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1. What is the
current and future
demographic profile

of and
people with
disabilities?

Seniors made up 15.6% of the population in 2018
45% Asian
39% white
9% Latino/a/x
5% Black
1% two races or more
<1% American Indian

Seniors projected to be nearly 19% by 2030

64% of seniors are low income (City pop 39%)
48% of seniors are very low income (City pop 27%)

53% of seniors are homeowners (City pop 33%)
70% of senior renters in lowest income groups

Over 10,000 severely rent burdened senior renters



1. What is the
current and future
demographic profile
of seniors and

10% of population have a physical or cognitive
disability

Black and American Indian population have
higher rates of disability

51% of people with disabilities are seniors

50,000 households headed by a person with a
disability. 21,000 households also have a member
with a disability.

75% of households headed by a person with a
disability are low income

Renters with disabilities experience higher rates
of rent burden



Accessory Dwelling Units
Multi-generational, multi-family
Co-housing, co-living
Affordable Housing
Independent Living
Assisted Living

Adult Residential Care
Residential Care Facilities

Skilled Nursing Facilities




2. How does Planning coordinate with other departments and engage
community stakeholders?

it
Housing Policy, Code, and
Land Use Changes

Housing Element — plan
across agencies

Close participation with
and review by MOHCD
Renewed recovery
coordination with HSH and
Public Health
Collaboration on Sunset
Forward plan
implementation

i

Outreach as part of the
Housing Element Update 2022

Focus groups with seniors
and those with disabilities
facilitated by Senior Disability
Action Staff

Seniors: 25% of all focus
group participants

People with disabilities: 14%
of all focus group
participants

i

Centering work on Racial
and Social Equity

Recognition of needs
through Racial and Social
Equity Plan

Community Stabilization
and Housing Framework
recognize populations
served



3. What are Planning’s current strategies and programs?
Key gaps or limitations?

Land Use Definitions Code Provisions State Processes
"Qualifying Resident" or "Senior
Citizen}{ agperson 62 years of age Double density in RH, Double State
or older, or 55 years of age or RM, RC, NC; CUA if %4 Density Bonus for
older in a senior citizen housing mile from NC-2 or senior housing, not
development greater for Residential Care
' Facility

Senior Housing with some design Conditional Use

provisions, location requirement, f‘Uthﬁ rlzatlonf required g/lsgsquallfyéor

inclusionary on site, record NSR or change of use or 299, Provides
demolitions of ministerial
residential care facility permitting

Residential Care Facility:
Institutional Healthcare Use



4. How is Planning preparing for the continued growth of our
older adult population?

Goals 1 & 4

Recognize the right to housing
as a foundation for health, and

Housing Element social and economic stability.

Provide housing for existing
residents and future
generations for a city with
diverse cultures, lifestyles, and
abilities.



Promote and facilitate aging in place for seniors and multi-
generational living that supports extended families and communal households

Increase permanently affordable senior housing along transit
corridors to improve mobility of aging adults and seniors, particularly
for extremely- and very-low income households including through
expansion of Senior Operating Subsidies

Create or support financing programs that support aging in place,
including improvements to accessibility through home modifications or
building ADUs, and supported by technical assistance programs

Implement new strategies to support and prevent the loss of
residential care facilities, using the recommendations of the Assisted
Living Working Group of the Long-term Care Coordinating Council,
including business support services, as well as City-funded subsidies
for affordable placement of low-income residents



Promote and facilitate aging in place for seniors and multi-
generational living that supports extended families and communal households

Support and explore expanding the Home Match Program to
match seniors with people looking for housing that can provide home
chore support in exchange for affordable rent.

Permit uses and eliminate regulatory limitations, such as
conditional use authorizations, that discourage innovative, smaller
housing types where licensing is not required, such as co-housing
with amenities that support seniors and those with disabilities.

Strengthen interagency coordination to identify and implement
strategies to address the housing needs of seniors and people with
disabilities, informed by the Housing Needs Assessments



Actions embedded in many policies

Policy 5 - Improve access to the
available Below Market Rate units
especially for racial and social groups
who have been disproportionately
underserved.

e. Expand the Senior Operating Subsidy (SOS)
program to allow extremely and very low-
income seniors to be eligible for the

senior Below Market Rate rental units.

Policy 6 — Advance equal housing
access by eliminating discrimination
based on race, ethnicity, immigration
status, HIV+ status, gender identity,
sexual orientation, disabilities, prior
incarceration, or mental health.

f. Conduct a Housing Needs
Assessment for seniors and people with
disability every three years to inform
strategies that meet their housing needs

Policy 26 - Facilitate small and mid-rise multi-family buildings as a
prominent housing type that private development can deliver to
serve middle-income households without deed restrictions,
including through expansion or demolition of existing lower
density housing, or by adding Accessory Dwelling Units.

d. Create technical assistance programs, as well as outreach and education
programs for eligible homeowners interested in updating their property from
single- to multi-family housing (through ADUs or demolitions) particularly
targeting low-income property owners, households of color, seniors and
people with disabilities. Such programs should ensure accessible
accommodations for aging adults and people with disabilities

Policy 32 - Facilitate neighborhoods where proximity to daily
needs and high-quality community services and amenities
promotes social connections, supports caregivers, reduces the
need for travel, and advances healthy activities.

i. Develop a comprehensive and regularly updated map of daily needs,
amenities, and community facilities, to inform the work of the interagency
working group under action (h) as well as community-based organizations
plan for services, resources, open space, and businesses to be near each
other and supportive to communities.



Key Points

CURRENT CONDITIONS

More people will be joining this
population

Fewer options for licensed care
Increased housing cost burdens

RESPONSES - HOUSING ELEMENT

Continue actions to support
Residential Care Facilities

Increase housing equity and
affordability, especially near services

Increase housing choice, without
unsafe outcomes




DEPARTMENT OF
HOMELESSNESS AND
SUPPORTIVE HOUSING

Housing for Older Adults in the
Homelessness Response System

Board of Supervisors | Public Safety & Neighborhood Services Committee

January 27, 2022

http://hsh.sfgov.org




& Older Adults Experiencing Homelessness

2

Half the unhoused population is The 65+ age group is the fastest-
over 50 years old. growing population cohort.

> Older adults have unique needs — often need higher level of care.
> Some housing resources in HSH portfolio are specific for older adults.

http://hsh.sfgov.org



& Housing for Older Adults

3

> 782 units of site-based Permanent Supportive
Housing designated for older adults.
e 143 of these units are opening in FY21-22
* Example site: Casa de la Mision

> Approx. 300 Flexible Housing Subsidy Pool slots
for people aged 60 and up leaving SIP Hotels.

> Many additional units occupied by older adults.
e Coordinated Entry prioritizes most vulnerable.

* Vast majority of clients in HSH housing have a disability.  casa de la Mision
Photo: Mercy Housing

http://hsh.sfgov.org




& Other Initiatives

4

~Expand Problem Solving and Prevention:

» Partnerships with DAS and providers that focus on serving older adults and
people with disabilities.

> Enhanced services to help clients age in place:

* Applying lessons from SIP hotel program.

* In-Home Support Services (IHSS): partnership with DAS - pilot sites launched
in late 2021 and early 2022.

* Planning phase for DPH partnership to enhance behavioral and physical
health services through roving service model.

>Continue work with DAS on annual reporting.

http://hsh.sfgov.org



DEPARTMENT OF
HOMELESSNESS AND
SUPPORTIVE HOUSING

Questions?

Thank you!

Emily Cohen | emily.cohen@sfgov.org

http://hsh.sfgov.org
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Sheila Nickolopoulos
Director of Policy and Legislative Affairs

January 27, 2022




Housing Strategies

Create permanently affordable housing

Preserve affordable housing

Improve access to affordable housing

Promote self-sufficiency for all and protect rights

Foster healthy communities and neighborhoods




Seniors Served by MOHCD

58% of units occupied by

ﬁ 13,154|uni’Fshfc()jr. Sebr?Ii.o.rs of EHHE Seniors and people with
people with aisabllities disabilities

oa 34% of units reserved for
I—- Seniors and persons with
disabilities




Programs for Seniors

Services & Resources Homeownership New Development

Coordinated Entry Emergency Home Repair * 510 units in FY19/20
Rental Counseling Home Rehab Loan « 898 units in 10 pipeline
Lega| Assistance Program projects (through 2024)

CBO partnerships Dream Keeper Senior » New Senior Operating
Rehab Subsidy Program

Home Match




Limitations

Loss of Federal Funding Limits of State Funding




Looking Ahead

Expansion of Senior
Homeownership Program

Expansion of Senior
Operating Subsidy Program

Broadway Cove; Photo by Bruce Damonte

Continued Commitment to Senior
Projects in New Construction Pipeline




Coordination

DAS

« Needs Assessment (Oct 2022)
« Senior Operating Subsidy

HSH
« 20% units set aside for Coordinated Entry

SFHA

« HUD's Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) Program
(2,000+ units)

Digital Services

« Online accessibility




Sheila Nickolopoulos
Director of Policy and Legislative Affairs
sheila.nickolopoulos@sfgov.org

. The Mayor’s Office of Housing
5 and Community Development

THANK YOU
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SFDPH San Francisco Health Network

* SFDPH serves thousands of seniors across its health care delivery system

# of Patients, Age 65+ across SFDPH San Francisco Health Network

(FY 20-21)
ZSFG LagunaHonda  Primary Care WPIC Mental Health  SubstanceUse Jail Health
16,376 537 11,780 617 1,918 415 149

* 46,140 adults over 65 eligible for Medi-Cal in San Francisco

* As this population is growing, we are committed to continuing to provide high
quality and essential health care to low-income and Medi-Cal eligible older adults

1/27/2022 Department of Public Health 2




Specialized medical services for older adults are provided
throughout the San Francisco Health Network

Increasing proportion of older adults served throughout all clinics, hospitals,
and programs

 PrimaryCare » Zuckerberg San Francisco General
e Curry Senior Center * Acute Care for the Elderly (ACE) Unit served
* Partnership with Curry Senior Services CBO approximately 1800 patients in the last 12
*  Primary Care for over 1,200 older adults months, about 12% of all admitted patients over

65 in a givenyear

 AmbulatorySpecialty Care - Whole Person Geriatrics = Laguna Honda Hospital

Initiative * Largest skilled nursing facility in the US,

* Geriatrics Consult Clinic + eConsult approximately 60% of patient population are

* Geriatrics-Neurology Cognitive Clinic seniors

* Geriatrics Co-Managementin ZSFG's adult
medicine clinic  WholePerson Integrated Care

*  See approximately 300 of the most complex and *  PermanentSupportive Housing with onsite nursing
frail adults/year for specialty assessment and services (9 total sites)
care * Two sites dedicated to seniors

* Approximately 30% of other nursing supported

units are designated for seniors
1/27/2022 3




Specialized DPH behavioral health services for older adults

Residential housing

* We contract with 33 Residential Care Facilities for the Elderly (RCFE) serving
304 seniors (Jan 2022)

* RCFE at ZSFG’s Behavioral Health Center is our city-run RCFE

Outpatient and residential behavioral health services

* Older adult programs in outpatient clinics

e Civil Service:
* Central City Older Adult Services
* Southeast Mission Geriatric clinic

 Seven contracted programs

* Residential treatment programs for seniors with behavioral health needs

* Almost 50% of people in our residential treatment programs (ARFs, LSATs, PSNFs) are
older adults (60+)

1/27/2022 Department of Public Health




Health services for seniors and facilities serving older adults and people
with disabilities during COVID-19

* COVID-19 Task Force - Community Branch - Seniors Hub

COVID-19 Outreach Efforts Tailored Skilled Nursing Facilities (SNFs)
to the Needs of Seniors:
e Testing Residential Care Facilities for the
e Education Elderly (RCFES)
* Outbreak mitigation
* Vaccination Senior Housing Sites

* Shelter in Place Hotels - approximately 51% of SIP clients are adults age 55+, 38% are
adults aged 60+. DPH staff have provided medical and behavioral health support to
guests living in SIP hotel since beginning of the pandemic.

1/27/2022 Department of Public Health 5




Expanding services for our growing older adult population

* Expansion of RCFEs through Mental Health SF and Prop C investments
* Expansion of health services for people transitioning into new Supportive Housing

* Planning for implementation of Age-Friendly Health System to impact all of SFHN
Ambulatory Care

* Enhanced dementia care which integrates the spectrum of services accessible to
people across our systems, including those experiencing homelessness and in
supportive housing

* Geriatrics Emergency Room at ZSFG to improve care of people living with dementia
who come to the emergency room (anticipated start date in July 2022)

1/27/2022 Department of Public Health 6




. SAN FRANCISCO HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY
0-—; Department of Disability
\4’») and Aging Services

Presentation on Senior &
Disability Housing to Public
Safety & Neighborhood Services
Committee

Kelly Dearman
Executive Director, Department of Disability & Aging Services
January 27,2022




DAS Housing-Related Services

Small-scale rental subsidy programs based in an aging
Rental and disability service delivery model. Our programs are
Subsidies provided by community based organizations (CBOs)
with expertise in the population and community.

Supportive

Servicesin Supportive services provided in former public housing
Affordable sites managed by MOHCD and at veterans housing sites.
Housing Sites

Stabilizing Services that help people remain stable so they can live
Services safely in the community, such as case management and

In Home Supportive Services (IHSS).

TN SFHsA
ﬁ.z: Department of Disability
D) and Aging Services




Challenges and Limitations

Maintaining a

Stark Resource Continuumof Care Coordinated System

Limitations Challenges

WCCN SFHSA
2= Department of Disability
\....p.J and Aging Services



Planning for Continued Growth

1. Conductregularstrategic planning efforts (e.g. Dignity Fund
planning andfundingcycle)

2. Ongoing assessment of community needsand continuous
planning and evaluation efforts

3. Advocacyand participation in state and federal conversation
around larger scale interventions and policiesto support the
expansion of senior services, which includes senior housing (e.g.
California Master Plan for Aging)

WCCN SFHSA
2= Department of Disability
\....p.J and Aging Services



Cross-Departmental Collaboration

DAS has an important role and perspective to bring to broader
conversationsabout housing for older people and adults with
disabilities. We bring our expertise to policy and strategic
planning efforts City-wide.

/ SF Age and Disability \ /Affordable Housing Reports\
Friendly (ADF) Initiative Collaborate with MOHCD,

A collaborative initiative to HSH, MOD, and Planningto

incorporateanage-and develop data on affordable

disability-friendly lens to all housing needs and capacity
SF policies, programs, and for older adults and people

\prioritieS- / \vvith disabilities. /




Patrick Monette-Shaw

975 Sutter Street, Apt. 6

San Francisco, CA 94109
Phone: (415) 292-6969 + e-mail: pmonette-shaw@eartlink.net

January 26, 2022

Public Safety and Neighborhood Services Committee, Board of Supervisors
The Honorable Gordon Mar, Chair
The Honorable Catherine Stefani, Member
The Honorable Matt Haney, Member
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102 Agenda Item #1, Board File 211158: Senior Housing

Dear Chair Mar and Members of the Public Safety and Neighborhood Services Committee,

As you consider the continuum of housing needs of San Francisco’s growing senior population, | ask that you take a very
close look at the senior housing projects slated to be funded by the $600 million 2019 Affordable Housing Bond.

As you’ll learn from this testimony, MOHCD’s published reports to CGOBOC about the 2015 Affordable Housing Bond and
the 2019 Affordable Housing Bond consistently “pad” the numbers of housing units actually being constructed from Bond
proceeds by inflating the number of units actually constructed from a given Bond by adding on the number of units receiving
“predevelopment” funding that might be built in the future using non-bond funding sources.

Projects receiving predevelopment funding may not produce any housing units at all that are actually developed. Instead,
projects receiving predevelopment funding may only pre-develop infrastructure — like roads, sidewalks, sewers, and
regrading of slopes, etc. — that may later support future housing units developed and funded by non-general obligation bond
funding sources.

This is not just a matter of semantics. It’s a public-relations game MOHCD plays to boost its “metrics of success”
performance by artificially inflating the number of affordable housing units it has funded and produced. The amount of bond
funding spent on infrastructure development to support future housing projects — not actual construction of the housing
itself — is significant. While infrastructure predevelopment is obviously important, it is not the same thing as constructing
and producing actual affordable housing units.

Indeed while monitoring CGOBOC’s hearings and MOHCD’s quarterly reports about progress on the 2015 Bond, |
discovered that a significant amount of the number of housing units MOHCD claims had been produced in the Public
Housing category were in fact, infrastructure projects in the Bayview-Hunters point redevelopment area that produced no
actual housing, but were instead units that might be constructed in the future, including infrastructure like streets and
sidewalks to support future market-rate housing.

As you explore the continuum of housing needs of the growing population of senior San Franciscans, you should keep this in
mind and require greater transparency and statistical reporting about actual housing units produced for our senior citizens vs.
costs involved in developing the infrastructure to support those senior housing units. They’re two different things.

Background Information

A report authored and published by the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) prior to the
November 2019 election promised voters the 2019 Bond would produce 500 units of senior housing funded, in part, by
allocating $150 million reserved for senior housing projects from Bond proceeds for seniors on fixed incomes of up to 30%
AMI or lower, and low-income seniors at incomes up to 80% AMI. The pre-election report claimed the senior housing
would come on-line between 2020 and 2025.

Section 4-A, titled Oversight, of the legal text in the Voter Guide (on page 98 in the hardcopy Voter Guide) assured voters
that the Citizens’ General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee (CGOBOC) would conduct an annual review of Bond
spending and shall provide an annual report to the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors on progress on spending the Bond.


mailto:pmonette-shaw@eartlink.net
reserved%20for%20senior%20housing%20projects
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Unfortunately, the first tranche ($252.6 million) of the 2019 Bond was not issued until March 2021. Of that $252.6
million approximately 24% of the first tranche has been spent and another 16.2% has been encumbered as of December
2021 for all of the four main housing categories funded in the first tranche. The senior housing category may have a
higher percentage spent and encumbered in the first tranche.

Because the first tranche wasn’t issued until the end of the first quarter of calendar year 2021, it does not appear that
CGOBOC issued an annual report in 2020 following passage of the Bond in 2019, nor was an annual report issued to
either the Mayor or Board of Supervisors. And it’s thought no annual report was issued about the 2019 Bond in 2021,
to either the Mayor or the Board of Supervisors.

MOHCD finally published its first official report on the 2019 Bond, which is dated December 2021; however, the
metadata of the PDF file shows it was created and modified on January 14, 2022 and was only posted on MOHCD’s
web site and MOHCD announced it’s availability on the Internet to this author on January 14. It should not have taken
27 months — over two years — following the November 2019 election for the first report on the 2019 Bond to be
published listing the affordable housing projects to be funded by the Bond by street name!

So much for “oversight.”

Section 4-B, titled Transparency, of the legal text in the Voter Guide (also on page 98 in the hardcopy Voter Guide) assured
voters MOHCD would create a web site page for the 2019 Bond to provide progress reports and activity updates regarding
the Bond and the City “shall” hold an annual public hearing to review the 2019 Bond program and its implementation before
the Capital Planning Committee and before CGOBOC.

To date, CGOBOC has been provided with very little information — and has engaged in almost no discussion among
CGOBOC members — during its meetings regarding the 2019 Affordable Housing Bond. Indeed, the first official
report on the 2019 Bond, dated December 2021 that MOHCD just released to the public on January 14, 2022 has not
been presented to, or discussed by, CGOBOC and won’t be heard until CGOBOC’s next meeting scheduled for
February 28, 2022. It’s not known if the Capital Planning Committee has held public hearings on the 2019 Bond in
either 2020, in 2021, or held hearings on MOHCD?s first report on the 2019 Bond released in January 2022.

So much for “transparency.”

Ever since MOHCD first published its first status report about the 2015 Affordable Housing Bond six years ago in December
2016 and presented it CGOBOC, the Glossary has consistently published an incomplete sentence in MOHCD’s definition of
the term “predevelopment” funding. 1 didn’t notice the incomplete sentence and then place a records request to MOHCD
asking for a clarification until just a few days ago on January 21, 2022 (after all these years reading MOHCD status reports).
On January 25, | received a response from MOHCD saying that the incomplete definition of “predevelopment” funding
(shown below in red bold italics) is:

“Costs prior to actual construction, including architectural, engineering, environmental, and permitting costs. [The
costs] May be related directly to housing development, or may be infrastructure predevelopment which supports future
housing development.”

There you have it: MOHCD’s admission that portions of the 2015 Bond, and 2019 Bond have all along not produced actual
housing units, but infrastructure to support future housing development — including market-rate, not affordable housing
units — funded by other non-bond-funded sources. Across all the years I’ve attended and reported on CGBOC’s meetings
on the affordable housing bonds, apparently no members of CGOBOC ever noticed or ever asked for clarification about the
incomplete predevelopment term, or ever bothered to ask about whether MOHCD’s reported housing production
“achievement metrics” have been wrongly padded to inflate the number of housing units produced to tout MOHCD’s the
effectiveness and accomplishments of bond-funded affordable housing construction, despite my public testimony on multiple
occaisions over the years about the problem that the data clearly appears to have been inflated.
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Getting Down to Brass Tacks: Senior Housing Progress in the 2019 Bond

MOHCD?’s first official report just published on January 14, 2022 describing the 2019 Bond shows that of the promised 500
senior housing units, just 368 units — only 76.3% of the 500 units promised — are being funded from the first tranche of the
bond at three separate locations: 200 units on the campus of Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH) in District 7, 98 units at 4200
Geary Boulevard in the Inner Richmond area of District 1, and 70 units at 722 Pacific Avenue at Stockton Street in
Chinatown in District 3. It’s possible of course that additional senior housing projects may be identified at other locations in
subsequent tranche issuances of the 2019 Bond.

However, Mercy Housing Corporation’s draft LHH Senior Living Master Plan MOHCD released on October 13, 2021 —
but dated September 17, 2021 in the PDF file metadata — in response to a public records request | had placed, shows Mercy
is considering building as few as 169 independent living senior housing units at LHH — not 200 units. (MOHCD claims
Mercy housing has not yet completed a final “Master Plan” for its LHH project.) The potential 169 senior housing units at
LHH would lower MOHCD’s projected 368 senior housing units from the 2019 Bond to only 337 units, just 67.4% of the
500 units promised.

Unfortunately, MOHCD lists the LHH and 772 Pacific Avenue senior housing units as being “pre-development” projects,
with no indication of whether the predevelopment will support future housing development units funded by non-general
obligation bond funding sources, or whether the pre-development funding will be used to fund constructing actual housing
units. Should the LHH and 722 Pacific Avenue projects fund only infrastructure improvements and not actual housing, that
portends the 98 senior housing units at 4200 Geary Boulevard may produce just 19.6% of the 500 senior housing units
promised for the 2019 Bond.

The first three senior housing projects identified by name so far are receiving just $21 million in funding from the first
tranche of the 2019 Bond issued in 2021: $3 million in predevelopment of the LHH project, $3 million in predevelopment
for the 772 Pacific Avenue, and $15 million for the 4200 Geary Boulevard senior housing project.

MOHCD’s first report on the 2019 Bond has now pushed back completion and delivery of the affordable housing bond
projects by an additional year, until 2026 not 2025. For all we know, there may be additional delays in producing all of the
projects funded by the 2019 Bond, including senior housing projects.

Housing on Laguna Honda Hospital’s Campus

Ever since former-Supervisor Norman Yee first floated the idea of building senior housing on LHH’s campus four years ago
in 2018, there have been zero public hearings held by the Health Commission, the Health Commission’s “LHH Joint
Conference Committee” (comprised of senior management of LHH and three Health Commissioners), or by the Board of
Supervisors about the wisdom of using LHH’s campus for any type of housing rather than preserving it for hospital facilities
the campus had been designated for and zoned as a “P, Public” City resource, and certainly not using the campus for any type
of market-rate housing. Members of the public not have been afforded any chance to weigh in on the use of that precious
land. It’s completely outrageous that there have been no public hearings on how LHH’s campus may soon become a power
land-grab for housing developers.

As I’ve repeatedly written, LHH’s campus is a completely inappropriate location for housing seniors, particularly seniors
who have mobility issues given the elevation, steep topography of LHH’s campus, lack of neighborhood-serving amenities,
and its severe isolation. LHH’s campus is also designated as an open space area, which should be preserved for open space.

Lack of Senior Housing Equity Across the City

The initial MOHCD report issued prior to the 2019 Bond election claimed the $150 million senior housing category of the
2019 Bond would be for site acquisition and pre-development of projects either in neighborhoods with limited affordable
housing production, or in neighborhoods facing both limited affordable housing production as well as a high number of
housing units that have been removed from protected affordable housing status.


https://sfmohcd.org/sites/default/files/Documents/Reports/CGOBOC%202019%20Affordable%20Housing%20Bond_12312021_Final.pdf
http://stoplhhdownsize.com/Mercy_Housing_Draft_LHH_Senior_Housing_Master_Plan_Presentation_2021-09-17.pdf
http://www.stoplhhdownsize.com/Laguna_Honda_Inapproriate_Site_for_Senior_Housing_20-10-07.pdf
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MOHCD’s first report issued on January 14, 2022 on the 2019 Bond shows that of the promised 500 units of senior housing
to be funded by this bond shows that only 337 senior housing units (adjusted downwards slightly to account for the lower
number of units Mercy Housing has proposed for the LHH campus) are currently being proposed and may be under
development. Again, the 337 units represent just 67.4% of the 500 units promised.

Those 337 units are targeted for Districts D-1, D-3, and D-7, but not the other eight Supervisorial districts that may also have
limited affordable housing production neighborhoods or are facing both limited affordable housing production and perhaps a
high number of housing units that have been removed from protected affordable housing status. That suggests those other
eight districts will not receive equity in affordable housing production for their senior citizens.

Of note, the 2015 Bond contained only two senior housing projects: One project of 53 low-income senior housing units at
735 Davis Street in District 3 (which was actually funded by other non-Bond funding sources) and a 94 unit senior housing
project at 1296 Shotwell Street in District 9 in the Mission District that received $22 million in construction funding from the
2015 Bond.

So, between the 2015 Bond and 2019 Bond, only four Supervisorial districts have received funding from San Francisco’s
affordable housing bonds, leaving out seven other Supervisorial districts, even if they have also experienced limited
affordable senior housing production neighborhoods or are facing both limited affordable housing production and perhaps a
high number of senior housing units that have been removed from protected affordable housing status.

The Public Safety and Neighborhood Services Committee should aggressively investigate the lack of equity in bond-funded
senior housing production across all Supervisorial districts.

Recommendations for PSNS Committee
I recommend that the PSNS look into the following issues:

o Explore alternatives to fund infrastructure improvements that do not build actual housing units in Affordable Housing
Bond measures and instead build only infrastructure improvements like streets, roads, and sewers to support future
housing projects that are funded from non-Bond sources of funding, so that the Affordable Housing Bonds fund only
construction of actual housing units in all of the main categories of Bond spending projects (Public Housing, Low-Income
Housing, teacher housing, Middle-income Housing, senior housing, etc.).

e Require that MOHCD stop padding its quarterly status reports to CGOBOC and annual reports to the Board of
Supervisors by falsely inflating the total number of affordable housing units constructed by creatively adding in units that
may be built at some point in the future using predevelopment infrastructure-only improvement funding. As an
alternative, consider requiring that MOHCD report separately the actual number of housing units produced, and a separate
number of housing units that may built in the future from non-Bond funding sources from infrastructure investments for
all projects in each of the main categories of bond spending in order to accurately document for the Board of Supervisors,
CGOBOC, and members of the public the actual affordable housing actually constructed using Bond proceeds.

o Require that MOHCD clearly identify at the outset of issuing the first Bond status report each project by street location
that are planned for each of the main categories of housing over the entire life of the Bond from all issuances of the Bond
up front, and not just report the street locations of projects anticipated in a single issuances of successive tranches of a
given affordable housing Bond so that the Board of Supervisors, CGOBOC, and members of the public can learn of the
equity of project locations across the entire Bond, and not have to wait for years between successive Bond tranches to
eventually learn what MOHCD envisions as the full scope of projects across the entire Bond.

¢ Require that both the Health Commission and the Board of Supervisors schedule and hold public hearings rapidly about
building any type of housing — including senior housing and more importantly market-rate housing — on the Laguna
Honda Hospital campus and instead preserve that public land for expanding only healthcare facilities that may well be
needed in the future, given the severe shortage of public land available in San Francisco for healthcare facilities, and
preserve LHH’s campus as open space.
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Respectfully submitted,

Patrick Monette-Shaw
Columnist
Westside Observer Newspaper

cc: The Honorable Connie Chan, Supervisor, District 1
The Honorable Aaron Peskin, Supervisor, District 3
The Honorable Dean Preston, Supervisor, District 5
The Honorable Myrna Melgar, Supervisor, District 7
The Honorable Rafael Mandelman, Supervisor, District 8
The Honorable Hillary Ronen, Supervisor, District 9
The Honorable Shamann Walton, Supervisor, District 10
The Honorable Ahsha Safai, Supervisor, District 11
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
John Carroll, Clerk of the Public Safety and Neighborhood Services Committee
Daisy Quan, Legislative Aide to Supervisor Gordon Mar
Edward Wright, Legislative Aide to Supervisor Gordon Mar
Li Miao Lovett, Legislative Aide to Supervisor Gordon Mar
Alan Wong, Administrative Aide to Supervisor Gordon Mar
Lee Hepner, Legislative Aide to Supervisor Aaron Peskin



January 27, 2022

Chair Gordon Mar

Public Safety and Neighborhood Services Committee
City Hall

San Francisco, CA

RE: Hearing on Senior Housing
Dear Supervisors:

We thank Supervisors Mar and Stefani for calling this hearing on this crucial
topic. We look forward to hearing the Departments’ presentations on their
plans to address the growing population of seniors who need access to
affordable housing. As a follow up to these presentations, after some time
to reflect upon their testimonies, we hope we will have a subsequent
opportunity to present additional comments and recommendations from a
community perspective.

At that future discussion we urge that the scope of the hearing be
expanded to address the needs of both seniors and people with disabilities.
Many non-senior adults with disabilities face significant policy and
economic barriers accessing our affordable housing programs, often similar
barriers to those faced by seniors. And many seniors, particularly the
oldest, are also people with disabilities. It is thus appropriate and fruitful
for us to address the housing needs of both populations together.

For today we highlight three basic points based upon the findings contained
in SFDAS’s “2021 Overview Report on Affordable Housing for Seniors and
People with Disabilities.” These findings reveal very significant gaps in this
City’s affordable housing programs that unfairly exclude many seniors and
people with disabilities from the housing that they desperately need.

1. The SFDAS report reveals that absent significant change in the City’s
policies and priorities, most ‘affordable’ housing in San Francisco
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will remain unaffordable to a majority of seniors and persons with
disabilities.

The Overview Report clearly documents the lack of alignhment between
City’s future plans for affordable housing and the ability of most seniors
and people with disabilities to afford to live in that housing.

The report notes that for the general population 50% AMI for a single
person living alone is $3,887. But as the Overview Report finds, the median
income of a San Francisco senior living alone is $2,250, and the median
income of a non-senior single person with disabilities is $1,125 (p. 7).

Yet the pipeline data provided shows that the City’s senior and non-senior
affordable housing pipelines are designed primarily to provide affordable
housing for tenants with incomes of 50% AMI or above — with only a
fraction of units targeted for households below 50% AMI.

Thus, absent new or additional interventions, San Francisco’s affordable
housing programs will continue to be mostly unaffordable for a majority of
our City’s seniors and persons with disabilities.

2. Present plans for the Senior Operating Subsidy (SOS) significantly
underserve seniors, leaving out and marginalizing most seniors
from affordable housing.

In 2019 the Board of Supervisors took an important first step to reducing
the barriers to senior housing by creating the SOS program. The program
for the first time assured Extremely Low Income (ELI) seniors an increment
of access to the City’s affordable housing without relying upon declining
federal rent assistance. In its first year SOS successfully enabled 40 ELI
senior households to move into senior housing who would have been
excluded because they could not otherwise pay the 50% AMI rents (over a
thousand dollars a month for a studio).



But the DAS analysis reports that over the next five years, the City only
plans to expand the program to assist a total of 150 senior households,
providing rental assistance for only 17% of new senior units for the period
(p. 19). This result will severely limit access to the seniors who need
assistance.

SOS was launched as a pilot program and has proved very effective. In
order to proportionally and equitably reflect the needs of San Francisco
seniors it must be expanded. We strongly urge the Mayor and the Board to
develop a strategy to fully fund and support the successful SOS program to
fulfill its potential.

3. The City must correct a flawed system that builds ‘accessible’ units
that are, by policy and practice, made inaccessible to most people
with disabilities who need those units.

The DAS Overview Report states that affordable housing units that are
designed and built to be accessible are not necessarily assigned to persons
with disabilities (p. 5-6). The report simply explains that this outcome is a
result of legal restrictions on reserving accessible units exclusively for
persons disabilities absent specified federal funding. But this is only part of
the explanation. The bigger issue is that- high ‘affordable’ rent levels leave
persons with disabilities unable to even be considered for accessible units
that they need.

As noted in the report, the median income for people with disabilities is
even lower than for seniors. Yet there is no comparable program to SOS for
persons with disabilities. Thus, most persons with disabilities cannot even
qualify to apply for accessible 50% AMI units. In addition, the City does not
ensure that if ultimately a person who needs an accessible unit is approved
for housing they will actually be assigned to the appropriate unit.

San Francisco tenants with disabilities need a project-based rent subsidy
equivalent to SOS coupled with more appropriate assignment policies to
provide them with a fair chance to move into affordable accessible units.
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The above basic points do not address all the needs or solve all the housing
issues facing seniors and people with disabilities. But these are core starting
points for the housing our City builds in order to be truly accessible for all.

Respectfully,

Anni Chung, President & CEO
Self Help for the Elderly

Jessica Lehman, Executive Director
Senior and Disability Action

- SO SRR

Gen Fujioka, Senior Counsel and Policy Analyst
Chinatown Community Development Center



From: Valerie Coleman

To: Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: RE: Additional comments from Hearing - Senior Housing
Date: Thursday, January 27, 2022 12:21:19 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Good afternoon,

| have spent over 14 years working within housing (aging in place, polity and assisted living facilities) as
well as with the senior and disability community and | am submitting additional comments as an
individual, NOT on my employers time or on behalf of them. Additional comments/details for the hearing
on senior housing within the Public Safety & Neighborhood Services meeting today:

| believe the following changes would be greatly beneficial and are relatively easy lifts:

e Ensuring that there's an option to build accessible ADU's: The Planning Dept's ADU policy,
technical assistance & handbook have no mention of accessibility - it's a terrible oversight to
create an entire ADU process and technical assistance without providing guidance on making sure
it's accessible, especially if it's being touted as senior or multigenerational housing. It doesn't need
to be a requirement, but including different architectural designs, guidance or recommendations
within their existing handbook would be sufficient.

e Consistent data on people with disabilities: there is currently no consistent way that data re:
people with disabilities is captured, and depending on the source and how disability is defined, the
numbers might be wildly different (Census vs. American Community Survey vs. SF City needs
assessments, etc.). We can't have an adequate picture of the needs, gaps and population
changes with people with disabilities if we don't have adequate data. Nicole, from the Mayor's
Office on Disability has been a huge advocate for this and if it was a multi-departmental effort,
could help us really understand the population and needs.

e A multi-departmental approach to housing: The speakers mentioned how housing is split
across various departments depending on expertise, which is appropriate, but operating in silos
means that when the Housing Element is being updated by Planning, agencies are brought in at
the end for a review, rather than included from the initial drafting as subject matter experts.
Assisted living facilities, residential care facilities and other supportive housing are very
complicated and nuanced, with a wide range of licensing agencies, funding streams and
tremendous economic pressure. These are, primarily, women of color owned small private
businesses, often hiring other women of color (often immigrants or family members) so penalizing
small businesses for trying to go out of business is a terrible idea. But if potential policies or
programs had all departments (MOHCD, DPH, DAS, DP) at the table from the beginning, then it's
more likely that effective policies would be drafted from the beginning.

the following are truly critical for creating meaningful impact and are heavy lifts:

e State funding: The financial reality is that Counties need to advocate collectively about reinstating
critical housing funding, particularly Section 202 and State level redevelopment funding. These
were critical funders of affordable senior and disability housing.

e Purchasing and leasing RCFE's/ALF's, etc.: the financial costs of running these facilities as a
new business are no longer feasible in San Francisco (read report and financial modeling of
opening a new facility here), so any attempt to keep existing facilities should be a building buy-out,
similar to MOHCD's small sites program. It's costly, but once these single family homes are sold
on the open market, they will be lost as an affordable RCFE forever - the entry costs are just too
high for a 2-6 bed facility to be financially feasible.

e State level advocacy: HSA was advocating at the state level, and with other counties, around the
Assisted Living Waiver program or other initiatives that recognize the need to address this critical
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decline. Continued state level advocacy around this complicated program could potentially provide
additional funding streams to these small facilities, who are small for profit businesses.

Thank you,
Valerie Coleman



From: john lang

To: Somera, Alisa (BOS)

Subject: | spoke at the hearing on 1/27/2022/ REQUEST to send to Supervisors at the hearing /Aged low income tenant
facing eviction

Date: Thursday, January 27, 2022 12:24:06 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

RE | present my situation as areason for the Board to pass an emergency measure to
immunize tenants like me who have arent controlled apartment and are in State Covid 19 Rent
Relief program for their tenancy to be protected from cause for eviction " habitua late
payment of rent" when the reason for the late payment is the "manner” the State is
administering the program. Tenantsin the program are protected "while the program isin
place" but after wards there is NO protection.

Thanks to the Supervisors for the presentation of thisimportant topic that is life and death to
aging peopleliving in SF.

| introduced the topic of an aging (| am 75 years of age), low income, SF tenant who was
affected by Covid 19.

| applied for rent help for afew months from the State Rent Relief Covid 19 program. The
program was initially run by SF who then passed it to the state who run the programin
violation of the rules that they established ( thisis another story | will not introduce here)

As aresult, the help they provide in terms of rent is months late.

| have lived in my apartment for many years. The landlord could charge more than 2X the rent
| pay. He has a“motive’ to evict me and he doesn't really want the rent he wants me out. This
is different from what other people in this rent program face for the most part the landlord just
wants the rent not for the tenant to be gone.

1. In San Francisco there are 15 just cause reasons for eviction under Ordinance Section
37.9(a). The most common are:

“Habitual late payment of rent” — this means more than once or twice [Ordinance
Section 37.9(a)(1)];

2. If atenant is“habitually late” paying rent — defined as late more than three timesin

acalendar year, then thereis also "just cause” for an eviction.
When L andlords Should Consider Eviction in San Francisco Under Rent

Control Regulations - Gordon Property Management Blog (gpmsf.com)

Thanks for consideration | would appreciate any response.

John Lang
415 845 6371
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City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Tel. No. (415) 554-5184

Fax No. (415) 554-5163

TDD/TTY No. (415) 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

TO: Kelly Dearman, Executive Director, Dept. of Disability and Aging Services
Rich Hillis, Director, Planning Department
Eric Shaw, Director, Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development
Shireen McSpadden, Executive Director, Department of Homelessness and
Supportive Housing
Dr. Grant Colfax, Director, Department of Public Health

FROM: Alisa Somera, Clerk, Public Safety and Neighborhood Safety Committee
Board of Supervisors

DATE: November 15, 2021

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED

The Board of Supervisors’ Public Safety and Neighborhood Safety Committee has
received the following hearing request, introduced by Supervisor Mar on
November 2, 2021:

File No. 211158 Hearing - Senior Housing

Hearing on the continuum of housing needs of the growing senior population and
the City’s strategies to comprehensively plan for and provide this housing across
the spectrum; and requesting that the Department of Disability and Aging Services,
Planning Department, Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development,
Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing, and Department of Public
Health to report.

You are receiving this referral since your department is being requested to present and
report when this matter is agendized for a hearing.

If you have any comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to
me at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San
Francisco, CA 94102 or to alisa.somera@sfgov.org.

c: Scott Sanchez, Planning Department Aaron Starr, Planning Department
Corey Teague, Planning Department Lydia Ely, MOHCD
Lisa Gibson, Planning Department Brian Cheu, MOHCD
Devyani Jain, Planning Department Dylan Schneider, Department of Homelessness and
Adam Varat, Planning Department Supportive Housing
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department Greg Wagner, Department of Public Health

Dan Sider, Planning Department
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