and not under consideration in the 2014 Housing
Element. Furthermore, CEQA does not apply to regional housing needs determinations made by the
HCD, a council of governments, or a city or county pursuant to Section 65584 of the Government Code.

The five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be éxpected to result in physical impacts
that would adversely affect the environment. Added policies 5.5, 5.6, 6.3, and 64 would result in
administrative changes to the City’s programs that serve low-income, homeless, and displaced
populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to the environment. Moreover,

" they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in the FEIR. Added Policy
2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial use through shortterm
rentals. This policy would also not result in any envirommental impacts, since it encourages the .
continuation of the status quo with xespect to maintaining existing housing stock and use. It is possible
that with the addition of these policies, the 2014 Housing Element is less likely to lead to displacement as
compared to the 2009 Housing Element.

To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would
otherwise be consiructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts
with respect to population and housing than were identified in the FEIR. This is because those affordable
housing projects would have similar operational characteristics as market rate housing,

The three new implementation programs also would not be expected to result in physical impacts that
would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would

- reinforce the status quo related to exdsting housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a density
bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finzlly,
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was,
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar
operational characteristics as market-rate housing. )

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR's findings
with respect to population and housing impacts and would not require any new mitigation meastires.
Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the FEIR's
impact findings with respect to population and housing.
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Cultural and Paleontological Resources
2009 Housing Element

The FEIR found that implementation of the 2009 Housing Element could have a significant impact or a
substantial adverse change on historic resources if it promoted inmappropriate alterations and/or
additions, inappropriate new construction, or demolition by neglect.1* As reported in the FEIR, although
the 2009 Housing Element would not directly restilt in the construction of residential units, it would
direct housing to certain locations (where residential growth is deemed appropriate), which could result
in new constructon within Article 10 and Axticle 11 areas, or other areas of the City with known or
potential historical resources. The FEIR found that this type of development could result in indirect
impacts upon these resources through demolition, removal of character defining features, alteration or
inappropriate new construction. However, any potential impacts related to inappropriate alterations
andfor additions, inappropriate new construction, and demolition by neglect would be offset by
compliance with federal, state, and local regulations, including: the Secretary of the Interjor’s Standards
~ for the Treatment of Historic Properties, CEQA, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, The
City of San Francisco's Preservation Bulletins Nos. 1-21, Articles 10 and 11 of the City of San Francisco's
Planning Code, the Urban Design Element of the San Francisco General Plan, the California Historic
Building Code, the San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines, and other design guidelines (such as
those related to window replacement or storefronts).

Furthermore, the FEIR noted' that Planning Department procedures for site-specific review of all projects
with the potential to affect historic resources ensures that any potential to affect historic resources at the
project-level would be evaluated as part of the project approval process. Hence, given these procedures
and the fact that the 2009 Housing Element would not permit any new development or exempt any
" future projects from review for impacts to historic resources, the FEIR found that it would have a less-
than-significant impact with respect to the substantial adverse change to a historic resource.

The FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to
the substantial adverse change to an archeological resource. As discussed in the FEIR, any effects to
archeological resources are only knowable once a spedific project has been proposed, because they are
highly dependent on both the individital project site conditions and the characteristics of the proposed
gréund~dist1_1rbing activity. The FEIR found that, because the potential for impacts to archeological
resources is appropriately addressed at the project level, where the site specific characteristics of
archeological resources can be evaluated with respect to a given project proposal, and given that the City
has well-established review criteria and procedures to evaluate impacts to archeological resources at the
project-level, the 2009 Housing Element was determined to have aless significant lmpact with respect to
a substantial adverse chiange to an archeological resource.

Lastly, the FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element would have a Zess—thzzn—sigmﬁcanf impact with respect
to the paleontological resources or unique geologic features, since any potential impacts associated with future
development would be offset by compliance with regulations which are required by law, including the
National Historic Preservation Act. Similarly, the FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element would have
a less-than-significant impact with respect to the disturbance of human remains, since any potential impacts
associated with future development would be offset by compliance with existing laws and regulations,

14 CEQA defines "substantial adverse change” as "demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration," activities that would impair the -
significance of a historical resource either directly or indirectly, Demolition by neglect is the gradual deterioration of a building
when routine or majér maintenance is not performed and/or is allowed by the owner to remain vacant and open to vandals.
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including Sections 7050.5, 7051, and 7054 of the California Health and Safety Code and Public Resources
Code Section 5097.98. '

Proposed Project

The 2014 Housing. Element would not revise any of the existing laws, regulations, or Planning
Department procedures that reduce impacts to historic, archeological, paleontological, and human
remains. As noted above, the 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element
objectives and policies, and most of the implemeritation measures which direct growth to certain areas of
the City, promote increased density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote
energy-efficient housing development, and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores,
neighborhood services and along transit routes. The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific
projects, or zoning changes, and zoning changes are not required under state law, because the City
currently has available capacity to meet the RENA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not
directly result in increases to population, as residential growth during the Plarning Period would occur
regardless of Housing Element policies. The 2014 Housing Eleément would instead continue to provide
direcion for how new residential development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on
affordability. The FEIR did not atfribute any difference in environmental impacts to affordable housing as
compared to market-rate housing. Therefore, as concluded in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the
implementation of those same policies through' the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in Jess-
than-significant impacts with respect to cultural and paleontological resources. ‘

‘As noted throughout this Addendum, the five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be
expected to result in physical impacts that would adversely affect the environment. Added policies 5.5,
5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result in administrative changes to the City’s programs that serve low-income,
homeless, and displaced populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to the
environment. Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in
the FEIR. Added Policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial
use through short-term rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it
encourages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use.
To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would
otherwise be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts
with respect to ciiltural and paleontological resources than were identified in the FEIR. This is because
those affordable housing projects would have similar operational characteristics as market rate housing .
and would be subject to the same regulations related to how cultural and paleontological resources are
protected. '

The three new implementation programs would also not be expected to result in physical impacts that
would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would
reinforces the status quo related to existing housing, Implementation Program 38b implements a density
bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally,
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing would not
increase environmental impacts due to the similar operational characteristics as market-rate housing,

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR’s findings
with respect to impacts to cultural and paleontological resources and would not require any new
mitigation measures. Additionally, there are no. changed circumstances or new information that would
change the FEIR’s impact findings with respect to cultural and paleontological resources.”
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Transportation and Circulation
2009 Housing Element

As discussed in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element contains policies that aim to direct growth to certain .
areas of the City, allow reductions in parking requirements and generally increase density in certain areas
through a Better Neighborhoods type planming process. These policies are designed to encourage
residential dévelopment that can take advantage of alternative modes of transportation, including transit,
wallking, and bicydling, thereby reducing impacts to the City’s roadway network that would otherwise
occur.

The FEIR found that implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would result in a less-than-significant

impact related to traffic, pedestrians, bicycles, loading, emergency access, and construction-related transportation
" impacts (as discussed further below); however, the FEIR Jfound that it would tesult in a significant unavoidable

transit impact, because polidies in the 2009 Housing Element which encouraged residential development
 that can take advantage ‘of transit — such as locating housing near transit~ could result in.a mode shift
towards public transit, which could result in an exceedance of Muni’s capacity utilization standard of 85
percent (although such a mode shift would nevertheless be in keeping with the City’s Transit First
Policy). The FEIR found that of the two possible ways to mitigate this impact — the first is for the City to
impleinent various transportation plans'’® and programs that would reduce congestion and decrease
transit travel times, and the second is for SFMTA to increase capacity by providing more buses - the
certainty of either of these mitigation meastires had not beén established at the time of the preparation of
the FEIR and, for these reasons, the FEIR concluded that impact on transit would remain significant and
unavoidable. . ’

The FEIR found that; because the 2009 Housing Element policies are not development-specific, adoption
of the updated policies themselves would not add any additional trips citywide, generate new pedestrian
or bicycle trips, generate net new loading demand or generate any vehicle irips related to construction of
specific developments. The FEIR found that, under 2025 Cumulative Condifions, traffic volumeés would
substantially increase throughout the City, resulting in noticeable increases in the average delays per
vehicle at many of the study intersections and that, under 2025 Cumulative Conditions, 37 of the study
intersections would operate at unacceptable levels. The FEIR stressed that the 2009 Housing Element is
not trip-generating and the 37 identified intersections would operate at unacceptable level of service
irrespective of whether thé 2009 Housing Element is approved.

As noted above, the FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element'policies would have a less-than-
significant impact on citywide pedestrian and bicycle facilities. This is because the 2009 Housing Element
policies would not adversely affect overall operations of pedestrian or bicycle facilities and would instead
direct growth in areas already well served by modes other than auto, including pedestrian and bicycle
facilities, Similarly, the FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element policies would have a less-than-
significant impact on citywide cuzb loading areas. This is because 2009 Housing Element policies wete
determined to not adversely affect overall loading operations. The FEIR also concluded that the 2009
Housing Element polides would have a less-than-significant impact on citywide emergency vehicle

1

15 The FEIR noted that various transportation plans were adopted, but not implemented, or proposed. Adopted plans/programs

included SF Park, SF Go, San Prancisco Bicycle Plan, Transbay Terminal, Caltrain Electrification, and High Speed Rail, and the

. Central Subway. Proposed plans included congestion pricing, SFMTA’s Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP), Van Ness and Geary

Bus Rapid Transit (VanNess BRT), and the Better Streets Plan. The TEP was approved in March 2014, Van Ness BRT was
approved in November 2014, and the Better Streets Plan was adopted in December 2010.
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access since they would not hinder emergency access and would also have a less-than-significant
construction-related transportation impacts.

Based on the above, transportation impacts related to traffic, pedesb:iané, bicycles, loading, emergency
access, and construction-related transportation impacts were concluded to be less than significant in the

Proposed Project

As under the 2009 Housing Element, future residential growth under the 2014 Housing Element will
occur regardless of its adoption. The 2014 Housing Element policies themselvés would not directly
generate new trips. Under 2025 Cumulative Condition, the 37 intersections studied in the FEIR are
expected to continue to operate at unacceptable levels. However, the implementation of the Housing
Flement is not trip generating and intersections operating at unacceptable level of service would do so
irrespective of whether the proposed 2014 Housing Element is approved.

The 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing' Element objectives and policies and
most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas of the City, promote increased
"density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy-efficient housing
development, and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood services and along
transit routes. The FEIR found that, because the 2009 Housing Element policies are not development-
specific, adoption of the updated policies themselves would not add any additional trips citywide,
generate new pedestrian or bicycle tiips, generate net new loading demand or generate any vehidle trips
related to construction of specific developments. The FEIR found that, under 2025 Cumulative
Conditions, traffic volumes would substantially increase throughout the City, resulting in noticeable
increases in the average delays per vehicle at many of the study intersections and that, under 2025
Cummulative Conditions, 37 of the study intersections would operate at unacceptable levels. The FEIR
stressed that the 2009 Housing Element is not trip-generating and the 37 identified intersections would
operate at unacceptable level of service irrespective of whether the 2009 Housing Element is approved.
Therefore, all impacts identified in the FEIR with respect to iraffic, pedestrians, bicycles, loading,
emergency access, and construction-related transportation impact would continue to be less than
significant with the changes in the 2014 Housing Element.-However, because the 2014 Housing Element
would continue the policies that could result in a mode shift toward public transit, which could
potentially exceed Muni's capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, the significant unavoidable transit
impact that was identified in the FEIR would remain, although it is not expected to substantially worsen,
as discussed below. As discussed above, under Setting, through the passing of Propositions A and B,
additional funding will be provided to the Municipal Transportation Agency to improve Muni services
and street safety. This funding is intended to go toward addressing the transit capacity issues; therefore,
"itis possible that this significant and unavoidable impact may be reduced in the fufure.

The five polidies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be expected to result in physical impacts
that ‘would adversely affect the environment. Added policies 5.5, 5.6, 63, and 64 would result in
administrative changes to the City’s programs that serve low-income, homeless, and displaced
populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to the environment. Moreover,
they were part of the 2004 Housing Flement and were previously considered in the FEIR. Added Policy
2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial use through short-term
rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it encourages the
continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use. .
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To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would
otherwise be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts
with respect to transportation and drculation than were identified in the FEIR. This is because those
affordable housing projects would have similar operational characteristics as market rate housing and
would not generate substantially more vehicle, bicycle, tramsit or pedesman trips than is typically
generated with market-rate housing.

The three new implementation programs also would not be expected to result in physical impacts that
" would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would
reinforce the status quo related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a density
bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally,
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar
operational characteristics as market-rate housing. '

Based on the foregoing, implementation of the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of
the FEIR’s findings with respect to transportation and circulation impacts and would not require any new
mitigation measures. Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new information that would
change the FEIR's impact findings with respect to fransportation and circulation.

Noise
2009 Housing Element

As discussed in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element includes policies that direct growth primarily
through the community planning process, but also includes policies that direct housing to commercial
areas and sites that are near fransit. The FEIR found that this could result in a substantial temporary or
periodic increase in ambient noise levels associated with new construction for certain areas of the City,
since these polices could consolidate new construction within those areas and incrementally increase
average construction duration associated with new housing in those areas. However, as reported in the
FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element also contains policies that discourage demolition and encourage the
maintenance of the City’s existing housing stock, thereby reducing the amount of new housing required
to meet the City’s housing needs and subsequent nojse-related impacts resulting from construction
activities (which are usually mitigable to a less-than-significant impact through adherence to the City’s
Noise Ordinance [Artide 29 of the San Francisco Police Code]); thus, the FEIR found that this would
reduce construction-related noise activities and, ultimately, would result in a less—than—szgmﬁcant impact
with respect to a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels.

The FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element would not result in an exposure of persons to or
generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. Although the 2009 Housing Element
would not result in construction of residential units, the FEIR noted that it would shape how new
residential development should occur and would ensure that there is adequate land available to meet
future housing needs. Potential impacts related to groundborne noise and vibration resulting from
construction activities were found to be offset by compliance with federal, state, and local regulations
indluding Axticle 29 of the San Francisco Police Code, which regulates construction-related noise.
Therefore, the 2009 Housing Element was found to have a less-than-significant impact with respect to the
generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise.
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The FEIR also found fhat the 2009 Housing Element would not result in a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing at the time of the NOP. New residential
development would be required to comply with existing federal, state and local regulations, including
Article 29 of the Police Code and, thus, would generally reduce impacts associated with a permanent
increase in ambient noise levels to less than significant.

Lastly, the FEIR found fhat the 2009 Housing Flement could expose noise sensitive receptors to noise
levels in excess of established standards orf be affected by existing noise levels if the Housing Element
policies promoted new residential land uses in areas of the City that experience excessive ambient noise -
levels. Ambient noise levels in the City are largely influenced by traffic-related noise as well as noise
generated from stationary sources (such as rooftop mechanical equipment, emergency generators, etc.).
Moreover, a large portion of the City, particularly the eastern half, experiex{ces ambient noise levels above
60 Ldn while some areas are subject to ambient noise levels greater than 75 Ldn. The FEIR found that
future growth within the City could be sited in aréas with noise levels above 60 Ldn, which is the
maximum satisfactory exterior noise level for residential areas. As discussed above, interior noise levels
are typically addressed though compliance with Title 24 building code requirements, as jmplemented
during the design and review phase for individual development projects. However, some areas of the
City may be especially noisy. FEIR Mitigation Measure M-NO-1, which is reproduced in the Mitigation
Measures section below, was developed to reduce the 2009 Housing Element's impact on noise sensitive
Teceptors to a less-than-significant level (with mitigation). Thus, the FEIR found that the 2009 Housing
Element would result in a significant but mitigable impnct related to exposure of persons to, or generation of
noise levels in excess of, established standards. ‘

Proposed Project

As noted above, the 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives
and policies, and most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas of the City,
promote increased density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy-
efficient housing development, and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood
services and along transit routes. The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific projects, ox
zoning changes, and zoning changes are not required under state law, because the City currently has
available capacity to meet the RHNA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not directly result in .
increases to population, as residential growth during the Plarining Period would occur regardless of
Housing Element policies. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continue to provide direction for
how new residential development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR
did not attribute any difference in environmental impacts to affordable housing as compared to market-
rate housing. Therefore, as concluded in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the implementation of
those same policies through the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in less-than-significant-
~ with-mitigation impacts with respect to noise sensitive receptors and less-than-significant impacts with
respect to other noise-related impacts.

As noted throughout this Addendum, the five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be
. expected to result in physical impacts that would adversely affect the environment. Added policies 5.5,
5.6, 63, and. 6.4 would result in administrative changes to the City’s programs that serve low-income,
homeless, and displaced populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to the
environment Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Flement and were previously considered in
the FEIR. Added Policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial
use through short-term rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it
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encourages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use.
" To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would
otherwise be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts
with respect to noise' than were identified in the FEIR. This is because those affordable housing projects
would have similar operational characteristics as market rate housing.

The three new implementation programs would also not be expected to result in physical impacts that
would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19-supports Policy 2.6, which would
reinforces the status quo related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a density
bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally,
Implementation Program 64 promofes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar
operational characteristics as market-rate housing.

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR's findings
with respect to impacts related to noise and would not require any new mitigation measures.
Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the FEIR’s

impact findings with respect to noise.

Air Quality
2009 Housing Element

The FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect fo
consistency with the applicable air quality plan. As reported in the FEIR, consistency of the proposed Housing
Elements with regional air quality plans can be determined by comparing the growth factors used for the
Housing Element EIR with those used in the most recently adopted regional air quality plan, which at the
time of the NOP was Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy. The 2005 Ozone Sirategy growth assumptions for Bay
Area communities are based on ABAG's Projections. The growth projections for the Housing Element
EIRs are based on the regional population and employment projections provided by ABAG. As both the
Housing Elements and the 2005 Ozone Strategy utilize ABAG projections, the FEIR concluded that the
2009 Housing Element would not result in a significant impact on regional air quality planning efforts.

The FEIR also determined that the 2009 Housing Element would result in a less-than-significant impact with
respect to maluhng an air quality standard or contributing substantiall y to an existing or projected air quality
violation. As reported in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element contains policies that could contribute
incrementally to an existing or projected air quality violation by directing residential development to
certain areas of the City and promoting increased density, thereby concentrating construction-related
emissions from residential development within those areas and potentially contributing to localized air
quality impacts. However, as discussed in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element also contains policies that
would offset construction-related air quality impacts by discouraging housing demolition, and
encouraging maintenance of existing housing units. Moreover, new construction would be required to
comply with existing regulations, mcludJng compliance with Arficle 22B, the Construction Dust
Ordmance, which would reduce such impacts to a less-than-significant level.

As reported in the FEIR, with respect to operational impacts, the Air Quality Element of the General Plan
promotes policies that take advantage of ‘the high density development in San Francisco to improve
[ransit infrastriicture, to encourage high density and compact development near extensive transportation
infrastructure, to encourage mixed land use development near transit lines, to provide retail and service-
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oriented uses within walking distance, and to promote new residential development dlose to Downtown
and centers of employment. As noted in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element, which promotes housing in
proximity to transit, could potentially reduce anticipated growth in vehicle miles traveled, and could thus
result in less vehicle emissions (the primary source of emissions) than expected from development not
targeted: near transportation resouxces. Moreover, as reported in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element
contains policies that could further reduce the effects of new development on air quality by encouraging
energy efficient housing development, which, when combined with mandatory complianée with the San .
Francisco Green Building Ordinance (SFGBO) for all new projects, could reduce the growth of vehicle
emissions and stationary source emissions associated with residential development.

The FEIR also determined that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with

respect to exposing sensitive receptors to substantinl pollutants. Increased housing development along transit

corridors could increase some pollutants, including, PMzs NOz, and TACs, on some roadways within San

Francisco. However, at the same time, increased density and associated shifts from vehicle trips to

alternative modes of transportation (such as transit, bicyding, and walking) could reduce overall’
expected growth of vehicle trips and VMT, as discussed in the Transportation and Circulation section.

Overall, future growth will continue to contribute some additional air pollutant emissions, albeit less than

would be expected from a Housing Element without policies encouraging increased density and housmg

that is supportive of alternative modes of hansportahon

As discussed in the FEIR, residential development could occur Wlthm areas with exlstmg elevated levels
of toxic air contaminant, potentially exposing residents to existing elevated levels of TACs, PMzs, and
NOz. The FEIR noted that policies contained in the Air Quality Element and Transportation Element of
the General Plan, as well as rules codified in Article 38 of the Health Code, would reduce the impacts of

.the 2009 Housing Element policies that advocate for housing potentially near sources of air pollution.
General PlanAir Quality Element policy 3.7 requires that review of new housing projects consider the
location of industrial sites or other sources of air pollution in the design of the residential building and to
orjent air intakes away frox sources of pollution. Policy 3.8 promotes non-polluting industries and insists
compliance with established industrial emission control regulations by existing industries,

Further, Article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code centains requirements for air quality assessment and
mitigation when new residential exposures exceed action levels for acceptable air pollutent
concentrations. Overall, the City’s Air Quality Element and Transportation Flement policies, in
conjunction with compliance with Article 38 of the Health Code, would reduce impacts of new residences
being exposed to substantial pollutants, including mobiles. sources (vehicles) and point sources
(industry), by reducing exposure of residences to air pollutants and considering the location of new
development in relation to existing sources of air pollution. Thus, the FEIR conduded that the potential
for the 2009 Housing Elements to expose sensitive residential receptors to substantial pollutants was less
then significant.

The FEIR also determined that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant impacts related
to CO concentrations. To support this conclusion, CO concentrations were calculated based on simplified
CALINE4 screening procedures developed by the Bay Area Air Quality Manzigement District
(BAAQMD). Based on the modeling, under future 2025 conditions, none of the 10 worst-performing
intersections included in the model would exceed CO standards. Thus, it was assumed that if CO levels
at the 10 worst-performing intersections do not exceed the .CO thresholds, then the remaining 50
intersecions analyzed in the traffic study also would not exceed the CO thresholds. As discussed in the
FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element promotes housing near transit and other infrastructure, housing in
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proximity to neighborhood services, and housing within mixed-use areas. This was found to have the

- potential to reduce the number of vehicle trips and/or VMT, thus reducing vehicle emissions, In addition,
several 2009 Housing Element implementing measures (90, 98, 100, and 101) were found to emphasiie the
coordination of planning for both housing and supporting transit services and providing incentives to
residents and employees for utilizing public transit or other alternative modes of transportation, thereby
promoting a reduction in vehicle trips. Based on the above, the FEIR concluded that impacts related to
CO concentrations would be less than significant.

The FEIR also concluded that implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-
significant impuacts with “vespect to objectionable odors because residential uses generally do mot create
objectionable odors and thus, 2009 Housing Element policies that promote residential development
would not result in objectionable odors.

Proposed Project

In December 2014, the San Francisco Board of Supeivisors apI')roved\ a series of amendments to the San
Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally referred fo as the Enhanced Ventilation Required for
Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code, Article 38 (Ordinance 224-14, effective
December 8, 2014) (Article 38). The purpose of Article 38 is to protect the public health and welfare by
establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an enhanced ventilation requirement for all
urban infill sensitive use development within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. The Air Pollutant
Exposure Zone as defined in Article 38 are areas that, based on modeling of all known air poltutant
sources, exceed health protecﬁve standards for cumulative PMas concentration, comulative excess cancer
risk, and incorporates health vulnerability factors and proximity to freeways. Projects within the Air
Pollutant Exposure Zone require special consideration to determine whether the project’s activities would
expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations or add emissions to areas already
adversely affected by poor air quality. If such an exposure is determined to be likely, future projects are
subject to enhanced ventilation measures pursuant to Health Code Article 38. Through this ordinance,
impacts related to exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrahons Wlthm Air
Pollutant Exposure Zone would be reduced.

As noted above, the 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives
and policies, and most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas of the City,
promote increased density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy-
efficient- housing development, and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood
services and along transit routes. The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific projects, or -
zoning changes, and zoning changes are not required under state law, because the City currently has
available capacity to meet the REINA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not directly result in
increases to projected population, as residential growth during the Planning Period would occur
regardless. The Housing Element would instead continue to provide direction for how new residential °
development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability The FEIR did not attribute any
difference in environmental impacts to affordable housing as compared to marketrate housing.
Therefore, as concluded in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the implementation of those same
pohmes through the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in Iess—than~s1gmﬁcant impacts with
respect air quality. .

Moreover, the five policies added to the 2014 Housmg Element would not be expected to result in
physical impacts that would adversely affect the environment related to air quality. Added pohcxes 5.5,
5.6, 63, and 6.4 would result in administrative changes to the City’s programs that serve low-income,
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homeless, and displaced populations but would not be expected to result in any. physical changes to the
environment. Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in
the FEIR. Added Policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial
use through short-term rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it
encourages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use.
To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would
otherwise be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts
with respect to air quality than were identified in the FEIR. This is because those affordable housing
projects would be substantially similar to market-rate housing and would be required to comply with the
same regulations as any other pro]ect induding BAAQMD's CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2011) and
Axticle 38 of the Health Code. .

The three new implementation programs also would not be expected to result in physical impacts that
. would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would
reinforce the status quo related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a density
bornus program that already exists under State law - (Government Code Section 65915). Finally,
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was.
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar
operational characteristics as market-rate housing and would be subject to the same air quality

-regulations as market-rate housing,

. Based on the foregoing, implementation of the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of
the FEIR’s: findings with respect to air quality impacis and would not require any new mitigation
measures. Additionally, there are no changed circiumstances or new information that would.-change the
FEIR’s air quality impact findings. . '

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
2009 Housing Elemen

The FEIR found that the 2009 Housmg Element would ot generate GHG emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment and would not coriflict with any applicable plan,

policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. Moreover, the FEIR noted that"
the 2009. Housing Element contains some policies that would be expected to reduce citywide housing-
related GHG emissions (the primary source of which is vehicle emissions) by directing growth to certain

areas of the City, promoting increased density standards, promoting the preservation of residential

buildings, and promoting energy-efficient housing development. The 2009 Housing Element also

contains policies that speak to housing in proximity tojob cores, neighborhood services and along transit,

which facilitate a reduction in the vehidle miles travelled and overall vehicle emissions.

Given that the 2009 Housing Element does not contain any policies that would result in substanﬁal
increases in the amount of GHGs emitied from new housing construction or from meeting the City's
housing goals and it contains additional policies which may further reduce citywide GHG emissions, the
FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element would not result in GHG emissions that would have a
significant effect on the envirorument, nor would it conflict AB 32 or the City’s GHG reduction strategy.
Thus the FEIR found these impacts to be less than significant. .
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Proposed Project

The 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives and policies, and
most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas of the City, promote increased
density standards in certain ateas, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy-
efficient housing development, and promote locatirig housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood
services and along transit. The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific projects, or zoning
changes, and zoning changes are not required under state law, because the City currently has available
capacity to meet the RHNA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not divectly result in increases
to population, as residential growth during the Planming Period would occur regardless of Housing
Element policies. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continue to provide direction for how new
residential development in the City should occux, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR did not
atiribute any difference in envirommental impacts to affordable housing as compared to market-rate
- housing. Therefore, as concluded in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the continuation of those
same policies through the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in less-than-significant impacts -
. with respect to GHG emissions.

The five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be expected to result in physical impacts
that would adversely affect the environment related to GHG emissions. Added policies 5.5, 5.6, 6.3, and
6.4 would result in administrative changes to the City’s programs that serve low-income, homeless, and
. displaced populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to the environment.
Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in the FEIR.
Added Policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial use through
short-term rentals. This policy would also not restlt in any envirormental impacts, since it encourages
the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use. To the
dégree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would otherwise
be constructed, there is mo evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts with respect
to GHG emissions than were identified in the FEIR. This is because those affordable housing projects
would have similar operational characteristics as market rate housing and would be subject to the same
policies and regulations that encourage energy-efficient housing and use of alternative modes of
transportation. '

The three new implementation programs also would not be expected to result in physical impacts that
would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would
reinforce the status quo related to existing housing. Iniplementation Program 38b implements a dehsity

 bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Secton 65915). Finally,
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar
-operational characteristics as inarket-rate housing and would be subject to the same regulations that
encourage energy-efficient housing and use of alternative modes of transportation.

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR's findings.
with respect to impacts to GHG emissions and would not require any new mitigation measures.
Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the FEIR's
impacts findings with respect to GHG emissions.
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Wind and Shadow
2009 Housing Element

" New construction could result in wind impacts if new housing would be constructed in a manner that

© would increase ground-level wind speeds. Typically, new development greater than 85 feet in height

could potentially affect ground level wind speeds. Buildings that would result in wind speeds that exceed

" the hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour {mph) for one hour of the year would result in a significant wind
impact. :

The FEIR reported that the 2009 Housing Element would not in and of itself resulf in the construction of
substantially taller buildings; however, it includes ‘policies that could result in the exposure of people to
wind impacts by encouraging new development fo maximum allowable height and bulk limnits (in certain
areas of the City), potentially increasing building height and mass and thereby altering ground-level
wind speeds. However, the FEIR reported that the 2009 Housing Element also includes policies that -
discourage demolition and encourage the maintenance of the City’s existing housing stock, thereby
reducing the amount of new housing required to meet the City’s housing needs and subsequent wind-
related impacts (as related to developing to maximum envelope). The FEIR found that, because wind
impacts are project-specific and individual projects wonld be subject to the Planning Department's
procedures requiring modification of any new building or addition that exceeds the wind hazard
criterion, implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with
respect to the alteration of wind pattemns. New residential development would be required to comply
with existing regulations, indﬁding Secions 147, 148, 243(c)(9), 249.1(b)(2), and 263.11(c) of the San
Francisco Planning Code, which regulate wind ‘speeds through shaping of building masses. Thus, the
FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element would not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public
areas. :

The FEIR also found that, because the 2009 Housing Element does not propose increased height limits in
any areas, the effect of shadows would also be less than significant. Although promoting full buildout in
certain areas of the City could incrementally inctease actual building heights, new construction would be
allowed to build to those heights regardless of the 2009 Housing Flement. The FEIR noted that all
applications for new construction or additions to existing buildings above 40 feet in height are reviewed
by the Planning Department to determine whether such shading might occur. If a project would result in
a new shadow, that shadow is evaluated for significance under CEQA. Furthermoye, as stated in the
FEIR, new residential development would be required to comply with existing regulations, including
Sections 146(a), 146(c), and 295 of the San Francisco Planning- Code, which trigger the preparation of
shadow analyses, as required. Accordingly, the FEIR found that implementation of the 2009 Housing
Element would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to the creation of new shadows.

Proposed Project

The 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives and policies, and
most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas of the City, promuote increased
density standards, -promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy-efficient housing
development, and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood services and along
transit routes. The 2014 Housing Element doesnot propose any specific projects, or zoning changes, and
.zoning changes are not required under state law, because the City currently has available capacity to
meet the REINA. Moreover, the 2014 Housihg Element would not directly result in incfeases to
population, as residential growth during the Planning Period would occur regardless of Housing Element
policies. The 2014 Housing Element would, instead continue to provide direction for how new residential
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development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR did not atfribute any
difference in environmental impacts to affordable housing as compared to market-rate housing.
Therefore, as concluded in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the implementation of those same
policies in the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in less-than-significant impacts with respect
to wind and shadow.

The five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be expected to result in physical impacts
that would adversely affect the environment, including that related to wind or shadow. Added policies
5.5, 5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result in administrative changes to the City’s programs that serve low-income,
homeless, and displaced populations but would not-be expected to result in any physical changes to the
environment. Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in
the FEIR. Added Policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial
use through short-term rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it

. encourages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use. .
To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would
otherwise be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts
with respect to wind and shadow than.were identified in the FEIR. This is because those affordable
housing projects would be subject to the same Planning Code requirements and procedures related to -
wind and shadow. :

The three new implementation programs also would not be expected to result in physical impacts that
would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would
reinforce the status quo related to exdsting housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a-density
bonus. program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally,
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar
operational characteristics as market-rate housing and would be subject to the same Planning Code
requirements and procedures related to wind and shadow.

Based on the foregoing, implementation of the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of
the FEIR’s findings with respect fo wind and shadow impacts and would not require any new mitigation
measures. Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the
FEIR’s impacts findings with respect to wind and shadow. '

Recreation
2009 Housing Element

The FEIR found that implementation of theé 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact
with respect to the construction or expansion of recreational facilities or the need for new or expanded park or
‘recregtional facilities. As stated in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Flement would not result in new
development. However, it contains policies that could direct growth to certain areas of the City, promote
increased density standards, and potentially increase density in certain areas in a way that could place
increased demands on existing facilities, thereby contributing to the need for new or expanded facilifies
or resulting in degradation of existing facilities. The FEIR found that these policies could also result in an
increase in the number of residents using recreational facilities in certain areas and an increase in demand
on existing recreational facilities. However, as reported in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element also
contains policies that could reduce the need for construction or expansion of recreational facilities by
encouraging quality of life elements in residential deveiopmentsl For example, the FEIR reported that the
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2009 Housing Flement would ensure that mew development resulting from community plamning
processes would be accompanied by capital plans for supporting infrastructure, including recreational
facilities.

In addition, as noted in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element incudes measures to ensure community
plans are adequately served by recreation facilifies, thereby indirectly promoting the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities. Given the above, and the fact that new residential development would
be subject to existing policies and regulations related to the provision of recreational facilities (s{lch as
Quiroby Act, the San Francisco Park Code, Proposition C and the Recreation and Park Acquisition Policy,
and various provisions in the San Francisco Planning Code Section 135), the FEIR concluded that this
impact would be less than significant. -

The FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Flement would result in less-than-significant impact with respect
to the degradation of recreational resources. As reported in the FEIR, it would direct growth to certain areas of
the City and promote increased density-related development standards, which could potentially increase
demands on existing recreational facilites. However, the City has identified open space
acquisition/expansion independent of the proposed Housing Elements, pursuant to Proposition C and
previous community plarming efforts. In addition, the 2009 Housing Element does not propose any
zoning changes, including changes to Public Districts, where much of the’ City’s open space and
recreational facilities are 1ocated

Proposed Project

The 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives and policies, and
most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas of the City, promote increased
density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy-efficient housing
development, and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood services and along
transit routes. The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific Pprojects, ox zoning changes, and_
zoning changes are not required under state law, because the City currently has available capacity to
meet the REINA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not directly result in increases to
population, as residential growth during the Planning Period would occur regardless of Housing Element
policies. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continue to provide direction for how new residential
development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR did ndt attribute any V
difference in environmental impacts to affordable housing as compared to market-rate housing,
Therefore, as conduded in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the continuation of those same’
policies in the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in less-than-significant impacts with respect
to recreational fadiliies. :

The five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be expected to result in physical impacts
that would adversely affect the environment. Added policies 5.5, 5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result in
administrative changes to the City’s programs that serve low-income, homeless, and displaced
populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to the environment. Moreover,
they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in the FEIR. Added Policy
2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial use through short-term
rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it encourages the
continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use. To the degree
that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would otherwise be
- constructed, these is no evidence that such projects would result in recreational impacts of greater
magnitude than were identified in the FEIR. This is because those affordable housing projects would also
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be subject to the same Planning Code and other provisions that require and encourage estabhshment of
open space as market-rate housing,

The three new implementation programs also would not be expected to result in physical impacts that
would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would
reinforce the status quo related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a density
borms program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally,
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar
operational characteristics as market-rate housing and would be subject to the same Planning Code and
other provisions that require and encourage establishment of open space as market-rate housing.

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR’s findings
with respect to impacts to recreational facilities and would not require any new mitigation measures.
Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the FEIR's
" impact findings with respect to recreational facilities.

Utilities and Service Systems
2009 Housing Element

Water and Wastewater Treatment. The FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-
significant impact with respect to the exceedance of wastewater treatment requirements. As reported, the 2009
Housing Element would not directly result in the construction of residential units; however it includes
policies that could result in an increased demand on water or wastewater treatment facilities by
promoting the intensification of uses on undeveloped or uﬂderdeveloped sites. However, the 2009
Housing Element also contains policies that could reduce any effects related to water or wastewater
treatment facilities by identifying suitable housing sites, considering neighborhood service availability for
new housing, ensuring sustainable water and wastewater infrastructure capacity, and encouraging water
conservation measures for new housing. Moreover, the density-related 2009 Housing Element policies
could poteritially indirectly result in the construction of a greater proportion of multi-family housing,
which use less water than single-family housing. As further reported in the FEIR, potential impacts
related to water and wastewater treatment would be offset by compliance with existing regulations and
policies, including Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, Water Quality Protection Program,
the City’s Stormwater Management Plan, the City’s Construction Site Runoff Pollution Prevention -
Program requirements, and San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC) Recycled Water Master
Plan, Additional regulations that would reduce the demand of new devélopment on water and
wastewater facilities include compliance with the City’s NPDES permits related to construction activities
as administered by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board and Article 4 of the
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act, compliance with the Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy and
TMDL standards as set forth by the Basin Plan. Therefore, the FEIR found that 2009 Housing Element
would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to the need for the construction or expansion of
water or wastewater treatment facilities and the potential to result in a determination by the treatment
provider that it has inadequate capacity to serve the City’s projected demand. -

Stormuwater Drainage Facilities. The FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-
significant impact with respect to the need to construct or expand stormwater drainage facilities. The FEIR
reported that some 2009 Housing Element policies could result in intensification of uses on undeveloped
sites, which could increase impervious surfaces, potentially creating more runoff and need for
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stormwater drainage faciliies. However, other polices would offset this potential impact by
discouraging demolition and encouraging the maintenance of the City’s existing housing stock,
discouraging the modification of housing for parking, and ensuring housing is sustainably supported by
sewer system, which also functions as stormwater drainage systems in the.City. These policies were
found to either essentially maintain the status quo (resulting in no forseeable changes to the amount of
impervious surface) or reduce the 2009 Housing Element's effects on the potential need for the
construction or expansion of stormwater drainage facilities by discouraging demolition and encouragmg
. the preservation of existing housing. For this reason, and because potential impacts related to stormwater
facilities would be offset by compliance with existing regulations, including the stormwater design
requirement of the SFGBO and the Green Landscaping Ordinance, the 2009 Housing Element was found
to have a less-than-significant impact with respect to ‘the need to comstriict or expand stormwater
drainage facdilities.

Water Supply. The FEIR found that, while 2009 Housing Element policies would not directly result in the

construction of residential units and would. not directly result in an increased demand for water, in

_ general, future population growth as predicted by ABAG would increase water demand. The 2009
Housing Element policies would be expected to reduce the overall demand for water due to the inclusion

" of policies related to density. The 2009 Housing Element promotes greater density in two ways -
increased density for affordable housing projects and increased density as a strategy to be pursued
through the community planning process. However, greater density was found to limit the effect of new
development overall because more people could be housed in a given building, which could reduce the
number of required water hookups. In addition, measures that encourage housing density could be
partially achieved by the construction of multi-family housing, which uses less water than single-family |
housing (e.g. through reduced landscaping). Nevertheless, the 2009 Housing Flement was found to
promote density to a lesser extent than the baseline condition (1990 Residence Element, which - generally
did not limit increased density to particular areas or through community planning processes), and thus,
the FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element could potentially result in an incrementally increased
demand for water.

However, the 2009 Housing Element also includes policies that could offset policies which could have an
adverse impact on water supply by ensuring new housing is adequately supported by infrastructure,

.indluding water. Moreover, the FEIR noted that the 2009 Housing Element would recognize the need for
considering adequate infrastructure for new housing, would ensure sustainable water systems, and
“green’ water conservation measures jn housing to reduce water demand, and would not represent a
shift in policy from baseline conditions. Moreover, SFPUC, Departrent of Building Inspections (DBI),
Planning Department, and Department of the Environment would continue to implement the SFGBO and
other programs that would serve to ensure that water supply is adequate to meet future demands. The
FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Flement would not result in an increase in water demand beyond
that assumed in the SFPUC’s Water Supply Availability Study. Therefore, the FEIR found that the 2009
Housing Flement would have a Zess—than—szgmﬁcant unpact with respect to new or expanded water supply
resources or entitlements.

Solid Waste Disposal Capacity. The FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less—than—
significant fmpact with respect to landfill capacity. The FEIR noted that the 2009 Housing Element could
require additional collection trucks and. personnel to provide services to new housing; could add further
strain to space-constrained corporation yards and waste processing and recycling fadilities; could require
additional parking space and maintenance facilities for collection vehicles; and that additional tonnage
genefated by new housing would increase throughput at waste processing and recycling facilities which
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could, at some point, require additional procéssing lines (at waste processing and recycling facilities). The
FEIR also noted that multi-family housing is significantly more challenging with regard to successful
separation of recyclables and compostables than it is at single-family residences and, as such, generally
places greater demands on waste processing and recydling infrastructure.

The FEIR found that construction associated with new housing could potenha]ly result in inadequate
waste, recycling, or compost collection service or inadequate landfill capacity because increased density
or changes in land use patterns could increase waste stream separation challenges due to the promotion
of higher density hotising and increased waste generation expected from increased population growth.
However, as noted in the.FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element also comtains a policy promoting the
preservation of existing housing that could reduce its effects on the potential need for inadequate landfill
capacity. This because a reduction in demolition would reduce the amount of construction demolition -
debris associated with new construction. Overall, the 2009 Hotsing Element was found to promote
density to a lesser extent than the baseline condifion (1990 Residence Element), and was found to
potentially result in an incrementally decreased generation of solid waste. Although the 2009 Housing
Element would not directly or indirectly result in the construction of residential units, all new
development would be required to comply with the existing regulations related to green building
construction and recycling. The potential of impacts due to the increase in density (near transit, for
affordable housing projects, and through the community planming.process) proposed by the 2009 -
Housing Element was found to be offset by the Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance.
Therefore, the FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less- than~51gmﬁcant impact
with respect to landfill capacity. :

Proposed Project

As noted: above, the 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives
and policies, arid most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas of the City,
promote increased density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy-
efficient housing development, and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood
services and along transit routes, The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific projects, or
zoning changes, and zoning changes are not required under state law, because the City currently has
available capadty to meet REINA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not directly result in
increases to population, as residential growth during the Planning Period would occur regardless of
Housing Flement polidies. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continue to provide direction for
how new residential development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR
did not attribute any difference in environmental impacts to affordable housing as compared to market-
rate housing Therefore, as concluded in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the implementation of
those same policies through the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in léss-than-significant
.impacts with respect to utilities and setvice systems.

As noted throughout this Addendum, the five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be
expected to result in physical impacts that would adversely affect the environment. Added policies 5.5,
'5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result in administrative changes to the City’s programs that serve low-income,
homeless, and displaced populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to'the
environment. Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in
the FEIR. Added Policy 2.6 would ensure'that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial
use through short-term rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it
encourages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use.
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~ To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would
otherwise be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts
with respect to utilities and service systems than were identified in the FEIR. This is because those
affordable housing projects would have similar operational characteristics as market rate housing and

- would be subject to the same regulations related to how utiliies are managed. In terms of impacts related
to future water demand, no major project (more than 500 units) without a confirmation of sufficent water
supply by the SFPUC, pursuant to SB 610 (Water Code §§ 10910-10915).

The three new implementation programs also would not be expected to result in physical impacts that
would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would
reinforce the status quo related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a density .
bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally,
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as moted above affordable housing was
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase envxronmental impacts due fo the sumlar '
operational charactetistics as market-rate housing.

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR’s findings
with respect to impacts to utilities and service systems and would not require any new mitigation
measures. Additionally, thete are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the
EEIR's impact ﬁndmgs with respect to utilities and service systems.

Public Services
2009 Housing Element

Fire Protection. The FEIR found that the implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-
than-significant impacts with respect to fire protection. The FEIR reported that the 2009 Housing Element
contains policies that could potentially result in the need for new or altered fire protection facilities by
promoting increasing density and directing housing growth to certain areas of the City. However,
dﬁecﬁng growth to certain areas of the City (e.g., near fransit, within a community plan, etc.), as opposed
to scattered throughout the City, could also result in inore efficient response times. The FEIR noted that
the 2009 Housing Element also contains policies that could reduce its effects on the potenﬁal need for the
construction or expansion of fire protection facilities by promoting the identification of suitable housmg
* sites, promoting seismic upgrades, and promoting the maintenance of existing housing. Seismic upgrades
and other activities that would maintain housing in a safe condition could reduce’ the number of
emergency situations requiring San Francisco' Fire Department (SFFD) response. Although the FEIR
found that the 2009 Housing Flement would not result in the construction of residential units, all new
development would be required to comply with the existing state and local regulations, including the San
Francisco Fire Code, As new constructon occurs, SFFD would analyze and evaluate housing levels,
occupant load, response times, and other operational objectives to ensure adequate fire protection. Based
on the above, and that fact that no changes to service ratios are expected as a result of the 2009 Housing
Flement, the FEIR concluded that it would have a less-than: -51gruﬁcant impact with respect to a need for
new or altered fire protection facilities.

Police Protection. The FEIR found that the implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would result in a
less-than-significant impact with respect to police protection. The FEIR reported that the 2009 Housing Element
would increase density standards for affordable housing projects and increase density as a strategy to be
puzrsued during community planning processes. Thus, the FEIR reported that the 2009 Housing Element
could potentially result in the need for the construction or expansion of police protection facilities by
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promoting increased density in certain areas of the City. However, as noted in the FEIR, the 2009
Housing Element contains policies that could reduce such impacts by promoting increased residential
presence, infill development, and design that promotes community interaction, thereby potentially
reducing blight and associated crime. Furthermore, while the 2009 Housing Flement promotes increased
density, it would not increase overall citywide population. Therefore, no changes to service ratios were
expected as a result of the 2002 Housing Element. Therefore, the FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing
Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to the need for new or altered police
: protectmn facilities.

Schools. The San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) assigns schools based on a lottery system. This
Iottery system ensures that student enrollment is distributed to facilities that have sufficient capacity to
- adequately serve the educational needs.of students. Therefore, directing growth to certain areas of the
City would generally niot affect the school system because students are not assigned to schools based on
location. The 2009 Housing Element includes policies that promote family-sized housing units. Family
housing could result in the need for new or altered school facilities by accommodating larger households,
which could result in an increase in the number of families with school-aged children, thereby decreasing
the excess capacity in the school system. Although, as reported in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element
* would not result in the construction of residential units, all new residential development is assessed a
development fee to address the impacts of new development on school services. The payment of such
fees would reduce any impacts of new development on school services, as provided in Section 65996 of
the California Government Code. Given that SFUSD was under capacity at the time of the preparation of
- the FEIR, new development would be assessed a development fee paid towards school services, and the
2009 Housing Elements would not increase overall population growth projected by regional agencies, the
_ FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to the
need for new or altered school facilities.

Library Facilities. The FEIR determined that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant
impact with respect to the need for new or altered library facilities. Its policies could promote changes in
density or the introduction of residential uses in previously industrial or commerdial areas, which could
result in a need for increased library service. However, as reported in the FEIR, the San Francisco Public
Library system does not anticipate these fadilities reaching capacity, though expanded demand could
necessitate extended public service hours for branch libraries. The 2009 Housing Element contains a
policy that could reduce such effects by considering the proximity of neighborhood services, including
libraries, when developing housing. As reported in the FEIR, although the 2009 Housing Element would
not result in the construction of residential units, all new development would be required to comply with
the mitigation and developer fees. Therefore, the FEIR concluded that 2009 Housing Element would have
a less-than-significant impait with respect to the need for new or altered library facilities.

Public Health Facilities. The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant
impact with respect to the need for new or altered facilities. For example,, its policies could result in density
changes or the introduction of residential uses in previously industrial or commercial areas, which could
result in a need for different types and levels of public health service. The FEIR noted that the 2009
Housing Flement contains a policy that could reduce such effects by considering the proximity of
neighborhood services, incdluding public health facilities, when developing housing. As reported in the.
FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element would not result in the construction of residential units, and policies that
call for new housing with adequate services were found to réduce impacts to public health facilities.
‘Furthermore, the proposed 2009 Housing Element would not increase overall population growth
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projected by regional agencies. Therefore, the FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would have
a less-than-significarit impact with respect to the need for new or altered public health facilities.

Proposed Project

As noted above, the 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives
and policies, and most of the implementation meastres which direct growth to certain areas of the City,
promote increased density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy-
efficient housing development, and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood
services and along transit routes, The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific projects, or
zoning changes, and zoining changes are not required under state law, because the City currently has
available capacity to meet the REINA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element policies would not directly
result in increases to population, as residential growth during the Planning Period would occur
regardless. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continue to provide direction for how new.
residential development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR did not
attribute. any difference in environmental impacts to affordable housing as compared to market-rate
housing. Therefore, as concdluded in the FEIR for the 2009 Hausing Element, the continuation of those
same policies through the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in le;ss—&tamsigniﬁcant impacts -
with respect to public sexvices. :

Asnoted throughout this Addendum, the five policies added to the 2014 Housing Flement would notbe -
expected to result in physical impacts that would adversely affect the environment. Added policies 5.5,

5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result in administrative changes to the City’s programs that serve low-income,
homeless, and displaced populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to the
environment. Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in
the FEIR. Added Policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial
use through short-term rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it
encourages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining exdsting housing stock and use.
To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would
otherwise be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts
with respect to public services than were identified in the FEIR. This is because those affordable housing
projects would have the same or similar operational characteristics as market rate housing and would be
subject to the same policies and regulations related to how pubhc services are prov1ded (i.e., development
fees, etc.).

The three new implementation programs also ‘would not be expected to result in physical impacts that
would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would
reinforce the status quo related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a density
bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally,
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar
operatxonal characteristics as market-rate housing.

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR's fmdmgsA
with respect to impacts to public services and would not require any new mitigation measures.
Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the FEIR's
impact findings with respect to public services.
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Biological Resources
2009 Housing Element

The FEIR found that the implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would not have a substantial adverse
effect on any candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, ripavian habitat or other sensitive natural communities,
federally protected wetlands, or interfere with the movement of species. In general, the 2009 Housing Element
includes pdlides that direct growth primarily through community planning processes, but also includes
policies that direct housing to comumercial areas and sites near transit. As reported in the FEIR, directing
new housing to certain areas of the City could increase the amount of new housing occurring in those
areas, thereby potentially resulting in new development potentially requiring tree removal, construction
" on or near wetlands or sensitive habitats or riparian areas, interference with migration, take of special
status species, application of pesticides and herbicides, construction of tall buildings with glass walls that
could increase bird strikes and possibly interrupt a migration corridor, and conflict with provisions of an
adopted habitat conservation plan. In addition, increases in density could be accomplished by promoting
development to full height limits in the Downtown area, which the FEIR found could affect bird
migration. On the other hand, increasing density could accommodate more of the City’s fair share of the
- REINA in fewer buildings, necessitating less new construction sites and less potential for disturbance or
interference to biological resources. The FEIR noted that the 2009 Housing Element also contains policies
that discourage demolition and encourage the maintenance of the City’s existing housing stock, thereby
reducing the amount of new housing required to meet the City’s housing needs and subsequent
biological resource-related impacts resulting from development at maximum allowable height and bulk
Limits. ‘ .
The FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources or conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan. This is because it does
not contain any policies that would directly or indirectly conflict with any policies protecting biclogical
resources or any adopted habitat conservation plans. New residential development would be required to
comply with existing regulations and plans, including the Open Space Element of the San Francisco
" General Plan, Chapter 8 of the San Francisco Environment Code, San Francisco’s Green Building
Ordinance, San Francisco’s IPM Ordinance, San Francisco’s Urban ¥ orest Plan, and San Francisco’s Urban
Forestry Ordinance. The FEIR also found that development of opportunity sites throughout the City
would not fundamentally conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan (HCP) or natural
community conservation plan (NCCP) because neither of these exists in the City. Furthermore, as
reported in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element encourages higher density and infill development in
already urbanized areas. Furthermore, it was found to not result in conflicts with plans and policies
related to the protection of biological resources because it would not directly or indirectly result in
population growth or new development. Based on the above, the FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing
Element would have no impact with. respect to conflicts with local plans or ordinances protecting
biological respurces or with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan. -

Proposed Project

As noted above, the 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives
and policies, and most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas of the City,
promote increased density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy-
‘efficient housing development, and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood
services and along transit routes. The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific projects, or
zoning changes, and zoning changes are not required under state law, because the City currently has
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. available capacity to meet the REINA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not directly result in
increases to population, as residential growth during the Planning Period would occur regardless of
Housing Element policies. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continue to provide direction for
how new residential deveiopment in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR
did not attribute any difference in envixor;n{erltal impacts to affordable housing as compared to market-
rate housing. Therefore, as concluded in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the implementation of
those same policies through the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in less-than-significant
impacts with respect to biological resources. '

As noted thIoughout this Addendum, the five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be
expected to result in physical impacts that would adversely affect the environment. Added policies 5.5,

5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result in administrative changes t6 the City’s programs that serve low-income,
homeless, and displaced populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to the
environment. Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previousiy considered in
the FEIR. Added Policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not convertéd to de factor commercial
use through short-term rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it
encourages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use.
To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would
otherwise be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts
with respect to biological resources than were identified in the FEIR. This is because those affordable
housing projects would not result a substantial physical change compared to the 2009 Housing Element
and would also be subject to the same policies and regulations mentioned above that protect biological
TeSources.

The three new implementation programs also would not be expected to result in physical impacts that
would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would
reinforce the status quo related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a density
bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally,
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase environmental fmpacts due to the similar
operahonal characteristics as market-rate housing. .

"Based, on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR's fmdmgs
with respect to impacts to biological resources and would not require any new mitigation measures.
Additionally, there are no. changed circumstances or new information that would change the FEIR's
impact findings with respect to biological resources.

Geology and Soils
2009 Housing Element

The FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with tespect to an
exposure of people to strong seismic ground shaking and seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, or
landslides. As reported in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element contains policies that could potentially
result in the exposure of people to strong seismic ground shaking and seismicrelated ground failure,
indluding liquefaction, or landslides by increasing density in areas susceptible to these hazards, thereby .
exposing additional persons io these hazards. However, as noted in the FEIR, new residential
construction would be developed. in a ‘seismically sound manner and would comply with building
regulations for seismic safety that are enforced through the City’s interdepartmental review process.
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Moreover, the 2009 Housing Element has policies that were determined to reduce this impatt and
iricrease safety for residents by encouraging seismic upgrades to existing housing and, in general,
discouraging demolition and improving the existing housing supply. This would reduce the amount of
new housing required to meet the City’s housing needs and subsequent seismic hazards impacts
resulting from development to maximum allowable height and bulk limits, potentially increasing
building height and mass. Furthermore, the effect of increasing the number of people exposed to hazards
by promoting increased density is addressed during the permit review process, during which DBI would
ensure that new buildings meet the standards for the protection of life and safety standards and all new
development would be required to comply with these specifications. Therefore, the FEIR determined that
implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to
exposure of people to strong seismic ground shakmg and seismic-related ground failure, mdudmg .
liquefaction, or landslides. .

" The FEIR also found that the 2009 Housmg Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to
substantial soil erosion. or the loss of topsoil. Although some 2009 Housing Element policies were found to
result in impa&:ts related to erosion and the loss of topsoil by promoting housing comstruction on -
undeveloped sites, the 2009 Housing Element also contains policies that would reduce this impact by
promoting the maintenance of and discouraging demolition -of the existing housing stock,: thereby
avoiding the potential seismic impacts that could occur. As reported in the FEIR, the preservation of
existing housing would reduce the pressure for new housing development that could result in increased
soil ercsion or loss of topsoil. Furthermore, potential impacts related to development on undeveloped
sites would be offset by mandatory complance with existing state and local regulations, such as the
California Building Code.

The FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less—than-szgmﬁcunt impact with respect to
the construction of housing on project sites that could be subject fo on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liguefaction, or collapse. As discussed above, the 2009 Housing Element contains policies that
could promote devélopment to the maximum building envelope, potentially resulting in greater building
heights by directing growth to certain areas of the City and promoting increased density standards. The
2009 Housing Element also contains policies that could reduce its effects on the potential for new .
developmerit at maxmum allowable height and bulk limits by promoting the maintenance of and
discouraging demolition of the existing housing stock. The preservation of existing housing was found to
reduce the pressure for new housing development that could be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable. Moreover, the FEIR found that potential impacts related to increased density would be offset by
compliance with existing federal, state, and local regulations. Hence, the implementation of the 2009
Housing Element was found to have a less-than-significant impact with respect to the construction of
housing units on project sites that could be subject to in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. ' C

The FEIR also found that the implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-
significant impact. with respect to the construction of housing on project sites subject to expansive soil, creating
substantial risks to life or property. As reported in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element contains policies
that could promote development to the maximum building envelope, potentially resulting in greater
building heights by directing growth to certain areas of the City and promoting increased density
standards. Construction associated with housing could potentially result in impacts related to expansive
soil because increased density would result in heavier buildings which could increase the weight on soil
beyond what it has previously experienced. However, as noted in the FEIR, other 2009 Housing Element
policies would offset this effect by promoting the maintenance of and discouraging demolition of the
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existing housing stock, thereby avoiding impacts related to expansive soil. In addition, as discussed in
the PEIR, potential impacts related to increased density would be offset by compliance with existing
1federal, state, and local regulations. DBJ, in its permit review process, would ensure that buildings meet
specifications for the protection of life and safety. Therefore, the FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing
Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to the construction of housing on project
sites subject to expansive soil, creating substantial risks to life or property. A ‘

Lastly, the FEIR also found that 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect
to substantial change to the topography or any unique geologic or physical features on project sites. As discussed
above, the 2009 Housing Element contains policies that could result in impacts related to erosion and the
loss of topsoil by promoting housing construction on undeveloped sites. However, as reported in the
FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element also contains'policies that could reduce its effects on the potential for
new development at maximum aflowable height and bulk Hmits by promoting the maintenance of and
discouraging demolition of the existing housing stock, thereby avoiding the potential seismic impacts
that could be generated_ Moreover, the FEIR found that potential impacts related to density would be
offset through the Planning Department's review of all grading and building permit applications for new
construction or additions to existing buildings and compliance with the Building Code regulations
related to grading and excavation activities and project design plans that would be subject to review by
the City’s Planning Department for consistency with policies related to land alteration. Therefore, the
FEIR conduded that the 2009 Housing Element would have a Jess-than-significant impact with respect to-
substantial change to the topography or any unique geologic or physical features on project sites. :

Proposed Project

As noted above, the 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives
and polidies, and most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas of the City,
promote increased density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy-
efficient housing development, and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood
sexvices and along transit routes. The 2014 Housing Element does not propose ahy specific projects, or
zoning changes, and zoning changes are not required under state law, because the City currently has
avajlable capacity o meet the RENA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not directly result in
increases to population, as residential growth during the Planning Period would occur regardless of

Housing Element policies. The 2014 Housing Element would instead. continue to provide direction for
how new residential development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR
did not atiribute any difference in environmental impacts to affordable housing as compared to market-
rate housing. Therefore, as concluded in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the implementation of
those same policies through the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in less-than-significant
impacts with respect to geology and soils.

As noted throughout this Addendum, the ﬁve Pohmes added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be
expected to result in physical impacts that would adversely affect the environment. Added policies 5.5,

5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result in administrative changes to the City’s programs that serve low-income,
homeless, and displaced populahons but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to the
environment. Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in
the FEIR. Added Policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial
use through short-term rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it
encourages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining exdsting housing stock and use.
To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would
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otherwise be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts
" with respect to geology and soils than were identified in the FEIR. This is because those affordable
housing projects would have similar physical characteristics as market rate housing and would also be
subject to the same policies and regulations mentioned above that ensure safe building construction
throughout the City.

The three new mlplement'aﬁén programs also would not be expected to result in physical impacts that
would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy. 2.6, which would
reinforce the status quo related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a density
bonus program that already exists urider State law (Government Code SecHon 65915). Finally,
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar
operational characteristics as market-rate housing.

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR's findings
with respect to impacts to geology and scils and would not require any new mitigation measures.
Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the FEIR’s
impact findings with respect to geclogy and soils.

Hydrology and Water Quality
2009 Housing Element

The FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with: respect fo
violating any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. As reported in, the FEIR, the 2009
Housing Element contains policies that could result in increases to density, which could result in creation
of new impervious surfaces resulting in an increase in polluted runoff from project sites as well as
violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. However, the FEIR reported that
the 2009 Housing Element also contains policies that discourage demolition and encourage the
maintenance of the City’s existing housing stock and promote green development, thexeby reducing the
amount of new housing required to meet the City’s housing needs - this was found to potentially further
reduce its effects on the potential for new impervious surfaces resulting in an increase in polluted runoff
from project sites. Furthermore, as reported in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element contains policies
advocating for green development, which could reduce the effects of new construction on water quality
standards and discharge requirements. In addition, future construction would be subject to existing
regulahons, including the SFGBO, the City of San Francisco Construction Site Water Pollution Prevention
Program (SWPPP), the San Frandisco Stormwater Management Plan, and others. Based on this, the FEIR
concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to
violation of any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.

The FEIR also found that.the lmplementatlon of the 2009 Housing Element would result in a less-than-
significant impact with respect to substantially depleting groundwater supplies or interfering substantially with -
groundwater recharge. Although construction of new housing in certain areas was found to have the
potential to result in the need for dewatering’ during construction or an increase in the amount of
impervious surface interfering with groundwater recharge, the 2009 Housing Element contairis policies
that were found to potentially reduce this impact by discouraging the creation of large impervious
surfaces. Addifionally, new canstruction would be required to comply with SFGBO requirements for.
stormwater treatment and infiltration and well as other applicable regulations mentioned above,
potentially inéreasing groundwater recharge. Therefore, the FEIR. concluded that the 2009 Housing
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Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to substantially depleting groundwater 4
supplies or interfering substantially with groundwater recharge. '

The FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to
dlteration of existing drainage on project sites that could lend to erosion or siltation or increase the rate of surface
runoff in a manner that could result in flooding. The 2009 Housing Element includes policies that promote
new residential construction to meet the RHNA arnd site grading required to accommodate such
construction could alter drainage patterns on individual project sites. However, as reported in the FEIR,
the 2009 Housing Element contains numerous policies that promote the preservation of existing housing
units, potentially resulting in few construction activities that could alter drainage patterns on project sites.
The 2009 Housing Flement also contains policies discouraging the creation of large impervious surfaces,
encouraging the itse of non-point source control devices to reduce and filter runoff from project sites, and
promote infiltration of stoxmwater on the project site, thereby reducing runoff. The FEIR reported that
new development would be required to comply with existing regulations that would require erosion
control measures and stormwater treatment requirements pursuant to the SEGBO. Based on this, the FEIR
condluded this impact to be less than significant.

The FEIR also determined that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with
respect to an increase in the rate of surface runoff in a manmer that could exceed the capacity of stormwater drainage
systems or result in substantial sources of polluted runoff. As reported in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element
contains policies that promote new housing construction to meet the RHNA, which could result in the
increase of impervious surfaces on projects that could increase runoff, potentially exceeding the capacity
of stormwater drainage systems. However, it also contain policies that could reduce potential effects
related to stormwater runoff by discouraging demolition, potentially resulting in less construction of new
impervious surfaces on project sites. Any future development would be subject to existing regulations
regarding stormwater runoff, including SFGBO and SWPPP requirements. Based on this, the FEIR -
concluded this impact to be less than significant. - - '

The FEIR also found that implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant
impact with respect to the placement of housing within a flood hazard zone. As reported in the FEIR, the
placement of housing in certain areas throughout the City, including Candlestick, Treasure Island,
Mission Bay, and Hunters Point Shipyard, would result in the exposure of an increased number. of people
to flood hazards. Flood risk assessment and some flood protection projects are conducted by federal
agendes induding FEMA and ACE. The flood management agencies and cities implement the NFIP
under the juﬁsdicﬁon of FEMA and its Flood Insurance Adminisiration. At the time of the preparation of
the FEIR, San Francisco did not participate in the NFIP, although interim FIRMs were being prepared for
the City, which identify areas that are subject to inundation during a flood having a 1 percent chance of
occurrence in a given year (also known as a "base flood" or "100-year flood"). FEMA has tentatively
identified special flood hazard area (SFHAs) along the City’s shoreline in and along the San Francisco Bay
consisting of Zone A (in areas subject to inundation by tidal surge) and Zone V (areas of coastal flooding
subject to wave hazards), On June 10, 2008, legislation was introduced at the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors to enact a floodplain management ordinance to govern new constructon and substantial
improvements in flood prone areas of San Francisco, and to authorize the City’s participation in NFIP
upon passage of the ordinance. Specifically, the proposed floodplain management ordinance incdludes a
requirement that any new construction or substantial improvement of structures in a designated flood
zone must meet the flood damage minimization requirements in the ordinance. The FEIR noted that, once
the Board of Supervisors adopts the Floodplain Managerment Ordinance, the Department of Public Works
‘will publish flood maps for the City, and applicable City departments and agencies may begin

Case No. 20141327 43 Addendum to Environmental Impact Report

2014 Housing Elenent 663 January 22, 2015




implementation for new construction and substantial improvements in areas shown on the Interim
Floodplain Map. - '

The FEIR reported that the 2009 Housing Element contain policies that encourage the construction of new
housing, some of which could be constructed within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a FEMA
Flood Hazard Boundary or FIRM or other authoritative flood hazard delineation map. The placement of

housing in these areas could result in the exposure of an increased number of people to flood hazards.
~ However, as reported in the FEIR, new construction within flood prone areas identified by the SFPUC
would be required to undergo a review ‘process to avoid flooding problems caused by the relative
elevation of a structure to the hydraulic grade line in the sewers. Moreover, future development would be
subject to its own environmental review to consider elements such as placing housing in areas suscepuble
to floods. This process involves coordination between Planning Department, SFPUC, DB], OCII, and
other agencies (such as Port of San Francisco) as needed. Future residential development would be
subject to review for location in a flood zone, which could include the fo]lowing actions: a detailed
~ computerized flood hazard analysis in accordance with current standards set forth by FEMA,
requirements for inclusion of appropriate flood plain management measures incorporated into the
location and design of new buildings that are within a flood zone (such as pump stations, raised
entryways, and/or special sidewalk construction and the provision of deep gutters), and any other
appropriate mitigation measures made by a qualified civil engineer or hydrologist. Based on this, the
FEIR concluded that this impact would be less than significant. '

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to-
placement of housing or significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of
the failure of @ dam or levee. As discussed in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element contain policies that
encourage the construction of new housing, some of which could be located near an existing -
_aboveground reservoir, resulting in the exposure of an increased number of people to flood hazards.
Howevert, it also contain policies that could reduce potential effects related to flooding due to dam or
levee failure by discouraging demolition, potentially reducing the amount of new construction required
to meet the City’s housing demand, which could reduce housing construction near aboveground
reservoirs and tanks. Moteover, as reported in the FEIR, new housing construction would be subject to
préject«level environmental review that considers existing site conditions and the potential of the project
to expose people to flooding from dam or levee failure. Through this process, this FEIR concluded that
the impact associated with the 2009 Housmg Element would be less than significant.

Lastly, the FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect
‘to the construction of housing in areas that are potentially subject to risk of tsunami, seiche, or mudflows. As
reported in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element promotes density for affordable housing projects and
promotes increased density as a strategy to be pursued through the community plénning process.
Promoting increased density could place more people near open water, near bodies of water, or near
steep slopes in the City and could result in significant risk of loss, injury or death involving imundation by
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. However, as discussed in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element also contain
policies that could reduce potential effects related to flooding due to dam or levee failure by discouraging
demolition, potentially reducing the amount of new construction required to meet the City’s housing
demand. Therefore, fewer housing units could be constructed with the potential to be inundated. Further,
the FEIR reported that new development would be required to comply with existing regulations,
including DBI approval of the final plans for any specific development Hence, this impact was
determined to beless than significant.
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Proposed Project

As noted above, the 2014 Housing Blement would ‘continue all of the 2009 Housing Flement objectives
and policies, and most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas of the City,
promote increased density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy-
efficient housing development, and promote Jocating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood
services and along transit routes. The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific projects, or
zoning changes, and zoning changes arenot required under state law, because the City currently has
available capacity to meet the RHNA, Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not directly result in
increases to population, as residential growth during the Planning Period would occur regardless of
Housing Element policies. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continue to provide direction for
how new residential development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR
did not atiribute any difference in envirommental impacts to affordable housing as compared to market-
rate housing. Therefore, as concluded in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Flement, the implementation of
those same policies through the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in less-than-significant
impacts with respect to hydrology and water quatlity. V

As noted throughout this Addenduin, the five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be
expected to resultin physical impacts that would adversely affect the environment. Added policies 5.5,
5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result in administrative changes fo the City’s programs that serve low-income,
homeless, and displaced populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to the
environment. Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in
the FEIR. Added Policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial
use through short-term rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it
encourages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use.
To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would
otherwise be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts
with respect to hydrology and water quality than were identified in the FEIR. This is because those
affordable housing projects would have similar operational characteristics as market rate housing and
would be subject to the same policies and regulations mentioned above that ensure that water quality-
and floodingrelated impacts are minimized.

The three new implementation programs also would not be expected to result in physical impacts .that
would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would
reinforce the status quo related to existing housing,. Implementation Program 38b implements a density
bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally,
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar
operational characteristics as martket-rate housing and would be subject to the same regulations that
ensure that water quality- and flooding-related impacts are minimized.

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR's findings
with respect to impacts to hydrology and water quality and would not require any new mitigation
measures. Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the
FEIR’S impact findings with respect to ‘Thydrology and water quality.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials
2009 Hotising Element

The FEIR determined that the 2009 Housing Element would have g less-than-significant impact with respect to
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. As reported in the FEIR, transport and storage of
the types of potentially hazardous materials associated with residential uses (solvents, paint, batteries,
" fertilizers, and petroleum products) would not pose a significant hazard to the public or the environment
because there are established programs that regulate their disposal. Moreover, the San Francisco
Department of the Environment conducts education and outreach for proper disposal of household toxics
such as through the Toxics Reduction Program. Hazardous materials transport may also be associated
with new construction due to the required transport of certain building materials to construction sites or
redevelopment of sites containing hazardous materials. However, as reported in the FEIR, the
implementation of the 2009 Housing Element was not assumed to directly result in construction activities.
While increases in density promoted by the 2009 Housing Element may result in a Jocalized increase in
housing construction, thereby increasing the risk associated with the transport, use, and disposal of
hazardous materials encountered during construction, the 2009 Housing Element contains policies that
promote the preservation of existing housing units, reducing the need for replacement housing,
potentially reducing such risks. Thus, the FEIR concluded that this impact would be less than significant.

The FEIR also determined that implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-
significant impact with respect to upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials info the .
environment. As reported in the FEIR, new housing could result in impacts related to upset and accident
conditions because future residential umits could be located within potentially hazardous areas, the
construction or operation of which could involve the release of hazardous materials into the environment
(such materials include lead, asbestos, and other contaminants that may be present in soil and
groundwater). Additional residential uses could also increase the amount of household hazardous
materials stored and used within the City and could therefore increase the risk of onsite upset and
accident conditions. However, as reported in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element would not result in the
consfruction of residemtial units, and all new development would be required to comply with all
applicable federal, state, and local regulations concerning hazardous materials, These include Article 22A
of the Health Code, Cal/OSHA regulations, 'SFDPH UST removal and site cleanup requirements, Hazard
Mitigation Plan, and others. Based on these, the FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would
have a less-than-significant impact with respect to upset and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment.

The FEIR also concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with
respect to hazardous emissions or the handling of hazardous materials within one-quarter mile from an. existing or
proposed school. This determination was based on the fact that it does not contain any policies that would
directly contribute to the emission of hazardous substances near schools and because all new
development would be required to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations.

The FEIR also determined that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with
respect to-directing housing to hazardous materials sites as compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5. Although the FEIR noted that future housing could be sited in formerly commercial or industrial
areas and on Brownfield or infill development sites, restrictions are already imposed on such sites, and
any such development would be subject to remediation and dleanup under DTSC, SFRWQCB and other
applicable federal, state and local regulations. This would result in less-than—51gmﬁcant 1mpacts following
required remedlatlon
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The FEIR also conduded that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with
respect to interference with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. As reported, the
2009 Housing Element includes policies that could direct growth to certain areas of the City and promote
density in specific areas, which could potentially result in localized increased congestion in hlgh density
areas of the City and along commercial corridors, the downtown and extended downtown, which could
result in interference with emergency access. However, the 2009 Housing Element would not directly
result in the construction of residential units and all new development would be required to comply with
all applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Therefore, the FEIR concluded that this impact would
be less than significant.

Lastly, the FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with
vespect to the exposure of people or siructures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving fires, since
future construction would be subject to the provisions of the San Francisco Building Code and Fire Code -
and would be subject to SFFD and DBl review.

) Proposed Project

The 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives and policies, and
most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas of the City, promote increased
density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy-efficient housing
development, and promote Iocating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood services and along
transit routes. The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific projects, or zoning changes, and
zoning changes are not required under state law, because the City currently has available capacity to

‘meet the RHNA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not directly result in increases to
population, as residential growth during the Planning Period would occur regardless of Housing Element
policies. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continue to provide direction for how new residential
development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR did not attribute any -
difference in environmental impacts to affordable housing as compared to market-rate housing.
Therefore, as concluded in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the continuation of those same -
policies through the 2014 Housing Element would llkeWISe result in less-than-significant impacts with
respect to hazards and hazardous materials.

As noted throughout this Addendum, the five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be
expected to result in physical impacts that would adversely affect the environment. Added policies 5.5,
5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result in administrative changes to the City’s programs that serve low-income,
homeless, and displaced populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to the
énvironment. Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in
the FEIR. Added Policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial
use through short-term rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it
encourages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use.
To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would
otherwise be constructed, there-is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts
with respect to hazards and hazardous materials than were identified in the FEIR. This is because those
affordable housing projects would be subject to the same regulations concerning hazards and hazardous
materials as market-rate housing,

The three new implementation programs also would not be expected fo result in physical impacts that
would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would
reinforce the status quo related to existing housing, Implementation Program 38b implements a density
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bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally,
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as hoted above affordable housing was
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar
operational characteristics as market-rate housing and would be subject to the same regulations
concerning hazards and hazardous materials as market-rate housing.

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR's findings
with respect to impacts to hazards and hazardous materjals and would not require any new mitigation
measures. Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the
FEIR’s impact findings with respect to hazards and hazardous materials.

Mineral and Energy Resources
2009 Housing Element

The FEIR found that the implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would result in a less-than-significant
impact related to the less of availability of a known mineral resource or the loss of awailability of a locally important
mineral resource recovery sife. This is because San Frandisco City is not a designated area of significant
mineral deposits and no area within the City is designated as a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site.

The FEIR. also found that the implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-
significant intpact with respect to the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy. The 2009 Housing Element
contains policies that could reduce the amount of energy used by residential uses by promoting increased
density, by directing growth fo certain areas of the City, and by encouraging or requiring energy efficient
features in housing. Increased density standards could result in more units within a given building
envelope, which could be partially achieved by the construction of multi-family housing, which uses less
fuel, water, and energy than single-family housing. The FEIR also found that directing new housing to
certain areas of the City could reduce the City’s overall vehicle miles traveled and subsequent fuel use by
placing residents closer to jobs and transit. Mereover, the 2009 Housing Element also has policies that
discourage demolition and encourage the maintenance, of the City’s existing housing- stock and use,
which could reduce the amount of new housing quuired to meet the City’s housing needs and
subsequently, fuel-, water-, and energy needs associated with demolition and new construction. Thus-
. overall, the FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element would actually reduce the need to fuel, water, and
energy and this impact was found to be less than significant.

Proposed Project

The City is not a designated area of significant mineral deposits and no area within the City is designated
as a loca]ly-mportant mineral resource recovery site. For this reason, the 2014 Housing Element would
result in no impact related to the loss of availability of a known mineral resource or the loss of availability
of a locally important mineral resource recovery site. .

The 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the policies in the 2009 Housing Element. As noted
throughout this Addendum, the five policies and three new implementation programs that were added
to the 2014 Housing Element would not be expected to result in physical impacts that would adversely
affect the environment. All but one of these policies would result in administrative changes to the City’s
program that serve the low-income, homeless, and displaced populations but would not be expected to
result in any discernable changes to the City’s built environment. Added Policy 2.6, which seeks to
“discourage conversion of housing supply to de facto commercial use through short-term rentals,” would
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address the housing tenuré and ownership structire to protect the permanent housing stock from de
facto conversion to short-term rentals. This policy would also not be expected to result in any physical
implications on the environment. Moreover, Policies 5.5, 5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 were part of the 2004 Housing
Element and were previously considered in the FEIR.

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR's ﬁndings
with ‘respect to mineral and energy resources impacts and would not require any new mitigation
measures. Additionally, thete are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the
FEIR’s mineral and energy resources impact findings. ’

Agricultural and Forest Resources
2009 Housing Element

The FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use.
The FEIR found that implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would not include any changes to the -
City’s zoning or height and bulk districts and, as such, the 2009 Housing Element would not conflict with
existing zoning for urban agricultural uses. Therefore, the FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element
would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use. -

t

Proposed Project

The 2014 Housing Element would carry forward most of the policies and implementation programs
included in the 2009 Housing Element and thus would not result in any physical changes that would alter
the jmpact conclusions of the FEIR. The five additional policies that were added to the-2014 Housing
Flement would not be expected fo result in physical impacts that would adversely affect the
environment, would be administrative in nature, and would not be expected to change the conclusions
reached in the FEIR. Moreover, Policies 5.5, 5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 were paxt of the 2004 Housing Element and
were previously considered in the FEIR.

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR's findings
with respect to inpacts concerning agricultural and forest resources and would not require any new
mitigation measures. Additionally, there are no changed citcumstantes or new information that would
change the FEIR's impact findings concerning agricultural and forest resources.

INTIGATION MEASURES _

The FEIR identified the mitigation measure below to mitigate the potentially significant impact related to
interjor and exterior noise. This measure was included as part of the 2009 Housing Element, as adopted,
as Implementation Measures 17 and 18, and are continued as Implementation Measures in the 2014
Housing Element.

" Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Interior and Exterior Noise
For new residential development located along streets with noise levels above 75 dBA. Lan, as shown in
Figure V.G-3 of the 2009 Housing Element, the Planning Department shall require the following:

1. The Planning Department shall require the preparation of an analysis that includes, at a
minimum, a site survey to identify potential noise-generating uses within two blocks of the
project site, and including at least one 24-hour noise measurement (with meximum noise level
readings taken at least every 15 minutes), prior to completion of the environmental review. The
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analysis shall deinonstrate with reasonable certainty that Title 24 standards, where applicable,
cant be met, and that there are no particular circumstances about the proposed project site that

. appear to warrant heightened concern about noise Ievels in the vicinity. Should such concerns be
present, the Department may require the conpletiont of a detailed noise assessment by person(s)
qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering priot to the first pr oject approval action, in
order to demonstrate that acceptable interior noise levels consistent with those in the Title 24
standards can be attained; and .

2 To minimize effects ont development in noisy areas, for new residential uses, the Plarming
Department shall, fhrough its building permit review process, in conjunction with noise analysis
required above, require that open space requited under the Planning Code for such uses be
protected, to the madumum feasible extent, from existing atbient noise levels that could prove
annoying or disruptive to users of the apen space, Implementation of this measure could involve,
among other things, site design that tises the building itself to shield on-site open space from the
greatest noise sonrces, construction of noise barriers between nolse sources and operi space, and
appropriate use of both comunen and private open space in mult-family dwellings, and
implementation would also be undertakent consistent with other principles of nrban design.

CONCLUSION , .
I'do hereby certify that the above determination has been made y‘( sant to State and Local requirements.

DATE CJpicnny 72, 2015

for John Rahaim, Director of Plarming
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APPENDIX — Updated and Deleted 2014 Housing Element lmpiementation Programs
'(Compared to 2009 Housing Element)

TABLE A-1

Updated 2009 Housing Flement Implementation Programs to

Continue in the 2014 Housmg Element

Implementatmn Program 15 Planmng
continues to consult .San Francisco
Department of Public Health (SFDPH) on
the Sustainable Communities Index for
large planning processes that indlude larges
changes in infrastructure. Recent examples

include the Western SoMa Community Plan

and Health Services Master Plan.

This would confinue an existing and ongoing consultation
process between Planning Department and SFDPH that is
administrative in nature and would not be expected to
result in physical changes on the environment.

Implementation Program 321 Mayor's
Office of Housing (MOH) shall continue to
implement the Small Site Acquisition and
Rehabilitation  Program -which formally
launched in July 2014 using inclusionary in-
lieu fees and other public funds, to enable
non-profits to acquire existing rental
properties under 25 units for long-term
affordability. The City will
additional funding sources o expand the
Aprogram to scale, as well as other methods
of support, such as ‘low-interest rate
financing and in-kind technical assistance
for small site acquisiion and property
management.

explore | .

This would continue an exdsting and ongoing program .
lead by MOH that is administrative in nature and would
not be expected to result in physical changes on the
environment.

Implementation Program .33: MOH shalil
continue funding the acquisiion and
rehabilitation of landmark and historic
buildings for use as affordable housing,.

This would continue an existing and ongoing program
lead by MOH with support by OCH that is administrative
in nature (with a focus on funding) and would not be
expected to result in physical changes on the environment,

Implementation Program 36: Planning
should study the relationship between unit
sizes and household size and types,
induding evaluation of units built as a
result unit mix requirements in recently
adopted comumunity plans. This study
should also evaluate older housing stock.
Outcomes shall inform future policies and
regulations related to minimum unit and

“This would continue an existing implementation program,

which is administrative in nature and would not be
expected to result in physical changes on the environment.
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bedroom sizes for both affordable housing
and market-rate housing to accommodate
larger households and/or families in San
Francisco.

Implementation Program 39: Plarming has
developed a legislative ordinance that will
enable persons with disabilities who require

reasonable accommodation as exceptions to,

the City’s Plarming Code to bypass the
currently required variance process, and to
access a streamlined procedure permitting
special structures or appurtenances such as
access ramps of lifts and other non-physical
accommodations and will be implemented
in Winter of 2015.

This ordinance was héard at the Planning Commission in
November 2014 and is awaiting adoption by the Board of
Supervisors. This ordinance was a subject of a separate
environmental review process (Planning Department Case -
No. 2014.0156F). The finalized CEQA exemption for this
legislation, documents why there is no potential for a
significant impact on the environment.

Implementation Program 40: Planning will
amend the San Francisco Planning Code to
identify © the  appropriate  districts,
development standards, and managemeit
| practices for as of right emergency shelters,
per Government code section 65583(a),
‘which requires the City to identify at least
one zoning district where emergency
shelters are ‘allowed as of right. Emergency

-shelters will only be subject to the same |

development and management standards
that apply to other wuses within the
identified zone. The City will amend and
aim to locate zoning for by-right shelters
to mneighborhood amenities
support services, which are generally found
in the City's " Commercial (C) and
Neighborhood Commerdal (NC) districts,
and which, per Appendix D-3, indude a
significant amount of housing opportunity
sites.

close

and |

This Planning Code revision has been completed. The
project was determined to be “not a project” for the
purposes of CEQA. Hence, it was determined to not result
in physical changes on the environment.

JImplementation Program 42: MOH shall
encourage economic integration by locating
new affordable and assisted housing
opportunities outside concentrated low-
income areas wherever possible, and by
encouraging mixed-income development
such as for-profit/non-profit partnerships.
MOH shall regularly provide maps and

This is part of the MOH Annual Report that is presented
to Planning Commission on an annual basis (under
existing conditions) and would not be expected to result in
physical changes on the environment.

statistics t6 the Planning Commission on the
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distribution of projects. This information
shall be included in the anrmal Housing
Inventory.

Implementation Program 43: Plarming and
MOH shall continue to implement and
update the Citywide Inclusionary Housing

Program, which promotes the inclusion of

permanently affordable umits in housing
developments of 10 or more units. The City
shall evaluate fthe effectiveness of this

program including: on-site, off-site, in-lieu"

fees, and land dedication optiéns, and
develop modifications to enhance the
delivery of affordable housing units and
mixed-income  development in San
Frandsco mneighborhoods through this

program.

This would continue an existing and ongoing program
that is administrative in nature and would not be expected
fo result in physical changes on the environment.

Implementation Program 45: The Mayor's

Office on Housing shall work with San
Francisco Housing Authority (SFHA),
Human Services Agency (HSA), DPH, and
honproﬁt and private housing providers to
"develop a website providing information on
affordable housing opportunities withint the
City, including BMRs, providing specific
information about the availability of units
and related registration processes, and
applications. :

The website discussed -in this Implementation Program
has been completed (ttp://sf-
moh.org/index.aspx?page=130) and would not be
expected to result in physical changes on the environment

Implementation Program 49: The City
should continue to evaluate the
effectiveness of existing programs to
discourage displacement and to provide
evicted tenants with suffident relocation
accommodations.  Relocation  services
including counseling, locating replacement
housing, and moving expenses should be
provided to match the needs of displaced
‘tenants. The City and the Board of
Supervisors should continue to pursue
necessary legislative modifications at local
and State levels to minimize the adverse
effects of evictions on tenants.

This would continue an existing and ongoing evaluation
of the effectiveness of existing programs related to
discouraging displacement and provisions -of relocation
accommodations. This program is administrative in nature
and would not be expected to result in physical changes
on the environment,

Implementation  Program 54  The
Department of Public Health, the Human

This would continue an existing and ongoing program
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Services Agency; the Mayor's Office of
Community Development; the Department
on the Status of Women; the Department of
Children, Youth and .Their Families; the
Mayor's Office of Housing continue to
implement the 10 year plan to end the
“Continuum  of Care Five-Year Strategic
Plan of Sari Frandsco.” The City has also
created a new Mayoral office, the Housing,
Opportunity, Partnerships and Engagement
(HOPE), which find ways to improve
outcomes for individuals in all forms of city
sponsored housing, incuding shelters,
SLlpEpOIﬁVE, public and affordable housing,.

to result in physical changes on the environment.

Implementaﬁonl Program 55: The San
Francisco Local Homeless Coordinating
Board (LHCB) will continue to work with
the Mayor’s Office of Housing, the Human
Service Agency and the Department of
Public Health to maintain and expand
‘housing solutions to homelessness by
focusing on new housing, and coordinated
assessment to place the longest ‘term
homeless people in service enriched
housing. The “10 Year Plan to End Chronic
Homelessness” opened 3,000 new units.

This would continue an existing and ongoing program
lead by LHCB that is administrative in nature and would
not be expected to result in physical changes on the
environment.

Implementation Program 58: The Planning

Department will ensure that transitional

and supportive housing is a residential use
through code and/or policy changes.

This Planning Code revision has been completed and this
‘implementation measure would not be expected to result
in physical changes on the environment.

Implementation Program 60: The Office of
Community Investment and Infrastructure
(“OClI”), as the successor to the San

Francisco Redevelopment Agency, will
coniribute to the development of
permanently  affordable  housing by

fulfilling its enforceable obligations which
require OCII to fund and otherwise facilitate
the' construction of thousands of affordable
housing umits. OCO will maximize its
coniribution by continuing to leverage tax
increment funding with outside funding
sources wherever possible to ensure timely
delivery of affordable umits pursuant to

This implementation measure continues an exisﬁxig
requirernent for OCI to fund and otherwise facilitate the
construction of thousands of affordable housing units and
would not be expected to result in physical changes on the
environment.
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those enforceable obligations.

Implementatiori Program 62: MOH, .and
SFHA. will continue efforts to provide
finandial support to nonprofit and other
developers of affordable housing, through
CDBG and other funding sources.

This would continue an existing and ongoing effort lead
by MOH and SFHA that is administrative in nature
(related to funding) and would not be expected. o result in
physical changes on the environment, ’

Implementation Program 63 The City’s
housing agencies shall keep apprised of
federal and state affordable housing funds
and other grant opportunities to fund
affordable housing for the City of San
Francisco, and shall work with federal
Representatives to keep the abreast of the

specifics of the housing crsis in San |

Francisco. MOH, MOCD and othei agencies
shall continue to use such funds for
affordable housing.

This .would continue an existing coordination effort
between the City’s housing agencies to share information
and stay updated on affordable housing funding and
grant opportunities. It is administrative in nature and
would not be expected to result in physical changes on the
environment. :

Implementation Program 70: The City shall
continue to implement the Housing Trust
Fund. The San Francisco Housing Trust
Fund was a balletinitiative measure that
was passed in November of 2012. The
Housing Trust Fund begins in year one with
a general fund revenue transfer of $20
million and increases to $50 million over
time. The Housing Trust Fund will capture
revenue from former Redevelopment
Agency Tax Increment funds (ari example of

'| what is being referred to as “boomerang” {:

funds in post-redevelopment California), a

small portion of the Hotel Tax which has |

been appropriated yearly for affordable
housing, plus an additional $13 million in
new General Fund revenue from an increase
in business lcense fees. The consensus
business tax reform measure, Proposition E,
which also passed on the November ballot,
will generate $28.5 million in the first year—
$13 million of which will go to fund
affordable and workforce housing. It is
estimated that $1.5 billion will be nvested
in affordable housing. In addition to the
Housing Trust fund, City Agencies and
other institutions will continue to work on
additional funding sources for affordable

This would continue an existing and ongoing coordination
of OEWD with other agencies and organization regarding
the San Francisco Housing Trust Fund. This program is |
administrative and would not be expected to result in
physical changes on the environment. ’
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housing in accordance with the Proposition
K Affordable Housing Goals ballot-initiative
measure, :

Implementation Program 76: MO and

MOCD shall continue monitoring of all “at
risk” or potentially at risk subsidized
affordable housing umits, to protect and
preserve federally subsidized housing.

This would continue an existing and ongoing program
lead by MOH and MOCD that is administrative in nature
and would not be expected to result in physical changes
on the environment.

Implementation Program 78: MOH shall
continue to lead a ditywide effort, in
partnership with SFHA and other City
agencies to pﬁoﬁﬁze and faclitate the
preservation and redevelopment of the
City’s distressed public housing according
to the recomumendations of the HOPE SF
task force.

This would continue an existing and ongoing program
lead by MOH and SFHA that is administrative in nafure
and would not be expected to result in physical changes
on the environment. :

Implementation Program 80: Planning shall
continue to implernent a Preliminary Project
Assessment phase to provide project
sponsors with early feedback on the
proposed project, identify issues that will
may overlap among the . varous
departments, and increase the speed at
which the project can move through all City
review and approval processes.

This would continue an existing and ongoing Plarming |
Department procedure whereby project sponsors receive
preliminary feedback from multiple Planning Department
divisions regarding their projects. It is administrative in
nature and would not be expected to result in physical

_changes on the envirormment.

Ymplementation Program 83: Planning shall
comtinue to implement tools and processes
that streamline CEQA compliance, thereby
reducing the time required for production
of environmental documents and CEQA
processes. In addition to contracting with
previously established pools of qualified
consultants to produce necessary technical
studies (e.g.,  transportation) and
environmental documents (e.g, EIRs),
Planning will continue to implement
streamlined processes where appropriate,
indluding but not limited to: Community

Plan Exemptions that tier from previously |

certified Community Plan EIR's; participate
in the preparation of Preliminary Project
Assessments that outline the anticipated
requirements for CEQA compliance,

This would continue an existing and ongoing Planning
Department procedures concerming streanﬂining CEQA
review. Procedures included in this implementation

program are administrative in nature and would not be |
expected to result in physical changes on the environment. |

indluding necessary technical studies; and
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implement recent and pending updates to

the CEQA Guidelines that provide
mechanisms  for  streamlining  the
environmental ~ assessment of  infill
development projects.

Implementation Program 89: Planning
Department staff shall continue to develop a
process for Neighborhood Design Guideline
review and approval including developing
next steps for public dissemination, -

This would continue an existing and ongoing Planning
Department procedure that is administrative in nature
and would not be expected to result in physical changes |
on the environment.

Implemenfation Program 91: The Planning
Department has a completed draft of the
Preservation FElement and the final
document “will undergo Environmental
Review in 2015.

This reflects the completion of an update to the
Preservation Element of the General Plan. As noted, the
Preservation Element will be subject to a separate
environmental review process. However, it is expected
that the overarching goals and objectives of "the
Preservation Element related to hotsing will be aligned
with those articulated in the 20314 Housing Element
concerning preservation issues since it is intended to
encourage and promote preservation and building
retention. Thus, it would not have a significant impact on
the environment.

Implementation Program 94: The Planning
Department's
shall  conmtinue to  manage  the
implementation of planned growth areas
after Plan adoption, including programming
impact fee revenues and coordinating with
other City agencies to ensure that needed
infrastructure improvements are built.

“Implementation Group™’

This would contintie an existing and ongoing Planning.
Department procedure that is administrative in nature |
and would not be expected to result in phys1ca1 changes
on the environment.

Implementation Program 95: The Planning
Department continues to update CEQA
review procedures to account for trips
generated, including all "“modes, and

corresponding transit and infrastructure
| demands, with the Goal of replacing LOS
with a new metric measuring the total
number of new automobile trips generated,
The Planning department is currently
refining the metrc to be consistent with
State Guidelines. -

This implementation measure is part of state-mandated
efforts and is not associated with the 2014 Housing
Element.

Implementation Program 96: Planning

Maintaining and updating the City’s General Plan is one
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should maintain and update as necessary
other elements of the City’s General Plan.

of the Planning Department’s preeminent responsibilifies
and would continue an existing and ongoing process. Any
updates to the General Plan elements woould be subject to
a separate environmental review process.

Implementation Program 97: Planming and
the SFMTA continue to coordinate housing
development with implementation and the
Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP). The TEP
adjusts transit routes to increase service,
improve reliability, and reduce travel delay
to better meet current and project travel
patterns throughout the City.

This would continue an existing and ongoing coordination |,
effort between the Planning Department and MTA

intended to improve transit services. TEP is subject to a
separate environmental review process (discussed on
Plarming  Department's  website:  hitp//www.sf-
planning org/index.aspx?page=2970).

| Implementation Program 102: Plan' Bay.
Area, the nine-county Bay Area’s long-range
integrated transportation and land-use
housing strategy through 2040, was jointly
approved by ABAG and MTC on July 18th,
2013. The Planning Deépariment will
continue to coordinate with regional entities

' for implementation of the Plan.

| This_strategy was completed and approved and is not |.

expected to result in physical changes on the environment.

Implementation Program 103: The San
Frandsco County Transportation Authority
(SFCTA) was supportive of MAP-21 the
latest Federal Transportation
Reauthorization Act and continues to play
an active role in federal transportation
dollars - that support transit-oriented
development. In March of 2014 the SECTA
lead staff as well as SFCTA commissioners
traveled to DC to speak to federal
transportation officials about Bay Area
transportation  priorities. 'SFCTA ' will
continue to advocate at the federal level for
transit-oriented development. :

This implementation program formalizes the SFCTA’s
advocacy at the federal level for transjt-oriented
development. It is consistent with objectives and policies
included in-the 2009 Housing Elemerit that were studied
in the FEIR and as well as objectives and policies included
in the 2014 Housing Element. This implementation
program, however, is administrative in nature and is not
expected to result in physical changes on the environment.
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Element Implementation Programs

TABLE A-2

Deléeted 2009 Housin
e t

. Deleted 2009
i+ . - Impleiné

1 Pt

T T

tioy

Implementation Program 36: Mayor and
the Board of Supervisors shall continue
efforts to meet the goal of the Next
Generation SF agenda, including planning
for andfor acquiring sites for 3,000 family
units by 2011. Units will be completed based
on funding availability :

In the past several years, San Francisco has done a |
significant amount of work around identifying funds for
affordable housing and developing a strategy for
expenditures. This implementation program refers'to a
prior planning process that is now superseded by work as
part of the Housing Trust Fund, the Mayor's Working
Group and other MOHCD work. The deletion of this
implemeniation measure is mot expected to result in
physical changes on the environment.

Implementation Program 61: Under the
oversight of the 'C_apital Plarming
Committee, the City shall formalize an
interagency grahi committee tasked with
creating a coordinated grant strategy for
pursuing stimulus funds for housing and
supporting infrastructure.

Since the 2009 Housing Element, the City has become
more strategic in prioritizing infrastructure for the variotis
competitive funding sources. However this coordination
did not result in a formal inter-agency committee, This
implementation program is no longer relevant to ongoing
work around interagency coordination for infrasiructure
funding. The deletion of this implementation measure is
not expected to result in physical changes on the
environment,
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SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTM ENT

Case number: 2014.1327M ' - - Draft 2014 Housing Element, Errata
Hearing: February 5, 2015 :

Draft 2014 HOUSING ELEMENT - ERRATA INSERT
Corrections to Draft 2, January 2015, circulated in Initiation Case Packet

Additions are shown in ilnderlined text.
Deletions are shown in Sirike through-text
Preface (page A.41)

San Francisco’s share of the regional housing need for 20145 through 2022 has been pegged at
31,393 28,870 new umits, Wlth almost 60% to be affordable.

Partl, Section IIL, Sub-Section‘ A. Regional Housing N eed Assessment (page A.41)
A total of about 37333 16,333 units or 61% 57% of the REINA target must be affordable to
households making 120% of the area median income (AMI) or less.

Policy 2.6, Part II, page ii.

Piseourage-eonversion-of Ensure that housing supply is not converted to de facto commercial
use through short-term rentals.

Added Implementation Measure 4 (Part I. page C.2.)

4, MOH shall continue to actively pursue surplus or underused publicly-owned land for
housing potential, working with agencies not subject to the Surplus Property Ordinance such as
the SFPUC, SFUSD and MTA to identify site opportunities early and quickly. City agencies - '
shall continue to survey their properties for affordable housing opportunities or joint use
potential, and OEWD and MOH will establish a Public Sites Program that will assist in
1dentipgg p_portumgl sites and priorities for affordable housmg development

Implementahon Measure # 19 (Part I page C.6.)

The City should develop an effective enforcement program for short texrm rentals. The
enforcement program should serve the existing law’s goal in pro’fechng the housing supply
from conversion to commercial hotels. The Planning Department should conduct a study on the
impact of short term rentals on the broader housing supply in the city, focusing especially on
neighborhoods with greater levels of short term rentals. Based on this study and evaluation of-
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~ SAN FRANCISCO |
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Case number: 2014.1327M ' . " Draft 2014 Housing Element, Errata
Hearing: February 5, 2015

!

the enforcement program, the City shall revisit frhe law as understanding of these impacts
expand. ’

Updated Implementation Measure # 95 (Part L page C.28.)

95. The Planning Department continues to update CEQA review procedures to account for trips
generated, including all modes, and corresponding transit and infrastructare demands, with the
Goal of replacing T.OS with a new metric measuring the total number of new automobile trips
generated. The Planning department is mneﬁﬂy refining the metric which-usespersen-teips
and-vehicle milestraveled to be consistent with State Gujdelines. ’

Acknowledgement (Part I1. page 46.) -
- Mayor’s Office on Disability

Updated Website: hitp://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3899
All parts to reflect the above-mentioned ’
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- SAN FRANGISCO |
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Case nitmber: 2014,1327M ) Draft 2014 Housing Element, Errata2
Hearing: February 5, 2015 '

Draft 2014 HOUSING ELEMENT - ERRATA INSERT 2

Cozrrections to Draft 2, January 2015, circulated in Initiation Case Packet based on Council of
Community Housing Organizations

Additions are shown in underlined text.

Peletions are shown in Strile-throughtext:

Table A-4 Surplus Prcmerhes Transferred to MOH (Part 1 p. A.9)
[ 150 Otis
155 & 165 Grove
201 Broadway
301 Wilde
341 Corbett
395 Tustin
949 Vermont
Junipero Serra @ Shields

Lawton & 20th Avenue
San Jose @ Cuvier
San Jose @ Milton

Alemany & Ocean
195 Portola

Also, related:

Table A-4-on page A.11 should read: Table A-5 -

Table A-5 on page A.17 should read: Table A-6

Table A-6 on page A.18 should read: Table A-7

Table A-Z on page A.18 should read: Table A-8

Text on page A.18 says “Table-A-5y"-and should read: (Table A-8)
Text on page A.22 says “Fable A-1” and should read: Table A-9

- Table A7 on page A.32 should read: Table A-9 '
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.SAN FRANCISCO
- PLANNING DEPARTM ENT

Case number: 2014,1327M ) Draft 2014 Housing Element, Errata?
Hearing: February 5, 2015

Implementation Measure £ 1 (Part 1, p. C1)

" Planning staff shall confinue to provide data to the Planning Commission through the Quarterly
Residential Pipeline Dashboard on the expected unit type and income level of any proposed
projects or area plans under review, and the cumulative ratio of affordable and inclusionary
housing to market rate housing, including how such units would address the City’s fair share of
the Regional Housing Needs. The Department will work to includé information about new jobs
created in the city by wage. The Department will also add-atinl$e summarize available sales -
price data for new housing the Office-of the-Assessex’s-data-to as part of the Quarterly -
Residential Pipeline Dashboard to help the Planning Cominission, planning staff and the public
understand real-tize trends in housing prices of new construction. ’

Added strategy for further review under Objective 3: Protect the Affordability of the existing
Housing Stock, especially rental units (Part I, p.C10) ,
e MOHCD and Planning will research policy and funding strategies, such as a first right
. 'of refusal policy, that will help tenants buy their rent-controlled buildings from private
landlords and convert them into limited- and zero-equity housing cooperatives. .

Implementation Measure # 38b. (Part 1, p-C11) :
Planning will develop a dens1ty bonus program with the goal of increasing the production of
affordable housing. The program will be structured to incentivize market rate projects to
provide significantly greater levels of deed-restricted affordable housing than required by the
existing City Programs. '

Implementation Measure #43 (Part 1, p.C12)
Planning and MOH shall continue to implement and update the Citywide Inclusionary
Housing Program, which promotes the inclusion of permanently affordable units in housiﬁg

" developments of 10 or more units. The City shall evaluate the effectiveness of this program
including;: on-site, off-site, in-lieu fees, and Jand dedication o'pﬁohs, and develop modifications
to maximize enhanee the delivery of affordable housing units and mixed-income development
in San Francisco neighborhoods through this program.
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" SAN FRANCISCO |
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Case number: 2014.1327M Draft 2014 Housiﬁg Element, Exrata2
Hearing: February 5, 2015 :

Implementation measure #66 (Part 1, p.C19)

MOH shall continue to administer first time home buyer programs for a variety of housing
types. '

Implementation Measure #68 (Parti p-C20)
The City shall pursue federal and state opportumtles to increase programs for a variety of

affordable homeownership opportunities ineluding Hmited equity-homeownership;
: i oAty d ; A istance Programs specific to the recent

foreclosure trends should be pursued as appropnate Upon implementation, all programs have
a significant prepurchase counseling program, and that consumers are supported by a post-
purchase services network to assure access to information and services to prevent foreclosure. .

Implementation Measure #70 (Part 1, p.C21)

The City shall continue to implement the Housing Trust Fund. The San Francisco Housing
Trust Fund was a ballet-initiative measure thdt was passed in November of 2012. The Housing
Trust Fund begins in year one with a general fund revenue transfer of $20 million and increases
to $50 million over time. The Housing Trust Fund will capture revenue from former
Redevelopment Agency Tax Increment funds (an example of what is being referred to as
“boomerang” funds in post-redevelopment California), a small portion of the Hotel Tax which
has been appropriated yearly for affordable housing, plus an additional $13 million in new
General Fund revenue from an increase in business license fees. The consensus business tax
reform measure, Proposition E, which also passed on the November ballot, will generate $28.5
million in the first year-$13 million of which will go to fund affordable and workforce housing.
It is estimated that $1.5 billion will be invested in affordable housing: In addition to the Housing
Trust fund, City Agencies and other institutions will continue to work on additional funding
sources for affordable housing in accordance with the Proposition K Affordable Housing Goals
ballot-initiative measure passed in November of 2014.

Upon implementation or passage of policies, legislation, executive orders, rules, regulations,

and procedures impacting the creation, preservation, improvement, or removal of residential
housing, the Mayor, the Board of Supervisors and all other elected officials, and all City
Agencies shall implement such policies, legislation, executive orders, rules, regulations, and

procedures in such a manner as to further or maintain Proposition K Affordable Housing Goals.

Impleméntation Measure #86 (Part1, p.C26)
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SAN FRANCISCO |
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Case number: 2014.1327M ' ~ Draft 2014 Housing Element, Errata?
» Hearing: February 5, 2015 A '

Planning staff shall continue to work with the design community to provide informational
sessions at the Planning Commission, Department of Building Inspection Commission and in .
public forums to educate decision makers and citizens about architectural des1gn, including co-
housing, shared housing and group housing.

Implementahon Measure #97 (Part 1, p. C28)

Planning and the SFMT continue to coordinate housing development with implementation and
the Transit Effectiveness Pr0]ect (TEP). The TEP adjust transit routes to increase service,
improve reliability, and reduce fravel delay to better meet current and project travel patterns’

throughout the City. The Department in coordination with the SFMTA should provide annual
updates on the TEP.

Policy 4.4 Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasizing
permanently affordable rental units wherever possible. (PartII, p.19)
In recent years the production of new major hiousing projects has yielded primiarily rental
e&mer‘ship units. Mereover4Fhis trend may shift with market conditions. as low Low vacancy
rates and hlgh rents indicate a strong demand for rental housng—aﬂd—a&leﬂéiﬁg—pﬁehe%s&uﬁ
=% -- 2 ents): The City should make a concerted |
effort to do what is within its comxol to encourage the continued development of rental housing
throughout the city, including market-rate rentals that can address moderate and middle
income needs. A

The following Correction is made on page 36 of the 2014 Housing Element Addendum
Library Facilities. The FEIR determined that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant
impact with respect to the need.for new or altered library facilities. s policies could promote changes in
density or the introduction of residential uses in previously industrial or commercial areas, which could
result in a need for increased library service. However, as reported in the FEIR, the San Francisco- Public
‘Library system does not anticipate these facilities reaching capacity, though expanded demand could
necessitate extended public service hours for branch libraries. The 2009 Housing Element contains a
policy that could reduce such effects by conSIdermg the prox1m‘ty of neighborhood seNlces including
libraries, when developlng housmg A Ren

ﬂaemﬂgaheﬁ—aﬁédevelepeeﬁees—#rere#efe—ﬁhe FEIR concluded that 2009 Housmg Element would

have a Iess—than-SIgmﬂcant impact with respect fo the need for new or altered fibrary facilities.
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Preface

The Housing Element is a major part of San Francisco’s General Plan that seeks to ensure adequate hotsing for
current and future San Franciscans, Housing element law requires local governments plan for their existing
and projected housing need, by providing oPporumifies for housing development, tather than constraining
opportunities. The State allocates the region's share of the statewide housing need to regional agencies; in the
San Francisco Bay Arca, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) provides this allocation, based on
the region’s forecast for population, households, and employment. San Brancisco’s share of the regional housing
need for 2015 through 2022 bas been pegged at 28,870 new units, with almost 60% to be affordable.

Since 2002, the regional population, houschold and job forecast has been “policy-based,” meaning that

it promotes policy objectives which increase housing development and alternative transportation modes,
specifically by increasing the proportion of growth near transit and in existing urban areas. Furthermore, with
the adoption of SB375 and its reqnirement that regional planning agencies create a plan to meet targets for
greenhouse gas emissions reduction tied to land use, the City can expect to see further development directed
towards existing urban areas like San Francisco to increase housing near jobs, reduce urban sprawl, and reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.

"This Housing Element details objectives and policies thar address this growing housing demand, focusing

on strategies that can be accomplished within the city’s limited land supply and that meet the housing goals
developed during the outreach for this document, which include 1) prioritizing permanently affordable
housing; 2) recognizing and preserving neighborhood character; 3) integrating housing, jobs, transportation
and infrastructure; and 4) continuing to be a regional model of sustainability.

"the Housing Element consists of two patts, Part1 cont;;ins ‘the background data and needs analysis, forming
the basis for policy formulation. Part II lists objectives and policies and describes the programs to be carried out
over the next five years to implement these objectives and policies.

L Part I describes and analyzes changes in San Francisco population, households, and housing stock
characteristics. It analyzes existing and projected housing needs resulting from job growth and population and
household projections. It identifies the needs of special user groups such as the homeless, physically disabled,
clderly, minorities, families with children, and artists, and specifies the housing affordability levels needed by
these households. Part I also contains an inventory of land suitable for residential development and examines
potential constraints to meeting the City’s housing needs. It notes that meeting the estimated housing need will
require a rate of housing production far greater than what has been achieved in previous years,

2. Part I contains a comprehensive set of housing objectives and policies that are the framework for
decision-making, priority setting and program implementation. It continues many existing City housing
policies that emphasize affordable housing production, permanent affordability, and the protection of the
existing housing stock. New policies strive to create a range of new housing to meet spatial needs of all of our
residents, particularly those who cannot afford market-rate housing; ensure development is appropriate to the
unique needs of individual neighborhood they are located within; use community planning processes to ensure
that the best qualities of neighborhoods are not only maintained, but strengthened; link new housing to public
infrastructure such as transit, open space and community facilities, and privately provided infrastencture such
as retail and neighbotbood services; and prioritize housing development that reduces the impacts of greenhouse
gas emissions. .
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These objectives and policies are followed by related Implementation Actions that will
implement the Housiﬁg Element including timelines, steps, projected outcomes and entities
responsible for each action. They are also followed by a series of Strategies For Further
Review, which require further examination and study prior to their implementation.
Implementation involves various City agencies, including the Planning Department,

the Mayor’s Office of Housing, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
(formerly known as the Redevelopment Agency), the Board of Supervisors and the Planning
Commission, the San Francisco Housing Anthority; the Department of Building Inspection,
the Department of Human Services, the Department of Public Health, the City Attorney’s
Office, the Rent Stabilization Board, and the Human Rights Commission; but it also
depends on the work of community housing organizations, non-profit and for-profit housing
developers, and the community organizations and citizens of San Francisco.

Consistency with San Francisco's General Plan

The San Prancisco Genetal Plan, including this Housing Element, is an integrated, intcrnaﬂ}.'
consistent and compatible statement of objectives and policies. The other elements of the
City’s General Plan, as well as the area plans which cover spedific geographic areas of the city,
are consistent with this Housing Element.

San Prancisco Charter Section 4,105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco
provides to the Planning Commission the opportunity to periodically recommend Planning
Code amendments to the Board of Supervisors. It states: “The General Plan shall consist of
goals, policies.and programs for the future physical development of the City and County
that take into consideration social, economic and environmental factors. In developing their
recommendations, the Commission shall consult with commissions and elected officials,
and shall hold public heatings as part of 2 comprehensive planning process. The Planning .
Department, in consultatjon with other departments and the City Administrator, shall
periodically prepare special area, neighborhood and other plans designed to carry our the
General Plan, and periodically prepare implementation programs and schedules which link
the General Plan to the allocation of local, state-and federal resoueces.”

This section requires.that proposed General Plan amendments are consistent across the
General Plan and the eight priority policies of the Planning Code Section 101.1. As such,
the San Franeisco General Plan is regularly updated to ensute consistency. Any amendment
to the General Plan, including adoption of this Housing Element, is accompanied by a
comprehensive review of the General Plan for consistency. Where necessary, Planning staff
will recommend conforming amendments to the General Plan, so that the General Plan is
aligned across its elements and area plans. '
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Section 101.1(b) of the San Francisco Planning Code provides the City's eight Priority
Policies, and designates these policies as the basis upon which inconsistencies in the General
Plan are resolved, should thcy occur. Two General Plan Priority Policies relate spcclﬁally to
housing, and are supported directly by this Housing Element. These ate:

* That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced (See Objectives
1-3, Objectives 7-9, and all related policies under those objectives).

* 'Thar existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order
to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods (See Objective 2,

Objective 11, and all related policies under those objectives).

"The other Priority Policies are supported by, and not impacted by, this Housing Element.
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| intkoduction:

| Data and Needs Analysis

San Francisco remains a highly desirable place ro live and
its housing market has a scemingly infinite demand. Hous-
ing costs i San Francisco, for both renters and owners, are
-second only to those of New York City. The continuing
high cost of housing in San Francisco amplifies the need
for providing affordable housing to all houschold income
levels, especially low and very low income levels. The provi-
sion of adequate affordable housing remains a sigpificant
challenge for San Francisco.

“This first part of the Housing Element contains a description
and analysis of San Prancisco’s population and employ-
ment trends; existing housing characteristics; overall hous-
ing need, including special needs groups; and capacity for
new housing based on land supply and site opportuniries
in compliance with Section 65583(a) of the state Hous-

ing Element law. Information is presented on trends since

1

the 2009 Housing Element was published and on expected
development for the next five to 10 years, at which time
the Housing Element will be updated again. An evaluation
of the 2009 Housing Element is included in this document
as an appendix. )

Primary data sources include the Census Bureau and
California State Department of Finance for existing condi-
tons, projections published by the Association of Bay Area '
Governments (ABAG), and independent analysis by the
Planning Department.* The data used are the most reliable
available for assessing existing conditions. These standard
sources provide a basis for consistent comparison with
older data and form the basis for the best possible forecasts.
The data provide a general picture of economic trends and
therefore do not necessarily reflect particular trends or
cycles in the housing market and the wider economy.

1 5an Frandsco relies on information provided by the A ion of Bay Ara G

{ABAG). ABAG projections arc the official projections of growth for the Bay Area and arc
used by numerous Jocal goveming agendies to dencify porental needs and problems, both
Jocally and regivnally, The Califonia State Housing and Community Develupment Depart-
ment also uses these figures for derenmining housing needs for the state. ABAG projects the
number of jobs for each county in the Bay Asea 20 to 25 years infis the furare, The assump-
tians thet ABAG used in Projecrinns 2013 are based on demographicand economic data, The
demopraphic assumptions ke into account ferdliyy, birehs, deaths, migration, houscheld
slzes, and Jabor force parddipation rates, E 1 ipelons Include exports, the rate of
GDP growdh, energy prices, productivity, and Interest rates,
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3opula’{iom,
—mployment and
ncome Trends

San Francisco continues to grow and has surpassed its population peak of the 1950s; by 2012, -
some 808,000 people called San Francisco home. A slightshift in the city’s racial composition
was noted in the U.S. Census Bureaw’s 2012 American Community Survey (ACS) estimate but
San Francisco continues to be a culturaily and racially diverse place. San Francisco houscholds
are generally better off and median incomes are rising; the 2012 ACS estimated San Francisco’s
median income at about $73,802. San Prancisco is also growing older. The median age of San
Francisco residents has been rising since 2000, especially as the baby boom generation ages,
In 2012, the estimated median age was 38.5 years. Families with children constitute a small
portion of San Francisco households, Under 12% of the city’s total population is 14 years old
and younges, giving San Francisco the distinction of having the fewest children per capita of
all major U.S. cities. '
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14

A. POPULATION AND DEMOGRAPHICS

1. Population Change

San Francisco has seen an increase in population and jobs in recent years. The 2010 Cen-
sus counted over 805,;35 San PFranciscans while the Association of Bay Area Governments

(ABAG) estimated some 568,720 jobs in the city.

The 2012 American Community Survey estimated San Francisco’s population to be about
807,755. ABAG projects continued population growth to 981,800 by 2030 or an overall .
increase of about 174,045 people who will need to be housed over the next 18 years (Table I-1
and Figure I-1). Houschold growth, an approximation of the demand for housing, indicates
a need for some 72,530 new units in the 18 years to 2030 just to accommodate projected

population and household growth (Table I-1).

SOURCES: Census Burcau, ABAG Projectiorts 2013

700

Total Population 776,733 805,285 800,400 | 981,800
Population Change 52,774 28,502 85,165 91,400
% Population Change 7.3% - 87% | 106% 10.3%
Househeld Population 756,976 | 780971 863,800 952500 | 1,051,100
% HH Population Change 8.2% 32% | 10.6% 10.3%. 10.4%
Households 329,700 345811 | 379,600 413370 | 447350
Households Change - 24,116 16,111 33,789 33,770 33,980
% Houssholds Change 7.9% 4.9% 9.8% 8.9% 8.2%
SOURCES: Census Burean, MG, Projections 2013
1,200,000
1,085,700
1,100,000 oo
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Tadle I-1

Population Trends and ABAG
Projsctions, San Francisco,
2000-2040

Figure I-1

Population Trends and ABAG
Projections, San Francisco,
18802040



: Table I-2
Population Trends and
Projections by Age Grougps,
San Francisco, 20002040
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2. Age

San Francisco’s population, in line with national trends, is getting older as,the baby boom
generation ages. San Francisco also has the distinction of having the fewest number of children
per capita of all major American cities. Table I-2 and Figure 1-2 show recent po pulation trends
and projections by age group, The median age for San Francisco was estimated to be 38.5 years
old in 2012, an increase from 37.6 in 2010, ABAG's Projeciions 2013 calculated the median
age to increase steadily, reaching 40.9 years in 2030.

In 2010, San Franciscans 14 years and younger constituted about only 11% of the city’s
population, slightly decreasing from 2000. The number of young San Franciscans, however, is
expected to increase by 56% to 140,600 in 2020 and make up 15.8% of the total population.
‘Their numbers will taper off the following decades and eventually return to a smaller propor-
tion of the population by 2040.

From 2000 to 2010, the 45-59 age group gtew approximately 15%, the highest growth rate
of any group in the population for that period. San Franciscans 45 years and older atc also
forecast to increase, making up 22.8% of the population by 2020 and 18.1% by 2040. The
city’s older residents — those 60 years and older — will grow the most over the coming years,

- accounting for 33.2% of the total population by 2040.

AREGTOUD 000 010 020 30 040

. Oo14 | 94010 80964 | 140600 { 129400 | - 132,600
15t024 | 89,388 95,224 - 67,400 - 102700 | - . 103,300
251044 | | 914292 | 801,802 | 274000 | = 223900 | 282100
451059 142,744 . 163,515 203,400 249,500 196,800
60+ | 136369 | . 154,730 . 205000 |. 276300 | . 360,800
Total" | 776,733 | . .805,235 890,400 981,800 .| 1,085,700
Median Age 36.7- T  s02 409} 463

SQURCES: Ceasus Bureaw; ABAG, Projections 2013
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SOURCES: Census Burcau; ABAG, Profertions 2013

3. Ethnic Composition

- 60 and over
I 45050
T 25t03s
B 5w
EF oou

San Francisco’s population is ethnically diverse (Table 1-3 and Figure I-3) despite a slight
shift since the 2010 Census. Since 2010, the percentage of San Franciscans claiming white
racial affiliation increased, totaling neatly 51% of the city’s population according to the 2012
American Community Survey (ACS). San Francisco’s African-American population continues
to dedline, dropping from 6.1% in 2010 to 6% in 2012, San Franciscans of Chinese origin
declined from 21.4% of the total population in 2010 to 21.2% by 2012. The proportion of
San Franciscans identifying with Hispanic'origins (of any race) has increased from 14.1% in
2010 to 15.1% in 2012. Houschold size and household incomes by ethnicity point to varied
housing needs and abilities to pay for housing and will be discussed in Jater sections of this

report.

RacE 41l HHE 1D )
White | - 53.6% 49.7% . 48.5% 50.7%
Black 10.9% 7.8% 6.1% 6.0%
American Indian 0.5% 0.4% | 05% 0.5%
Japanese 16% 1.5% 1.3% 14%
Chinese 18.1% 19.6% 21.4% 21.2%
Filipino | 5.7% . 5.2% 4.5% 4.6%
Other Non-White 8.7% -16.8% 17.8% 15.7%
TOTAL | 100.0% 100.0% 100,0% 100.0%
HispanicOrigin | . 183% 14.1% 14.1% 16.1%

SOURCE: Census Burcau
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Table I3
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Ethnicity, San Francisco,
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Figure I3 A
Ethnic Compaosition,
San Francisco, 2012

Filipino
45%

Japeniese  Amerlcan fndian
0,

14% 05%

SOURCE; Census Burcan

As in most urban centers, there are concentrations of major ethnic groups in San Francisco
neighborhoods. Many Latino houscholds live in the Mission District, extending along Mission *
Street south to the Daly City border. A distinct Filipino community follows a similar resi-
dential pattern, with additional concentrations in the Excelsior area and, to 2 smaller degree,.
South of Market. Concentrations of several East Asian populations reside in the Richmond
and Sunset Districts, in addition to a traditional presence in Chinatown. Residential concen-
trations of African Amerjcans occur in the Western Addition, South Bayshore, and Ingleside
Districts, Southeast Asian communities have a strong presence in the Tenderloin District north
of Market Strect and in neighborhoods throughout the Bayview and Visitacion Valley ateas.

4. Household. Characteristics

According to the 2010 Census, the number of San Francisco households grew from 329,700
in 2000 to 345,811, an increase of over 16,111 new houscholds or about 5% growth (Table
1-4). ABAG’s Projections 2013 estimates that the number of total households will continue to
increase, growing to 379,600 by 2020 and to 413,370 by 2040 ‘or an annual average of about
1,700 new San Francisco households over 20 years.

‘ Tuble I-4
Household Growth Trends
and Projections, Number of Households 829,700° | . 345,811
- San Francisco, 2000-2040 Gowth | 24116 | 1611 780 | sa770 33,980
Avefage Anfual Growth | 2,412 1611 | 831 EXus 3,398
" PecentChange |  7.9% |  A%% se% | eo% B.2%
_ Average Household Size 230 28| - ‘ze |- 280 235
Average Household Size (Bay Area) | =~ 2.69 2,69 2.69 2.71 2.75

SOURCES: Census Burtau; * ABAG, Profections 2013
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As shown in Table -4, the average household size in San Francisco has been relatively constant,
hovering at 2.3 persons and tending to be smaller than the Bay Area average. ABAG also proj-
ects that the number of persons per Bay Atea household will be increasing in the next 20 years.

San Francisco continues to have a comparatively small number of family houscholds and this
proportion is holding steady. According to the 2010 Census, family households comprised just
43.7% of all houscholds in San Francisco (Table I-5), compared to over 44% in 2000. This
decline does not necessarily indicate that families are leaving, as there were over 5,800 more
family households in 2010; rather it indicates that non-family households are increasing at a
much more rapid rate. The Census Bureau’s definition of a family household — counting only
those households with people related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption - also
obscures the actual diversity of San Francisco’s families and households. At the time of the
American Community Survey in 2012, the estimated proportion of Census-defined family
households in San Francisco remained steady about 45%. This is considerably less than the
percentage for the entire Bay Area, whete around 65% of all households are family households.
Average family households are also likely to be larger than non-family housebolds. The 2012
American Community Survey estimates these numbers to be'3.2 persons and 2.31 persons,

respectively,

All Households 329,700 345,811
Family Households | 146,186 151,029
As Percent of All Households | 44.0% 43.7%
Bay Area Family Households as Percentage of Alf -0, o
Households 64.7% 64.8%

SOURCES: Census Bureau; ABAG

In 2010, about 70% of all houscholds in the city were comprised of one or two people and
household sizes are expected to remain proportionally about the same as the previous decades
{Table I-6). The recent ACS estimate shows that the proportion of one- and two-person house-
holds has grown slightly. In 2012, they both increased by a little less than 1%, compared fo all
other household types that either increased insignificantly or decreased slightly. The expected
growth in households and the composition of these new households present specific housing
needs. ‘
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Table I-6
Changes in Household Size,
San Francisco, 20002610

1 123915 | - 41.4% 127,380 38.6% | 133,366 | 88.6% .
2 90,681 30.3% 101,781 30.9% 108,506 31.4%

3 36,554 12.2% 41,831 12,7% 4593 ] 13.3%

4 . 23321 78% | .28563 8.7% 30,760 8.9%

5 12,335 414% . 14,293 48% - | 12848 | 37%

6+ 12450 | Ad% | 16002 | 49% | 14,201 41%
TOTAL 208,956 | 100.0% 320,850 100.0% 345,811 }' 100.0% |

Average household size varies by ethnicity. Table I-7 below shows that households falling under
the “Other Race” and the “Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander” categories tend to be larger,
averaging 3.38 and 3.33 people per houschold, respectively. Hispanic or Latino households
ate similarly larger than the citywide average, with 2.94 people per houschold. There are, on
average, 2.75 people in an Asian household, while the Black household average size is generally
close to the citywide average. White households are smallest in size, averaging less than two
persons per household,

Table I-7
Housshold Size by Ethnicity,

San Francisco, 2010 White 195 199,332
o Black 205 91 21409

American Indian/Alaska Native T 242 e 1,469

: Asian 2,75 ’ 95378

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Istander | s . R

‘ ‘ Other Race 3,38 ' . 14930

Tw or More Réce R T R

Hispanic / Latino 2,94 o 38,332

All Households 2.26 . 345,811

SOURCE: Census Burcau.

Household size in San Francisco tends to reflect existing neighborhood housing stock (see
MapsI-1 and 1-2). Larger hotischolds of four or more persons are generally found in the south-
eastern neighborhoods of the Mission, Bayview; Visitacion Valley, and the Excelsior where
typical housing units have two ot more bedrooms. Somewhat smaller households however
are found in the western neighborboods. The central and northeastern portions of the city -
generally have the smallest houscholds—two or less than two persons—with the residential
population tapering off near the commercial and industrial ateas of the Financial District and
. South of Market.
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Median Room Count by Census Tract
San Francisco, 2008-2012
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B. EMPLOYMENT

1. Jobs

Employment growth in San Francisco and the region directly affects the demand for housing
as new jobs attract new residents, As shown in Table I-8, total employment in San Prancisco is
recovering from the economic crisis of the late 2000s. The crish of dot-com ventures and the
2008 great recession show a net job loss in the years between 2000 and 2010 of approximately
65,700 (sec Table I-8). ABAG forecasts a recovery in San Francisco, with employment steadily
increasing to 759,000 by 2040. During the 2020 to 2030 period, the ABAG model shows
36,440 new jobs (5.4% increase) in San Francisco; from 2030-2040, 51,830 additional jobs
- are projcétcd——a 7-3% gain.

Thable -8 .
San Francisce Employment Trends

634,430 } ,2 ' . 85% and Projeetions, 20002040
2010 568,720 (65,710) -10.4%
2020 * 671,230 102510 . . ©18.0%
| 2030* © 707870 36440 5.4%
2040 * 759,500 . 51,830 7.3%

SOURCES: Census Bureaw; * ABAG, Projections 2013

From 2020 through 2040, the entire nine-county Bay Area is expected to add almost 518,080
jobs. Of that total, about 88,270 will be created in San Francisco and the citys shate of regional
employment will remain at about 17% (Table I-9). Maintaining this job share ensures San
Francisco’s continuing tole as an employment hub, making full use of existing infrastructure.
Future targeted infrastructure enbancements to core job centers such as San Francisco will

support overall reduction in greenhouse gas emissions in the region.

Table L9 .
" San Francisco and Bay

0 . et by
2010 568,720 3,385,300 16.8%
2020 * 671,230 3,987,150 16.8%
2030 * 707,670 4,196,580 16.9%
2040 * 759,500 4,505,230 16.9%

SOURCE: ABAG, Prajections 2013
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Table I-10

Employment Trends and
Projections by Industry,
San Francisco, 2010-2040

'
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Job growth in the next 20 years is expected to be strongest in the “Professional and Manage-
rial Services” industry (53,830 new jobs), followed by the “Health and Educational Services”
category (23,800), and the “Arts, Recreation, and Other Services” segment (25,460) (see Table

I-10). In terms of percentage growth for the 2020-2040 period, “Hezlth and Educational -

Services” (25.7%) and “Professional and Managerial Services” (25%) industries legd the way.
Almost all sectors of the local economy will have experienced net employment gains between
the decennial censuses. Only the “Transportation and Utilities” (2,050 less jobs) sector will

- will seejob loss. By 2020, “Professional and Managerjal Services” will bave experenced the

largest gain - some 35,840 or 25% of this sector’s jobs. “Arts, Recreation, and Other Services”
employment will have gained some 18,270 jobs during that time—a gain of 19%.

" Agriculture & Natural Resources Ta0 0 a0 | 400 . 850 | i o) -16.7%
Construction 14,860 22080 | 23530 | - '25620° | - 10,760 72.4%
. Manufacturing & Wholesale, |~ 21,960 | = -23230 | . 20880 |.. 718210 | (2,750) A25%
_ Retall 44,970 49,030 | 49470 | - 60,700 5730 |1 127%

" Tranisportation & Utifities 12080 | - 9980 | 9680 9150 | - (2880) |  -23.9% ..
information 20,800 ' 26,520 . 27,020 " 28,060. - 7,260 | 349%
Financial & Leasing (FIRE). | . 54,660. 70310 | 71160° |~ 73590 18,930 34,6%
Prqfessiona]&Ma'nageﬁal Services - 129,800 165,640 183,630 ~ 207,060 77,260 659.5%
" Health & Educalicnal Services |~ 64,660 <] - 79,590 |* 88460 | - 100,020 35360 |  BAT% .
" " Ants, Recreation & Other Services. | 108390 [ 124,660 131,850 | 141,850 ‘85260 | '334%
S " Govemment. 98,170 99,800 .| 101,490 | - 104090 | .- 5920 . 6.0%
TOTAL | '56B720 | . 671,230 | 748,100 | 759,500 | 190,780 83.5%

SOURCE: ABAG, Profections 2013

2. Employed Residents and Commuters

‘The number of employed residents in San Francisco is project to increase (Table I-11) A total
of 480,800 employed residents is projected by 2015 and ABAG’s Projections 2013 also indicate
that this trend will continue over the 20 years with the addition of over 83,600 employed
residents between 2020 and 2040.
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2010 461,300 ’ 73,200 18.9%

2015 480,800 18,500 - 42%
2020 501,600 ° . 20800 - 4.3%
2025 516,600 35,200 7.7%
2030 © 541,400 " 27,200 . 55%
' 2035 564,000 62,400 12.4%
2040 585,200 21,200 3.8%

SOURCE: ABAG, Projections 2013

"The number of workers per household is also projected to increase between 2010 and 2015,
from 1.22 1o 1. 27 (Table I-12). This number is expected to temain fairly constant until 2040
when it will increasc to 1.28 workers per houschold. The Bay Area region will follow a similar

trend with a shghtly higher number of wotkers per household.

San Francisco' 1.27
BayAreaHegioq] 125 | 1830 | 18 | 184 | 1s2 | té | 1s

SOURCE; Planning Dep based on ABAG Projections 2013

As of 2010, commuters into San Francisco held 27.3% of the jobs in the city (Table I-13).
According to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Plan Bay Area, which includes
the region’s Sustainable Communities Strategy and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan, over half
of these workers commute into the city via the Bay Bridge corridor. By 2020, it is estimated
that commuters will take up 43% of jobs in San Francisco.

As a regional job center, San Francisco will continue to have a larger share of commuters than
other cities in the Bay Area. The regional transportation goal in the next ten years is to reduce
commuting with a smaller share of new jobs created in San Francisco being taken by non-San
Francisco residents. Table 1-13, however, is not a job forecast nor does it show distribution of
jobs throughout the area. Rather, it assumes that more of the future jobs in San Francisco are

expected to be taken bySan Francisco residents than has occurred in the past.

Commuters 162,455 {. 283622 | - 281,580 314,862
[ San Francisco Residents 433,674 378,678 ° 414,910 436968 |
TOTAL JOBS . 596,129 662,300 696,490 - 751,830
% of Commuters 27.3% . 42.8% 40.4% 41.9%
Increase | ." 8829 66,171, 34,190. 55,340
Changein Commuters | - -6202 | = 121,167 2,042 33,282
Percent Changzeg;?:rln?nﬁia?sf ' -713% B 183.1% .-6'9% 60.1%,

SOURCE: Mettopolisan T
(Note: Trwclslmulnnon tuuh: gcn:mt:d for the Plan Bay Area, SCS and Regionul Transporration Plan)
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. Table J-14

Househald and Famity
Income, San Francisco,
2000-2012

Table I-15

Household and Family
{ncome in Constant Dolfars,
San Francisco, 20002012
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C. INCOMES

1. Median Incomes

‘The 2010 Census noted San Francisco’s median household income at $71,304. ‘This tepresents
an increase of about 29% in the 10 years between Census counts (Table I-14). Table I-14 also
shows that median and mean family incomes tend to be,higher than that of non-family house-
holds. The 2012 American Community Survey (ACS) estimates the median honsehold income
at just under $73,802 or about 2 3.5% increase in the last twelve years. Table I-15, however,

shows these same incomes adjusted for infladon, where median household and median family -

household incomes have decreased slightly, and median non-family household incomes have
decreased by almost 29%.

" Medlan Household Income - $55,221 - §71,304 $73,802

Mean Household Income $102,267 " $107,520

. Median Family Household Income $63,545 $85778 | .. 488,565
Mean Famlly Household Income | -~ . =~ | $122087 |  $128,144
Mediar Non-Family Household Income $46,457 | $58139 | - $60,285
Mean Non-Family Household Income | - - S $83,647 $87,091
SOURCE: Census Burean

-~ $69,926 $71,304 $70,003

Median Household Income ) A ' ‘

Medjian Family Income S ] $80,467 $85,778 C$84414 . -

Median Non-Family Household income’ |* $68,828 . $58,139 . R

Per Capita Income T $45,229 $45,478 . $44898
SOURCE: Census Burean

Table 1-16 below shows household incomes by household type, tenure and ethnicity. In
addition to the difference between median family income and median non-family income,
disparities exist between home-owning housebolds and renters, and amongst ethnic groups.
"This array of income, as well as household type, affects housing demand and affordability.
For example, the median houschold income is not enough to afford the average 2012 rent
for a two-bedroom apartment at §$1,799 a month. And while the median family income is
somewhat higher than that of a non-family houschold, it is spread 2among more people in the

household and would have to pay for larger housing to accommodate the larger average family - -

household size. There is thus 2 need for larger units affordable to families and large households
in San Francisco and an ongoing nced for affordable housing for the population in general.
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Table I-16,
Househoid Income by
Household Type, Tenure and

HOUSEHOLD TYPE - . Ethnicity, San Francisco,
Family Household $85,778 120.3% ‘ 2010
Non-Family Household $58,139 81.5%.

TENURE = ' ' ‘

Owner Occupied Heuseholds Median income $106,870 149,9%
Renter Occupied Househoids Median income ) $53,716 ' 75.3% :

ETHNICITY o
White o $83,796 ’ 117.5%

African American h $30,840 "43.3%
American Indiar/Alaska Native $51,087 71.6%
Asian $60,648 - 85.1%
Native Hawaiien/Paclfic Islander . $57,560 80.7%
Other Race o $52,509 73.8%
Two or More Race - . $66,473 93.2%
"Hispanic or Latino " $55985 78.5%

* People whe identify themselves as Hispanic or Lutiya may also identify themselves as & particudar race..
SOURCE: Census Burean

2. Employed Residents, Household Workers and Income.

Generally; the overall number of employed persons in a city is probably not correlated with
income. Rather, income levels relate more directly to general economic ch;;:acteri§ﬁcs of an
area, flucruations in wages earned, inflation, and most directly; job mix. However, data suggest
that some famnily incomes may tise as a result of increased employment. It is reasonable to
expect that as employment increases, families would benefit from increased employment, thus
increasing family income. ‘This is evidenced in the higher median family income presented in
Table I-15 above. Between 2000 and 2010, the number of families with no workers increased
from 12.8% to 13.2% (Table I-17). Additionally, this table shows that the number of families
with two or more workers decreased by about 2%, implying that those families earned less.
However, one cannot be sure because, for instance, a family may have lost two jobs and re-

placed it with one higher-paying position.

Table I-17
Number of Workers in
Family, San Frantisco,

1 38,729 42,543 2000 and 2010
2+ 89,659 87,792
SOURCE: Census Burean
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3. Income Disparities

Income disparity is even more significant when houscholds median incomes

are compared by ethnicity. Table I-18 shows that across all types of house-

holds and per capita measures, white houscholds have significantly higher earn-

ings than other ethpiciies. Osnly White houscholds earn more than the 2010

Census citywide averages. African American households’ median income of $30,840 is 43%

of the city’s median income, while White households’ median income is $83,796 or 118% of

the city’s median income. “Two or More Race” houscholds have a median income that is 93%

of the city’s overall median income, followed by Asian and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

i households whose median incomes are about 85% and 81% of San Francisco’s median income
TableL18  respectively. Median income of Hispanic or Latino households was pegged at $55,985 or about

Incomes by Ethriclty  ~go4 o e citywide median.

and Household Type,
_ San Francisco, 2010

L © $83,796 - $113,462 $68,652 ) $60,269
African Amerlcan $30,840 © ga2408 | $03,793 - api 405,325

American Indlan / Alaska Native  g51,087 | . $59,350 | ©  $o6578. - 3.34 408,305
' Asian $60,648 " $70360 $42,012 - 344 .- $31,449 .

Naﬁve Hawaiian-/ Pacific Islander $57,560 ' A$55,069' ) $58.‘452‘ : - 437 . $20,031'
’ Other Race $52,599 $63750 | $41,084 387 | $23,554

Two or More Races - 966473 |- -¢82728 | $54202° . - 34| $29,056

Hispanic or Latino 455,985 $56,370 $40,457 36|  $oe042

. Citywide | $71,304, $85,778 ‘$sa,;1céé ' 3|, T $45,478

SOURCE: Census Burean

" As noted earlier, ethnic households tend to be larger than the city’s overall average household
size (Table I-7). Thus a look at. per capita income provides a starker reality of income disparity. .
The 2010 Census shows that per capita income of San Franciscan of Native Hawaiian or
Pacific Islander heritage is equivalent to only 44% of the city’s overall, but for White San
Franciscans, it is 133%. And while Asian households earn on average about 85% of the city's
median income, per capita income of San Franciscans of Asian decent is $31,449 or 69%.
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4. Employment Trends and Income

‘The housing needs of San Francisco are based on providing housing to support the city’s work-
force, which includes both San Francisco residents and commuters. While San Francisco serves

as a regional center for employment, a substantial portion of its workforce lives within the city

boundaries, San Francisco's share of the regional housing needs assessment reflect the con~
tinuing need to provide housing for its workforce. The average income for the San Francisco
workforce demonstrates the lack of housing affordable to many San Francisco workers, both

residents and commuters. Table I-19 below shows the average wage by sector and total jobs in
each sector. The office sector was by far the largest employer with 231,908 jobs. The retail and
industrial sectors had 106,305 and 75,637 jobs respectively. The culrural/institutional sector
also had a large number of jobs with 132,851 employees as of 2012. With an average rent of
$1,799 a month for a two-bedroom apartment in 2012, a household must have an annnal
income of at least $74,150 to afford such a unit.

TOTAL PRIVATE INDUSTRY : 483,876 491,107
Goods Producing . : $80,340 o 24140
Natural Resources and Mining - $66,404- 186
Construcion . e $79820 - 14,711
Manufacturing R $81,380 - 9,243
Seivice Producing . $84,084 466,967
Trade, Transportation and Utilities. o $60,476 65,656
Information D $123,968 1. 23,540
Financial Activities ' : $170,404 51,403
Professional and Business Seivices . $115284 139,244
Education and Health Services - $56,472 60,082
Leisure and Hospitality ’ $33,748 83,473
Other Senvices o | $20536 41,833
TOTAL GOVERNMENT $76,648 41,987 |

SOURCE: California Employment Development Division

Because each sector in Table I-19 contains a variety of occupations, it is useful to call out the
fastest growing categories of jobs in San Francisco, as shown in Table I-20. Of these, only
three job classifications — Lawyers, General and Operations Managers, and Computer Softwate
Engineers and Developers, Registered Nurses, Management and Market Research Analysts,
Marketing Specialistsm and Accountants and Auditors — have estimated annual wages around
or above the $74,150 required to afford asking rents of an average two-bedroom apartment in
San Francisco.

114

Table I-19

Average Annual Wage
and Employment by
Sector, San Francisco,
2012 i



DRAFT PROPOSED FOR ADOPTION HOUSING ELEMENT 2014

Waiters and Wailresses 14,840 1058 $22,006
Gashiers 13470 |- $1187 $24,690
Retajl Salespersons 13,120 - $11.58 . $24,086
. . i Personal Care Aldes 8,1 70 |- 1241 “$25,189
Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners’ 7,090 ) ! $12.64 $26,291
" Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food 6,860, 1. $1083 | . $02,526.
Courtter Attendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop 6,340 - $10.42 $21,674
Market Reseérch Ana‘ysté and Marke.ting ‘S;')eciallsts 1 6240 ot . $39.36 o $81,869
Software Developers, Applications 6,140 - $52.64 $100,491
Accountants and Auditors 8070 - | $37.67 . " $78,362
Registered Nurses 5,890 "$54.23 $112,798
Customer Senvice Representatives 5510 - $20.15.' $41,912
Office Clerks, General 5470 $1767 . | $36,754
Software Developers, Systems Sofware | 5180 |  $5628 | $117,082
General and Operations Managers 4,980 $65.00 1 $185,200
‘Food Preparation Workers 4950 | - - $10.64 - $22,131
Management Analysts 4410 | ¢a824 | $96,179
" Dishwashers 4390 . $10.44 $21,715
Flrst Line Superwsors of Office and Adrmnlsh'anve Support Workers '4‘ 370 - |- $30.01 . $62,421
o Cooks, Restaurant | = 4,280 7 - $18.67 | | $28,434
i e Laborers and Fre|ght Stock, and Material Movers, Hand Ca120 | $18.77 ) $28,642
: L Lawyers. | A080 " ¢7936° - | 4165060
Maids and Housekeepmg Cleaners 3,7‘}‘0 o $15.65 $32,652 ’
Exécutive Secretaries and Executive Admmlstratxve Assxstants 3,640 - $29.21 $60,757
First-Line Supervisars of Retail Sales Workers 3,600 " $20.08 $41,766

Table 120

- Job Glassificalions with Most
* Job Openings 2010-2020 and
Mean Hourly Wages, 2012

| * Assumes 40 huurwu;kwe:k. 52-week year,
SOURCE: California Emp} Devel D O I Statities Strvey

P P P ks

Much of the grow.rl‘l forecast to occur in the coming years will be in low- to medium-skilled
jobs such as waitpersons, retail salespersons, personal cate aids, janitors and cleaners, and food
preparation workers, with approximate annual pay scales raﬁging from $22,006 to $26,291
(Table 1-20). Some of this growth may be absorbed by San Francisco residents throngh the
First Source Hiring Program. However, this is a limited program since it only applies to city
contracts and commercial development that is over 25,006 square feet.!

1 S annswaFlntSoum:Hlﬂng Program (Chapxer 83 of the Administrative Code) was created to foster fonand L op-
Ities for qualified dividuals. Pasticipation in this program is required in City contracss: and Cliry pmp:ny cnteacts.
Between 2006 nnd 2011, the First Souree Hiring ngnm has employed at least 1,310 praple. These numbers represent mintmums, hecayse notsll hires

are yecorded,
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Housing
Characteristics

This section provides backgtound information on the physical and qualitative characteristics
of San Francisco’s housing stock. Totaling about 376,083 units by the end of 2013, the city’s
housing stock is roughly divided into low-, medinm-, and higher-density stractures. The city’s
housing stock is older than other West Coast cities, with almost 50% of the city’s housing
units constructed before World War IL San Prancisco’s housing tends to be smaller in size, with:
about 72% of all units containing two bedrooms or less. San Francisco, like most large cities,
isa city of renters who live in 62.5% of occupied housing units in the city.

About 3,520 new housing units were added to the city’s housing stock in the three years
following the 2010 Census; of these, 95% were in structures with ten or more units. Since
2010, almost 35% of all new housing was constructed in the largely industrial ateas of the
South of Matket planning district; an additional combined total of 11% were builr in the

residential-zoned Inner and Outer Sunset, the Richmond, and Central and South Central

planning districts.

Housing affordability continues to be a major concern as San Francisco has one of the least
affordable housing markets in the nation. In 2013, 36% of new housing built qualified as
affordable to households making 1209 or less of the area median income. Moreover, 93% of
those affordable units were rentals affordable to very low- and Jow-income households. The
housing market is heating up once more, and homeownership in San Francisco remains elusive
for most residents. Only 16% of all San Francisco households could afford the $855,500
median housing price. Average asking rents stood at $3,300 in 2013.
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A. EXISTING HOUSING STOCK

1. General Characteristics

Stricture Type and Tenuge: According to the 2010 Census, San Francisco’s over 372,560
housing units consisted of roughly equal proportions of low-density single family units, two
to nine unit medium density structures, and ten unit plus high-density buildings (Table I-21).
This has not changed dramatically in the last 12 years. San Prancisco is also city of renters: an
estimated 63% of all households rent according to the latest Armerican Commﬁnity Sutvey

estimates (2012). This latest Census survey, however, estimated that there has a a decrease in
the rate of homeownership, with 33% of all households owning their homes, down from 35%

12 years earlier. Table I-21 also shows that a vast majority of single-family units aré owner-  Zble 127
. o . Housing Gharacteristics,
occupied (72%). San Francisco,
2010 and 2012

TENURE STATUS , A
, o e50% | e81% | sson | ssow
. STRUCTURE TYPE : o
Single Family 3224% | 324% 32.7% 33.6% 1% | 141% | 71.6% 67.0%
2-4 Units ' 233% | 21.9% 234% | 217% | 267% .| 246% | 17.2% 16.8%
5-9 Units - 113% | 99% 113% | 100% | 169% 18.9% 2.8% 3.3%
10- 19 Unlts - 10.1% 10.2% 10.1% 102% .| -14.8% 14.7% 2.3% 2.4%
20+ Units 228% | 25.4% 22.3% 243%. | 81.2% 32.5% 5.9% 10.3%
Other ‘ 02% | 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1%
* TOTAL. - 100.0% | 100% | 100.0% . | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0%.
UNIT SizE e : , A ' . '
No Bedroom C180% | 138% | 17.7% 124% | 260% 18.8% 24% | 14%
1Bedroom’ - 280% | 274% | 280% ‘| 27A% | 869% | 87% | 11.3% 9.6%
2Bedrooms 208% | 80.9% | 297% 311% | ‘250% | 28.6% 38.5% 35.3%
3 Bedrooms 173% 1 191% 17.5% 19.7% 9.2% 10.8% 32.8% 34.8%
4-Bedroom 5.3% 6.6% - 5.3% 7.0% 20% | 30% 11.2% 13.8%
" 5ofmore Bedrooms | 1.7% . .| © 2.6% 1.8% 2.8% 07% | 15%. 38% | 49%
TOTAL _100.0% - | 100% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0%
AGE OF HOUSING BY YEARBULT . | T o
2010 or later - U om0 oa% | o1% | - 0.2%
20002009 R o] o ] osme | ] 7%
1980 - 1999 ' 9.0% 9.6% 8.9% 9.6% 8.5% 06% | 95% | o95%
1980-1979 - | 164% | 152% | -163% | 153% | 195% | 185% -| 104% 9.9%
1940- 1959 247% | 200% | 248% 205% | 237% 185%. | 269% 23.9%
1939 or earlier 49.9% . | 48.8% 50.0% 48.3% 48.3% 47.7%. 532% |- 494%
TOTAL - 1000% .| 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
SO[mCEécmBumu » A o o »
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Structure Size:/Bedroom Counts Dwelling units in San Francisco are generally small in size.

‘The 2010 Census showed that 72% of all units had two bedrooms or less. Only 9% of housing

units had four or more bedrooms. These units'were primarily in single-family homes and
two upit residential flats. Renters, who make up two-thirds of all households in the city, tend
to have smaller ynits. Almost of fifth (19%) of renting bouseholds live.in units without a
bedroom, compared to just 1.3% of home owning households.

Age of Housing Stocke Almost 50% of San Francisco’s housing stock was built prior to 1940,
New construction since 2010 accounts for just under 1% of the city’s total housing stock. Un-
like some jurisdictions where older housing stock is targetted for demolition or replacement,
most of San Francisco’s older housing stock is in sound condition. Indeed, the city’s iconic
Victorians are over 100 years old. (See page 58 for discussion on replacement of units.) Table
1-21 details other differences in housing characteristics by household tennre status.

Location and Structure Type: Table I-22 in the following page shows the distribution of the
city's housing inventory by planning district (see Map 1-3) and by structure sjze. The Nostheast
planning district has the most housing units, followed by the Downtown, Richmond, West-
ern Addition and South Central planning districts. The largely residential disteicts of Bernal
Heights, South Bayshore, the industry-strewn Bayview and the Inner Sunset account for the
fewest units. Single-family homes are concentrated in the residential-zoned districts of South
Central, Quter Sunset, Ingleside and Bernal Heights. The Downtown planning district has the
most high-density-structures, followed by South of Market, Northeast and Western Addition.
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Tuble 122
= Housing Steck by Planning
1 Richmond 11,386 15,562 5133 |- 5319 . |- 37,432 District and Structure Size,
Percent 30% 42% 4% | 14% 10.0% San Francisca, 2013
2 Marina 3,467 5,638 8,817 13,238 26,175
Percent : 13% 22% C15% 51% 7.0%
3 Northeast ' 2,081 7,643 8154 | 24619 | - 40561
Percent 5% 19% 15% C61% 10.8%
4 Downtown 547 728 495 28,146 30,077
Percent 2% . 2% 2% ' 94% 8.0%
5 Western Adcition 2,536. 6,074 4058 | 17075 | 29,743
Percent 9% . 20% | 14% 57% TLT.8%
6 Buena Vista 2,775 6,647 3,340 4,280 17,082
Percent 16% 39% 20% . 25% 4.5%
7 Central 10,226 8,638 ) 2.945_) 4,663 - 26,541
o Percent 39% | 3% | 1% 18% - 7.1%
8 Mission ' 5,208 7,057 | 3815 7,792 24,984
Percent 25% . 28% 15% 31% 6.6%
9 South of Market 2,382 2049 [ 1207 16,708 23,290 )
Percent 10% 13% 5% . T% 6.2%
10 South Bayshore 7,614 1,580 688 1,578 11,632
Percent 66% |. 4% | - 6% 14% 3.1%
11 Bernal Heights 5,829 ° 2,801 537 329 0,637
_Percent | 62% |- 29% | 6% 3% 2.6%
12 South Central 21,593 3,000 863 | 1407 26,875
Percent | 80% 11% 3% 5% 7.1%
13 Ingleside 16,505 1,557 606 5,006 24,508
Percent 67%. 6% 2% | 2% 6.5%
14 Inner Sunset 10,451 4,535 1,655 2,414 . 18,959
Percent 55% 24% . 8% 13% 5.0%
15 Outer Sunset < 19,317 4,737 1,385 937 26,410 .
Percent 73% C18% | - 5% 4% 7.0%
CITYWIDE TOTAL - 123,959 79,893 37,125 134,534 376,081
Percent @% | 2% 10%. " 85% 100%
. SOURCE: SF Phnning Deparoment
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Richmond g : - - Wesbm Al‘idfﬁb‘ )
37,432 ) - SV AR R 7
c-E cho L e Southof Market
. 23,200 -

Inmer Sunset
18,950

-+ South Bayshorel .
11,532

Housing Stock by Planning District
San Francisco, 2013

Key:
Ouler Sunset  Planning District
26,410 Total Units
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2. Changes to the Housing Stook, 2004-2013

Dcépite the economic downturn at the beginning of the new millennium, housing produc-
tion in San Francisco scemed unaffected. Accounting for new producﬁon, demolitions, and
alterations, the city has seen a net increase of over 19,316 housing units — an annual average of
almost 1,932 units — in the last ten years. In comparison, a net total of 13,634 housing units
were added between 1994 and 2003 or an annual rate of about 1,363 units per year. After the
three-year spike in demolitions between 2003 and 2005, demolitions have been steady. San
Francisco has a one-to-one replacement policy for demolitions and these units have since been
replaced.

2004 j780 | . 355 62
2006 1,872 : 174 167 | 1,885
" 2006 1675 T4 280 1914
2007 - 2,197 81 451 ] 2,567 -
_ 2008 3,019 29 7 273 3,263 -
2009 3,366 29 ' 117 3,454
2010 1,082 170 YT : 1,280 .
2011 . a4 84 5 - 269
2012 794 V14 650 C1817
2013 2,330 429 59 " 1,960
TOTAL 18,463 1,519 2,372 19,316

SOURCE: SF Planning Deparrment

a. Type and Location of New Construction, 2004-2013

Most of the new construction in the last ten years has occurred in larger strucmres, with 91%
of the housing developed in buildings with more than ten units (Table J-24). South of Market
absorbed most of the new housing development since 2010, accounting for about 1,230 new
units or almost 35.3% of all new housing during that period; Downtown and the Western
Addition follow with roughly 729 and 424 respectively, together accounting for about 33% of
new housing (Table I-25 and Map I-4). The largely residential districts of the Outer and Inner

* Sunset, Bernal Heights, South Central, Marina and Richmond, combined, netted only 1.9%

of the additional units to the city’s housing stock.
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New Housing Construction,
Demolitions and Alterations,
$San Francisco, 2004-2013
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Table L24
Comparison of Existing
Stock with New Construction 0 2000 1 : SR
san Franc?!cﬂlgig“g-;% Single Family 20% - | -321% " 333% 33.0%
Two Units - 24,0% 10.9% " 10.4% 10.0%
. 3100 Units Ctie% | osem | 2iaw C 212%,
10 + Units 343% | . 831% 35.2% © 35.8%
TOTAL - 100.0% 90.8% 100.0% . 100.0%
SOURCES: Gensus Bureats SF Plansing Deparoment
Tuble 1-25
Net Change in the Housing
Stock by Planning District,
20102018  1-Richmond 37,383 37432 1.4%
2-Marina 26,165 T © 261475 0.3%
3.- Northeast - 40462~ | . B9 40561 - 2.8%
4 - Downtown 29,348- 7 . T 30017 209%
5-WesternAddiion - . | 20319 . 424 29748 - C12.0%
" 6- Buena Vista 16,950 182 17,082 3.8%
7-Cenral - | 263% - |- 146 2650 . | . 42%
8- Misslon - - 24,566 #s - 24,984 12.0%
9-South of Market | - 22,061 4220 | 23,290 36.3%
10 - South Bayshore 11,404 128 - 11,532 3.7%
11-Bemal Heights | ' 9,628 - 9,637 0.2%’
12-South Central 26,866 e 26,875 . 0.3% .
13-Ingleside - ~ - || - 2444 474 - 24,598 © o BO% -
14~ Inner Sunset 18951 . |. - B . 18,959 . 02%
15 - Outer Sunset ~ 26427 .| - (7)) - 26410 05%)
San Francisco Totals | 872,635 ‘3486 |- 376081 100.0%
SOURCE; SF Planning Department
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r Sunset - Inpér SUicst

0.2% .. 1449

Bermal Helghts
8,02%"

Sol{th:éayéhare -
- 128, 3.6%

g 14 49%

Net Change to the Housing Stock by Planning District
San Francisco, April 2004 - December 2013

.. Lessthan 5% share
5% -15% share '
Over 15% share

Outer Sunset  Planning District
26,410, 3.7%  Net Unit Change, Parcent Change
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Tuble 1-26

Construction of New
Affordable Housing Unils,
San Francisco, 2004-2013
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b. Construction of Low and Moderate Income Housing, 2000-2013

Between 2000 and 2013, 6,370 new affordable housing units, including inclusionary afford-
able units, were added to San Prancisco’s housing stock. San Brancisco, however, did not meet
its fair share of the regional housing needs production targets, especially for low and moderate
income housing, (Sec Appendix A for details of the city’s housing production petformance in
the evaluation of the 2009 Housing Element.)

Since 2010, 33% of all new housing units built in the city have been affordable units, Neasly
65% of these qualified as affordable ar very low-income levels and another 20% that was
considered affordable for low income households (Table 1-26). An affordable rental unit is
defined as housing for which rent equals 30% of the income of a household earning 80% or
less of the area median income (AMI).}

These totals represent constriiction of new units, induding new units from alterations and
conversion of commercial structures, but do not include: permanently affordable upits that
result from the acquisition and rehabilitation of existing residential buildings by non-profit

housing: organizations. Of these affordable units, almost 660 units were specifically targeted’

for families and featured three- and four-bedroom units. Another 100 units were reserved for
senjor citizens and about 590 units wete efficiency units or one-bedroom units to house the
formerly homeless. About 115 units were for first-time homeownership. The Mayor's Office
of Housing (MOH) noted that about 480 affordable units were acquired or rehabilitated since
2010. ‘These numbers include both MOH and the Office of Community Infrastructure and
Investment projects (formerly known as the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency).

Very Lov a83 |* 453 | 316 | 412 | 98i| &80 480 140°| . @57 | - a8 |. @20
Low- o 286 17{ 120 - &1 140 21, 2 B 220 810
. Moderdte |- . 163 | 110 168 | 203 | 36| .. 256| .81 | 57| 104]. -44].1537
Total Newly Consiructed . ) L
s Units s48 | e8| del| 735 | aos 946 582 28| &8 72| 6367
As % ofTotal | ; . o " ; o | anre
New Gonstrution | 208% | 427% | 203% | 335% | 279% | 281% | 538%1| 626% | .646% | 306% | 845%

SOURCE: Planning Department, Housing Inventory

1 Income and affordability guidelines are discussed on pp. 42-43.
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c. Units Demolished

A total of 1,520 housing units were demolished between 2004 and 2013, or an annual average
of over 150. This is higher than the number of units demolished in the nine years between
2000 and 2008 with an annual average of about 133 units. The city has a one-to-one unit
replacement policy that requires units lost through demolition be replaced with the same
" number of units or more. As shown in Table I-27, 87% of all units demolished were in larger
multi-unit structures. Single-family homes represented 13% of residential units demolished
from between 2004 and 2013 (about 200 units). Lable I-27

Demoliticns by Structure
Type, 20042013

Units Demiolished :
Single Family | 30 70 18 19 11 20| 8 12 - 197
2 Unit Building | 10 16 12 8 4 6] 6 6| -10] . - 78
. 34 UnitBuilding | @ 3 1{ - 8 3 3 3| - - 32 - 99
5+ Unit Building | 306 85 - 51 1 Sl 128 66 85 418 1,145

d. Other Changes to the Housing Stock

In addition to changes resulting from new construction and demolition, the quantity of hous-
ing in the city can be altered by other factors including the subdivision of units, dwelling unit
mergers, and building conversion (e.g. converting housing to commercial space).

a. Alterations: Since 2004, over 2,925 net units have been added to the city’s housing stock
by some type of alteration. The majority of alterations that produce additional housing usualiy
result in 2 single new unit. Most losses through alterations result from removal of illegal units
(over 210 units), although recent legislative efforts have a goal of cutbing historically high
trends by encouraging processes to lcgalizé illegal units. A number of unit are also removed
through unit mergers from the housing stock each year. About 210 housing units were re-
moved in this fashion.

b. Conversions: A slowing trend in alterations is the

Table 128
conversion of commercial buildings to residential uses. - Housing Units
. . . Gonveried to Kon-
Between 2004 and 2013, approximately 1,200 units were 198110 1990 185 - Resi: en!:ialt;ls:,n
added through commercial to residential conversion. 1991 to 2000 42 San Francisco,
Moreover, the number of housing units lost by conversion 2001 to 2010 T 1981-2013
to non-residential uses has decreased dramatically over the 2011102013 4

last three decades after controls that discourage conversion
NOTES

to commercial uses were set in place in the mid-1980s and ~ * SF Planning Deparumens, 4 Study of Conversion
. of Aparsments to Non Residentinl Uses in Cons-

1990s. Approximitely 25 units were lost to such conver-  memialandludustrial Areas, 1981

sion between. 2004 to 2013, at a similar rate in the previous  SOURCE: SF Planning Depanunent

10 years and far reduced from the over 165 units that were

converted to non-residential uses in the decade from 1981-

1990 (Table 1-28). No information is available on the

number of units illegally converted from residential use.

1.30
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Table I-29
Legalization of Secondary
Units, 20042013

Tnble I-30

Citywide Inventory of Public
_Assisted Housing, San
Francisce, 2013

3. Seoondary Units -

No information js available on the number of illegal secondary units that have been added to
the city’s housing stock. However, a total of 76 units have been legalized between 2004 and
2013 and another 226 illegal units were removed in the same petiod (Table 1-29).

DRAFT PROPOSED FOR ADOPTION HOUSING ELEMENT 2014

2004
2005 | 16 38
2006 g 12
" 2007 11 . 10
2008 8 IR
2009 | 10 8
2010 4 -6
2011 6 39
b0tz ) - 2.
2013 4 70 ..
TOTALS 76 . 298
SOURCE: QF Housing Authority

4, Federally-Assisted Units

Tuble 1-30 describes units in San Francisco that receive support under the Federal Section 8
rent subsidy program or are managed by the San Francisco Housing Authority. In the Section
8 program, residents pay 30% of their monthly income in rent, and the government subsidizes
the difference so that the property owner receives a HUD-determined fair market rent each
month. Section 8 subsidies are associated either with a particular housing unit (project-based)

or with a qualifying household (voucher/certificate program). Section 8 housing units and
those managed by the Housing Authority total over 8,774 units, representing about 1% of the
city's toral housing stock. '

Project Based Section 8 " 1,300

Tenant Based Section 8 7,774

Moderate Rehabilitation " 1,000

TOTALS ’ 8,774
SOURCE: SF Housing Auchority
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5. Residential Hotel Stock
Residential hotel units (also called Single Room Occupancy or SROs) typically provide afford-

able rental housing for solo occupancy and generally rented to Jower income persons. There are
over 500 residential hotels in San Francisco coﬁtaining about 19,380 rooms (Table I-31); most
of these SRO units have shared bathroom and kitchen facilities. Since 1990, non-profit organi-
zations have purchased residential hotels and now maintain neatly a quarter of the units with a

guaranteed level of affordability and, in some cases, related supportive services to residents. Of
the residential hotels opetated by private entities, about 2,940 of the 13,900 rooms operate as
tourist rooms and therefore do not contribute to the affordable housing stock..

Tnble I-31

Loss of Residential Hotel
Rooms, San Francisca,
2000-2013

2000 | 457 | 163831 3781 61 3314 |- 518 | 19,645

2005 435 15,106 3,345 74 4,217 5086 19,323

2010 412 | 13790 .| 2,883 87 5,163 400 18,953

2013 414 13,903 2,942 87 5,479 501 19,382
SOURCE: SF Dep of Building Inspecel

With the adoption of the Residential Hotel Ordinance in 1980, and subsequent amendments
to that ordinance strengthening its enforcement in 1990, conversion of residential hotel rooms -
has significantly decreased. Over 480 units were lost due to demolitions or fire from 2000
to 2007 (Table I-32). These units are slated to be replaced or have already been replaced by
permanently affordable units.

Tnble 132
5 Loss of Residential Hotel
Demolitions/Fire R TR 809 481 Rooms, San Francisco,
Conversions X 1,188 - 109 1980-2007
Earthquake Damage | - 202 )
 TOTAL 1,188 410 909’ 481

SOURCE: SF Department of Building Inspecdon

| 6. Live/Work

The Planning Department no longer tracks information on live/work units. As of 2008, over
4,570 live/work units have been completed since 1987. Most live/work development occurred
in such areas where land was relatively cheaper and many industrial buildings were converted
to residential lofts. As commercial development, live/work units were exempt from obligations
and conditions typically required of residential development such as school fees, inclusionary
affordable housing requirements and open space provisions. Displacement of viable businesses

and land use conflicts also prompted the Planning Commission to adopt interim zoning con-
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trols for southeastern portions of the city aimed at preserving industrially zoned lands from
competing uses. These controls created Industdal Protection Zones where new housing and
live/work units are not allowed, and accompanying Mixed Use Districts where housing would
be encouraged. Concerned with distortions in the housing supply and with displacement of
industrial space, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors also passed a six-month moratorium
on the construction of new live/work units in Febroary 2001. The temporary motatorium was
intended to halt the approval of new projects while a study on the impact of live/wotk units

on the ciry’s housing market and industrial lands was being conducted. This moratorium was-

extended several times and eventnally live/work loopholes were mended. Live/work units built
after the moratorium were from development projects that were grandfathered in at the time
of the legislation.

B. HOUSING TENURE AND AFFORDABILITY

1. Owner-Occupied Housing

The rate of homeownership estimated in 2012 (33%) has decreased since the 2000 Census '

-(35%) and is still much lower than the national average (65.5%). Table I-33 below shows rates
of home ownership by planning district. Abour 50% of homes owned are in the Inner Sunset,
Outer Sunset, South Central, and Bernal Heights planning districts. Home ownership rates are
lowest in the Downtown, with only ope percent of people owning their home.

San Prancisco's housing prices are among the highest in the nation, And despite recent price
declines, at year-end 2012, the median price for an average single family home in San Francisco
exceeded $855,500 and was over 1.2 times the cost of similar housing in the Bay Area and

four times the national average (Table 1-34). It is estimated that only 16% of San Francisco’s

households can afford a median priced home in the city.

7129
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Table 133
Rate of Homeownership,
" Richmond 2% San Francisco, 2012
2 Marina 25% }
3 Northeast - - 15% .
4 Downtown 2%
. 5 Western Addition 19%
6 Buena Vista  26%
7 Central ’ 41%
8 Mission .. 20%
" 9 South of Market 2%
10 South Bayéhore 50%
11 Bernal Heights 53%
12 South Central ) 67%
13 Ingleside . 59%
14 Inner Sunset 56%
15 Outer Sunset ' 59%.
San Francisco Citywide 33%
SOURCE; US Census

Table I-34
BEageaph e Housing Affardabifity of
San Francisco ) ’ $855,500 Average Single Family
: Homes, San Francisco, 2013

SF Bay Area Reglon : . $704,990 : 21%:

Northem California - ' ’ ‘ . o

(not Including the SF Bay Area) $721 '11}0 21%

California _$4339040 - 3%

Nationwide $207,300 © 56%

SOURCE: California Assoclation of Realtoms

Home sales prices in San Francisco has been steadily climbing since 2000 before peaking
in 2005. With the global recession, prices dropped between 2005 and 2011 (Figure I-4).
Since 2011, the price of housing in San Francisco .continues to grow and based on the trend
since 2000, the price of housing is projected to is to surpass the high prices seen in 2005.
Compared to the Bay Area region, the housing prices trend follows a similar path as San
Francisco. Still, the high cost of home ownership is still prohibitive for San Francisco’s low
and moderate-income households and homeownership for these households would require
substantial subsidies, As stated earlier, only 16% of San Francisco households can qualify to

purchase homes at these prices.

1.34
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Figure I4
"Houslng Price Trends,
San Francisco, 2000-2013 .
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$900000 __
S0 TSTaT,e00
0,000 -} - $564 - $655,170.
$700000 $564,060 e m"
6000001 570,460 $680,970 o=l y
: 603,570 )
$500,000{ ——————$467:500 : ?mgm\ﬁ/
- O $523,300 ' $493,330
$400,000--§468;330 : e
$300,000
$200,000 T ~T T T T T T T T T T T T
2000 W 02 2003 2004 2008 2006 2007 2008 2008 2010 it 21z 201
SOURCE: Califarnia Assoctation of Realtors, '(anur;:s in current dollars)
2. Rental Housing
The 2012 American Community Survey (ACS) estimated that about 63% of San Prancisco
households are renters; this is almost deuble the national average of 34.5%. San Francisco is
nevertheless typical of other larger cities where renters outnumber homeowners. Average ask-
ing rents in San Francisco dropped slightly with the dot-com bust but remain high, climbing
to $2,750 in 2007 and remaining copstant untl about 2011, After 2011, asking rents for 2
two-bedroom apartment skyrocketed to an average of $4,100 in 2014 (Figure I-5). To afford
this level of rent in 2013, 2 household would need o earn about $170,000 2 year.
Rental affordability continues to be 2 citywide problem. Traditionally, neighbothoods in the
southeast portiens of the city have been relatively affordable; however there is still a significant
gap for low and very-low income households (Table I-35). The lowest median asking rent for
a two bedroom by district ($2,525 in South Bayshore) has an affordability gap of $763 for low
income households (i.e., those households with income from 51%-80% of the area median
income),
$4,000
$3,000
$3.400 /aés:auo
$3,000 —-$2,760— $2,231
$2,50
$2,000
: $2,022
$1.500
. §1,000 i T T T — T T T T T T T T
2000 01 202 2008 2004 2605 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2014 2012 2018
Figﬂrz’ s SOURCE: Zillow.com, RentSEcoi, Zilpy.com
Average Monthly Rental
Rates, San Franciscn,
20002013
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1 Richmond $3,195 $2117 $14a3 296.38% 181.33%

2 Marina | $4,950. $3,872 $3,188 - 459.18%. ' 280,93%
3 Northeast © $4,150 $3,072 C $2388 384.97% 235.53% '
4 Downtown - $4,500 $3,422 32,738 417.44%, 265.39%
5 Western Addition $3,822 $2,744 $2.060 _ 354.55% 216.91%
6 Buena Vista | $3,972 $2,804 $2210 | 368.46% 225.43%
7 Central $3,018 $2,840 $2,156 368,40% 202,33%
. 8 Mission $4,330 | $3282 $2,568 401,67% 245,74%
9 South of Market $4,436 . $3358 $2,674 411.50% 251,76%
10 South Bayshore $2,525 $1,447 " $763 234.23% 143.30%
11 Bemal Heights $3,650 $2,572 © $1,888 338.59% 207.15%
12 South Central $2,850 $1,772 $1,088 | 264.38% 161.75%
13 Ingleside $2793 $1,715 $1,081 250.00% 158.51%
14 Inner Sunset | . $3,697 $2,619 $1,935 342.95% 200,82%
15 Outer Sunset $2,700 $1,602 $938 250.46% . 153.23%
Citywide Average ! $4,400 $3,022 $2,338 380.33% 232.69%
SOURCE: Cralpslist.com

Tible I35

Rental Atfordability for
Lower Income Households
hy Planning District,

San Francisce, 2014

Noter Average rents are average atking rents identified from listings berween the period of November 2013 and March 2014

C. VACANCY

‘The overall housing vacancy rate in San Francisco is indicative of an enduring tight market.
In 2010, vacancy rates at 5.4% for rentals and 2.3% for homeownership inevitably led to
intense bidding and rising housing costs. Just about 8% of the city’s housing stock was vacant
at the time of the Census in April 2010 (Table I-36). This is considered a healthy fractional
rate in most housing markets in the United States. The 2012 American Community Survey
shows units that are vacant and for sale stood at 1,4% and vacant units for rent at 4.3%. The
unusually high total vacancy rate of 9.3% in 2012 may suggest an increase in time-shares and
corporate homes used for employee housing, However, sampling error could also be a factor,

Table 1-36
Vacancy Rates by Vacancy
Status, 20002013 .

Vacant ) 6.97% 4.86% .8.3% 9.3%.
For Rent Vacant . 3.71% 2,50% 5.4% 4.3%
For Sale Vacant N 0.56% 0.80% 23% . | 14%

SOURCE: Censas Burcau

The vacancy data included in Table I-37 is calculated as part of the decennial census, supple-
mented by the 2012 American Community Survey. The Census Bureau also undertakes an
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Figure I-6

. Rental Vacancy Rates, -

San Francisco, 200652010

Figure I'7
Homeowner Vacancy Rates,
San Francisco, 20052010
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annual Housing Vacaﬁcy Survey which calculates vacancy rates for rental and homeowner
propetties in large metropolitan areas thronghout the country. The methodology used to create
this survey is different from. that used for the decennial Census. Therefore, the results are not
comparable. For example, the decennial census calculated a rental vacancy rate of 5.4% for
2010 while the Housing Vacancy Survey calculated a vacancy rate of 1.8%. Unlike in 2000
when it just accounted for San Prancisco, the Housing Vacancy Survey now takes, into ac-
count the whole metropolitan statistical atea (San Prancisco-Oakland-Fremnont). The Housing
Vacancy Survey data may not be as reliable as the decennial census because of sampling error,

it nevertheless allows for yearly compatisons. Both data are provided here. Figure I-6 and I-7
“below show vacancy rates for San Prancisco from 2005-2010 based on this annual survey. This

information can supplement Table I-36 to compare trends in vacancies.

90%

80%

0% //Q\
P A ———

40%

3.0%

T T T T T —T T

. ]
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 z008 2008 2010

SOURCE: Census Bureav, Housing Vacancy Survey

30%

25% |

L NS T
%

W

05%

0.0% T T T T T T
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2008 2010

SOURCE: Census Bureat, Housing Vacancy Survey

733



PART 1: DATA NEEDS & ANALYSIS

D. COASTAL ZONE HOUSING

California state regulations require that the Housing Element detail new construction and
demolition activity occurring within California Coastal Zone areas. The city’s entire western
shoreline is within Californid’s coastal zone area. The coastal area zone boundary includes
abont 30 residential blocks that front the Pacific Ocean (Map I-5).

Two new units in two structures were added to the housing stock between 2007 and 2013, or
an average of less than one new unit a year. In this same period, two buildings with two units
wete lost. The current development pipeline includes a 56-unit residential project within the

coastal zone,

‘Within the larger census tract areas fronting the coastal shoreline (about 150 blocks), new
construction in in-fill sites has generated no new units. ‘This has been deepend by 16 units lost-

and six units added due to alteration projects. Some 14 new units are slated to be built in 9
structures in this lacger area. In this larger area, about 957 units were built bewteen 1982 and
2008. o )

Table I37
New Construction,
Alteration and Demalition

New Construction Completed - ‘ . - 2 . X lsx;;i\:?;:;‘fs:g:,s ‘222:9‘3613
Addition through Alterations : - - 6 [} .
Loss through Alterations T2 Ao @ . 16 - 6)
* Demolition Completed k - - - - -
Net Change in Housing Stock 4 - i 22 (10)
" Development Pipeline (Q4 2013) 7 84 - 14
SOURCE: SF Planning Department

Residential development in the Coastal Zone must conform to City Planning Code density
requirements. Development projects in the coastal zone also are required to apply for a coastal
permit and are reviewed for consistency with Western Shoreline General Plan policies con-
tained in the Weszern Shoreline Plan and Proposition M policies, one of which aims to preserve
the City’s supply of affordable housing, '

In addition, new construction and demolition permits are reviewed for consistency with Ar-
ticle 10 of the California Government Code which tequires that affordable lower income units
converted or demolished in the Coastal Zone Area be replaced on a one-for-one basis, and that
" new housing developments, where feasible, provide housing units for persons and families of

low or moderate income,
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Coastal Zone Area - T

San Francisco, 2009 - 2013 ’ m

Coastal Zone

Coastal Zone Census Tracts

o] New Housing Development
e Proposed and Permitted New .
Housing Development '
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HoUsing )
Needs

“This section examines the type, amount and affordability of new hiousing construction needed
in San Prancisco, as determined by the Association of Bay Area Governments, through June
2022. It is based, in patt, on the data presented jn the preceding Sections.

'A. REGIONAL HOUSING NEED ASSESSMENT

‘The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), in coordination with the California State
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), determine the Bay Area’s
regional housing need based on regional trends, projected job growth and existing needs. San
Franciscos fair share of the regional housing need for January 2015 through June 2022 was
calculated as 28,870 units, or about 3,850 units per year {Table I-38). This goal seeks to
alleviate a tight housing market stemming from forecast household and employment growth as
well as allocating regional household and employment growth to jurisdictions with established
or planned wansit infrastruceures. More important, the Regional Housing Needs Assessment
(RHNA) determination includes production targets addressing housing neceds of a range of
household income categories. A total of about 16,333 units or 57% of the REINA rarget must
be affordable to households making 120% of the area median income (AMI) or less.

Table 138
Regional Housing

Needs Assessmentfor ~ Very Low (0-50% AMi) . 6234 |, 21.6% 831 .
San Francisco, — o - T ia - :
205 June 2023 ITow(517§0/=AMI) S 4,639 _ tedx, 61
’ Moderate (81-120% AM!) 5460. .| = 1B8% 728
Above Moderate (over 120% AMI) | 12,536 . 434% - : 1,671
TOTAL UNITS . 28,869 100.0% - . 3849

SOURCE: ABAG, Plnning Department
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The Department of Housing and Urban Development determines the annual area median
income (AMT) for the San Francisco Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which includes the
counties of San Francisco, Marin and San Mateo. In 2014, the area median'income forasingle
person household was almost $68,000 and $97,100 for a household of four people.

; : Tiable 1-39
ome.Rateaotie ; ; E Household Income
ag-nercentans of:Areaiioua anme:A 4 Standards hy Household

“Very Low (0-50% AMI) . §20400 .| $23300 | $26200 | $20,150 | $31,460 Size, 2014
Low (51-80% AMI ) E $48,225 $55,175 $62,075 $68,925 $74,450
Moderate (81-120% AMI ) " $71,350 | $81,575 $91,775 $101,950 | .$110,100 -
Above Moderate (over 120% AMI} " | $98550 | $112675 | $126725 | $140,800 | -$152,050

SOURCE: Department of Housing and Urban Devefopment (HUD)

‘The median income in San Francisco, however, is lower than the area median income. This is
due in part to higher median incomes in San Mateo and Marin counties and the concentra-
tions of lower-income families in the city. For example, in 2012, Marin County’s median
household income of $90,962 and San Mateo’s $87,751 were quite higher than the city’s me-
dian household income of $73,802.* Roughly 43% of all San Francisco households make less
than 80% of the San Francisco PMSA arez median income, and fall under the Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD)’s low and very low income categories (Table 1-40).

Tuble 1-40
Income Distribution,
San Francisco, 2012

AllSFHouseholds . . 27.9%
Median income for SF. 2012’ $73,802 _

SOURCE: Census Bureau, 2012 Amexican Community Survey

In order to account for this income variance, the Mayor’s Office of Housing publishes a Jocal
AMI standard (Table I-41). San Franciscos Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program regu-
Iates housing assistance based on the San Francisco Area Median Income (SFAMI).

1 Figures cited are in 2012 infation-adjusted dollars.
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Lowincome . Studio | $47.550 - $1508 $162631
(70% of HUD Area 2 1 Bedroom $54,400 $140 . | $1ss062
Jedian Income) . - - - o e
8 2 Bedroom $61,200 . $1.683 |- set3721
4 |- sBedoom | $e780 | $iEee: - |l ¢230880 -
§ | . 4Bedoom’ $73400 -g201e . | $oss a0
Median Income . | . 1 . SStudio | $61150 $1682 - | 4226048
- (90% of HUD Area g " {Bedioom | $69,950 . $i924°. | . $261602
edfanincome). |- - - —— s = :
T -3 . 2Bedroom | $78650 $2163-  "11- $296,669
S R 3 Bedroom $87,400 ‘$2406 - | - g381418
5  4Bedoom "$94,350 ogases L |. $357,758°
Modgraié'l‘ncome A Studio | (- $74750" 42,086 1 $eot483 .
ﬂ10%'ofHuDArea ’ 2 1 Bedroom | $85,450 . $2.350 1 gazsae
ediar Income) : - - — - —
’ 3 2 Bedroom’ $96,150 - $2,644 * $379,389 -
4 3 Bedroom $108800 | " $2987 | “gamaoom]
5 4 Bedroom . $115,350 $3172 |, 457205
M'o"derate Income 1 Studio R $31,550 . $2,243

120% of HUD Area 2 _ 1Bedréom $93,250 $2.564
edian Income) =

3 2 Bedroom - $104,900 ) $2,885
4 3 Bedroom $116,500 . $3.200 _
5 4 Bedroom  §125800 | dsde0 e -
Woderatelngome - | 1. | studio | $101,850 . $2804
(150% of HUD Area .~ |. 2 1 Bedroom $116850 - |- $3205 ;
edian Income) ‘ : i
T 3 . 7 2 Bedrdom $131,100 $3,605 2
4 . 3Bedroom $146650 | $4005 A
5 | 4Bedroom $i57.800 | $4328 e
Tuble L41 Sources U.S. Depactment of Hasing and Ushan Development (1UD)

Humenu!nersh!p A_ﬂﬂrdable Notes Incomes are based on the 2012 Area Median Income (AMI) Jimlts for the San Francisco HUD Metro EMR Arca (FIMFA), Monthly housing
Housiny Guidelines, San expenses are caleulated based on 33% of gross munthly incume. (FMR = Falr Market Rents). Maximum purchase price s the affordable price from San -
Francisco, 2014 Francisco's Inclusionary Housing Program and incorporates monthly fees and taxes into sales price,

Pl
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B. HOUSING AFFORDABILITY NEEDS

1: Aﬁordability of New Housing Construction

State law requires that the city address the housing needs for all income levels. ABAG estimates
housing need by income group to provide a basis for determining what income levels need
to be most served by new construction. ABAG figures are based on income distribution of
all'existing househalds in the city and in the Bay Area. ABAG's estimates split the difference
berween the city and the regional figure in an effort to move the city doser to the regional
income distribution. Table I-38 (see page 41) shows that the city must construct almost 28,870
new housing units to meet its fair share of the Bay Area region’s estimated housing need. At

" least 38% of these new units must be affordable to vety low and low-income households.

Another 19% should be affordable to households with moderate incomes,

The high cost of housing leads to numerous troublesome effects including overwhelming rent
burden (as more of a household’s income is needed to go toward rent); avercrowding as more
people squeeze into smaller affordable units to share costs; an increase in workers pex household
needed to pay mortgage or meet monthly rens; increased commuter traffic from San Francisco
job holders who cannot afford to live in the city; and an increase in the homeless population.

2. Househblds Overpaying

Rising housing costs lead to o'verpayment as more of a household’s income is spent on hous-
ing. The 2010 American Community Survey (ASC) estimated median monthly rent in San
Francisco at $1,328 and median monthly housing costs for owner occupied units at $3,163,
Overpayment comes about when 30% or more of a household’s income goes to paying rent
or 35 percent or more of household income for mortgage payments. A higher percentage
of poorer households thus tend ro overpay, as Table I-42 shows, almost 72% of low income
renting households overpay, compared to 41% of all renting households. Table I-42 below also
shows that about 38% of all San Francisco owner-occupied households spent more than 30%
of its income on housing costs in 2010. The number and percentage of households overpaying
has also grown since the 2000 Census, In 2000, housing costs for over two-thirds are very
low income households represented 30% or more of their household income. Table 1-42 also
shows that a higher percentage of renting households tend to overpay. The marked increase
in homeowning households overpaying by 2010 may be due in laige part on the relaxation of

ctiteria for mortgage financing.
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Tible I-42 00O 011)
Percentage of Very Low - EEpSfieaoee
Income Households o0t Hotisehaid o obHGuSehe o0} Holsehold 0.0 Housennld
Overpaying Housing Costs, o et B - o s :
San Francisco, 2000 and 2016 Renter Occupledf . 76,800 - 80.8% ‘ 209,930 ‘ 62%
Extremely {ow/Very Low Income ~ 36,790 38.8% 60,690 . 181%
Very Low/Low Income 16,012 16,9% 16,450 4.9%
. Owner Oceupied * 18,237 19.2% 126,030 37.5%

Extremely Low/Very Low Income 6,833 7.2% 22,945 6.8%
Very Low/low income . 4,727 . 5.0% 9,605 2.9%

- Ali Households 94,837 . © 100.0% 335,960 100.0% .

* Gross Rents or Monthly Housing Costs as 30% or more of houschold income; 2000/2010

SOURCE: Census Bureat, SCDS: CHAS Daw 2010

3. Overcrowded Households

A household is considered overcrowded when there is more than one person per room in the

dwelling unit. The 2012 Census reported that 20,520 or 6% of all San Francisco households

were overcrowded (Table 1-43). Of these households, 11,617 (3.4% of all San Francisco

households) are severely overcrowded, with more than 1.5 occupants per room. Since 2000,

the number of overcrowded households reduced by 509, however. the number of severdy

overcrowded households increased by 23%. Renter households are also more likely to be over-

crowded than home-owning households. '

Tnble I-43

Overcrowded Households by
Tenure, San Francisce, 2012

- Ovmer Occupied 5110 - 41% - 1606 - - 12%
. RenterOccupied .| 15410 7.2% 10,411 47% -
Al Households 20520 . 60% | - 14817 C34% -

SOURCE; Census Bureau

Asian-American and Hispanic/Latino households make up a disproportionate number of
overctowded households (149%) (Table I-44). This table also shows that a substantial percent-
age of Other Race and American Indian/Alaska Native houscholds are also overcrowded.
"These househelds are likely to be larger (sce Table I-7 on page 9) and have lower incomes (see
Tables 116 and 1-18), Larger households have difficulry securing housing with three or more
bedrooms, especially with the city’s very limited stock of larger units. High housin:g costs also
forces overcrowding. To afford the cost of housing, many low-income families crowd into
smaller units.
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1.46

' White 5849 2.9%
Afrlcan American 959 4.6%
American Indian / Alaska Native 151 10.4%
Asian 11,102 - 11.7%
Native Hawailan / Pacific islander 87 7.7%
Other Race 2,001 - 17.9%
Two or More Races 281 2.6%
Hispanic/ Latino 5,313 14.0%
. All Households 20,520 6.0%
SOURCE: Census Bureat

4. Expiration of Units at Risk of Conversion or Expiration

Government Code Section 65583(2)(8)(A-D) requires that the Housing Element update
inventory assisted housing developments at risk of expiration or conversion to market rate dur-
ing the next 10 years (2015-2025). Assisted housing developments include multifamily rental
bousing complexes that receive government assistance under any of the following federal, State,
and/or local programs (or any combination of rental assistance, mortgage insurance, interest
reductions, and/or direct loan programs) which are eligible to change to market-rate housing
due to termination (opt-out) of a rent subsidy contract (e.g., Housing Choice Vouchers, Sec-
tion 8) mortgage prepayment (e.g., FHA), or other state or local programs with expiring use
restrictions. Entities that are qualified to manage assisted units in San Frandisco are listed-in

Table I-45 below.

- Some 3,434 units, funded through tax-credit and HUD are identified as at-risk with expira-

tions between 2015 and June 2025, This is only to say thar the contracts could expire and may
have the possibility of converting to market-rate housing. In most casés (like in the case of
non-profit owned projects) thesc units will not convert and will likely continue. According to
the San Francisco Housing Authority, as of June 2014, Section 8 housing is the'only housing
type at risk of conversion to market rate in San Francisco. As many as 1,082 low-income
1nits are at risk of losing their Federal Rental Section 8 subsidies by 2025. Separately, the SF
Housing Authority manages contracts for about 10,074 Section 8 units. Section 8 units receive
Pederal subsidies that provide the owners of these units with the difference hetween 30% of the
tenant’s income, and 2 HUD established rent for the units.

Expiration of Section 8 subsidies in privately owned projects could force tenants to pay market
rate rents for their unit, or face eviction, Expiration of Secrion 8 contracts in nonprofit owned
projects will burden organizations that lack sufficient income to meet operating costs and
mortgage payments. The existence of older buildings with Section 8 contracted units can pose
as an additional financial burden. According to the Mayor’s Office of Housing, during the
2013-2014 fiscal year, the total production and preservation of 1,759 units cost about $82.5
million. Assuming that all nnits were treated equally, that would mean that the approximate
cost to produce and/or preserve one unit would be $47,000. This cost per units varies based
on need and project size. Preservation costs for these units can run up to about $160 million.
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Table 1-45

Depariment of Housing
and Community
Development - Enities
Qualified to Manange
Assisted Unifs in San
Francisco, 2013

DRAFT PROPOSED FOR ADOPTION HOUSING ELEMENT 2014

Affordable Housing Foundation PO, Box 26518, ) ‘Sen Franclsco |

Aslan, lncorpomtq'ci 1167 Misslon Streét, 4th ﬁoor - Sen Francisco_ 94103 (415) 928-5910
Asfan Neighborhood Design_ .~ 461 Bush Street,; 4th Floor San Franciscd 94108 (415) 082-2059
Baker Places, Incorporated 600 Townsend, Sulte 200E San Francisco 94103 (415) B64-4655
"Bemal Heights Nelghborhood Center 515 Corlland Avenus " San Franclsco 94110 (415) 2062140
BRIDGE Housing Coorporation -1 Hawthorne, Sulte 400 San Francisco 94105 (415) 9891 111 .
BUILD Leadership bevelopmeni, Inc. 1280 Blson, Su‘lt{a.BS-ZOU Newport Beach ", * 82660 (949) 720-7044
Catholic Charitles CYO 180 Howard Street, Site 100 San Francisco 94105 (415) 405-2056
gg;::t:trown Community Development ) 1505 Grant Aventie . San Franclsco 94138 © | {415) 9841460
Christian Church Homes of Northern . ] ’

Cafifornia, Inc. 303 He.genber'ger Roac?, S‘uxte 201 0§k|and 9«?621 -1418 (510) 632-6714
Comrglinlty Housing Parmership " 20 Jones Street, Sulte 200 Sen Francisto ’ 94102 (416) B52-5300
gg;;%”"”s"' Supportive Housing 1385, Mission Strest . San Frandisco 94103 | (445)B64-7358
Eplscopal Community Services San - 165 Bih Street - SanFrancisco | 94103 {415) 487-3300
Franclsco . L. A S ) N
Friendship House Assoc. of American ' ) o .

inclans, Ihc, of San Frandisco 66 Julian Avenue San Francisco | 94103-3547 | (415) B65-0964
Foundation of Afordeble Housing, . 2847 Story Foad SanFrancisco | 95127 | (408) 923-8260
Housing Corporation of America - 81423 Peclfic Coast Highway, Sulte | o0 peooy 92677 (329) 726-9672
indochinese Housing Developinent R . L " N
Corporation o . .'5.40 Eddy Street, Stite 100 . - San Franz?lsco 84102 {415) 441-2872
Meray Housing. 1360 Mission Strest, Sulte 300 San Franclsco 94103 (415) 855-7100
Mission Houslng De'vekipment- o - i . ey )
Corporation A74 Valencia S,Iree.t, Sulte 280 San Ffa{\clsffo 04103 {415) B64-6432
Northern California Land Trust, Inc. 3126 Shatiuck Avenue Berkeley 94501 {s10) 548-7878
Progress Foudnation’ 358 Fell Street San Francisco 94102 (415) 861-0828
San Francisco Office of Community g . . '
Investment and Infrastructure - 1 Bouth Van Ness, 5th }.floor ) San Franr':lsc.o 94103 {415) 749-2400
:;‘:‘“’e Nf"“?““*- Housing Associ- {1821 University Avenue - Berkeley 94703 - | (510) 647-0700 J
Tenderlain Nelghborhood Develop- : : ; !

ent Corporation i 201 Eddy Street A SaxT th'anclsco 94102 (415) 776-2151 J
TODCO Development Company '23.0 4th Streat ‘San Flal;\cisco 94103 (415) 957-0227
West Bay Housing Corporation 120 Howard Stréet, 120 lean Francisco 94105 {415) 618-0012

. SOURCE: Sute Department of Housing and Community Development *
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Table 146

S = e e 53 : Expiration of Project Based
Autumn Glow Alzhelmer's Residential NP 01/31/2015 15 PRAC/811 4L ow Seclion 8 Contracis, San
San Lorenzo Ruiz Center NP | O1/31/2015" | 145 | 202/8NC | 1-VeryHigh |  Franclsce, 2014
St, Peter's Place NP | 02/28/2015 | . 19 PRAC/811 4-1 ow
Britton Gourts o NP | 08/31/2015 |- 46 | PD/8Existing |  4-low
MENORAH PARK NP | O4/80/2015 | 151 | 202/8NGC 4-tow
Edith Witt Senior Communty | PM | 08/30/2015 | ‘@5 | PRAC/202 4Low
GOLDEN GATE APARTMENTS PM | o7/B1/2015 | 24 " LMSA . 4low
On Lok House NP | 1o/3i/2015 | B4 | 202BNC 4Low
Eastern Park Apts . NP | 11/30/2015 | 201 |  202/8NC 2-High.
HERITAGE HOMES LD 12/31/2015 33 Pension Fund 4-low
YWCA APARTMENTS, INC., NP | 12/31/2015 | 97 202/8 SR 4low
Bemal Gateway Apartments . PM | 12/31/2015 | . 18. | PensionFund’| 4-low -
Sutter Apartments . PM | O1/31/2016 |. 67 Sec8NC | 2-High.
Buchanan Park Apartments NP 03/31/2016 |. 62 LMSA- 4-Low
Eddy Street Apartments NP | 0312017 | 20 | PRAC/B! 4Low
Notre Dame Plaza ' NP | 07312017 | 65 | PRAG/02 | 4low
Casa De La Raza NP | 0781/2017 | 51 | Sec8NC 2-High,
Alantara Court NP | o5/31/2018 | 49 | PRAG/R0Z | 4-low
Leland Apartments NP | 08/30/2018 | 24 PRAG/811 4-Low
Western Park Apartments * NP | 12/31/2018 | 114 IMSA |  4-low
VISTADEL MONTE PM | oisipopt | o4 LMSA 4-Low

‘ Page/Holloway Apanments ) PM 02/03[2621 16 Sec8 SR '3-Moderate
Thomas Paine Square NP 05/31/2021 93 LMSA 3-Moderate
Fair Oaks Apartments PM | O7/20/2021. | 20 | HFDA/BSR | 8-Moderate
Padre Apts NP 07/30/2021 41 HFDA/8 SR 4-Low
g/ici;giz; tg.?pp Apanment.s {Leandro aig202 | 48 UHTC ) Alow
Cambridge Hotel : 12/31/2021 | 60 “LIHTC 4-Low
Coleridge Park Homes | d2/sif2021 | 49 LIHTC 4-Low
Padre Palou Apartments 1 /302022 | 17 LHTC 4-Low

" Steamboat Point Apartments | g/27/2022 "] 408 LHTC 4-low

Connecticut Street Court . 9/30/2022 10 LIHTC 4-Low
JACKIE ROBINSON GARDENS D | f2mteoe2 | 130 | LMSA | 4low
Del Carlo Court 1 1/28/2023 25 . LHTC 4-Low
111 Jones Street Apariments . ) ' 4/30/2023 | 107 LIHTC 4low

" Turk Street Apartments 1 12/15/2023 | 175 LHTG 4-Low
Fell Street Apartments » 9/2/2024 " | 81 “LHTC ) 4-Low
Mariposa Gardens Apartments LD | o/8/024 62 | Sec8NC 4-{ow
Canon Kip Community House , 9/19/2024 | 104 LIHTG 4Low
Plaza del Sol _ 10/31/2024 |~ 57 LIHTC 4-Low
Larkin Pine Senior Housing - i1/i8/2024 | 62 LIHTC 4low

jEad]
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Minna Street Apartments 1 opoaiooes | 23 LHTC | 4dow
. TheKnoxSRO © . - | 12/27/2024 | 140 UHTC - | 4Llow.
- 1101 Howard Street | 12/29/2004 | 34 LHTC 4Low
" 1028 Howard Stieet Apartments | [ zstooma | a0 | umTe ] dtow

555 Ellis Street FamllyApartments 2/47/2025 | 37 LIHTC 4-1ow

Bethany Center . .. .| NP | 2282025 | 128 IMSA | . 4low

Silvercrest Residence- San Francnsco LD .- | 8/31/2025. 103 LMSA 4-Low
* Mission Plaza Apartments - 1 PM | esi/2025 | 182 | Sec8NC 4low

Internanonal.l;!otel .Sr Housmg~ NP 9/30/2025 [ 104 PRAC/202 44 ow

"NOTES

} 1D = Limitzd Dividend, PM » Proht Motivated, NP = Non-Profic

? Fissc expiration of Section 8 Cunmct. typirally 30 years after priginadon.

4 Unlts receiving rental assistance

4 Rental assisance typefsource

5 Level of risk as defined by HUD:
1-Very Hight Section 8 explding within I year or mongage maturing widhin 1 year awner status and plans unknown
2-High: Secrion 8 expiring in 2-5 years or mortgage maturing within 2-5 years owner seatus and plans unknowa
3-Mod: Seetion 8 expiting in 5-10 yrars or morigage marucdng within 5-10 year owncr xmus and plaos usknown,
4-Low: Sectlon & not to expire for more than 10 years or farge non-profit owner itved to affordability or 2 sype of loan then requires
Jonger term affordabilicy ’
5-Nune: No Section 8 and morrgage type does nor indude affrdabiliy rrsmctluns, awnes 35 unknown s unable to cvaluate

SOURCE: California Housing Partneship Corporation

C. HOUSING NEEDS OF SPECIAL POPULATION
GROUPS

‘All San Francisco households fequire specific unit sizes and levels of affordability; various
population groups have more specific housing requirements. Special housing needs are those
associated with specific demographic or occupational groups which call for specific program
responses, such as preservation of single-room ocm‘pancy hotels or the development of units
with more bedrooms. Housing element law specifically requires analysis of the special hous-
ing needs of the elderly, the disabled, female-headed households, large farnilies, and homeless
persons and families, as well as the needs of any other group deemed appropriate by the city.

- These other groups include: the menrally ill; persons with HIV/AIDS; immigrants, refugees
and undocumented workers; artists; and students. Most of special needs groups require some
degree of affordable housing.

'The permanent housing needs of sécclﬁc population groups are summarized below with state
required categosies discussed fist and locally determined groups following (Table 1-47). It
is important to note that these population groups ate not mutually exclusive and needs may
overlap. For example, a person can be both elderly and homeless. About 37% of the homeless
suffer from mental illness and as many as 40% of the elderly have mobility or self-care limita-
tions. Roughly between 50% to 80% of all homeless individuals may suffer from one or more
physical disability, mental illness, or substance addiction.
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Table 147
; BT S = 2, 2 Permanen! Housing Needs
Homeless Shelters, Transitional Housing, SROs, Small.and Large Family Units of Special Population
Physically Disabled Accessible Units of all Types L : g{,‘}‘;"s San Franclsco,
- Mentally lll Board and Care, Institutional Facilities
Accessible Units of all Types, Large Family Units, Board and Care,
Developmentally Disabled Institutional Facilities, Modified Units for Medicalty Fraglle Aﬁord—
able Rentals or Homeownership Units
Eiderly Senlor Housing Projects, Studios, 1 Bedroom
Families with Children 2 or more Bedroom Family Housing
Female-Headed Households - 2 or more Bedroom Family Housing
Sﬁg’ggggg& a;:;tgsf\;’\/%i:rs Small and Large Families, various
Students Dorms or Studios
Artists Affordable Live/Work Space
SOURCE: SF Mayor's Officz of C. ity Development, Developmental Dissbilities Boatd Area §
1. Homeless
“The San Francisco Human Setvices Agency counted 7,350 persons on the streets and in home-
less shelters in 2013 (Table 1-48). Of these persons, about 59% were counted on the streets
and some 33% were in shelters or transisional housing. Sixty-five percent of the homeless were
single adults, 26% of the homeless with unaccompanied children or youth under the age of 25,
and the remaining 9% counted in this survey were persons in families. Homeless households
require affordable housing that is approptiately sized, with appropriate services.
Table 1-48

Estimated Homeless

Street 2,633 33| . - 1649 1. 4315 23‘1";"’“”" San Francisco,
Shelter 1,87 374 N
" Transitional Housing & Treatment Centers 8s6-) 272 186 |, 813
Resource CentefsA& Stabilization 345 0 . B A 21" 347
Jail 128 ] <. .0 126
Hospitals 123 © 0 , 0 " 123
TOTAL 4,769 6879 1,902 7,350

SOURCE: SF Human Services Agency, San Franciteo Homeless Count 2013
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2. Persons with Disabilities

San PFrancisco’s housing stock and housing market present challenges to persons living with
disabilities. This segment of the population, which includes individuals with mental, physi-
cal, and developmental disabilities, require a variety of living arrangements depending on the
sevetity of their disability, Some can live at home in an independent environment with the help

of other family members; others live independently with some assistance thart includes special

housing design features. ‘Those who cannot wotk may require income support; and those with
. medical conditions would need in-home supportive services. Accessible housing can also be
provided viasenior housing developments. - i '

The majority of persons with disabilities live on an income that is significantly lower than the -

non-disabled population. Many disabled individuals live on 2 small fixed income which severely
limits their ability to pay for housing. The Task Force on Family Diversity estimates that at
least one-third of all persons with disabilities in the United States live in poverty. Persons with
disabilities have the highest rate of unemployment relative to other groups. For most, their
only source of income is a small fixed pension afforded by Social Security Disability Insurance
(SDI), Social Security Insurance (SSI); or Social Security Old Age and Survivor’s Insurance
(8SA), which will not adequately cover the cost of rent and living expenses even when shared
with a roommate. In addition, persons with disabilitics oftentimes experience discrimination
in hiring and training. When they find work, it tends to be unstable and at low wages.

a. Physical Disabilities

‘The 2010 Census estimated dlmost 49,000 non-institutionalized adults having a physical dis-
ability, which is defined as a condition that substantially limits one or more basic physical ac-

. tivities, such as walking, climbing stairs, reaching, lifting or carrying. Well over half of disabled

" adults are over 65 and may require appropriate housing. There ate over 19,600 people between
18 and 64 with a physical disability. If one in five of disabled non-seniors require affordable
housing, this specific population group would have a need for roughly 3,920 subsidized units,
Some physically disabled people require accessible housing with features such as: wheelchair
accessible entrances, wide interior spaces for wheelchair circulation, accessible bathing facilities,
adjustable heights for counters and cabiners, and other amenities. Since almost three-quarters
of San Franciscd’s housing stock was built before 1950, much of the existing stock was not built
with these accommodations in mind; some, but not most, can easily be converted to acces-
sible standards. Most subsidized units developed by the Housing Authority, the San Francisco
Redevelopment Agency (now called Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure), or
otherwise supported by other public funds are accessible. ‘

b. Mental Disabilities

According to the 2010 Census, almost 37,450 San Franciscans identify as having 2 mental
illness; about 96% are over the age of 18. Not everyone with a mental illness has special
housing needs. Howevet, a substantial number of persons with severe psychiatric disabilities
often have extremely low incomes and are consequently forced to live in substandard housing
without the supportive services and assistance that would allow them to live independently.
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De-institutionalization of the state’s mental instirutions in the late 1970s left the charge and
housing of psychiatrically disabled residents to private board and cate facilities. In 1977 there
were 1,278 board and care beds. By 1995 this number shrank to 465,

In 1999, licensed board and care facilities in San Francisco managed 525 beds for San Fran-
cisco’s mentally ill. However, the growi'ng costs of patient care have reduced the modest gain in
out-patient service. At current supplemental security subsidy levels, operators ate finding the
provision of board and care for the mentally ill financially unatrractive.

A survey conducted by the San Francisco Mental Health Association indicated an overwhelm-
ing desire on the part of mentally disabled persons to live alone or with one to two friends
in apartments with support services as needed. The absence of affordable housing linked to
supportive services, however, sends many of the city’s mentally ill to a cycle of short-term acute
care and homelessness. While large scale supportive housing is a cost-effective way of meeting
this group’s housing needs, advocates working with special needs groups emphasize the need
to balance latge-scale development with small site development and rehabilitation of units
within existing neighborhoods, to enable people to live within their neighborhood of origin
wherever possible, and to avoid geographic concentration that often hinders the transition to
independent living. The Department of Public Health’s Division of Mental Health estimates a
need for 3,000 supportive housing units for San Francisco’s mentally ill.

c. Developmental Disabiltties

Developmental disability is defined by the State of California as a lifelong disability caused by
a mental and/or physical impairment manifested prior to the age of 18 and are expected to
be lifelong. Conditions included under this definition include: mental retardation, epilepsy, .
autism, and/or cerebral palsy, and “other conditions needing services similar to a person with
mental retardation.” e

Persons with developmental disability may also suffer multiple disabilities as the Developmen-
tal Disabilities Board Atea 5 estimates below show:

« Mental Illness: a conservative estimate of 109 as the portion of people with a develop- ‘
mental disability who are also living with a mental disability.

* Mobility Impairment: Staff and service providers report that approximately 10 % of
all people with a developmental disability also have a physical disability; their mobility
impairment will call for housing that is ADA accessible, or certainly readily adaptable
to their needs.

« Visual/Hearing Impaitment: It is estimated from prior experience that 2% to 3% of the
developmental disabled population are living with a visual and/or hearing impairment,
and require reasonable accommodation to their disability.

» Medically Fragile: 2% of the developmental disabled population require 24/7 medical

care, in housing specifically rehabilitated or constructed to include features like those
in hospital settings, with space for care-givers and specialized equipment.
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Many individuals with developmental disabilities are independent and can live in their own
apartments or homes with very little support. Other individuals will have more severe disabili-
ties, and may require 24-hour care and assistance in residences that are modified specifically to
accommodate their individual needs.

The Developmental Disabilities Board Area 5 estimated that there are some 11,500 San Fran-

ciscans haye a developmental disability: Its report also noted that seven out of 10 people with

developmental disabilities are unable to earn substantial gainful income and must rely on

Supplemental Security Income (SSI) to support themselves. With SSI capped at under $720,
‘people with developmental disabilities are finding it increasingly difficult to find affordable,
" accessible, and appropriate housing that is inclusive in the local community; In the past, many
. people with developmental disabilities were institutionalized in large hospital-like settings,
often for life, Current practice, made possible by the Lanterman Act and the Olmstead Deci-
sion, now calls for the “maximum possible integration into the general community.” This is
realized through the creation of housing, with affordable rents and appropriate supportive
services, dedicated to the long-term needs and empowerment of this population.

Based on a survey of 2,640 developmentally disabled dlients, the Developmental Disabilities
Board Area 5 estimated 2 housing need of 850 units for the 2009-2014 period. According to

the Board Area 5, types of housing opportunities appropriate for people living with a develop-
mental disability include: .

« Rent-subsidized affordable housing, with setvices, accessible, close to transit and com-
munity

» Licensed and unlicensed Single Family homes, modified, of 3.4 bedrooms

« Inclusionary within larger housing developmcnts serving the general populatxon
« SECTION 8 Apartment Housing Choice Voucher

* Home purchase through special programs (ﬁrst time home buyers, Fannie Mae)
* HUD Section 811/ MHP-SHP developments for disabled populatiohs

« Housing specially modified for the Medically Fragile (SB 962 Homes)

3. Elderly

"The 2010.Census counted 154,730 or 19% of San Francisco’s population as 60 years or older.
San Francisco’s elderly population is expected to grow to 205,000 by 2020 and to 360,800
by 2040; this growth is consistent with national trends. The recent Census also estimared
that 30% of all San Francisco households have one or more persons over 65 years old, About
33,869 elderly houscholders, representing about 51% of all households in 2010, lived alone.

Senior citizens have different housing needs especially as they develop health problems or expe-
rience decreased mobility. The 2010 Census estimated that 40% of persons 65.and over have
mobility or self-care limitations. Older and disabled adults who require long-term care have a
need for a broad range of on-site and offsite services including central dining, transportation
services, limited or corhplcte medical care, recreational and other services. For seniors living
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independently; there is a need for safe and easily mainrained dwelling units. Table I-49 below
shows that 40% of all elderly and one- to two-person households overpay; generally a larger
proportion of lower income households have heavier housing burdens.

" Verylow (0-50%AMI) . 27485 |© 87470 | ' 12880 | : 23335 | 110,805
% Overpaying . : 65% 72% 52% 61% 70% -
Low (51 - 80% AMI) _ 4,330 33,220 6190 .. 18235 | 51,455
% Overpaying ' 34% 48% 33% . 52% . 49%
Moderate and Above ( over 81% AMI ) 6015 | 92175 | 17,230 83,985 | 176,110
o Overpaying 13% Ce% | 20w 28% 18%
Total Households 37830 | 212,865 36,300 425,500 | 338,365
% Overpaying » 53% 41% 73 % | 40%

SOURCE: Stre of the Cities Data Systems CHAS Data 2010

4. Families with Children and Lérge Family Households

Approximately 56,940 or 37% of family households include children. Some 19% of San
Francisco households include a person under 18 years of age. Many of these children are
in low-income households in ethnic communities that tend to be larger and poorer (Tables
7 and 18 on pages 9 and 17, respectively). The high cost of housing and limited supply of
larger units can result in overcrowding. These communities require that the existing affordable
housing stock be adequately maintained and rehabilitated where necessary, and that new larger
affordable units are constructed. .

Virtually all Jarge households, or thasc containing five or more persons, arc family houscholds.
Family households as defined by the U.S. Census Burean include only those households with
persons related to the householder by birth, matriage or adoption, residing together,-About 8%
of all family households, or roughly 27,140, have five persons or more. Table I-50 below shows
the number of suirable accommodations available for Jasger families and/or households. This
mismatch is exacerbated as only a small portion of new construction consist of two bedrooms

Or more,

- Based on the current waitﬁlg list managed by the San Francisco Housing Authority, there is an

estimated unfilled need for over 17,000 affordable housing units for low-income farmilies. Two-
thirds of these families require a two or three-bedroom unit due to their larger family sizes.

Families with children generally earn less per capita than the average San Francisco house-

hold, yet require larger housing units. Table I-51 shows that larger family households tend to
overpay more than typical households. Like most groups, families also require public transit
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and neighborhood setving retail in close proximity. But they-have specialized needs as well:
accessible routes or transit connections to schools, nearby childcare (if it cannot be provided
on-site), laundry and storage facilities on-site, recreational opportunities that are directly ac-
cessible from each unit op-site. ‘

Even more important for families is their ability to access ilousing. Because marty families are
two-worker households, they have very little' time to pursue affordable housing opportunities

which can be listed in multiple locations under varions agencies. They require a simple, easily

accessible “one-stop” system to help them find housing opportunities, as well as significant”

support such as counseling agencies to move towards homeownership opportunities.

Tnble 1-50
. Household Size and Housing
Unit Sizes, San Francisco, e PR s
2010 1-person household - 133,366 6% - Studio 43,245
* 2-person household 108,506 314% 1-bedroom 90,808 |. 268%
. * 8-person household *| * * -45,339 13.3% 2-bediooms | 105,046 | ° 31.0%.
* _ &-person household 30,760 8.9% 3'bedrooms 66916 | . 19.8%
© “5-person household 12,849 37% . A-pedrooms 229701 " 68%-
' B-person or more oot 5:bedrooms.or »
household 14,291 41% > more . 9,291 27%
TOTALS 345,811 100% TOTALS 338,366 |  100%

SOURCE: Censts Bureau

Extrernely Low ( < 30%.0f AMI), “49,710. | 8790 | 8740 .| 522571 1675 | 23,385 | 28560

% Overpaying ' A 74% 66% | 72% 59% 75% 61% 70%
Very Low (up to.50% of AMY) 8540 | 1485 33,220 6,270 2860 | 18235 | 24505 .
% Overpaying 4 9% 30% ®% | 59% 59% 52% |\ 49%
Low (up to 80% of AMI) - 25650, || 635 | 92175 | 38605 | ' 6855 | 83936 | 122540
%jdverpaylng 6% N 14% 9% 21% 20%. 28% 8%
“Total Households’ " bago0: | 5880 .| 212865 | . 60100 11,090 125500 | 175,600
% 0verpayihg 36% 51% 41% . 35% a7 38% 46% :

Table .57 SOURCE: Sts of he Cltles Dara Systems CHAS Daa 2010
Large Households and
Housing Burden,

San Francisca, 2010
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5. Female-Headed Households

Many farnilies with a singlé parent are in households headed by women. Female-headed honse-
holds in 2010 comprised about 8% of all households. Women still suffer from income dispari-
ties in the job market, forcing them to sutvive with less income than their male counterparts.
At the time of the last Census, about 16% of female headed households were under poverty
level, compared to about 7% of all families under poverty level (Table I-52). Two years later,

the American Community Survey estimated that about 8% of families were under the poverty
level while about 19% of female-headed houscholds were under the poverty level. ‘This increasc
in poverty exacetbates the need for affordable housing in order to avoid an increase in homeless

families, especially female-headed households.

Total Houssholds ) 335956 |  100.0% 340,830 { . 100%

Total Female Headed Householders. |~ 27411 | - - .82% | 29,187 | . 8.6%

" Female Heads with Children under 18 11,387 415% | 11,841 | 40.6%

Total Family Households . 150,329 | 447% | . 153345 | = 450%

Total Famiies Under the Poverty Leve] 10,796 | 7.5% 12,346 8.1%

' fﬁ;“%i:@af:\iﬁ"“%m'ds Under 4,421 16.1% 5,406 18.5%
SQURCE: Census Burean

6. Persons with HIV/AIDS and Terminally lll Patients

San Francisco has the third highest number of total ATDS cases in the United States, compris-
ing almost one in five of California AIDS cases and about 3% of AIDS cases nationwide. As of
December 2012, San Francisco accounted for 13% of California’s HIV living cases and 2% of
persons living with HIV reported hationally. The number of deaths from AIDS has decreased
significantly from 2 high of over 14,700 in 2004 to fewer than 177 in 2012, in part because
most deaths are listed under other causes given AIDS patients’ compromised immune system.
The number of péople living with HIV/AIDS has decreased from about 15,757 in 2008 up
to, according to the San Francisco Deaprtment of Public Health (DPH), over 15,705 in2012.

Approximately 9% of people living with AIDS were homeless in 2012, The San Francisco
Department of Public Health’s Annual HIV/AIDS Epidemiology Report for 2007 noted that
“Homeless persons suffer from high rares of substance abuse, mental illness, mberculosis, in-
fectious hepatitis, and insufficient health care. Among HIV-infected persons, tnstable housing
has been associated with poor utilization of health care services including greater reliance on
eniergency departments, more frequent hospitalizations, and fewer ambulatory care visits, Use
of antiretroviral therapy and prophylaxis against opportunistic illnesses is less frequent among
the homeless. Among homeless persons, prescribed antiretroviral therapy and adherence to
these medications is suboptimal.” The 2007 report continues on to note that “After taking
into account those factors that are known to affe{:t AIDS survival (such as age and use of
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antiretroviral therapy), homelessness increased the risk of death by more than 20%.”

"The Housing Whaiting List (FIWL), created in 1995, is a centralized wait list that makes re-

“ferrals to most housing programs designated for people living with HIV/AIDS- except for
hospices and emergency shelters. Most HOPWA funded (Housing Opportunities for Persons
with ATDS) projects use this wait list. As of August 2006, approximately 7,500 people were
active on the list. This list was cdlosed to new applicants in November 2001 and. the list’s
adfninistration was transferred to DPH’s Housing and Urban Health, According to the AIDS -
Housing Alliance, some 13,000 or 72% of people with HIV/AIDS have an unmet housing
need. The Alliance also says that only 60% of people with HIV/AIDS in the city’s REGGIE
database have stable housing, )

Compounding the barriets facing people living with HIV/AIDS in San Francisco is the highly
competitive local housing market. Peoplé living with HIV/AIDS with very low incomies com-
pete with high-income prospective tenants in a private, consumer driven rental market. For
this reason, a tenant-based rental subsidy program is one of the largest HOPWA-funded pro-
grams in San Francisco. Unfortunately, due to increasing housing costs, and despite extensive
cost-containment measures, this program is able to subsidize fewer people over time.

The San Francisco HIV Health Services Planning Council is a community planning group
that oversees the prioritization and allocation of Ryan White CARE Act Title T and II funds
for the Eligible Metropolitan Atea of San Francisco, San Mateo and Marin Counties. The
federal Health Resources and Services Administration (HRSA) administers these funds. The
Planning Council conducted the 2008 Comprehensive Needs Assessment, which focused on
underserved and populations in the most severe need of HIV/AIDS-related health and social
services. Housing was consistently rated as one of the top ten most needed and most requested

_among these populations. Changes to CARE Act funds further limit the amount of CARE Act
funds that can be spent on housing, which creates additional barriers to providing appropriate
affordable housing for people living with HW/AIDS in San Francisco.

Tn 2006, the Board of Supervisors requested that a new citywide HIV/AIDS Housing Plan be
done. The Department of Public Health's Housing and Urban Health section led this process,
which included assembling an HIV/AIDS Housing Work Group. The result of this process is
the Comprehensive HIV/AIDS Housing Plan. This Plan estimates that 13,000 people living
with HIV/AIDS in San Francisco have an unmet need for housing. Among these, up to 2,500
are estimated to be currently homeless.

7. Immigrants, Refugees and Undocumented Workers

San Francisco has long been 2 “pott of entry” to the United States for immigrants and refugees.
San Francisco also shelters a number of undocumented persons who are in the United States
without legal status. Although data on the number of total number of immigrants, refugees,
and undocumented workers is not available, the 2010 Census found that about 14% of all
households, or about 105,570, are linguistically isolated. Many of these new arrvals need low
cost housing and support services; a limited number of housing and i 1mm1grant agencies in San
Francisco provide multicultural and multilingual assistance.
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Shelter providers for the homeless also assist homeless persons who are undocumented. These
persons have an urgent need for shelter because they are ineligible for public assistance pro-
grams such as Geperal Assistance. Most immigrants and refugees, regardless of immigration
status, also need housing services that are provided in a multicultural and multilingual context.’

8. Artists/Artisans

Artists have special housing needs for affordable accommodations that provide large wall space,
high ceilings, lofts, lighting, and the ability to wotk at all houts of the day or night. There is
high demand for such flexible space in the city. Past efforts to secure housing for astist in San
Frandisco through the live/work program failed ro meet the target housing market. While there
are not official counts of artists, the cultural and economic value of artist to San Francisco is
undisputable. '

9. Students

Institutions of higher learning have not provided sufficient housing for their student popula-
tions. For example, the University of California, San Prancisco has a student enrollment of
2,940 in degree prograsms, 1,620 residents, and. 1,030 postdoctoral scholars but only have 920
units thar can accommodates 1,454 persons available. San Francisco Srate University had a
student enrollment 0£29,905 in 2013 but only were able to provide about 2,700 student hous-
ing units. Students generally require smaller housing units near their school and job centers.
Without dedicated housing, students often end up in overcrowded and/or costly accommoda-

tions.

D. HOUSING PRESERVATION NEEDS

San Francisco has an older housing stock, with 75% of all units over 50 years old. This is the
largest concentration of older housing stock in the state. Seismic retrofitting requirements also
create the greatest housing preservation need for San Francisco.

1. Private Housing Rehabilitation

Housing restoration, remodeling and maintenance is an ongoing activity throughout the City:
Renovation projects completed between 2008 and 2013 totaled $1.57 billion, affecting some
356,770 units. Over 60% of these permits were for residential improvements in one and two
unit buildings. Almost 50% of the total rehabilitation costs weze for projects in single-family
units where the average cost of improvements was just under $54,580 per unit.

2. Public Housing Rehabilitation

According to the San Francisco Housing Authority’s (SFHA) 2013-2014 Agency Plan, there
were 1,148 public housing units in five HOPE VI developments located throughout the City.
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Recent programs have rehabilitated 1,149 units of new and affordable housing wirh 2,883
bedrooms. The 2009 Comprehensive Physical Needs Assessment performed by the SFHA
indicated that there is a backlog of immediate physical rehabilitation needs that will cost $269
million. An additional $15 million a year is needed to forestall physical deterioration in SFHA.
housing. This trend has been significantly forestalled with a $17.9 million American Reinvese-
ment and Recovery Act grant and $15.5 million in Capital Fund Recovery Act competitive
gfant funds, The SFHA has identified projects totaling $14 million to comprehensively address
all of the physical problems that currently exist for the fiscal year 2014.2

3. Seismic Retrofitting

In the carly 1990s, there were approximately 11,850 units in 399 unreinforced masonry resi-
dential horels and apartment buildings (UMB), most of which are occupied by low-income

. households. As of May 2014, approximately 30 buildings, including about 90 units, have yet
to comply with the City’s retrofit requirements.? The San Francisco Department of Building
Inspection and the City Attorney ate working together to bring these remaining buildings into
compliance, Rehabilitation and seismic upgrade costs vary dcpeh’ding on the type of building,
the level of rettofit, and the availability of construction expertise. *

-In addition to unreinforced masonry buildings, much of San Francisco’s older housing stock is

in need of some type of seismic tipgrading such as foundation bolting and structural reinforce-
ment. Sofe-story, wood frame, multifamily housing — typically wood-frame buildings with
open fronts, nsually large openings on the ground floor such as multiple garage dooss or large
storefront windows — js particularly at risk. The Citys Community Action Plan for Seismic Safezy
(CAPSS) looked at potential methods of instigating their retrofit, as well as other action steps
~ to improve the Ciry’s earthquake resilience by addressing the performance of existing buildings ‘
‘during an earthquake and facilitating the repair-of damaged buildings after an eacthquake. Bf
fective in September of 2013, the Mandatory Soft Story Retrofit Program was signed into law
requiring the evaluation and retrofit for “multi-unit soft-story buildings,” defined as: wood-
frame strucrures, containing five or more residential units, 'having two or mofe stories over a
“soft” or “weal” story, and permitted for construction prior to January 1, 1978. These types
of building are found primarily in the Mission, Western Addition, Richmond, North Beach,
and Marina Districts. As of May 28, 2014 there were 49 pefmits filed, 53 permits issued and
eight projects completed.

.2 PHA Plans— Annual Plan fr Fieeal Viar 2012-13, San Francisce Housing Authodsy
3 Information provided by Edward Greene of the San Frandisco Depatement of Bullding Inspection, May 13, 2014,
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E. REPLACEMENT OF LOST UNITS

Demolitions, abatement enforcement, mergers and convetsions, and fires all diminish the city’s

housing stock, and lost units need to be replaced. Table I-53 below anticipates losses based on
historic trends since 2000.

Demdiition and Replacement 1,170 gll:r[:; iﬁl{eplacemani
Unit Mergers 180 Housing Needs, San
"+ Loss of Secondary Units’ 250 Francisco, 2015-June 2022
Conversion to Commercial Use 40
‘Owner Move-n | 3,030
Ellis Act Eviclions 1,670
TOTAL 6,230
SOURCE: Phanning Department

1. Loss of Units through Building Demolition

Since 2010, building demolition has accounted for the loss of almost 810 units (Table I-27 on
page 30), a rate 9% lower than the annual demolition average of 123 units between 2000 and
2009. The City has a one-to-one unit replacement policy and units lost through demolition
are subsequently replaced with the same number of units or even more. Housing demolitions
in this period included the demolition of the old Trinity Plaza apartments (418 units) in
2013, which coincided with the new construction of 418 units as Phase II of the new 1,900
unit Trinity Plaza; and the demolition in Hunter's View as a part of the revitilization and new
construction of the 267-unit HOPE SF project. Similar housing renewal projects are foreseen
in the near future.

2. Loss of Units through Mergers

Dwelling unit mergers result in fewer but larger units, Smaller units are generally considered
more affordable. However larger units enable families to grow without ledving their com-

munities. The City established legislation that aims to limit dwelling unit mergers that result
in larger and more expensive units, A slight decline in dwelling unit mergers followed this

legislation. Between 1995 and 1999, dwelling unit mergers resulted in the loss of some 233

units, an average of 47 a year. Trends slowed down even further, between 2000 throngh 2008,

only 287 units were merged to make larger dwelling units, a loss of about 32 units a year.

Trends continued to slow down between 2009 and 2013, yielding 147 merged units with a

loss of about 26 units a yean
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3. Loss of lllegal Secondary Units throUgh Code Enforcement

A secondary unit is generally a smaller unit that does not have the same amenities as the pri-
mary unit or units on 2 lot. Often these units are built in basements, garages, attics, or in rear
_ yard structures. While many illegal secondary units may not meet existing code requirements,
they still constitute a major supply of affordable housing. Some illegal units create life safety
hazards; other units require alternative standards for open space, parking, rear yard require-
ments, or density requirements to be legalized. In Spring 2014, the City and County of San
Francisco passed legislation to allow the legalization process for secondary units built without
a builéﬁng permit. ‘The legislation amends the Planning Code, the Building Code, and the
Administrative Code to establish a legalization process for such units. The new law allows one
authorized unit per lot and the applicants interested must go through a pre-screening process
through the Depattment of Building Inspection. The Planning Department will maintain a
master list of units authorized through this process,

Between 2004 and 20 13, 226 illegal secondary units were removed and 76 units were legalized
(Tuble 1-54). Based on a projected average loss of 23 units per yeas, it is estimated that about

207 units will be nceded between January 2015 and June 2022 to replace these typically.

affordable units.

2004 . Table 154
- B : Legalization of Secondary
2005 .18 - 38 Units, San Francisco, -
2007 - - 1y - 10
2008 | .- s - 19
2000 - 1oy .. 8
—e010 | a4l .. B,
" 2011 - a9
2012 | -] o
R -70
TOAls | - 76 206

Source: Planning Department

4. Loss of Units from Conversions to Commercial Use

Seventy-five housing units were legally converted to commercial uses between 2000 and 2013
(Table I-28). This is comparable with the annual average of about five units removed between
1990 and 1999. While the conversion of residential use to commercial uses has declined
significantly from the high rates experienced in the late 1970s, illegal conversions are still a
concern in a number of areas. Unfortunately, no reliable data can detail the extent of Hlegal
conversions, but based on trends in the previous decade, at least 50 new housing units will
be needed to replace housing lost to legal conversion to commercial use expected during the
period covering January 2015 and June 2022.
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5. Loss of Units from Owner Move-In and Ellis Act Eviotiohs

Changes in tenure status through Ellis Act evictions or owners move-in is seen to result in a loss
of affordable units. These units are affordable through rent control, rental status or smaller unit
size. Units held off the market through owner move-in and the Ellis Act and have decreased
ovet the past 10 years by 49% and 34%, resepctively (Table I-55). Based on the last 10 years, it
can be projected that over the next 10 years there will be an annual average of 40 notices filed

for both owner move-in and Ellis Act evictions, However, total eviction notices, including all

other reasons for removal from the maket have increased by 11% over the last 10 yedrs.

- FY 2003-04 363, 1,687
FY 200405 322 282 1,446
FY 2005-06 259 276 1,621
FY 260607 220 " o8, " 1476
FY 2007-08 183 252 1,665
FY 2008-09 259- 162 1,430
FY 200810 116 43 1,269
FY 201011 130 " 61 1,870
FY 2010-12 127 64 1,395
FY2012-13 185 116 1,757

SOURCE: SF Rent Board
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Meeting
Housing Needs

This section provides an analysis of the overall capacity for meeting the city’s projected housing
needs. The first part presents and inventory of the land use capacity for new housing based on
the existing zoning, including an analysis of their snitability to a variety of affordable housing
types. The second part discusses constraints to housing development in the city that could
forestall the City’s ability to meet San Francisco’s RHINA allocation. The third part presents
information on potential future projects and recent community plans, An estimate of housing
development over the next five to ten years is also provided. This section shows that while
San Francisco may have the land capacity to meet overall housing needs for the next planning
period, the City must make programmatic and policy changes in order to meet targeted levels

of affordability and achieve local and regional sustainsbility objectives.

San Francisco is akead;r highly developed. It is also bounded on three sides by water, limiting its
ability to expand outwards to meet the need for more housing, As San Francisco has rclatively
few large undeveloped sites and the following analysis is based on 2 cumulative examination
of vacant and underdeveloped sites’ potential development at less than the theoretical maxi-
_mum capacity allowed under current zoning in acknowledgement of existing neighborhood
characteristics. Nevertheless, some 47,020 new housing units could potentially be built on
numerous in-fill development opportunity sites under current zoning allowances. In addition,
. some 22,870 can be accommaodated in vacant or nearly vacant lands currently or previously
zoned “Public” such as Mission Bay, Treasure Island and Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard.
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A. NEW HOUSING DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL
UNDER EXISTING ZONING

Residential development is allowed as-of-right in most of the city’s zoning districts. All resi-
dential and residential-commercial (RH, RC and RM) districts permit dwelling units as of
right. Housing is also permitted in most of the South of Market’s mixed-use districts and all
of the mixed-use districts in Chinatown; similarly, residential developments are allowed in
downtown and commiercial zoned districts, In the neighborhood commercial districts, housing
is permitted but generally encouraged above the commercial ground floor in new construction
projects. Housing development is a conditional use in industrial districts and the South of
Marker’s Service and Secondaty Office (SSO) district. The only zoning district wherein hous-
ing projects are not permitred unless they are affordable to low-income houscholds is in the
South of Market’s Service-Light Industrial (SLI) district. New residential development is not. *
allowed in the new Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) districts.

Residential uses in San Frandisco include single and multi-unit housing, residential care fa-
cilities, and group housing. Group housing in San Francisco include homeless shelters and
transitional supportive housing. Group housing is not permitted in low density, single-family
residential districts (RH-1, RH-2 and RH-3) and in the South of Market’s residential enclave
districts (RED). They are accommodated in the moderate density residential, downtown, com-
metcial, and neighborhood commercial districts where other supportive amenities are more
accessible. Group housing are also allowed on a conditional basis in low- to medium-density
residential districts, the industrial districts and most South of Market districts. Emergency
shelters, considered hotel use because these offer only short-term residency; are not permit-
ted in low density; single-family residential districts but are allowed as conditional use in the
moderate density residential districts, downtown commercial and neighborhood commercial
districts. (A#tachment D-2 in Appendix D lists residential development types and standards for .
all zoning districts.)

1. Land Inventory

Housing Element law requires local governments to prepare an inventory of land suitable for
residential development to help identify sites that can be developed for housing within the
housing element planning period. It is a general estimate of the city’s total housing capacity
and is determined withont specifying which sites may or may not be developed within the
next five to seven years. This land inventory does not include sites that are under construction
or ate already slated for development in the next five to seven yeats, i.e. parcels with building
permits already obtained and ready to start construction, or parcels that have received Planning
Department entitlements and have applications for building permits filed. ’

" The housing potential estimates shown in Tables I-56 and I-57 were derived using a compnter

model based on current zoning standards and an inventory of existing uses citywide. (See
Appendix D for additional details on methodology, terms used.) The largely undeveloped Treasure
Island and Hunter’s Point Naval Shipyard are currenily zoned “Public® and thus considered
separately in this exercise. The number of units listed are currenty proposed for these redevel-
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opment ateas. Similarly, parcels in Mission Bay are treated as distinct from the rest of the city’s
housing opportunity sites. Some 3,455 units out of the 6,000 proposed units have already been
built in the Mission Bay redevelopment atea. Construction for Phase T of the Hunters Point
Naval Shipyard is coming to a completion, in which 1,600 homes will be built, Phase IT is
projected to include an additional 10,500 units to be Jocated on the Shipyard and Candlestick
Point, Approximately 27% to 40% of units in these redevelopment areas are programmed to
be affordable,

A database listing all parcels in the city; along with current land uses, zoning designation, and
development or lot improvements forms the basis of this evaluation. Land use information
collected included type of use, buﬂdiﬁg square footage, number of stories, building height, lot
area, floor area ratio, and other pertinent data.

‘Table 156 categorizes the housing opportunity sites by zoning districts and lists the build-out

capacities of potential housing sites according to penn‘itted residential densities. Over half

(55%) of the new bousing can be accommodated in neighborhood commercial and mixed
use di;r.ricts; a lirtle over a third (319) can be expected to be built in traditional residential
- districts,

Residential ) . ) . 9,751

Neighborhood Commercial | 293 - | 4418 | 58: | 1,987 234 | 280" |- 20086 | 202

Mixed Use Districts T8 | 26, | 28| ase | 93 |..605 | oses | 12

Dowrtown Gommercial 70 623 i | - 18 64 251 |- 2374 | . 18

Downtown Residential 1 | 1ese | -6 | T S |eiqel 1m0z | e

"Industrial/PDR 373 | 1,890 241 | - 701 448 1,074 | . 3,157 690
' i A “azote |

 Mission Béy 4-'4,‘3‘73“ ’
_Treasure Isiand - 8,000
" Hunter's Point Shipyard : -
(Phasel)) . g o 10,600 I .
Sub-Total - 22,873
TOTALS 68,892
Tnble 156 * Remaining units to be buile '
" Eslimated New HousIn§  50URGE: SF Planning Deparsment

Construction Potential in
Viacant or Near Yacant and
Underdeveloped Sites

by Generalized Zoning
Districts, San Francisca,
Q4 2013
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Table 157

Estimated New Housing Canstruction Potential in Vacant or Near Vacant and Underdeveloped Sites
by Zoning District, San Francisco, 04 2013 :

Residential | 850.| 2647 87 2144 | 1,104 204| 1822|9751 234
AH-1 442 s02| 39 83 6| . o 525 | 938 59| 16
RH-1(D) 105 105 14 3 8 0.2 08| 113 5] 8,
RH-1(S) 3| .8 02 318 . 8t 3 3 0 15
RH-2 163| 605 17 195 | . 728 14 482 1334 48 28
AH-3 46 182 4 146 480 42 241 662 18 a7
RM-1 ) 198 4 28| 2084 6| ~-185] 2282 46 50
AM-2 7| o 1 58 412 12 a5 507 8 66
AM-3 12 210 2] 23] 108 4 ‘7| 120 14 ‘95
AM4 12 303 | 2 2] .62 o1 . ~as| 1005 8 163
RSD 3 65 1 214 5] 18 5 80 1 111
RTO. . 18] . 188 2] 102|134 147] 22| 1538 20| Seenotet.

Nelghborhood o283 4u8l m 1,987 | - 15648 234}, 22801 20,066 202

E“E‘:ﬂ""ﬂ“'{ NCD 2| - a4 7 s27| 8198|. B3| -s69| 3630 59| Seenote 1

‘]E:amlm‘ﬂ' NC-1- 28| 13 " 8|, 280 slo| - 21| 28} 1048 24| .- 43
NC-2 56 - o4 17 ag7| 1686 88|  483| 2800 58 47
NC-3 ’ . 84{° 1,157 16 460 . 3647 . 54 544 4,804 69 ‘69
NCS | 11 58 | 1 a2] 1,148 26 43| 1208 27 45
NCTD i 63 6 231 - 8008 26 o60| 36391 32| Seeroted
NCF2 2 167 2 al 108 1| s 273 3| Seenote1
NCT3 _ 29 sto] . 6| - es| . 183 14 | 2749 20 141
SoMa NCT 3 *] 0.1 18 Ik 2 21 120 21 Seenotet

Commercial/ ) 70 623 w{ | 17| . B4 251 2,314 8

Dewntown g - : :

Commercial | C-2 19 82 6 3t 658 45 50 740 51 14
caG 26 . a4 5 61 785 8 87| 1179 14 84
c80 - 3 2 0.1. 19 154 3 0]  188) 3 54
C-3-0(SD) 10 57 1 28 o1 3 a8 148 4 39
c3R | -1 - RS T 42 i 13 42 1 30
cas - 13 34 1 23 62 a 36 96 4 o4
C-M T 4 0.1 6 ] .04 7 13 1 24

sun/ O] 1,85 6 11, 46 1] - 18 1,802 8 )

Do | AHDTR 5 862 1 .6 108 05| 11| - ses 2| Seenotet
SB-DTR 4 100 |. 3 - - Sl 4 100 1| Seenotet
TB DTR 2 694 3 1 431 . 0.2 3 737 3| Sesnolel
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oning Group N a ».0f ZONed napa . :.' .' 0% 5 ¥ ! 0 )
Mixed Dse - I L | 2,446 28] 459 7,423 23’ 605 m8es|. 121 )
CoB . oAl el oes 6 or|- 1| - 7{-. 108 1] . 180 |
“CRANC , 3 51 03 10 143 08 ‘13 194 1 178
Mua b oa]l e 8] 19 3 1o - 194] - 3] Seencted “
MUo 1% 270 B3|l 18 268 3 34 538 6| Seenotet ;
MUR .| es| T e 3 g1 1019 - 7 &7| 1517 10| Seented |
RC3 6] 86 3 2 381 14 28 487 17 27
AC-4 . 24| . eat 3 88| - 2717 14 12|  agss 17 - 199
RED 18 167 2 55 20| 3 73 R 88
s 13 o4 1) 18 es| . - -4 3 o2 K "7
sl - R - 6 33 1 6 s3] . 4 4
SPD I R 2l .8 01| 2 3 0.1 80
Tumy 38 69|  43] 155 2224| 43 193] 2922 66| Seenotst
tndusirial / - 3| 1,890 22| 1] 1,267 448 1014|3187 590
PR MA - | 1@ ool . 87 a5 [ 184| tefs]| 11 17
M2 © o8 441 27 9 394 24 a5 835 51 17
PDRA" . 1.0 1 oal -1 - - 1 ‘_ T 0.4 N
PDR1-B 3 - 0.2 - - - 3 - 02 -
PDR-1-D S E 5. 18 - 13 24 .18 -
PDRA-G a2l o2 187 24 102) - 230 26| 123 02
. |roRe e00 | . 116] 12| awy 262 o715 |. | 597 ars| 386 ot
. Sub-Totals : 1743 - 13680 434 5479 | 33,338 1,134 6150 | 47018 | 1420 ‘]
Programmed / Redsvelnpiient Areas : . ’ Lo 1 22873 ’
Mission Bay . . 4,373
Treasuyé Island o o L . 8,000
Hunter’s Point Shipyard (Phase ) . ' . - 10,500
TOTALS - R ' N : £9,892
SOURCE: SF Planining Department
Notes:

1 These districes do not nominally restrice residential density, but regulates it based on factors such as lot cover, exposure, and unit mix requirements.
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Tables I-56 and 1-57 disaggregate this new housing potential according to the patcels’ existing

state of underutilization or lack of development. There are about 5,480 parcels totaling 1,134
.acres that are classified as undeveloped where nearly 33,340 new housing units could potentially
be constructed. Another 1,922 parcels ate also seen as developable for residential uses, possibly
yielding abont 9,750 new units, As detailed in Appendix D, only parcels developed up to 30%
of parcel potential ate considered in this inventory. Due to high demand for housing, new
construction have occurred in ‘developed parcels, not just vacant or underdeveloped. parcels.

Hence, parcels with more than 50% of zoned capacity have been and are being redeveloped;

rehabilitation and conversion of existing buildings are examples, Given San Francisco is largely
built-up, parcels such as these would not have been considered in estimating the remaining
zoned land capacity but were nevertheless redeveloped; the estimates in this section are thus
conservative for considering only vacant and up to 30% developed patcels.

In addition, redevelopment of Mission Bay, Treasure Island and Hunter’s Point Naval Shipyard
will bring an additional 22,873 units. Undeveloped or underdeveloped pareels with proposed
residential developments in the pipeline are not included in this assessment. About 230 of 800
acres of soft sites fall in areas with recently adopted area plans (Eastern Neighborhoods, Market
& Octavia, Balboa Park, Rincon Hill, Visitacion Valley). The residential development pipeline,
which accounts for some 47,020 units at the time of this report’s writing, will be discussed at
a later section of this repott.

1

2. Suitability of In-Fill Housing Development Under Existing
Zoning ' -

Approximarely one-half of San Francisco’s developable land is devoted to residential use. Of
the residentially zoned acreage, a majority of the area (76%) is zoned for single family and two
unit housing, at a housing density of approximately 10 to 29 units per acre. Other residential
areas with higher housing densities, such as the Van Ness corridor and neighborhoods north of
Market Streer, bring average housing density citywide to 15 net dwelling units per acre.? Table
1-57 lists the City’s zoning categories that- permit residential development, grouping these
by generalized housing density levels, Map I-6 provides a generalized illustration of housing
densities citywidc. » ’

"The location of San Francisco’s housing stock is detailed in Table 1-22 (page 24) and the geo-
graphic bounciary used for this data is the Planning District (shown on Map I-3, page 25).
"The Nostheast and Richmond districts have the most units. Over one-third (36%) of the city’s
units are located in buildings with ten er more units, while sirigle family homes account for
almost another third (33%).

All parcels considered in this estimate meet the minimum lot requirement for development.
Sixty of these parcels are vacant or undeveloped, and cover half an acre or more. Most non-
profit developers of affordable housing consider 0.5 acte as the minimum lot size necessary
to meet économies of scale, Altogether, these parcels - about half of which are one acre or
larger - can accommodate over 4,565 new housing units.

1 Notinduding right of way and sueets.
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di dCi8 ail(0. 1004800

RH-1 L i - , :
. . Mostly single-family housing located primarily in the southem and -
Low Density RH-1(D) 1 . Westgm parts of the city
RH-2 ' X . ,
Smaller multi-family housing such as duplexes, triplexes, and flats
Moderatet located around the City's central hills areas of Diamond Helghts,
Low Densi{y 33 75 ‘Wwin Peaks, and Potrero Hill, also around Golden Gate Park in the
RH-3 Richmond, and the northem part of the Sunset districts, the Marina
and edges of Mission Bay bordering open space areas
RM-1, RTO
C-2 .
Medium M-, M2 Non-residential commercial and industrial districts; certain areas
o ' 58 134 adjacent to commercial zones; also in the central areas of Mission
Density Eastern i Bay
N'hoods - - s '
Mixed-Use
NCs
' RM-2, )
RM-3 More intensively developed northeastern part of the city; along major -.
Moderatel transit corridors suich as Van Ness Avenue, Upper Market Street and
High Dens)i,ty RC-8 91 210 Columbus Avenue; In major redevelopment areas such as the West-
g Chinatown ern Addition, Golden Gateway; in Nob Hill, Chinatown, North Beach,
NCTs, RED edges of Mission Bay bordering commercial and mdustvnal areas
RM-4 Lo X ) R
RO Downtown districts, Rincon Hill, Cathedral Hill, parts of the Western
) N - Addition; parts of Diamond Heights, parts of Parkmerced, Nob
High Density DIR 283 654 Hill, parts of the northeastern section of the city: heavy commercial
districts, .o
C-M ’

3. Locating New Housing Development in Existing
Neighborhoods and Planned Areas

Table I-58

Generalized Existing
Housing Densitles by Zoning
Districts, San Francisca,
2013

As Table I-57 on page 68 shows, residential and districts contain a substantial number of

undeveloped lots. Locating new housing development in these districts makes sense, as hous-

ing should go whete other housing already exists. These in-fill sites are scattered throughout

all residential neighborhoods and construction of additional units will have very minimal

cumulative effect on infrastructure needs. The build-out assumption. for these districts also

takes into account typical housing types (single-family homes in RF-1, for example); and
there would be little impact on the neighborhoods’ residential character.

Neighborhood commercial districts are also ideal for additional housing because of these

neighborhoods’ proximity to transit and services. Typically, the calculation assumes upper sto-

rey residential development over ground floor commercial uses, although height limits in some

neighborhood commercial districts may have a dampening effect on residential development.
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Downtown districts are similarly ideal for residential development given proximity to jobsand
transit. The higher densities allowed under corrent zoning in these districts could bring almost
4,180 new units. Some industrial lands may be more suitable than other industrial sites for

residential development based on its proximity to existing residential districts and transit, Av’

least 3,160 units can be accommodated in these industrial lands.

The city’s mixed-use districts in. Chinatown and South of Market are generally built up and
'yielded smaller numbess of developable sites. However, with higher densities allowed in these
areas, in-fill development could accommodate at least an additional 9,870 units.

“The Mission Bay Plan, adopted and being cartied out by the San Prancisco Redevelopment
Agency (now known as the Office of Community Investment and infrastructure), is envision-
ing a new neighborhood arising from one of the citys few vast and underused vacant industrial

tracts. Projected land uses include a mix of housing and job opportunities. Mission Bay North

will accommodate 3,000 units of housing while Mission Bay South will have 3,090 units. Over
‘aquarter (28% or 1,700) of the units will be affordable to moderate, low and very low-income
households. As of 2013, 3,455 units were built and the remaining 4,373 are expected to be
completed by 2020.

Hunters Point Naval Shipyard, another redevelopment project, will involve re-use of the 500-
acre former military base and 200-acre former Candlestick Point. The HPNS Redevelopment
Plan sees the decommissioned shipyard transformed inte a mini-city with housing, job op-
portunities and recteational uses. ‘The residential component of the Redevelopment Plan will
bring about some 10,500 new housing units, Construction on the Shipyard Phase 1 has begun
and the first residents of the redeveloped sites have moved in carly 2013; this phase will have
a total of 1,600 new homes. :

Redevelopment of Treasure Island, while not expected to commence during the 2015-2022
RENA réporting period, has been included in the land inventory because of its long-term
"potential for housing. The current proposal includes up to 8,000 units.

a. Housing in Residential Areas

Housing development on remaining vacant, residentially zoned sites will oceur as marker pres-
sure intensifies to build on-available residential sites rhrc;ughout the city. These sites generally
have low or moderately low density residential-house zoning designations (RH-1, RH-2 or
RH-3), which permit only one, two or three units per lot in most cases. Most housing ~ espe-
cially family bousing — is already located in these residential districts. It is estimated that there
is an in-fill housing potential of approximarely 2,388 units on vacant and underntilized RH-1
and REL-2 parcels, which allow for single-family and duplexes, respectively. Typical densities
range from a maximum of 16-units per acre for RH-1 districts and 28 units per acre for RH-2.
An additional 662 units can also be accommodated in RH-3 parcels that allow for develop-
ment of triplexes at about 37 units per acre density. '
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Residential mixed districts (RM) and residential commercial combined districts (RC) permit

non-residential uses but remain predominantly residential in character. These areas are gener-

“ally adjacent to commercial zones and can have intense, compact development. Medinm den-

sity residental districts typically contain a mixture of dwelling types found in RH districts but
have a significant number of apartment buildings. About 2,280 new units can be developed in
low-density restdential mixed districts (RM-1). This zoning category allows for a maximum of
50 units per acre, About 507 and 1,290 additional new units can be in the RM-2 and RM-3
districts respectively. Almost 1,800 new units can be infill development in the downtown
residential districts ringing the city’s downtown coze, where higher densities ate permitted. All
told, there is the potential for almost 5,880 new units on vacant or underutilized -parcels in
these medium- and high-density residential zones.

b. Housing in Neighborhood Commercial D/'stricts'

Both Planning Code regulations and General Plan policies encourage housing over commercial
spaces in districts throughout the city. More recently; regional and national interest in transit-
oriented development has grown considerably. The close proximity of neighborhood com-
mercial districts to transit preferential streets makes in-fill sites in these districts particulardly
suitable for development. There is also a proven strong market for mixed-use development.
Mixed-use projects, with commetcial and residential components, accounted for a significant
amount of the new building construction in the last decade. Opportunity sites in neighbor-
hood commercial districts cover over 290 acres of land in the city. This represents the potential
for ronghly 20,070 new housing units over ground foor commercial spaces.

c. Better Neighborhoods Program

The Better Neighborhoods Program was initiated by the Planning Department to address the
city’s related housing and transportation challenges. It seeks to do so by strengthening the
linkages between land use and transportation planning, so that each one effectively supports
the other. Market and Octavia, Balboa Park, and the Central Waterfront were chosen as three
pilot neighborhoods and selected 1o serve as a model for other areas in the city. Glen Park and
Japantown were later added as compact versions of the Better Neighborhood planning pro-
cess. These neighborhoods’ proximity to transit and essential services are ideal for additional
housing, inclnding units in upper stories above commercial uses. The Market Octavia Plan,
promising an additional 5,900 units, was adopted in mid-2008. The Central Waterfront Plan
was adopted, along with three other Eastern Neighborhoods, at the end of 2008. Balboa Park
was also adopted in December 2008. The Central Watetfront Neighborhood Plan allows for
the potential development of about 1,100 to 1,500 new unirs while Balboa Park could mean
some 800 to 3,150 additional units.

Development opportunities in the Better Neighborhood areas vary. About 1,600 units can be
built in vacant or near parcels in the Market and Octavia area while underdeveloped parcels
can accommodate about 2,730 units. The demolition of the Central Freeway and its replace-
ment with Octavia Boulevard in the Market and Octavia Plan Area freed up about seven acres
for redevelopment. All told, these publicly owned parcels have the zoned capacity to accom-
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modate over 1,000 units and have been included in the overall estimate for the area, In Central
‘Waterfront, vacant or fiear vacant parcels have the zoned capacity to accommodate 290 units.
Underdeveloped sites, mostly industrial uses such as warehouses, can be redeveloped and yield
about 1,020 units. Balboa Park, on the other hand, can see about 310 units in vacant or near
vacant properties. Another 660 units can be built in underdeveloped parcels that have existing
uses such as single-storey commercial buildings or gasoline stations. ’

d. Housing in Industrial Areas and the Eastemn Neighbo}hoods

A significant portion of new housing construction (over 40%) in the last decade occurred in
the areas south of Matket Street, These industrially zoned parts of the cit}; provided a ready
supply of flexible and inexpensive industrial space well suited for conversion to office space
required by dot-com start-ups. At the same time, these same areas became highlf desirable
residential locations, especially for live/work or loft-style housing. Many traditional occupants
of industrial space — notably production, distribution and repair businesses (PDR) — were
displaced by rising rents brought on by new office and tesidential uses. Conflicts between new

residents and remaining businesses, especially over noise and smells associated with many PFDR

activities made it difficult for businesses to operate. Some businesses found space elsewhere in
San Francisco; many others left the city altogether, and a number went out of business,

Interim zoning controls and Plinning Commission policies underscored the importance of
retaining PDR activities and encouraging these uses on certain industrially zoned parcels while
“permitting bousing and mixed-use activities on other industrially zoned parcels, Recendy ap-
proved community planning in the Eastern Neighborhoods, where most industially zoned

lands are located, proposed new zoning controls that define uses permitted on these parcels.

An additional potential of 7,400 new bousing units in industrial lands came about with the
passage of new zoning standards. As of now, 1,890 units can be built in vacant or near vacant
parcels while 1,270 units can be built in underdeveloped parcels. '

‘The mostly industrial Bayview neighborhood can see an additional 743 new units with the

" development of vacant or mostly vacant parcels. Redevelopment of underdeveloped sites in
the area could mean an additional 1,255 units, Vacant or neat vacant parcels in SoMa have
the zoned capacity to accommodate about 256 units. Underdeveloped parcels in Fast SoMa
are largely mostly low industtial buildings and can potentially be redeveloped to 1,370 units,
Development of vacant or near vacant parcels in the Mission can add 730 to the ared’s housing
stock, Underdevelaped sites in the Mission — largely commercial and some industrial buildings
— have the potential to be redeveloped into some 4,690 units. In Showplace Square/Potrero
Hill, about 340 units can be built in vacant parcels and another 1,080 units in underdeveloped
sites. With rezoning of the largely residential Visitacion Valley, development of vacant or near
vacant sites can result in 250 units and 290 units in underdeveloped sites. Vacant or near vacant
sites in West SoMa have the potential to be developed into 165 units while underdeveloped
sites can accommodate almost 270 units.
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4. Suitability of Potential Affordable Housing Sites

Affordable housing in San Francisco includes subsidized multi-family units, single room oc-
cupancy units (SRO), emergency shelters, transitional housing, and other types of group hous-
ing. As noted earlier, such housing types are generally permitted in as of right or as conditional
use in all zoning districts in San Francisco except in the low-density, single-family residential
districts, the South of Market’s residential enclave districts, and the industrial/PDR districts.
In other municipalities, affordable housing includes housing for agricultural workers and low
cost manufactured housing. San Francisco is highly urbanized and generally a distance from
agricultural employment. Some manufactured single-family-housing have been exected-in San
Francisco but prefabticated units may not be appropsiate for high density, affordable housing
in San Francisco, especially given seismic safety concerns.

Affordable housing projects with on-site services require a minimum of 90 units per site to
gain economies of scale for construction and operations, OF all potential in-fill sites, over 750
parcels — with a total capacity of 16,480 units —would permit this type of development.

Construction of affordable multi-family units genetally require a minimum lot size of 0.3
acre or roughly 40 vnits per project to meet economies of scale. There are around 945 such
potential sites that are vacant or undeveloped. Altogether, these larger parcels, which average

.0.7 acres each, could accommodate up to 19,540 new housing units.

‘5. Accommodating Housing Suitable for Persons With

Disabilities

San Francisco building code ensures that new housing developments comply with California
building standards (Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations) and federal requirements
for accessibility. The San Prancisco building code incorporates the 2012 International Building
Code. It provides reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities in the enforcement
of building codes and the issnance of building permits through its flexible approaches to retro-

fitting or converting existing buildings and construction of new buildings that meet the shelter
needs of persons with disabilities. '

a. Procedures for Ensuring Reasonable Accommodations

While single-family and duplex or 2-family dwellings are generally not required to be acces-
sible except when they are part of a condominium or planned-use development, multi-family
building accessibility requirements are contained in the California Building Code Chapter
11A, Chapter 10, Chapter 30, and section 101.17.9.1. Commercial building access require-
ments ate contained in the California Building Code Chapter 11B, Chapter 10, Chapter 30,
and section 101.17.11. The Planning Code additionally requires parking spaces be specifically
designated for persons with physical or mental disabilities. )
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N

b. Informafion Regarding Accommodation for Zoning, Permit Processing, and
Building Codes

‘The City provides information to all interested parties regarding accommodations in zoning,
permit processes, and application of building codes for housing for persons with disabilities:

¢. Zoning and Other Land Use Regulations

There are no zoning or other land-use regulatory practices in San Francisco that could dis-
criminate against persons with disabilities and impede the availability of such housing for these
individuals. The City permits group homes of all sizes in most residential districts; as noted
above, group housing is allowed on a conditional basis in low density, single-family residential

districts (RH-1, RH-2 and RH-3), as well as the industrial districts and most South of Market

districts. All of the City’s commercial zones also allow group homes: théy are permitted as of
right in the moderate density residential, downtown, commerdial, and neighborhood commer-
cial districts where othier supportive amenities are more accessible. In addition, San Francisco
does not restrict occupancy of unrelated individuals in group homes and does not define family

or enforce a definition in its zoning ordinance. The Planping Department has developed 2

legislative ordinance that will enable persons with disabilities who require reasonable accom-
modation as exceptions to the City’s Planning Code to bypass the currently required varance
process, and to access a streamlined procedure permitting special structures or appurtenances
such as access ramps of lifts and other non-physical accommodations and was implemented
in the Fall of 2014.

d. Efforts to Remove Regulatory Constraints for Persons with Disabilities

The State has removed any City discretion for review of small group homes for persons with
disabilities (six or fewer residents). The City doces not iinposc additional zoning, building code,
. of permitting procedures other than those allowed by State law. The City his also made zon-
ing accommodations to encourage housing for persons with physical and mental handicaps.
Planning Code Section 207.4 and 209.1 set the dwelling unit density for dwellings specifically
designed for and occupied by senior citizens or physically or mentally handicapped persons
at twice the density ratio established by any residential or neighborhood commercial district.
Planning Code Section 135 reduces the minimum amount of usable open space to be provided
for use by each dwelling unit to increase development feasibility.

e. Permits and Processing

‘The City does not impose special pcrmif procedures or tequirements that could impede the
retrofitting of homes for accessibility. 'The City’s requirements for building permits and inspec-
tions are the same as for other residential projects and are straightforward and not burdensome.
City officials are not aware of any instances in which an applicant experienced delays or rejec-
tion of a retrofitting proposa for accessibility to persox;s with disabilities.
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B. CONSTRAINTS TO HOUSING ACCESS,
PRODUCTION AND CONSERVATION

Housing development in California is a complex and lengthy process. San Francisco in par- .
ticular is one of the more challenging environments to build housing. Factors including high
land and construction costs, protracted entitlement and permitting processes, and organized
opposition pose real obstacles to developing housing in San Francisco.

One result of this difficult landscape has been the development of new housing'in areas not
fully appropriate for residential development, such as in predominantly industrial areas without
the sufficient services and social infrastructure to support a pleasant and vital neighborhood. In
meeting the City’s housing goals, it s impértant to focus on areas that can absorb new develop-
ment in the context of creating viable neighborhoods. The first part of Section IV, “Meeting
Housing Needs,” discussed suitable locations for potential new housing, This second part will
discuss the challenges to new housing production and conservation.

1. Equal Housing Opportunity

All residents have the right to housing that is available without disccimination — that is, without
limitations based on race, colos, religion, sex, handicap, familial status, or national origin. The
federal Fair Housing Act of 1968, and Californiz’s Fair Employment and Housing Act, as well
as other non-discrimination acts, were enacted to prohibit discrimination; and San Francisco
has adopted a number of local anti-discrimination ordinances addressing housing and public
accommodations (Administrative Code Sections 12 A 8 12 B, Police Code Sections 33, 38,
and 1.2). These federal, state and local provisions are enforced by the City’s Human Rights
Commission (HRC), which offers mediation setvices for filed complaints, technical assistance
with referrals to nonprofit organizations and City agencies, and fair housing training for hous-
ing providers.

However, with all of these protections, discrimination still occurs. Some of the major impedi-
ments to fair housing include discrimination in access to housing, condition, evictions and

even lending practices.

* Discrimination: The most common forms of housing discrimination in San Francisco
occur in rental housing, when tenants — who may be facing racial discrimination, pov-
erty, mental and physical handicaps, or have alternative sexual orientation or gender
identity — are denied housing, discriminated against in the terms or conditions other-
wise available to other tenants, or harassed by a landlord or fellow tenant, Section 8
tenants in particular have difficulty accessing market rentals, as many landlords choose
to not rent to Section 8 tenants. ‘

= Poor conditions: Many available housing units are maintained in poor condition, at
the expense of the quality of life for their tenants. The need to make physical improve-
ments is critical to improve living conditions in low-income housing. Also, given the
citys high percentage of renters with disability; it is particularly critical for persons with
special needs, to provide improved accessibility to existing housing units.
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¢ Formal and informal evictions: Bven with state and Jocal regulations against formal
evictions, abuses occur as many residents are unaware of their protections. “Buyouts”
(where the landlord pays the tenant an agreed upon dollar amount to vacate the prop-
erty and thercfore avoid any eviction processcs) are also prevalent throughout the city,

+ Leading practices: Predatory lending, often directed towards low-income and minor-
ity communities, has arisen as a facet of housing discrimination, The cuttent foreclosure
crisis is affecting those communities disproportionately, and is also affecting renters of

-those foreclosed units, who are without traditional eviction rights

Connecting all of these issues is a lack of education about fair bousing issues and a laclt of in-
formation connecting people to resources, Often, fair housing issues pit landlords with access
to capital, legal advice and time, against renters who may not be aware of their rights and who
may face other imp ediments in the system such as a language barrier. While San Franisco is
fortunate to have a number of nonprofit organizations in addition to the City’s Human Rights
Commission {(FIRC) that provide public education, access to legal services and counseling, and
even funding; they often lack resources to reach the majority of the population in need.

2. Non-Governmental Constraints

Government Code Section 65583(a)(5) requires that the Housing Element update include
an assessment of non-governmental constraints to housing development, Such constraints
include the price of land, the cost of construction, and availability of financing, ’

a. Land Availability and Costs

Much. of San Francisco exhibits an established, relatively dense development pattern and is
considered by many to be substantially built-out. While there ate parcels of land still poten-
tially available for development (see Tables 1-56 and I-57 on pages 67-69), San Francisco’s
tight land matket increases pressures on land values. Both market-rate and affordable housing
developers report that acquiring land for housing in the city is a challenge. The heightened
values of land make some of the land identified 2s a potential housing site infeasible for actual
housing development, especially housing affordable to lower income households.

The city’s finite supply of land, coupled with strong development pressure, means that fand-
owners can expect high prices for parcels they own, if they choose to sell for housing develop-
ment at all. Sites identified as potential housing sites may not be sold to residential developers
as some property ownets are satisfied with the-state of their properties’ development. Institu-
tions, for example, may keep surface parking uses to support other adjacent properties’ more
intense uses, Similarly, building owners may keep smaller but profitable commercial buildings
instead of fully developing their properties. Furthermore, except in purely residential zoning
districts, housing developets must compete with other potential users. If it is more profitable
for a Jandowner to bold or seli land for a commercial project, the Jand will not be available for
housing, Private vacant ot underdeveloped lands identificd as housing opportunity sites will
only see development if landowners decide to sell, and the prices they demand from housing
developers will allow for profitable development.
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Average land values vary greatly by zoning district as development potential vaties greatly.
Table I-59 below details the average sales price per square foot of vacant lands sold between
2008 and 2013. It shows that vacant lands in the industrial zoning districts were the least

expensive and sold, on average, at just over $78 per square foot.

Residential Districts - . B8 $204-

Downtown Residential Districts 4  $738

Downtown Commercial Districts, ' B $323"
Neighbarhood Commercial Districts 06 o $369

. Mixed Use Districts 18 - " . gaos
Industrial Districts 16 $78

SOURCE: SF Assessor-Recorder’s Office; SE Planning Department

Vacant land in single-family zoned districts, where typically one unit is permitted per lot,
cost on average $108 a square foot. Vacant parcels in moderately low density residential zones
(where duplexes and triplexes are permitted) and the neighborhood commercial districts, aver-
aged $549 and $369 per squate foot respectively. Vacant land in the downtown and high
density residential zoning districts was the costliest, averaging above $738 per square foot.
Vacant lots in the densely built mixed use districts had sold, on average, just under $400 per

square foot.

Though specific land costs varied greatly depending on an area’s location and underlying zon-

ing, the price of land is 2 major component of a developer’s overall cost of producing housing
(see Table I-60 below). A

b. Housing Development Costs

In addition to high land costs, other direct costs of building new housing — the cost of labor,
of construction materials and contractor fees — continued to escalate. Steep construction costs
are generally seen as 2 major constraint on housing development and especiafly impacts afford-
ability: In 2013, total development cost for an average two-bedroom condominium totaling
800 sq. ft. was about $469,800 a unit or $587 per square foot. Table I-60 below breaks down
these costs.

In this estimate, planning, entitlement, and other permitting fees — discussed in the section
above — totaled less than 4% of development costs. Specific site conditions may also add to
the cost of new housing construction. For example, building demolition rmiay be required with
the re-use of a site; toxic waste clean-up needed to mitigate chemical contamination in some
former industrial sites; or increased foundation costs in potentially seismically unstable soils.
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Table I-60

Estimated Multi-Family
Housing Development Costs
Per Unit, San Francisco,
2013

DRAFT PROPOSED FOR ADOPTION HOUSING ELEMENT 2014

Land Cost . . $120,000. . 25.5%

Building Construction at $300 per sq. ft. T $240,000 51,1%

Permits, city fees and professnonal service fees at 20/n of - - ’ o
- construction costs $4§'000 ’ 102%
. Subsidy 1o build below-market rate units (12,{= of total umts) R ’

based on a $200,000 per unit subsidy for ayear, dlvided by $27,000 ) 5.7%

the remaining 88 market-rate unlts L . . .

Selling expenses s ’ $34,800 7.4%

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COST ' $469,800 © 100.0%
_ "Total Cost per Square Foot .

(Average Net Unit Size: 800 sq,. ft.}" $567.25

SOURCE: San Frandisco Planning and Urban Research Assoclation (SPUR}

Note: San Francisco Houslng Cost Calardation Per Unit fora 100-Unit Building. This isvery simplified and does not include constraction financing expenses,
contingencies or develupers profit, among other things.Caleulations ase based vn a 108 unit building sssuming 800 square fect per unit, which is
approximately 640 square fer of usable space hased on rypical building efficicncy.

c. Availability of Open Space

Most of the potential housing sites identified — some 5,049 {out of 5,487) parcels —
within walking distance {1/4 mile) of open space amenities. Many of the remaining sites ate
located in new plan areas that include plaris for more open space. For example, the Mission
Bay project includes new public open spaces to serve the residents of its 6,000 new units and
those of surrounding areas. The Rincon Point-South Beach Redevelopment area includes two
new shoreline parks while Guy Place Park is currently being implemented per the Rincon Hill
plan, due to open late 2016. ‘The Recreation and Open Space Element 2013 update prioritizes
new open space in underserved areas. As new areas are planned for housing, additional open
space will need to be provided and should be included as patt of future rcdevelopmcnt plans,
area plans, rezoning provisions, and subdivision. projects.

'

d. Access to Commercial and Other Services

Many of the areas where new housing is likely to occur offer a rich mixture of uses that can
readily serve new residents. About—91% or 5,00 out of 5,487 parcels — of potential housing
development sites are within a five-minute walk (1/4 mile) from a neighborhood commercial
district. Additionally; much of the future housing development will be in mixed use projects
that will likely include local serving commercial activities. If these new, larger scale develop-
ments are well planned and designed, the additional residents and businesses will enrich exist-
ing neighborhoods nearby. Major new housing developments that are isolated from requisite
services do not create livable neighborhoods, and can contribute to citywide transportation
problems. Plans for new neighborhoods, and specific plans for improving existing areas, must
respond to the commercial and service needs of new residents.

171

fnist

1.81



PART 1: DATA NEEDS & ANALYSIS

i

1.82

e. Transportation

San Prancisco’s transportation system has been strained by the availability of free and relatively
inexpensive parking in many parts of the city, which promotes driving. Coupled with job and
population growth, this has increased congestion while decreasing the efficiency of public
transit services. Recent planning efforts seek to address this issue and continne to closely ex-
amine the interaction of land use and transportation to assure that current and future residents
are able to travel conveniently and efficienty to jébs, services, and recreational opportunities.
Also, plannets at the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SECTA) are currently
preparing the Countywide Transportation Plan, that will prioritize numerous improvements to
the city's transportation system.

f. Infrastructure Standards

'The City imposes fees on sponsors of new development for various on- and offsite infrastruc-
ture improvements when necessary. Various standards for street widths, curb requirements, and
circulation improvements have been developed over time and are not believed to be excessive or
to impose undue burdens on development. They apply citywide and conform to the developed
pattern of the city. More specific infrastructure improvements, such as particular strcétscapc
design treatments, may be required of major new developmenis in the city’s project areas.
Given the densities at which residential land is developed in San Francisco, these infrastructure
costs, even when borne partially by the developer, represent a relatively small cost p.er unjt,

San Francisco’s curtent housing stock is approximately 376,080 units. The housing production’
goal set by HCD/ABAG for San Francisco is 28,869 units by 2022, This represents an increase
of about 7.7%. The capacity of the city’s infrastructure including water, sewage treatment, and
utility services is generally not a constraint to meeting San Franciscos housing goals. Many
potential development sites are in areas that are well-setved by the existing infrastructure,
Some proposed area or neighborhood plans and very large development projects may require
additional local infrastructure improvements. ‘

The San Frandisco Public Utilities Commissior’s (SEPUC) 2010 Urban Water Management
Plan (UWMP) for the City and County of San Francisco (SFPUC, June 2011) projects water de-
mand from residential and commercial customers. While the SEPUC does project an increase
in total demand, it also expects residential water use to decline, even as population increases,
because of increased conservation measures and efficiency. The 2010 Plan also relies on greater
use of groundwater supplies and recycled water. The UWMP projects sufficient water supply in
normal years, though during drought years demand will exceed supply. During drought years,
plans are in place to institute varying degrees of water rationing depending on the severity of
the drought. The SFPUC has begun the implementation of a 13-year Water Supply Improve-
ment Program (WSIP) approved by the voters of San Prancisco in the November 2002 General
Election as Proposition A. The $4.3 billion WSIP will ensure that safe and reliable drinking
water service will be provided to meet projected San Francisco retail customer demand antici-

pated in the UWMP through 2018.
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"The WSIP will maintain compliance with state and federal drinking water standards while
ensuring that the system will be functional in the event of a natural disaster, and will atrempt
to provide adequate water supplies during drought conditions. The SFPUC also has an ongo-
ing program to tepair and replace outmoded and aging composnents of the city's water delivéry
and distribution infrastructure.

‘The SFPUC has committed to a number of programs to reduce water demand, which are
described in greater detail in the UWMP. The SEPUC i also implementing a Recycled Water
Program to produce recycled water for non-potable irrigation purposes. As of June 30, 2013,
construction was underway on 14 regional projects valued at $2.6 billion, while construction
had been completed on 29 other regional projects valued at $634 mission.

. In 1997, the City completed a 20-year program to upgrade its wastewater treatment systern
to bring it into full compliance with federal and state clean water regulaions. Because San
‘Francisco has a combined sanitary and stormwater system, the largest volume of wastewater
occurs during wet weather.

In 2005, the SFPUC launched a citywide $150 million, Five-Year Wastewater Capital Tm-
provement Program (WWCIP) to improve the reliability and efficiency of San Prancisco’s

combined wastewater and storm water system. Over the next few years, the program helped

address the most critical needs of the aging wastewater system, improve the capacity of sewer
mains, and upgrade treatment facilities,

‘The Water Pollution Control Division of the SFPUC reports that treatment capacity is avail-
able to serve expected. growth. However, there are areas where local sewers, which. transport
waste to the treatment system, might-be undersized and will need to be exarnined on a case by
case basis. In 2012, the SFPUC began a public process to update the completed Clean Water
Master Plan to identify the future course of the city’s wastewater and storm. water collection
and treatment system, including repair or replacement of structurally-inadequate sewers to
address localized flooding problems. Some proposed area plans or very lasge development
projects may need local infrastrueture improyements to connect to the city’s system. .

In 2006, pursuant to SB 1087 and Government Code Section 65589.7, the SFPUC approved
Resolution 06-0185 adopting a written policy to provide water and sewer service to new
developments on an income-neutral basis. The SEPUC will also give priority to applicants
for developmeats that include the sale or rental of housing that is affordable to lower-income
households during any period when supply, treatment, or distribution capacity is limited. -

San Francisco's solid waste is transferred to the Altamont Landfill, in Alameda County. In
1988, the City signed a long-term disposal agreement that provides for the disposition of up
to 15 million tons of solid waste at Altamont. As of March 2013, San Franciscd’s remaining
landfill capacity at Altamont Landfill was about 1 million tons out of the original 15 million
ton capacity. At current disposal rates, San Francisco’s available landfill space under the existing
contract will run out in January 2016.
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In 2002 the City's Board of Supervisors adopted a goal for San Francisco of 75% landfill
diversion by the year 2010, and authorized the Commission on the Environment to adopt 2
long term goal of zero waste when the 50% diversion goal is met. In 2003 the Commission
adopted a date of 2020 for the City to achieve a goal of zero waste to lanfill. and directed the
Department of the Environment to develop policies and programs to increase producer and
consumer responsibility to achieve the goal. Currently, the Cigs 3 bin system, policics, finan-
cial incentives, and extensive outreach to residents and businesses, has helped San Frandisco
achieve the highest diversion rate of any major city in North America. San Francisco exceeded
its goal of 75% in 2010 and diverted 80% (1,593,830 tons) of its discards from the landﬁll._

Despite recent supply problems, future gas and electricity supply should meet projected needs.
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) has filed a “Load Forecast” for San Francisco
through 2022 with the California Energy Commission. This forecast is the basis for eapital

- and operating plans, and covers both residential and commercial demand. In addition, the

City and County of San Francisco in 2004 commenced the San Francisco Electric Reliability
Project that calls for a new City-owned power plant to operate during periods of peak demand.
In December of 2010 the project’s license, however, was terminated.

g. Environmental Features

San Prancisco is a built-up city. The sites inventory in the previous section identified par-
cels that are suitable for infill development. Unlike other jurisdictions, development in San
Francisco is not constrained by environmental features such as protected wetlands or oak tree
preserves. Howcvef, major programmed redevelopment efforts are proposed in areas that have
been identified in the 2010 Floodplain Management Ordinance as potentially flood-prone.
‘This list indudes Mission Bay, Treasure Island, Candlestick Point, Bayview Hunters Point Area
C, and the Hunters Point Shipyard. Floodplain management requirements are incorporated
into redevelopment plans in these areas to ensure that any land at risk of flooding will be raised
above the floodplain prior to redevelopment.

San Prancisco has several brownfield designations that have been identified under the Califor-
nja Envitonmental Quality Act (CEQA). San Francisco has initiated planning efforts in each
of these areas to facilitate the dlean-up process. Full clean up of the sites to residential standards
has been required under the EIR’s for cach plan area:

 Mission Bay: The Mission Bay redevelopment area has been the subject of extensive
clean-up since the mid 1980s, when the Santa Fe Pacific Realty Corporation began to
remediate and redevelop thé former railyard at Mission Bay in California. New housing
construction in Mission Bay is now more than 50% complete.

= Hunter’s Point Shipyard: The Hunters Point 1.S. naval shipyard, a federally designared
Superfund site contaminated by toxic waste, has been the subject of redeveloptment
plans for 20 years. In July 2010, the Environmental Impact Report for a redevelopment
plan which would clean up the site and add 10,500 homes (32% affordable), as well as
320 acres of parkland and open space was certified. Clean up on the site was initiated
in 2008.
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» Eastern Neighborhoods: The industrial character of many sites in these neighborhoods
meant that individual clean up efforts may be necessary. Recently, several sites have
been fully cleaned and converted to residential activities, most recently the Deres Lofts,
whete a former paint manufacturing plant converted into 500 units.

« Schlage Lock Site: The former Schlage Lock factory operations polluted the gronndwa-

. ter at their site and on adjacent parcels. In 2009, the Board of Supervisors adopted the
Visitacion Valley/Schlage Lock Redevelopment Plan, including a remedial action plan.
Since then, the entire site has undergone remediation. When California eliminated its
‘tedevelopment agencies in 2012, the City of San Francisco initiated a new effort to
develop the site with reduced public funding. The plan to develop 1,679 units on the
site was adopted and approved in July 2014

San Francisco’s Maher Ordinance (San Francisco Public Works Municipal Code, article 20)
also mandates soil analysis for hazatdous waste by the Department of Public Health. This
regulation requires site history and soil analysis reports for all building permit applicants in
areas where dumping may have occurred in the past. Affected areas have been mapped by staff,
- and cover the majority of the city’s Downtown area and its eastern shoseline. The Hazardous
‘Waste Program staff continues to review and process the reposts required in the Analyzing the
Soil for Hazardous Waste Ordinance (Maher) and oversee activities in the dity.

Like most coastal cities, San Francisco is vulnerable to sea level rise. However, recent plans for
shoreline development include measures to protect development from rising sea levels. The
‘Treasure Island Master Plan concentrate development at the istand’s center, elevates the build-
ing pad for the istand’s proposed developed ares, and protects the buildings with a leveé and
a wide setback. Hunters Point Shipyard also elevates the total building pad for development,
and also designed a flexible management stratepy including incremental strategies on how
to deal with shoreline based on actual rise levels. San Prancisco staff continues to collaborate
with the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) on overall
adaptation strategics for the city.

" Finally, San Prancisco has taken serfously the impacts of greenhouse gas emissions. In 2001, the
City adopted Resolution No. 010-01, which mandated local efforts to curb global warming,
included adoption of 2 greenhouse gas emissions reductions goals for the City and County of
San Francisco and continued actions towards achieving these goals. A primary component of
meeting these goals is directing development towards transit-served areas to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions from transportation. ‘The City’s area plans setve to direct development to transit
served areas. Numerous policies in Part II of the Ciry’s Housing Element also support this aim.

h. Community Acceptance

San Francisco has a strong tradition of public involvement in policy discussions and pos-
sesses a very engaged citizenry on development issues. This activism often takes the shape
of organized opposition to housing projects across the city, especially affordable housing for
low-income residents and even towards well planned and designed developments. Such vocal
opposition poses very real impediments to project sponsors and can lead to significant time
delays, additional cost, or a reduction in the number of residential units produced. The City is
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committed to the involvement of citizens in the planning process and to the need to expound
on the importance of working towards citywide housing objectives, Two recently approved
planning initiatives — the Market/Octavia plan and the Fastern Neighborhoods Community
Planning plan and re-zoning — have engaged residents, property owners, workers, and other
stakeholders and sought broad public community backing through participatory programs of
education, pubiic dialogue and input, and consensus building.

3. Governmental Constraints

Housing production in San Francisco is affected by a number of governmental reéulations,
from local policies and codes to state and federal Jand usc regulations and state environmental
laws. This section will examine the impacts of local governmental regulations on residental
development as these can be addressed by local housing policy. These regulatory controls have
been carefully crafted over time to balance citywide needs and address public concerns. These
regulations were established to be consistent with the City’s General Plan priorities to conserve
and protect existing hous.lug and neighborhood character. They also regulate new development
to be compatible with and not detrimental to the area with respect ro size, shape, traffic and its-
generated noise, open space and urban design requirements. The time required to administer
and approve projects can add to the cost of housing production. But without these standards,
an even greater check on new housing construction could result from public opposition to new

development,

Addressing these constraints must be balanced against other citywide needs and will also be
tempered by public concerns. Most of San Francisco’s existing regulations were established to

"be consistent with the City’s General Plan priorities to conserve and protect existing housing

and neighborhood character, regulating development to be compatible with neighborhood
character, and not detrimental to the area with respect to size, shape, traffic and its generated

noise, open space and urban design requirements.

To addzress these issues, the City has made a number of improvements to remove hurdles in the
City’s General Plan and Planning Code, including:

« Using community planning processes to adopt streamlined regulations around discre-
tionary process and reducing Conditional Uses;

= Using community planning processes to increase development capacity, induding
height, density and required lot sizes;

= Reduction of parking and open space requirements.
= Through Mayor Ed Lee’s Executive Directive 13-01, the City has prioritized the per-
mitting process for 100% affordable housing projects, and market rate projects with at

least 20% on-site BMRs or 30% off-site BMRs,

» Through the Mayor's Housing Working Group, the City is working to identify stream-
lined regulations. .
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= Elimination of neighborhood notification (Section 311) for the addition on new dwell-
- ing units that do not expand the building envelope (Legislative Board File 13-1148)

* Exemptions from Planning Code requirements, such. as open space, rear yard, exposure
and parking, when legalizing certain dwelling units. (Legislative Board. File 13-1148)

a. Entitlements

Proposed developments that deviate from or exceed permitted development standards, or that
bring up other planning concerns, are subject to additional assessment and would require
conditional use approvals, variances, Downtown Project Authorizations, Large Project Autho-
rizations and discretionary reviews. These take longer to pr.occss as they require greater study

and analysis, public notifications and heatings, and apptovals from the Planning Commission -

- or the Zoning Administrator.

1) Land Use Regulations and Community Plans. ‘The Planning Code, in particular,
can present constraints to housing development. Height and density limits, exposure, parking
and open space requirements, for example, can constrain housing form and increase produc-
tion costs; discretionary processes such as Conditional Use authotizations can extend both the
timeline for and the cost of housing construction.

The San Francisco Planning Department has prepared a number of community plans intended
to shape growth in our urban neighborhoods, by encouraging housing where it makes sense
and by using that housing growth to strengthen neighborhoods. The community planning
process provides a neighborhood-based forum to grapple with issues such as appropriate
height and density. It also provides the opportunity to shape new regulations for development
which streamline the housing approval process yet make sure appropriate development still is
designed according to the neighborhood character.

In the last five years, the Planning Department has compietcd several plans for the Downtown
area (Rincon Hill and Transbay), a series of “Better Neighborhoods Plans” (Market & Octavia,
Balboa Park and the Central Waterfront), and the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans {East SoMa,
Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and Mission). Adoption of these plans into the City’s General
Plan enabled dearly stated housing development policies. Each new neighborhood plan is
also accompanied by a set of new regulations, including amendments to the General Plan,
Planning Code, and other required documents. The goal of these amendments is to establish
parameters for new development that give residents and developers a clear sense of what'is and
is not allowed in these neighborthoods. Amendments reduce discretionary processes such as
Conditional Use authorizations.as much as possible while still ensuring adequate cormunity
review (in the Better Neighborhoods and Eastern Nejghborhoods Area Plans, most housing is
permitted as-of-right, and conditional use requirements for design aspects such as height have
been eliminated). In many cases, the amendments also include a public review and approval
process that reduces permitting time and hearings.

Planning Code amendments adopted with each new neighborhood plan also served to expand
potential development capacity in each of these areas, using tools such as height increases,
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removal of maximum densities, and removal of minimum rcquircd lot sizes. This increases
fexibility for development on all sites in the project areas, and has resulted in an expanded
development capacity which is detailed in Appendix D.

2) Parking Requirements: Providing parking represents 2 significant cost to developers
and can affect housing prices, adding as much as $100,000 to the price of 2 new unit. Surface
level parking also takes up valuable real estate that could be devoted to housing or other nses.
As such, parking requirements can act as a constraint to housing development.

Parking requirements vary throughout the city’s zoning districts, based on factors like density
and transit access. For example, in the city's low density districts (one-, two- or three-family
housing districts), one parking space is required for each dwelling unit. The City’s high-density
residential districts, including RC-4, RSD, and other mixed use areas, require one parking
space for every four units. In downtown districts such as the DTR, NCT, RTO or C-3
Districts, no parking is required. Provision of guest parking is not required by the City for
any housing development; it is only required for temporary stay uses such as hotel, motel or
medical institution. Parking is not required for housing designed for and occupied by senior
citizens, for group housing or for single-room occupancy dwellings; parking requirements for
100% affordable housing projects can be modified as a “vatiance” to reduce the 1:1 parking

ratio requirement.

" Recent amendments to the Planning Code removed parking requirements altogether in a num-

ber of zoning districts; instead, a maximum number of parking spaces serves as a cap. Newly
adopted zoning districes such as Downtown Residential (DTR), Neighborhood Commercial
Transit (NCT), and Residential Transit Oriented (RTO) Districts, have been established in
several pirts of the city do not require parking; where the provision of parking space is capped
at one car for every four dwelling units (or less without the need for a conditional use).

To address the cost patking adds to the development price tag, the “unbundling” of parking
spaces has aléo been institutionalized through the Planning Code. The adopted Section'167
of the Planning Code requires that parking costs be separated from housing costs in housing
developments of 10 or more units. Offstreet parking spaces that are accessory to residential -
uses can be leased or sold separately from the rental or purchase fees for dwelling units for the
life of the dwelling units, so potential renters or buyers have the-option of renting or buying a
residential unit at a price lower than would be the case if there were a single price for both the
residential unit and the Parking space. '

3) Open Space Requirements: The City’s Planning Code currentlf requires tharall new

multi-family residential development provide outdoor open space, ranging from 36 to 125
square feet per unit, based on density, available public open space, and other factors. This open
space may be provided on the ground, or in spaces such as balconies, rerraces or roofiops.
To reduce the burden of open space requirements, as well as to gain the benefits that common
space provides {collective place for residents to gather; residents get to know their neighbors
well; space can foster a sense of community; etc.), the Planning Department has reduced open
space requirements for developments in ceratin zoning districts which provide usable open
space as publicly accessible. '
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4) Redevelopment Project Areas: The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency used the
state t00] of redevelopment to revitalize local neighborhoods where appropriate. Redevelop-
ment provided several tools that aid with the preservation of, rehabilitation of and production
of affordable housing for low-and moderate-income families. San Prancisco’s local redevel-

opment ordinance specifically required that 50% of redcvelopmcnt tax increment funds be

committed to bousing programs.

‘The San Prancisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in
California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012 by order of the California Supreme Courtina
decision issued on- December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana
Matosantos). On June 27, 2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB
1484, a bill making technical and substantive changes to AB 26, the dissolution bill that was
found largely constitutional by the Supreme Conrt on December 29, 2011.

In response to the requirements of AB 26 and AB 1484, San Francisco has created the Office
of Community Investment and Infrastrucinre {formerly known as the San Francisco Rede-
velopment Apency). Under AB 26 and AB 1484, the Successor Agency is only authorized to
continue to implement three major redevelopment projects that were previously administered
by the former Redevelopment Agency: 1) the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment
Project Areas, 2) the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area and Zone 1 of
the Bayview Redevelopment Project Area, and 3) the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area
(collectively, the “Major Approved Development Projects”). In addition, the Successor Agency
continues to manage Yerba Buena Gardens and other assets within the former Yerba Buena
Center Redevelopment Project Area (“YBC).

5) California Environmental Quality Act review procedures: Like all projects in Califor-
nia, proposed residential projects in San Francisco are subject to environmental review under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). CEQA. can act as a constraint to housing
development because it can increase both the costs and the time associated with develop-
sment review. Environmental analysis can take upwards of 18-24 months to complete. Th San
Francisco, environmental review fees are calculated based on a project’s calculated construction
costs and can easily exceed $100,000; independent consultants are often involved, also at a
substantial cost. Morcover, under state law CEQA. determinations may be appealed directly

. to the Board of Supervisors, an appeal body that is available to very few other types of land
use decisions in San Prandsco. It is not uncommon for the Planning Department’s CEQA
documents of any type to undergo lengthy apéeals processes, further increasing the time and
costs associated with environmental analysis.

‘The Department is implementing a variery of initiatives to increase the efficiency of the en-
vironmental review process and thereby reduce the time and costs associated with this effort,
CEQA. itself affords a variety of opportunities to streamline environmental review for urban
infill and/or affordable housing projects, particularly in locations under an adopted area plan.
The Planning Department takes advantage of these opportunities as available; however, when
2 project could result in significant environmental impacts (such as impacts to historical re-
sources) the ability to strearnline environmental review is substantially reduced.
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- Some common environmental impacts and their mitigations ate relatively standard and could

be addressed on a legislative level by ordinance and thereby incorporated into the building
permit process. The benefit of this approach is that it would make more projects eligible for
exemption from environmental review, because the necessary measures to avoid significant
environmental impacts would be required for compliance with relevant code provisions. The
Board of Supervisors has enacted such legislation such as adoption of the Environment Code,
the Green Building Ordinance, and the establishment of the Department of the Environment,
and others with regard to several air quality-related concems; other such ordinances could be
pursued in the future to address other areas of environmental impact.

With regard to the time and fees required for environmental review, sponsors of 100% af-
fordable housing projects and market rate housing projects that include at least 20% on-site
or 30% off-site BMRs ate granted priority permit processing status and ate also eligible for
deferred payment of environmental evaluation fees. These measures rednce the amount of time
that a project is in the environmental review process and facilitate the initiation of applications

for environmental review.

6) Discretionary Review: The Discietionary Review process can result in a significant
cost to developers. The costs are typically the result of architectural fees, holding costs associated
with extended time delays, and compensation that is sometimes requested by the Discretionary
Review requestor in order to mirigate concerns or withdraw the Discretionary Review Applica-
tion. Due to the ambiguous outcome and undefined timeline associated with the filing of 2
Discretionary Review Application, many project sponsors forgo projects altogether because of
the additional time and financial burdens caused by this process. The additional time and costs
caused by Disctetionary Review Applications are absorbed into the price of new or renovated
dwelling-units, and therefore, the Discretionary Review process acts as a2 constraint to housing
development and increases the overall cost of housing parﬁcu]arly in the city’s lower density
neighborhoods.

" 'The City’s Discretionary Review process is the Planning Commission’s authority to review

Code-complying projects and take acrion if the Commission finds that the case demonstrates
“exceptional and extraordinary” circumstances. Conceptually, Discretionary Review is a sec-
ond look at building permit applications that have already been determined to camply with
the minimum Planning Code standards and .applicable design guidelines. The idea is that
additional scrutiny might be necessaty in some cases to judge whether the design guidelines
were applied appropriately or if there are circumstances unique to a case that warrant further
modifications te the project. The problem with the Discretionary Review process is that be-
cause there are no gnidelines for this process, it eliminates a developer’s sense of predictability
and certainty in the entitlement process. There are no barriers to file a Discretionary Review
Application — othet than 2 nominal fee of $535 — and there ate no limitations as to the amount
of time the process can ke,

The Discretionary Review process is most frequently used as a response to development in -

the city’s low density districts, (RH — one-, two-, or three-family housing districts) and high
income areas, like Supervisorial Districts 2 and 7. The costs associated with Discretionary
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Review in lower density districts have a greater impact to the affordability of housing, as there
are fewer dwelling units associated with each project to absorb the additional costs of the
process. Furthermore, the minimal filing cost of $535 for a Discretionary Review Application
does not nearly reflect the actual cost of processing the Application, which is about $3,680.
The Department recovers the difference by adding a Board of Appeal surcharge fee of $25 to
the cost of every buiilding permit application. This too adds to the overall cost of construction
in the city, which increases the cost and actsas a constraint of housing development.

As part of the Department’s Action Plan, the Department, is working on a reform the Discre-
tionary Review process. The Department is wotking on to improve the design review process
to help minimize the numbe rof Discretionary Reviews filed.

b. Permit Processing

A typical timeline for a medinm-density, multi-family residential project (50 to 100 units)
is about one yedr to 2% years from the initial conceptual project review with the Planning
Department to commencement of construction. This schedule assumes concurrent proce-
dures for review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and entitlements
requiring Planning Commission review and approval, If an environmental impact report is
required, it can take up to 2 years for all necessary studies and analyses to be conducted and
" the EIR heard before the Planning Commission. Applications can be filed at the same time

or filed and heard upon completion of the environmental review. Both procedures are subject’

to public comment and appeals periods. The conditional use permit can be appealed before
the Board of Supervisors within 30 days following the Planning Commission’s approval. Once
planning entitlements are secured, the project sponsor can prepare detailed building plans to
be reviewed and approved by the Department of Building Inspection. Depending on the pro-
posed project’s complexity, the plan preparations, review and approval process can take from
four to six months before building permits ate issued. If no building permit appeals are filed
against this project after the 15-day period following permit issuance, building construction

can begin. But if this typical project has received a conditiqnal use, then the Bureau of Permit

Appeals has no jurisdiction.

Minor alterations and new housing projects of up to three single-family dwelling units ot up
to six units in a single structure may not require substantial environmental review. Projects
proposing principally permitted uses (or “as of right”) meeting all applicable Planning Code
requirements and pot triggering mandatory discretionary review will involve Jess permit pro-
cessing time. Construction of these kinds of projects can typically begin within nine months
of initjal project review:

As the City’s permitting and review agencies, the Planning Department, the Depattment of

Building Inspection, and other related agencies have a significant effect on the efficiency of the

housing constrnction process. To address this, the Planning Department initiated in 2008 an
Action Plan containing procedural and operational reforms to improve the professionalism
and efficiency of the City’s planning process. Improvements to the Planning Code and irs effect
on permit processing are already underway. Mayor Ed Lee convened an interagency working
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group in early 2014 which focused on actualizing the production of 30,000 housing units
by 2020. Every agency has committed to further process improvements to expedite housing
production, including prioritized review procedures, and reduced process time for housing
projects.

f) Planning Code Improvements: The Planning Code itself could be considered 2 de-
facto constraint on housing production, because of its complexities. Many projects, particularly
larger projects, might require a Conditional Use authorization for aspects such as dwelling unit
density. Variances are required to deviate (even slightly) from dwelling unit exposure require-
ments and parking minimums, and a Discretionary Review in order to demolish an existing

dilapidated building,

Acknowledging this, and as an effort to establish a single and more stfaightforward entitlernent
path, the Department has adopted a ‘one-stop’ review path in the fairly recent rezoned eastern
portions of San Francisco. Housed in Planning Code Section 329, this authorization process is
an effort to.provide greater certainty and expediency for those development applications which
meet the fundamental requirements of the Planning Code, regardless of minor deviations so
long as they are in keeping with the intent of the Code and neighbothood character. Section
329 approval is available to projects of moderate scale (small projects have largely been made
as-of-right) and requires  single public hearing and entitlement by the Planning Commis-
sion based mainly on the physicality of the proposal rather than the land use and density
characteristics. '

2) Application Processing: Processing time for projects can be a constraint to hous-
ing development, especially during economic boom times when multiple applications are
submitted simultancously. Staffing levels, staff workloads and level of review required can all
affect the Planning Department’s processing time, staffing levels, applications that were filed
consecutively may have different péocessing times, Planning, entitlement and other permitting
fees — to be discussed in a separate section below— totaled less than 2% of development costs.

The San Francisco Planning Department adheres to a set of Application Processing Guidelines,
to ensure that all project applicants receive equitable treatment as the Planning Department
reviews applications in the order received. However, under those guidelines, the Planning -
Department has established priority criteria to ensure that housing projects that help meet
the City’s identified Housing Element or other General Plan goals are prioritized. Affordable
Housing Projects, “green” housing construction projects (i.e. those that meet or exceed a Gold
Rating using the LEED Building Rating System® or that achieve high sustainability standards
under another “green building” rating systems approved by the Director); and other applica-
tions which are needed to secure the health or safety of users, promote disabled access, etc,
receive prioritized review by staff.

The overwhelming majority of projects which seek to create additional housing are subject
to some level of neighborhood notification. Such notice can stem either from a required
discretionary entitlement, such as a Conditional Use authorization, or from Planning Code
provisions which apply to as-of-right projects and are seek to inform and solicit input from the
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broader commuﬁity. Required notification periods generally span 10 to 30-days and include
notices mailed to property owners and/or occupants, notices posted at a project site, notices
appearing in local newspapers, and all combinations thereof.

3) Permit Tracking: The Planning Department is also pursuing the development of an
integrated permit tracking system to coordinate and streamline planning and building permit-
ting processes. This system will establish a single intake application system for all Planning and
Building cases to provide early and comprehensive information to applicants, and should have
a significant effect on processing time. The new Permit 8¢ Project Tracking System (PPTS) was
launched in Fall 2014 ’

¢. Permit Application and Developfﬁent Impact Fees

The Planning Department and the Deparrment of Building Inspection require fees for en-
titlements and buﬂdihg permits based on a project’s estimated construction costs. Projects of
much smaller scale — such as interior rehabilitation, minor alterations or upgrading — generally
require over-the-counter Planning Department approval and a building permit. Projects that
are broader in scope, however, may require additional permits, or may require other actions
such as a varfance, a zoning re-classification, a subdivision, or a more in-depth environmental
evaluation, Payment of an application fee may be required for these additional permits. The
application fee for most of these additional permits is also based on the total estimated cost
of construction of the project. Other new housing construction fees include water and sewer

hook-up and school fees. Table I-61 on the following page provides an example of various fees

imposed on new construction. :

New housing development in the City of San Francisco is subject both processing fees, which
support staff review of development proposals, and development impact fees which sup-
port additional infrastructure needed to support new residents, such as transit, open space,
community centers, schools, affordable housing, and water capacity. According to the state
Department of Housing and Community Development’s 1999 Pay #o Play survey, residential
development fees in San Francisco were lower than Bay Area and, California average develop-
ment fees (including entitlement and permitting fees). According to this report, for example,
development fees for an in-fill house in San Francisco totals $15,476 while the Bay Area aver-
age is $25,859 and California, $20,327. . s
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Table I-G7
Fees for Various
Development Permits
by Construclion Costs,
$100,000 $2,378 $2,053 $4,019 $417 $8,466 . ~ San Francisco, 2014
$500,000 $13,054 $4,549 ) $4,019 $917 $17,373
$1,000000 | $17,314 $7,789 - $4019 | - #1569 . | - ge788i
$10,000,000 $30,672 $69,064 $4,019 $13,857 $184,746
$25,000,000 $31,422 $103,117 $4,019 $20,624 © $263,646
$50,000,000 $32,672 $103,117 $4,018 $20,624 $332,625
$100,000,000 $35,548 $108,117 $4,019 $20,624 $356,710

SOURCE: SF Planning Department; SF Department of Building Inspection

Table I-61 summarizes current processing fees for new development by cost of construction.
Larger projects generally require more review from environmental planners, land use planners,
and building inspectors; however economies of scale generally result jn a lower per unit cost
for processing. Projects thar are consistent with the planning code and general plan and do
not requite variances or conditional use authotization, have Jower processing costs. The City
generally updates fees annually based on inflation. Periodically processing fees are evaluated to
insure-accurate cost recovery for staff time, materials, and overhead.

Development impact fees fund public infrastructure to support new residents. There are a
number of citywide fees to fund affordable housing, water and sewer hook-up and school fees.
Recently planned areas of the city (Rincon Hill, South of Market, Visitacion Valley, Market
8 Octavia, Eastern Neighborhoods and Balboa Park) include additional localized impact fees
which have been imposed to fund the infrastructure needed to support growth, including
ttansportation infrastructure, open space, childcare, and other community facilities. These
community based planning processes enabled the City to more dosely evaluate localized in-
frastructure needs, especially in areas where zoning was adjusted to accommodate additional
growth, New impact fees were determined th.rdugh a needs assessment, nexus study and 2
financial feasibility analysis before their adoption to ensure they to not constrain new housing
production. To further ensure feasibility, development impact fees may be deferred until the
project receives certificate of occupancy. Table I-62 depicts what fees would look like for a
1,000 square foot housing unit in San Francisco.
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Table I-62

Average Development

Impact Fees for 2 1,000
* sq. ft. Housing Unit,

San Francisco, 2014

: Aﬁng\' Housing = $46,230.00
Translt, Open Space and Communtly Facllities $10,540.00
Water and Wastewater i $2,543.po
thqo}s o ' | $2,910.00
“Total Average fmpact Fee pérnew 1,000 SFunit | * $62,223.00
' Averégé Processing Fees per1,000 SF unit © $6,000 i
SOURCE: SF Planning Dep SE Dep of Building Inspectt

Processing and impact fees are critical to the City’s ability to ensure that new housing is safe,
sustainable, consistent with current policies and supported by the infrastructure necessary for
maintaining the service levels: Table I-60 (page 81) shows entitlement fees are an insubstantial
proportion of development costs and ate not seen as a significant constraint on housing devel-
opment. Dcvdoi)mcnt projects by non-profit housing organizations are eligible for reduced or
deferred City Planning permit fees pursuant to City Planning Code Section 351(2), (). (g),
(h), and ().

d. Building Code Standards

San Francisco’s Building Code is based on the 2012 California Building Code. San Francisco
made certain amendments to the California Building Code, which local governments are
permitted by the State to do if these amendments ate proven and justified by local topography,
geology or dimate. The Building Code is intended to assure health and safety. Some San
Francisco amendments to the State code, while maintaining health and safety standards, ease
the production of housing by recognizing the particular local conditions. For example, the San
Francisco Building Code permits fire escapes for certain required exits in existing buildings,

whereas the State Code does not. Local amendments to the Building Code do not make hous-.

ing mote difficult or expensive than housing elsewhere in California.

Federal and state laws require that commercial and public use buildings, and new housing, be

" designed and constructed to be accessible to pefsons with disabilities. Local agencies do not
enforce the federal American with Disabilities Act (ADA) prohibiting discrimination against
persons with disabilities, ‘The San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, implement-
ing the San Francisco Building Code, requires 2ll new construction and rehabilitation projects
to comply with the Code’s disability access requirements. (San Francisco does not.make any
amendments to the California Code’s disabled access provisions.) Generally, one and two-
family dwellings are not required to be accessible. Existing privately funded multi-family
dwellings can generally undergo alterations with little or no accessibility upgrade. All new
buildings of three or more units must meet the accessibility standards of the Code. Exceptions
may be granted if compliance would result in an unreasonable hardship, in which case any
reasonable accessible features will still be required.
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In addition, San Francisco's 2013 Electrical Code consists of the 2013 -California Electrical
Code with local amendments. Similarly, the 2013 San Francisco Mechanical Code and the 2013
San Francisco Plumbing Code consist of the 2013 California Mechanical Code and the 2013
Plumbing Code, respectively, with local amendments, The 2013 San Francisco Energy Code is es-
sentially the same as the 2013 California Energy Code, as it does not include local amendments.

4. Financing

This section is a discussion of the availability of financing as a non-governmental constraint .
to housing development as required by Government Code Section 65583(2)(5). The Planning:-

Department’s regulatory capacity can encourage housing — espcciaﬂy affordable housing —
development and conservation but, actual housing production or rehabilitation can only be
realized with adequate financing. Some of the costs of providing housing occur at one time
(capital expenditures such as land acquisition, construction or rehabilitation costs). Conserva-
tion of affordable housing, however, requires recurring annual funding for rental subsidies,
operating subsidies and supportive services. Assembling the necessary funding to produce
and maintain adequate affordable housing for the city’s low- and moderate-income residents
remains an enormous challenge. ‘

a. Private Financing Sources

Private lenders offer construction loans on a conservative loan to appraised value ratios and pay
particular attention to a project’s costs. This limits the lenders” risk but may also reduce avail-
ability of financing for new housing construction. Larger, multi-unit condominium projects
can be especially difficult to finance as lenders assume that construction costs tend to be higher
as developers provide more amenities and that units may take longer to sell, stretching the

period to recover construction costs.

Private financial institutions provide financing to affordable housing projects — often as con-
struction loans — to comply with the Community Reinvestment Act requirements. Private
lenders also participate in first-time homeownership programs that enable moderate-income
households. '

b. Public Financing Sources

Affordable housing development and conservation depends largely on the availability of public
funding sources. Table I-63 lists the various federal, state and local funding available for af-

" fordable housing production for fiscal year 2013-2014. The total allocation is also inclusive of

rollover from years prior to the fiscal year. Clearly, these funds will not cover the tremendous
affordable housing need described in previous sections, -

PuBlic financing covers capital funding for the acquisition, rehabilitation, construction, and
preservation of affordable housing. Other public financial programs also provide for supportive

services, rental assistance, and assistance to first-time home buyers, and administrative costs -

to city agencies and non-profit corporations that provide affordable housing and other com-

munity development and human services. )
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Funding for Housing
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2013-2014
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Some of the funding programs below — snch as CDBG, HOME — are expected to be stable
sources of affordable bousing funds. However, these are also subject to budgetary constraints.
Similarly state funding sources are vulnerable to the budgeting pracess. Most local sources
such as the Hotel Tax Fund and the Jobs-Housing Linkage Pund are even more dependent on

economic trends,

‘ Housing Trust Fund .
Rehab & New (including debt), CPMC, . Con -
Construction Low-Mod Income Hous- $$1 752,709 $54,348,927 .$1 06,1 92'636
L ’ ing Asset Fund, HOME .7 s
Rehab Only . | CDBG, Tax-exemptbonds | -$12,681,344 | $14,102,736 | $23,634,080 -
c . Inclusionary, Jobs/Hous- ) o .
g’f}‘(" Construction | 13 CPMC Replacement | $61,013,415 | $40,500,000 | $101,513,415
Oy Housing . : .
e e " inclusionary Set-agide; PSRN USSR ‘
Smal.l Sttes Only Housing Trust Fund . $5.1 :?1 5089 .. % '05.0'000 o $§'1 B ,ogo
General Fund, General o e L 4
HOPE SF Only Fund.supported deb $616,067 = | $16,859,198 | $17.475,265
" Market-Ocfavia Market-Octavia Impact - DU - o '
Only~ - R B '$2.896.,687 . $o $2,896',.687
OCH housing X to4 ans N RO
obligations pCH A $91,68§,084 . ‘$46,895,843 $138,580,927'
TOTAL - $398,384,090
SOURCE: Mayar's Office uf Housing :
CDBG! Community Development Block Grant CEMC: Califomia Pacific Medical Ceater
HOME:  Home Investrent Pastnership Program OCIE: Office uf C: ey b and Infr

Some public fands are restricted to particular housing types and/or population groups; for
example the clderly housing program (Section 202, Hotel Tax Pund), the disabled housing
program (Section 811, Hotel and Tax Fund), and HOPWA (Housing Opportunities for Per-
sons with AIDS). Administrative costs are also not covered by most public funding sources.
Federal grants often carry a number of restrictions and regulations that can make the funds
difficult to use. For example, some federal programs require matching grants while others are
impossible to combine with other funds. Most affordable housing programs require three or
muore sources of funding to become feasible, Different funding sources may have to be tapped
for pre*development, construction, and permanent financing costs — leading to considerable
transaction and legal costs and delays in the development process.
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C. QUANTIFIED HOUSING GOAL

"The state Department of Housing and Community Dcvclopm'nnt, with the Association of Bay

Area Governments, determined San Francisco's fair share of the regional housing need for the

period covering Januvary 2007 through June 2014 at 31,193 units. Even with very aggressive

policies and. programs, given that San PFrancisco is a mature, built-up city with limited large

tracts of undeveloped land and the previous decades’ housing production record, the “fair
share” of affordable housing units was not achieved. Table 1-64 below shows that 58% of
the state mandated production targets and 31% of the affordable housing producrion for
the period covered by the 2009 Housing Element were achieved; this statistic is a result of
the overproduction of market rate units. Appendix A provides details of the City’s housing
production performance in the evaluation of the 2009 Housing Element.

Table I-64

Annual Production Targets
and Average Annual
Production, San Francisca,
2007-01 2014

Low Income (under 80% AMI) 12,124 - 4,978 41% 7,148
Moderate Income (80% - 120% AMI) 6,754 - 1,107 16% 5,647 .
Above Moderate {over 120% AMI) 12,315 11,093 7% . 322
TOTALS ’ a3 | -18,078 " 58% 13,115

SOURKE: SF Planning Depariment; ABAG

More than the performance in the production of low-income housing, the deficit of 12,793

nnits affordable to low and moderate income households has been seen as critical in turning
the city’s housing problem into a crisis of affordability. Table I-65 below shows the new RHNA
targets to be completed in the 2015-2022 planning cyde.

Very Low (< 50% AMit 6234 . 209,

- Low (50-79% AMI) 4,639 6%
Moderate (80-120% AMI) 5,460 19%
Above Moderate (over 120% AMY) | 12,536 " 43%
Total Pipeline 28,869 . 100%

SOURCE: SF Planning Department; ABAG
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D. REALIZATION OF HOUSING POTENTIAL

1. Projects in the Pipeline

Housing in the productioﬁ pipeline is an important indicator of future development. For the
putposes of this repost, the Planning Department defines the pipeline as those projects under
copstruction, projects that have been approved by the Building Department within the past

 three years or filed within the past five years. It should be noted that project applications and

permitting activities in the near future could icrease the number of new housing production
in the next five years.

Housing projects move through a multi-tiered approval process. A development proposal
is first reviewed by the Planning Department for compliance with the Planning Code and
consistency with the General Plan. The project then goes through review by the Department of
Building Inspection (DBI) for approval and issuance of a building permit. Once construction
is finished and the project passes inspection by DBI, it is issued 2 certificate of final comple-
tion. Only when a project teceives a certificate of final completion can the housmg units be
officially counted as part of San Francisco’s housing stock.

During the tfime of this report, the 2015-2022 planning period has not begun and thereforc
the housing pipeline is being used to provide an estimate of the firture quantity of housing and
how it fares against the REINA targets. As of June 31, 2014, there were 10,959 residential units
in the pipeline (Table I-66). According to the Mayor’s Office of Housing, as of Spetermber
2014, 485 units ate to be rehabilitated and 4,519 units are to be conserved or preserved

through to 2021. The total estimated shortfall in meeting the REINA targets is estimated to be -

about 12,900 uaits. It is possible that some of these projects, especially those in the early stages
of development such as Planning review, may not go forward due to shifts in economic and
legislative conditions. Production trends over the last decade, however, show that as much as
85% to 90% of pipeline projects units are completed within five to seven years,

(02.2014:Ripe 3 2
6 5 0 :Prod D arge nitia

Very Low (< 50% AMIYT " 1425 a S s [ sz | 4o
Low (0-79% AM) - 1of7 [, e o aste {0 sem0.. | 48 ] -i2e
Moderate (80°120% AM) 564 1w | es | 5460 4765
. Above Moderate '(é\zerﬁzb% AMi) ' ..12.,170‘ A . 12,.1%0' - ’ 12,536 A a6
Total Pipeline 15,166 485 T 4Bl 20170 | 28,860 | 8699
#Does not include three major development projects with 2 net total of 23,700 unixHunmsPuir;r,Trwum\'slandnndI‘ X d, including up 105,4;30 net affordable units.
Table L66 SOURCE: SF Plasning Department; Mayods Office of Housing
New Housing Gonstruclion i

Pipeling, San Francisco, 02 2014
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2. Housing Potential Under New Zoning

Through mult-year community planning efforts, the City of San Francisco had updated zon-
ing controls for over 1/3 of the city. These planning efforts developed approptiate zoning,
heights, bulks, and densities in balance with infrastructure and funding strategies to support

new growth.

Table I-67 below details the estimated additional potential capacity with rezoning in Plannihg
initiatives currently underway. ’

Evecutve Park . Cd1a | e ] en 1600 | 1389
Transbay Terminal - . . 44 78 122~ 1,200 1,078
Visitacion Valley * 885 460 1,345 1,200 o
India Basin B 1,200 1,200
Hunters Point Shipyard ‘ ’ 1,500 10,500 2,500,
Candiestick Paint . 7,500 7,500
Treastrelsland 41 ‘ . 8,000 7,000,
* TOTALS - 1043 | 635 " 3,178 31,200 20,667,

* *  Rezoning of the Schlage Lock site tentatively t-:lf:cﬁchugust 2014

SOURCE: SF Planning Department

3. Plans for Future Affordable Housing Construction

Stable government support in the last few years covered almost all of the affordable housing
production. Public subsidies tend to fund very low and low-income housing, with very limited
grants allocated for moderate-income home buyets. The revised and expanded indlusionary
affordable housing requirement is expected to improve the provision of new housing for
houscholds earning moderate incomes, For example, 1,045 inclusionaty units were built from
2004 to 2008, or an amn;al average of: 209 units. However, the trend has slowed. An annual
average of 88 inclusionary affordable units were built in the five years from 2009 to 2013 asa

result of this change.
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Tnble I-68

Estimated Capital
Subsldies Required to Meet
Production Goals, San
Francisco, 2015-June 2022
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"Tables I-56 and I-57 indicated that there are more than enough in-fill housing opportunity

 sites to meet the projected housing needs, Yet historic housing production trends, together

with recent public financing flows, could mean only some of these sites would be developed.
Capital subsidies needed to bridge this estimated shortfall can be enormous (Table 1-67).
Funds available for new affordable bousing construction, rehabilitation and supportive service
provision in the 2013-2014 fiscal year totals just about $40 million. The estimated additional
capital subsidies needed to meet the City’s regional housing share would require over $7.3
billion in funding,

Low incorne (80% and ] . .
below AMl) 8,568 $727,000.. $2,699,996,000
1M2%d;:r:tt\;>l)lncome B1%- | . . 4,76'5'44 E ‘ 4556000 : T 42.696800,000
* Above-Moderate income o ' ) :
(121% o 150% AMI)- 4.§73 : . $445,000 . 1 .- $2,03g,985,000
Total T 12008 - : - $7,395,911,000

SOQURCE: S Planning, Mayor's Office of Housing, Federal Reserve Bank, San Eranclsco County Assessors Offies, California HCD, Zillow,
Seifel Cansuliing Inc.

With the availability of future public subsidies impossible to predict at best, an opﬁ.rnistic
assumption would anticipate funding that wonld sustain the last decade’s affordable housing
production. Achieving the housing production and affordability targets set by HCD-ABAG
is dlearly very difficult. But setting the goals to be more “realistic” and “achievable” could only
weaken efforts at secking and obtaining resonrces necessary to meer the city’s urgent housing
needs.

A practical solution would be to uphold these long-tetm targets and annually assessing pri-
orities against the reality of available resources. The City, therefore, will take the production
targess set by HCD-ABAG for its quantified housing production objectives. Each year, as
resources are known to be, or reasonably expected to become available, shortfalls in achieving

goals can be assessed, program targets shifted appropriately; and resources allocated efficiently

and effectively.

4. Opportunity Sites on Public Land

Most San Frandisco city agencies do not own large tracts of land that do not serve as part
of their stated mission, There are occasional exceptions; for example, when new technology
results in operational changes or when departmental objectives change over time. A few city
agencies, notably the SE Municipal Transportation Agency (SEMTA, formerly Muni) and the

* San Francisco Unified School District, have found over time that some of their parcels can be

disposed of or can be utilized for a mixture of other uses (see summary, Table 1-69 ).
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* San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency: The SFMTA, in particular, has
been exploring new uses for its surplus sites where firture housing development might
be possible.

Phelan Loop and Balboa Park Station area — Alternative use options ate being
explored for Muni property near Balboa Park as part of the Better Neighborhoods
program. The 1.4-acre Phelan Loop (Ocean and Phelan Avenues) is currently the
terminus for the 49-Van Ness-Mission, 9AX-San Bruno Express, 9BX-San Bruno
Express, and 9X-San Bruno Express lines. This site has the capacity to accom-
modate ground floor commercial uses and some 80 dwelling units. In addition,
SEMTA and Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) properties collectively called Upper
Yard and BART Station area, with some in-fill development along San Jose Avenue
can together have capacity for more than 400 new units. A transfer of the site to
the Mayor's Office of Housirg is underway.

Presidio Trolley Coach Division (at Geary and Masonic) — Covers 5.4 acres
and services about 170 trolley-coaches. It is an attractive location for retail, office
and housing development. If rezoned from P (Public) to NC-3 {(Neighborhood
Commercial-Moderate Scale) like the adjacent properties along Geary Boulevard,
the site has a capacity of 392 units.

‘Woods Motor Coach Division (adjacent to the 22nd Street Caltrain Station)
— At the end of the Dogpatch’s main neighborhood commercial street, this 3.9
acre site is ideal for high-density; mixed use residential development. It lies within
the Central Waterfront plan area and is estimated to have a housing potential
capacity of about 1,000 new units.

Potrero Trolley Coach Divisionn Yard (Mariposa and Bryant) — Currently
housing about 180 trolley coaches on 4.4 acres. SEMTA is looking at 2 multi-story
parking garage above the yard, or market-rate and affordable housing, If developed
as a Planned Unit Development (PUD), this site could accommodate 318 units.

18th & Castro Streets — "The SEMTA is also in conversation with the AIDS
Housing Alliance to develop the two parking lots in the Castro for some 100
housing units specifically for peaple with HIV/AIDS.

+ San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD): The SFUSD prepared a Facilities
Master Plan that identifies possible surplus land that could become available for hous-
ing development. The SFUSD’s Seven/Eleven Committee for Long-Term Leasing and
Property Sales has determined that approximately 20% of the District’s current squate
footage is considered surplus. They have engaged Bay Area Economics to study the
potential and viability of housing for some of these areas. SFUSD concluded the study
and its recommendations at the end of 2009. The following is a list of vacant land
owned by the SFUSD: ’

a

"

11001 Conneticut Street

7th Avenue @ Lawton

Florence Martin CC (1155, Page Street)
Former Phoenix School (1950 Mission Street)

Former San Miguel Elementary School Campus (300 Seneca Avenue)
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=  Golden Gate Annex (1601 Tutk Street)

= The Former Gloria R Davis Middle School Campus (1195 Hudson Streer)

¢ San Francisco Community College District (SECCD)/ San Francisco Public Usili-
- ties Commission (SFPUC): Both the SFECCD and the SFPUC’s Water Department
share ownership of the 25-acte Balboa reservoir site. The resetvoir is also within the
Planning Department’s Better Neighborhoods Balboa Park Station study area, Plan-
ning estimates between 575 to 1,000 new-housing units could be built on thxs site, A

planning process for this site is underway.

» Central Freeway Parcels: Demolition of the Central Freeway freed up some seven
acres of public lands for tesidential development. ‘The freeway parcels have an estimated
housing development potental capacity of 900 units. About half of these public lands
will-be dedicated to affordable housing.

Tble 1-69
Summary of e
- Housing Potential in MTA Phelan Loop Tumaround 14 80
Eity-Ouned Lands . MTA Green LRV Division Upper Yard 18- 200 .
MTA Balboa Park Station Infill Housing on San Jose Avenue 77 20

- MTA Presidio Trolley Division Yard |~ - iy 392
- MTA Wdods Motor Coach Division Yard 3:9'; . 1,000
MTA Potrero Trolley Coach Division Yard .44 318,

SFCCD-Balboa Reservoir { '10.0 575

. PUQ Balboa Reservoif 150 . 425

Central Freeway Parcels " 70 900
" TOTAL 566 4,112
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Evaluation of the
2009 HouSing Element

As part .of the Housing Element update process, California Government Code Sections
65588(a) and (b) require an evaluation of San Pranciscos existing Housing Element. This
review consists of three parts: 1) 2 summary of San Francisco’s housing production during the
2007-2014 reporting period; 2) a review of the programs and analysis of the appropriateness
of the 2009 Housing Element goals, objectives and policies and the effectiveness of the hous-
ing element in achieving those goals and objectives; and, 3) an evalnation of the progress in
implementation of the housing element. .

" A review and evaluation of the 2009 Housing Element objectives and policies is essential to an

effective housing element update. Reviewing housing targets and production measures, exam-
ining the appropsiateness and effectiveness of objectives and policies as stated in the existing
element, and evaluating implementation programs initiated during the reporting: period will
all setve to strengthen the revised Housing Element and help address the city's ongoing housing
challenges. An evaluarion of the imi)lemenmtion programs is presented in a matrix at the end
of this appendix. o

Housing Targets and Production

"The State Department of Housing and Community Development (HICD) and the Association
of Bay Area Goyernments (ABAG) set San Francisco’s fair share of the regional housing need
for the 2007-2014 reporting period at 31,193 units. This Regional Honsing Needs Allocation
(RTINA) process also established that 61% of these units (18,878 units) be affordable to lower
income households and the remaining 39% (12,315 units) could be met by market rate hous-
ing production. The 2009 Housing Element suggested that the total number of housing units
allocated to San Francisco by the REINA process was not realistic given the national recession,
funding constraints and impediments to housing production, but still accepted the allocation
as iis quantified housing production goal. i
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Although San Francisco is falling short of meeting its state mandated fair share housing targets,
approximately 18,080 new housing units were built from 2007.1o the first quarter of 2014
(Tzble A-1); this is about 600 units more than that built between 1999 and 2006. Furthermore,
an additional 4,680 units were under construction at the end of March 2014. If these units
are fully constructed by the end of 2014, it would represent 15% of the RHNA production
targets. At the time of this repords writing, the City is about 300 units short of meeting is its
market rate production targer. Given the number of units under construction, San Francisco
will meet its production targets for market rate housing. With increased production targets,
San Prancisco only met 41% of its production goal for low income housing, a noticeable
decline from the 74% produced in the previous reporting petiod. Shrinking federal and state
subsidies have affected construction of units affordable to lower iricome households. -

Low (< BO% AMY) 12124 38.9% 4,978 27.5% - 700 | 411%
Moderate (80~120% AMI) 6,754 21.7% 1,107 61% - ‘206 16.4%
Market (over 120% AMI) 12,315 395% | 11,998 86.8% - | 3777 | T 97.4%
- TOTALS ‘ ) o 31 ,193 100.0% 18,078 ] 100.0% | 4,683 58.0%
SOURCE: Houing Tnvancorys Mayor's Office of Housing, Ofice of Communiry 1 and Tnfs
*Acquisition/Rehabilizarion uits Included o the sxtent allowed by Housing Element Jaw;, Acquisition/Rehabilitation project umbers provided by Mayors *  Zrble.d-1
Office of Housing and Office of C iy T and Inf Housing Production

Targets and Actual Housing
Production by Income
Calegory, 2007-Q1 2014

The greatest deficiency for the reporting period continues to be in the production of moderate-
income housing, where the city produced just 16% of its target. Nevertheless, this represents
a significant increase in moderate-income housing - an’ additional 53% from the 725 units
produced during the 1999-2006 reporting period. The primary obstacle to the production
of moderate-income housing in high land cost markets such as San Francisco is profirability.

" ABAG’s 2007 study;, A Place Called Home, shows that other communities in the Bay Area
with high land values have also failed to produce sufficient moderate-income housing. Almost
all of the moderate-income housing produced during the reporting period came from the
inclusionary housing programs and, with increasing land and production costs, there is litde
reason to think this trend will change. »
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Housing Programs.and Initiatives

The 2009 Housing Element seorganized but retained the intent of the 2004 Residence Element.
"The 2009 Housing Element continued to place greater emphasis on identifying appropriate loca-
. tions for new housing citywide, especially increased density near downtown; on implementing
area plans to build new neighborhoods in appropriate locations; on improving the livability of
existing neighborhoods through good design, mixed-use development, increased density near
transit, improved infrastructure and public amenities, and reduced parking requirements; on
protecting the affordability of existing housing and building more new affordable housing; on
streamlining the housing production process through program EIRs and Area Plan EIRs; on
creating mixed-income communities; on providing more family housing; and on managing
homelessness through supportive housing.

‘New Area Plans

Several new arta plans WCrc'adoptcd during the 2007-2014 reporting period. These plans
scek to capitalize on each area’s unique assets for current and futuse residents, and strengthen
peighborhoods by encouraging new housing in transit-rich areas where neighborhood shops
_ and services are concentrated. .

» 'The Better Neighborhoods Program was started in 2000 and used intensive commn-
nity-based planning to incorporate recognition of citywide needs, induding housing
goals, into the planning process for each neighboshood. Three neighborhoods — Balboa
Park, Central Waterfront, and Market and Octavia — were initially selected to serve as
models for similar future programs in other parts of the city. The Market Octavia Plan
was adopted and approved in May 2008 and Balboa Park in April 2009. The Central
Waterfront Plan was ixicluded in the Eastern Neighborhoods enviropmental review and
plan adoption process and adopted December 2008.

« The Eastern Neighborhoods (EN) planning process is a large-scale community plan-
ning effort in several neighborhoods in the eastern portion of San Francisco originally
including the Southof Market, Mission, Potrero Hill/Showplace Square, Bayview,
and Visitacion Valley neighborhoods. Eventually the Bayview; (adopted by the San
Francisco Redevelopment Agency in June 2006), and Visitacion Valley (adopted in
December 2008, re-adopted in 2014) neighborhoods underwent separate planning
and plan adoption. processes. The Central Waterfront was incorporated into the EN
environmental review and plan adoption process. These EN plans were adopted in
December 2008.

* Treasure Island, Parkmerced and Hunters Point/Candlestick Point (Phase I 8 II) are
three large developments that received entidements through Development Agreements,
approved by the City in 2010 and 2011. Together, they are expected to produce up to
26,000 units, up to 6,300 of which will be affordable (23,700 net units and 5,400 net
affordable), over the next several yeats. In'each case, the developer has committed to
funding and building significant ttansit and transportation improvements, as well as
patks and other amenities to serve futuse residents. :

805



PART 1: DATA NEEDS & ANALYSIS

fZzaes

A4 .

Program Environmental Impact Reports

A major new policy in the 2009 Housing Element encouraged the preparation of detailed
Program Environmental Impact Reports (EIR) and the use of subsequent community plan
exemptions, where appropriate, for new planning areas in order to streamline environmental
review by reducing duplication in the EIR process. The pilot project for this type of program
EIR was the Market/Octavia Area Plan, which analyzed the area plan at a programmatic level
while also providing Aprojc'ct—level environmental review of former freeway parcels where the
plan foresees specific residential growth. The Market/Octavia program EIR was completed in

the summer of 2008, and the fitst Community Plan Exemption (CPE) for a project was issued -

for a 25-unit mixed use building. Subsequent area plans, including the Bastern Neighborhoods
and Transit Center District Plans, also approved programmatic EIRs, To date, over 40 projects
have received CPEs from the Planning Department.

Affordable Housi'ng

San Francisco faces a continuing shortage of affordable housing residents of all but the highest
income levels. In response to the high projections of housing needs for San Francisco set forth
in the 2009 and previous Housing Elements, San Francisco has instituted several strategies for
producing new affordable housing units. These straregies seck to support affoidable housing
production by increasing site availability and capacity for permanently affordable housing, and
to encourage the distribution of affordable housing thronghout all neighborhoods, thereby
offering diverse housing choices and promoting economic and social integration.

o Planning Department - Inclusionary Housing Program. In 2001, San Francisco preatly.
increased the capacity for affordable housing production through expansion of its
Inclusionary Housing Program and increased fees to the Affordable Housing Fund.
Between 2007-2013, the inclusionary program produced 986 affordable units. This
represents an annual average of 140 units compared to the average 112 units produced
during the 1996-2006 reporting period. This is also more than a thirteenfold increase |
from the 73 units produced from 1992 (when the program first began) to 1998. The
inclusionary program also contributed almost $28.4 inillion 1o the A{fordable Housing
Fund in in-lien fees between 2007 and 2013.

In 2006, the program was further modified as follows: expanded coverage with a lower
threshold to include projects with five or mose new units; increased the percentage of
affordable units required to 15% on-site and 20% off-site; increased the amount of
in-lien fees in order to cover the increasing costs of constructing affordable units; and
required off-site affordable units to be rental affordable to households making up to
60% of the San Francisco Area Median Income (SEAMI) - or if for ownership, units
affordable to those making 80% to 120% of SFAMI - and be located within a mile of
the subject development. Because median income for the City of San Francisco is lower
‘than area median income, program affordability levels are tied to the metropolitari
median income or SEAMI. This better reflects local conditions and further enhances
program affordability. The threshold reverted to 10 units or mote and affordability
requirements were reduced to 12% for on-site inclusionary units in 2010.

In late 2009, the Seco;xd District Court of Appeal issued Palmer/Sixth Street Properties
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vs. City of Los Angeles, which held that the California Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing
Act pre-empts local municipalities from mandating that newly constructed dwelling
units be rented at low-income rents. As this case impacts future rental units provided
through San Francisco’s Inclusionary Program, the City is proceeding with amend-
ments to this legislation which would dlarify the Program as fee-based, and retain-the
option of building the units on-site or off-site to for-sale projects only; yet offering
rental projects the ability to take advantage of on-site or off —site opuons should they
wish to waive their Costa-Hawkins rights,

* Redevelopment Agency — Housing Participation Policy. Changes to the Redevelopment
Agency’s Housing Participation Policy also occurred in 2002, with required unit per-
centages and affordability requirements similar to the City’s Inclusionary Affordable
Housing Program. However, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency was dissolved
along the rest of redevelopment agencies in California in 2012, Nevertheless, prior
to its dissolution, the agency produced 340 affordable units during the 2007-2014
reporting period. ’

* Jobs Housing Linkage Program. In February 2001, the Office-Affoxdable Housing
Production Program (OAHPP) was revised and expanded; it was also renamed the
Jobs-Housing Linkdge Program (JHLP). The otiginal OAHPYP required office develop-
ment project sponsos to directly provide housing or to contribute land or in-lien fees
to a housing developer as a condition of approval for large-scale office development.
The JHLP was expanded in scope and application to include all types of commercial
development (e.g., hotels, entertainment, R&D, large retail etc.); monitoring and col-
lection of fees paid was also enhanced,

From 2007-2013, JHLP contributions to the Affordable Housing Pund fell to under.
$1 million, compared with over $42 million collected during the previous reporting
petiod of 1999-2006. This was largely due to funds being returned to developers of
projects canceled during the Great Recession. However, almost $6 million JHLP funds
were collected in in fiscal year 2012-2013. as the development environment began
to recoves, and fee collections are.expected to increase substantially during the next
reporting period, as the economy continues fo grow.

HOPE SF Program

‘The City developed thc. 2006 HOPE SF program to increase affordable housing production.
Modeled after the federal HOPE. VI program, HOPE SF will provide up to $95 million in

funding to replace existing public honsing and add mixed-income units, while planning for

needed transit improvements, commuinity facilities, and public amenities. HOPE SF will

replace all publicly assisted units (without displacing existing residents) in five public housing
sites across the city, while also ceeating up to 3,500 new homes. The pilot project for HHOPE SE
Hunter’s View in the Bayview District, broke ground in 2010 and welcomed its first residents
in January 2013.
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At-Risk Affordable Housing

‘The number of affordable housing units at risk of converting to market rate, including Single
Resident Occupancy (SRO) units, has been substantially reduced by the Mayors Office of
Housing (MOFI) and the Redevelopment Agency (SFRA). At risk units were transferred

to non profits and provided operating subsidies, ensuring their long term affordability. As

called for in the 2004 Howusing Element capital improvement projects were implemented
for distressed public housing, and several public housing projects, such as Hayes Valley and

Valencia Gardens, were rebuilt during the reporting period using federal HOPE VI funds.’

‘The Residential Conversion and Demolition Guidelines, the Condominium Conversion Or-

dinance (which limits the annual number of apartments that can convert to condominiums), -

and the City’s Rent Control policies all continue to }imit the demolition or conversion of
existing affordable housing.

Emergency Shelters and Supportive Housing

The Department is currently drafting legislation that would allow emergency shelters as of
right in at least one zoning district in the city; bringing San Francisco into compliance with
California state law. Currently there are two Zoning Administrator interpretations that shape

the City’s definition of “homeless shelter” Per these interpretations, shelters operating on a

long-term basis (more than one month) are considered to be “group housing” while those
operating on a shott-term basis (night-to-night) are consideted to be “hotel uses” under the
Planning Code. Group housing in principally perrnitted (“as of right”) in several zoning dis-
tricts, including the C-2 and C-3 Zoning Districts. Hotel uses do not appear to be principally

" permitted in any zoning district (where allowed, they are allowed with Conditional Use Au-

thorization). The Department intends for the legislation to be adopted before December 2014.

Density Bonus

The City has continued the policy of establishing sbcdal use districts (SUDs) and height

exceptions intended to support the development of affordable housing by allowing density
bonuses for higher percentages of affordable or special needs housing. Almost all new Area

" Plans adopred during the 2007-2014 reporting period also include these policies, as well as

additional affordable housing impact fees. Floor area ratio (FAR) limitations have been re-
moved in the downtown areas to encourage housing development. The Board of Supervisors

is currently considering legislation to exempt on-site inclusionary units from existing density

limits in certain districts, essentially giving developers who include affordable units within
their projects a density bonus.”

In February 2014, the Department released an REP for consultant support to develop a more

. proactive program to implement government Code Section 65915. For example the proactive

approach may follow the model of other municipalities which indicate which exemptions will
be not be deemed as potentially having an adverse impact on health and safety. The Planning
Department intends to draft a proposal for a proactive program before December 31, 2014,
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ADA Reasonable Accommodationé

The Department is working to adopt an ordinance that establishes a procedure for making
tequests for reasonable accommodation in land use, zoning and building regulations, policies,
practices and procedures of the jurisdiction to comply fully with the intent and purpose of fair
housing laws. The Department is working with the Mayor's Office on Disability and other
City agencles to create a streamlined process for persons with disabilities sceking fair access to
honsing. Specifically, the process would exempt applications for certain non-compliant park-
ing facilities, ramps and elevators from the standard variance process, eliminating the need for
the project to be approved at a hearing. Instead, applications would be approved through an
administrative variance. The City passed this legislation December 2014.

Accessory Dwelling Units

. Allowing an additional on-site unit in existing residential structures is an effective and jnex-
pensive way to realize greater housing potential. Several measures secking to create additional
housing opportunities through such a mechanism have been introduced in the last 20 years, but
were deemed politically infeasible due to neighborhood opposition. In the past year, however,
the Board of Supervisors has passed several pieces of legislation around secondary dwelling
units. One ordinance, approved in April 2014, waives some restrictions for homeowners in
and around the Castro Neighborhood Commercial Disttict who wish to add a dwelling unit
within the existing building envelope. Another, passed soon after, created an amnesty program
for illegal dwelling units that were built before Jannary 1, 2013.

OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES - IMPLEMENTATION
PROGRAMS EVALUATION

The following teview of past and current implementation programs is organized by the cight
issues identified in the 2009 Housing Element: 1) Adequate Sites; 2) Conserve and Improve
Existing Stock; 3) Equal Housing Opportunities; 4) Facilitate Permanently Affordable Hous-
ing; 5) Remove Constraints to the Construction and Rehabilitation of Housing; 6) Maintain
the Unique and Diverse Character of San Francisco’s Neighborhoods; 7) Balance Housing
Construction and Community Infrastructure; and 8) Prioritizing Sustainable Development.

1. ADEQUATE SITES

Objective 1 details San Francisco’s strategy for increasing the overall net supply of housing.
Production of new housing and increasing density of development was the primary strategy.
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" OBJECTIVE 1

" IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FdR DEVELOPNMENT ADEQUATE SITES

TO MEET THE CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING

New Housing Production

From 2007 — Q1 2014, net addition to San Francisco’s housing stock was over14,800 units.

This unit gain reflects the cumnlative efforts of a range of public agency programs and private

investment throughout the clty This total is the net balance of new construction, demolished

units, alterations.

Unfts Entiled by | 4 o5y | 2418.| 2086 | 119079 | 15067. | 2,750 | 2862, 1222 | ~a0.904
Planning ! . i - :
Units Issued . : ;
Buldng Pormts | 3281 | 2197 | 72 | 1208 | 2083 | 3888 | 3169 | 6436 22,957
Urits Completed | 2,567 | 8269-| 3454 | 1,280 | 260 |-1317 | 1,960 | 4,708* 14,060
*Under construction
Tuble 4-2
Planned Capacity &

Major Plans and Developments

A number of area and community planning efforts were also adopted during the 2007-2014

reporting period. The resulting plans and rezoning in these areas increase potential housing

capacity. As shown in Table A-2 below, these programs created capacity for growth estimated

to be over 49,500 units.

Treasure Island - Project/Plan
Candlestick Point Project/Plan " 7,850
Parkmerced ' Project/Plan- " 5,700 °
Central SoMa | A . AreaPlan . 3,500 .
Showplace Square/Potrero Hill AreaPlan 3,200
Western SoMa Area Plan 2,900
East SoMa .. . AreaPlan ' 2000
Hunters Point Shipyard Project/Plan 2,650
Central Waterfront Area Plan - - 2,000
Mission’ AreaPlan 1,700

" Visitacion Valley/Schlage Project/Plan . 1,880
Execttive Park Area Plan 1,600
Transbay -Area Plan - 1,350

* Glen Park Area Plan 150
Total 45,180
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In addluon, there were several other initiatives pursued by the City from 2007-2014 to create
mote housing units. These inclnde:

* Housing Development on Public Land. Over the past ten years, the City has en-
gaged in several major planning efforts which include the identification of housing
opportunities on public lands. In particular, the City seeks to take advantage of new
and rehabilitated housing on former military properties in San Francisco — the Hunters
Point Naval Shipyard and Treasure Island. Through the Planfing Department’s Better
Neighborhoods Program, the City is.pursuing the development of affordable housing
on sevesal significant public sites. The Market-Octavia Plan calls for the development
of up to 900 units of housing on the former Central Freeway parcels, one-half of
which could be affordable and/or'senior units. "The Balboa Patk Plan recommends the
construction of affordable housing on pomons of the Phelan Loop owned by the San
Francisco Community College District, on existing bus yards owned by the Municipal
Railway, and on portions of the unused Balboa Reservoir, owned by the Public Utilities
Commission. The HOPE SF program will result in the creation of thousands of net
new units of housing on existing public housing sites.

= Surplus Public Lands. In 2004, the City adopted the Surplus City Property Oxdi-
nance. This ordinance requires that surplus public land be identified and evaluated for
potential use as homeless housing. Tt also established a Citizens Advisory Committee
to’ explore affordable housing development: at sites determined to be surplus, o, if
identified as such, if this land should be sold to raise money for affordable housing

" development. The removal of the Central Freeway created a variety of surplus parcels
in the Market-Octavia plan area that will be developed as housing, and several publicly
owned sites in the Fastern Neighbothoods are also being considered for affordable
housing development. Table A-4 lists other sites that have been transferred to MOH
for consideration as affordable housing.

"+ Secondary Units. Allowing an additional on-site unit in existing residential structures
is an effective and inexpensive way to realize greater housing potential. Several measures
seeking to create additional housing opportunities through such a mechanism have
been introduced in the last 20 years, but were deemed politically infeasible due to
neighborhood opposition. However, in 2014 the Board of Supervisors passed several
pieces of legislation around secondary dwelling units. One ordiance, ‘approved in
April 2014, waives some restrictions for homeowners in and aronnd the Castro Neigh-
bothood Commercial District who wish to add a dwelling unit within the existing
bu.ddl_ng. envelope, Another, passed soon after; cteated an amnesty program for illegal
dwelling units that were created before January 1, 2013. Although 43 secondary units

were legalized from 2007-2013, 154 were removed during the same period.

« Institutional Master Plans. The City fequires that large institutions create Institutional
MasterPlans(IVPs)whosepurposeareto providethepublicwithinformation regardingin-
stitutional operationsincluding futureexpansion, construction, and property acquisition.

Althongh IMPs are informarional only and do not explicitly require that institutions
provide bousing for its students or workers, the process has directly contributed to
increasing the amount of housing large institations must plan to accommodate
demand. For example, through the IMP process, San Prancisco State University in-
creased the amount of student housing it planned to provide from 845 to 1,200 units.
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During the 2007-2014 reporting period, a total of 22 IMPs were completed, among
which the following included residential components:

1. The Azt Institute of California — San Prancisco

2. University of San Francisco

3. Academy of Art University

4. University of the Pacific, Arthur A, Dugoni School of Dentistry
5. California College of Arts and Crafts

* 30K by 2020. On December 18, 2013, Mayor Ed Lee issued Executive Directive
13-01: Housing Production & Preservation of Rental Stock, which directed all City
departments to prioritize the construction and development of all net new housing, in-
cluding permanently affordable housing. In his 2014 State of the City address, Mayor
Lee set a goal for the production of 30,000 new and rehabilitated housing units by
2020, at least 30% of which would be permanently affordable to low and moderate-
income families, .

2. CONSERVE AND IMPROVE EXISTING STOCK

Objectives 2 and 3 focus on retaining the existing supply of housing, particularly rental hous-
ing, affordable units and residential units located in commetcial and industrial areas, and
maintaining existing housing in decent condition.

OBJECTIVE 2

RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND
MAINTENANCE STANDARDS, WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY.

» 'The City has codified controls on applications that: propose the loss of dwellings and
live-work units by merger, conversion or demolition, Except in the case of unsound or
unsafe housing, or the most expensive single family homes, dwelling removal requires
a hearing before the Planning Commission, and applicants must meet a majority of
the criteria for dwelling loss to be approved, in order to retain the city’s existing sound
housing stock. Roughly 950 units were demolished between 2007 and 2013, represent-
ing about 0.3% of the city’s housing stock. However, the City’s one-to-one replacement
policy requires almost all of the demolished units to be replaced with the same number
of new units or more. Compared with the just over 1,000 units demolished during the
1999-2006 perio