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FILE NO. 150317 | , RESOLUTION NO.

[Supporting Senate Bill 364 (Leno) - Amendments to State Law.to Return Local

Control Over the Ellis Act]

Resolution supporting California Senate Bill 364, introduced by Senator Leno,
amending State Iéw to return local control over the Ellis Act to prevent real estate

speculation and abuse of no-fault evictions.

WHEREAS, The City and County of San Francisco (the "City") has historically been

among the cities with the highest average rent in our country; and
| WHEREAS, The City has seen significant job creation and employment growth in the

past thrée years, seeing unemployment rates decline from 9.7% in August 2010 to 3.8% in
December 2014 with 70,252 more people employed; and |

WHEREAS, The population of the City has continued to increase during the past three
years of economic growth, resulting in an increased demand for housing;-and

WHEREAS, From 1997 to the present, according to data from the Rent Board, 3,277
units in San Francisco have been withdrawn from the rental market as a result of the Ellis Act;
and

WHEREAS, The Ellis Act, Government Code, Sections 7060, et seq., provides, with
limited exceptions that no public entity shall, by statute, ordinance; regulation, or by
administrative action compel the owner of any residential real property to offer, or to continue
to offer, accommodations in the property for rent or lease; and

WHEREAS, The Ellis Act is increasingly being used, not by long-term owners of rental
prbperty as the law intended, but instead by neW owners who purchase the building with the

intent of evoking the Ellis Act purely for speculative purposes; and -

Supervisbrs Christensen; Cohen, Farrell .
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WHEREAS, The Eliis Act has adversely affected the supply of rental housing in San

Francisco by restricting its availability without granting municipalities the-tools to directly deal

with its negative consequences; and |

WHEREAS, There is a trend emerging in which the Ellis Act is used by entities who
buy rental residential buildings and repeatedly leave the rental business, exploiting a loophole
in the Ellis Act that the Legislature may not have intended to create when it passed the law;
and | .

WHEREAS, Speculators who use the Ellis Act to evict tenants typically target long term
residents who tend to be seniors and impact the City’s most vulnerable residents: the
disabled, those living with disabling HiV or AIDS, and vimmigrants; and

WHEREAS, An unintended consequence of the Ellis Act is that it places dependence
for unit-by-unit replacement of lost affordable rental supply on local subsidy or market rate
developers; and

WHEREAS, In the last decade, while San Francisco’s market rate developers, through
fhe City’s inclusionary housing program, have produced 1,530 new affordable units without a
City subsidy, during the same period, the City has witnessed 1,594 eviction notices based on
the Ellis Act — creating a net loss in non-City-subsidized affordable rental housing; and

WHEREAS, In the last decade, while San Francisco has produced on average 591
new locally subsidized affordable housing units each year, 262 affordable rental units on
average have been petitioned to be withdrawn from the rental market each year due to the
Ellis Act, diminishing the impact that City-subsidized affordable housing production has had
on increasing San Francisco’s affordable housing, particularly for seniors and working class
households; and |

WHEREAS, Although there are 50,600 units entitled for development in the Planning

Department’s most recent pipeline report, 6,700 of which are currently under construction,

Supervisors Christensen; Cohen, Farrell :
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with 35 percent currently qualifying as perménently affordable housing, the use of the Ellis Act
has in the past three years increased 165%, with 215 evictions from March 2013 to February
2014; and |

WHEREAS, The City does not want to continue the trend of trying to build more
affordable housing while at the same time losing an increasing number of our affordable rental
housing to Ellis Act evictions; and ‘

WHEREAS, The thréat of Ellis Act eviction can force tenants to accept buyouts rather
than face an eviction without compensation, which causes underreporting’ of de facto Ellis Act
evictions; and |

WHEREAS, The City recognizes that we cannot wait until Ellis Act evictions reach the
levels seen in the year 2000 before acting to restore more local control; and

WHEREAS, A 2014 report from-Tenants Together, a statewide organization for renters’
rights, found that 51% of the City’s evictions begin within the first year of new ownership and
78% start within the first five yeérs of new ownership; and

- WHEREAS, Thirty percent of all Ellis Act evictions come from investors who have
entered and exited the rental business more than once, evicting residents from multiple
buildings; and

WHEREAS, The City should work to stem the tide of speculative evictions; and

WHEREAS, The City should protect residents who live in the housing stock we have
while continuing to build the housing our growing workforce needs; now, ther‘efore,' be it

RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors and Mayor should work together with a
common goal to amend state law to restrict speculative Ellis Act evictions and return greater
local control over the Ellis Act in order to reduce the speculative Ellis Act evictions that are
displacing long-time residents of our City and disrupting our efforts to grow in accordance to

our General Plan and our neighborhood plans; and, be it

Supervis'ors Christensen; Cohen, Farrell
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FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors strongly supports Senate Bill
364 amending state law to return more local control to San Francisco in order to stop
speculative Ellis Act evictions énd respectfully urge our Bay Area legislators to support said
Iegislatibn; and, be it |

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Superviso.rs and Mayor will also pursue
local strategies to mitigate adverse impacts on persons dfsplaced by the Ellis Act including but
not limited to legislation related to relocation assistance, buy-outs, tenant harassment and

affordable rental housing retention.

Supervisors Christensen; Cohen, Farrelt
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SENATE BILL. ' No. 364

Introduced by Senator Leno
(Prinqipal coauthor: Assembly Member Chiu)

February 24, 2015

An act to ‘add Section 7060.8 to the Government Code, relating to
residential real property.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S DIGEST

SB 364, as introduced, Leno. Residential real property: withdrawal
of accommodations.

Existing law, commonly known as the Ellis Act, generally prohibits
public entities from adopting any statute, ordinance, or regulation, or
taking any administrative action, to compel the owner of residential
real property to offer or to continue to offer accommeodations, as defined,
in the property for rent or lease.

This bill would authorize the City and County of San Franmsco to
prohibit an owner of accommodations from filing a notice of an intent
to withdraw accommodations or prosecuting an action to recover
possession of accommodations, or threatening these actions, unless all
the owners of the accommodations have been owners of record for 5
continnous years or more, except as specified, or with respect to property
that the owner acquired within 10 years after providing notice of an
intent to withdraw accommodations at a different property. The bill
would also permit the city and county to require an owner of
accommodations notifying the city and county of an intention to
withdraw accommodations from rent or lease to identify each person
or entity with an ownership interest in the accommodations and to
identify all persons or entities with an ownership interest in an entity.
This information would be available for public inspection. The bill

99
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SB 364 2

would provide specified, nonexclusive remedies that the city and county
would be authorized to impose for a violation of these provisions.
This bill would make legislative findings and declarations as to the
necessity of a special statute for the City and County of San Francisco.
Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: no. -
State-mandated local program: no.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

SECTION 1. Section 7060.8 is added to the Government Code,
to read: '

7060.8. (a) This section shall apply only to a city that is also
a county.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter, the city
and county by ordinance or ballot measure may provide that:

(1) An owner of accommodations shall not file a notice with a
public entity of an intent to withdraw accommodations pursuant
to this chapter, prosecute an action to recover possession of
aceommodations pursuant to this chapter, or threaten to do either
of these things, unless all the owners of the accommodations have
been owners of record for five continuous years or more. If an
owner of record is not a natural person, then all persons or entities
with an ownership interest in that entity shall have held that interest
for five continuous years. The five-year ownership requirement
in this paragraph shall not apply to an owner of accommodations
who is a natural person, who owns no more than two properties,
and who owns no more than a total of four residential units.

(2) If an owner of accommodations files a notice of intent with
the public entity to withdraw accommodations under this chapter,
and the owner subsequently acquires a new property containing
accommodations within 10 years of that filing, the owner shall not
withdraw accommodations pursuant to this chapter, prosecute an
action to recover possession of accommodations pursuant to this
chapter, or threaten to do either of these things, with respect to the

* later acquired property. For purposes of this paragraph, an owner

of accommodations includes any person or entity with an
ownership interest in an entity that owns the accommodations.
(3) An owner of accommodations, or any person or entity with
an ownership interest in an entity that owns the accommodations,
shall not act in concert with a coowner, successor owner,

99
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prospective owner, agent, employee, or assignee, to circumvent
the limitations of paragraph (1) or (2).

(4) An owner of accommodations notifying the city and county
of an intention to withdraw accommodations from rent or lease
shall identify each person or entity with an ownership interest in
the accommodations, and if any entity is not a natural person,
identify all persons or entities with an ownership interest in that
entity. This information shall not be confidential and shall be
available for public inspection.

(c) The city and county may prov1de thata person or entity that
violates the provisions described in subdivision (b) is liable to the
tenant or lessee for actual damages, special damages of not less
than two thousand dollars ($2,000) for each violation, and
reasonable attorney fees and costs in an amount fixed by the court.
The remedy provided by this section is not exclusive and shall not
preclude either the tenant or lessee from pursuing any other remedy
provided by law.

SEC. 2. The Legislature finds and declares that a special law
is necessary and that a general law cannot be made applicable
within the meaning of Section 16 of Article IV of the California
Constitution because of the recent significant increase in the
evictions under the Ellis Act in the City and County of San
Francisco and the consequent displacement of long-time residents -
and severe reduction of availability of affordable rental housing
in San Francisco.

99
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Landlord Ellis Act Filings « 30-Year Trend
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Eviction Notices by Just Cause Reason = 30-Year Trend
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_Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board
City & County Of San Francisco
113 - Ellis Act Withdrawal Eviction Notices by Zip Code
‘ 3/1/2014 Through 2/28/2015

Zip Code ) Total

94103 12
94107 5

94109 4

94110 ' 41

94112 3

94114 8

94115 2

94116 A 1

94117 : 3

94118 ' | : 1

04121 ' 19

94122 . 6

94123 3

94131 1

94134 4

Total 113

page 1 ‘ 3/19/15
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Residential Réht- Stabilization and Arbitration Board
City & County Of San Francisco
219 -- Ellis Act Withdrawal Eviction Notices by Zip Code
3/1/2013 Through 2/28/2014

Zip Code Total

94102 | 5
94103 14
94107 o 2
94108 18
94109 4 | 17
94110 - ~ 68
94112 7
04114 - 19
94116 | 7
94117 6
94118 3
94121 1
94122 21
94123 7
94131 . 2
94133 22
Total - . 219
page 1 _ C v . 3/19/15
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Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitrafion Board
City & County Of San Francisco

- 116 -- Ellis Act Withdrawal Eviction Notices by Zip Code
3/1/2012 Through 2/28/2013

Zip Code Total

- 94103 | 11

94107 ' ‘ 1

94108 2

94100 o ‘ ' 18

94110 26

94112 3

94114 7

94115 .4

94117 4

94118 7

94121 3

94122 12

94123 - 4

) 94131 : 1
94132 - 1

94133 ' 11

94134 : 1

Tbtal 1186

page 1 o ) 3/19/15
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Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board
City & County Of San Francisco

64 -- Ellis Act Withdrawal Eviction Notices by Zip Code
3/1/2011 Through 2/29/2012

ZipCode Total
94107 | 5
94109 . 16
94110 21
© 94112 . 1
94114 5
94115 2
94117 2
94118 2
94121 5
94122 1
94123 , 1
94127 1
94131 ' 1
" 94134 ; 1
Total 64
Tage T « ' ' . 319715
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Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board
City & County Of San Francisco
61 - Ellis Act Withdrawal Eviction Notices by Zip Code
3/1/2010 Through 2/28/2011

Zip Code ' . ' Total
941 . 1
94109 ‘ | 2
94110 : 13
94112 . 5
94114 1
94115 , 8
94116 . | 1
94117 - 1
94121 . : : ‘ 1
94122 4
94123 5
94127 1
04131 o 10
94133 , ' 8
" Total o , 61

page 1 3/19/15
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* Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board
. City & County Of San Francisco
43 -~ Ellis Act Withdrawal Eviction Notices by Zip Code
3/1/2009 Through 2/28/2010

Zip Code Total
94107 2
94109 3
94110 6
94112 1
94116 - . o1
94118 10
94121 | 8
94122 | 1
94131 7
94133 . 4
Total 43
page 1 | - 319/15
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Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board
, City & County Of San Francisco
192 -- Ellis Act Withdrawal Eviction Notices by Zip Code
3/1/2008 Through 2/28/2009

Zip Code A Total
941 - ' 1
94102 8
94103 ‘ 12
94107 _ 6
94109 ' 7
94110 | 5
94112 ‘ . 14
94114 ' 30
94115 " ~ 10
94117 ' 22
94118 19
94121 T ' : 24
94122 . .10
94131 : 10
94133 ‘. 14
" Total . ‘ 192
pagel - - EEEE
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Residrentiz‘al Rent Stabilizatidn ancv!”Ar;bitration Board
A City & County Of San Francisco
252 -- Ellis Act Withdrawal Eviction Notices by Zip Code
3/1/2007 Through 2/28/2008

Zip Code ’ Total

941 4
94103 10
04107 2
94108 ' o 1
94109 36
94110 24
94112 2
94114 o 32
94115 : .2
94116 o < 2
94117 | | 40
94118 - 28
94121 | 4.
94122 | 18
94124 : ‘ 2
94131 - 8
94133 S . 36
94134 a 1
Total | 252

sage 1 ) 3/19/15
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Residential VRent Stabilization and Arbitration Board
City & County Of San Francisco
246 -- Ellis Act Withdrawal Eviction Notices by Zip Code
3/1/2006 Through 2/28/2007

" Zip Code Total
941 | 4
94103 | ' 12
94109 . . , 31
94110 N o
94114 ) _ 37
94115 | | 16
94116 1
94117 17
94118 : 21
94121 o 7
94122 ' 12
94123 : ’ 6
94124 ‘ 4
94131 ' 1
94133 30
Total ‘ 246
page 1 . . 3/19/15
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- Resi&énﬁal 'Rént'.Stébirlizatvioh and Arbitration Board
City & County Of San Francisco
276 -- Ellis Act Withdrawal Eviction Notices by Zip Code
' 3/1/2005 Through 2/28/2006

Zip Code ' Total

94102 | » 3
94103 24
94107 1
94108 5
94109 32
94110 52
94112 4
94114 - 22
94115 - 14
94116 ' | 4
94117 , 38
94118 23
94121 13
94122 , » 9
94127 1
94131 14
94133 17
Total ' 4 276

page 1 . ' A | 3/19/15
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Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board
City & County Of San Francisco

Annual Eviction Notice Report
1/1/2005 Through 12/31/2014  ~—3>last 10 Calewdar veau

Cause For Eviction bMar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Total -

Non-payment of Rent 84 86 79 75 87 83 92 81 8 75 79 95 1003
Habitual Late Payment of Rent 66 50 50 53 63 60 67 39 47 47 60 65 667
Breach of Lease Agreement 326 . 379 361 413 398 | 520 434 467 321 279 296 . 298 4492
Nuisance .' 283 255 206 268 277 280 253 297 244 208 248 ‘ 262 3171
lllegal Use of Unit 45 | 30 37 32 45 48 13 53 32 30 '22 36 423 -
Failure to Sign Lease Renewal. 5 3 3 6 7 4 3 1 3 1 7 8 51
Denial of Access to Unit 19 16 12 11 15. 9 7 23 10 21 15 8 166
Unapproved Subtenant 21 11 13 19 13 17 13 21 19 . 13 13 10 - 183
Owner Move In 157 205 198 193 200“; 183 183 144 114 137 140 128 1982
Condo Conversion 3 4 4 6 3 6 1 8 3 5 1 5 » 49
Demoilition 40 41 39 33 43 36 31 94 48 27 43 30 505
Capital Improvement 98 48 45 16 23 30 927 38 39 68 53 38 443
Substantial Rehabilitaton = __ 7 __4 0 0 0 0 0 __0 0 0 0 1 12
Ellis Act Withdrawal 125 116 238 144 117 145 109 117 89 179 82 133 @
Lead Remediation 11 1 0 1 01 0.0 0 1 0 6
Development Agreement 0 0 0 0 0 232 106 0 0 0 0 0 338
Good Samaritan Tenancy Ends 0 0o .0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0. 0 0 1
Roommate Living in Same Unit 26 24 39 31 25 29 24 37 30 31 33 42 371
dther ‘ 40 40 45 . 41 50 36 B 47 68 32 42 52 52 545 -
Total 1,276 1,313 1,460 1,341 1,367 1,718 1,411 1,489 1,118 1,153 1;145 1,211 16002

1363,
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Cause For Eviction

~ Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board

City & County Of San Francisco
Annual Eviction Notice Report

1/1/2004 Through 12/31/2013 —> |ai+ /0 Calende, years

Mar - Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Total
No'n~payrhent of Rent 77 78 74 71 83 . 83 87 70 77 73 77 95 945
Habitual Late Payment of Rent 61 48 54 53 62 64 B4 36 52 45 59 57 655
Breach of Lease Agreement 290 330 331 381 354 451 383 413 283 233 274 255 3978
Nuisance 272 236 281 270 260 260 224 281 226 189 249 257 3005
lilegal Use of Unit ‘ 39 23 32 33 39 3.5 10 43 28 17 21 31 351
Failure to Sign Lease Renewal. 5 3 3 6 7 3 3 1 2 0 7 8 48
Denial of Access to Unit 19 16 11 10 14 7 6 23 9 17 15 . 8 155
Unapproved Subtenant 19 12 14 19 13 18 13 20 17 12 12 11 180
Owner Move In 161 196 183 196 205 183 187 157 112 133 154 140 2009 |
Condo Conversion 3 4 1 69 6 1 6 3 3 1 4 47
Demolition 49 - 45 41 34 47 32 30 96 48 27 46 29 524
Capital .lmproveme'nt 27 42 49 17 25 28 28 38 35 66 52 - 42 449
Substantial Rehabilitation 7 4 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 12 _
Ellis Act Withdrawal 130 126 268 152 139 174 144 135 105 171 112 139 ‘
Lead Remediation -1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 6
Development Agreement 0 0 0 0 0 232 106 0 0 0 0 338
Good Samaritan Tenancy Ends 0 . 0 0 0 0 1
Roommate Living in Same Unit 29 23 38 35 27 32 29 35 29 28 30 36 371
Other 41 37 43 44 46 >36 46 71 32 43 44 | 47 530
Total © 1,230 1,226 1,424 1,327 1,331 1,644 1,362 1,426 1,058 1,057 1,154 1,160 15399
page 1 3/19/15
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THE SPECULATOR LOOPHOLE: ELLIS ACT
EVICTIONS IN SAN FRANCISCO

A Report by Tenants Together & The Anti-Eviction Mapping Project
April 2nd 2014
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FINDINGS:

The Ellis Act and its legislative

history reveal that the purpose of

- the Act was to allow landlords, not:
speculators, to exit the rental housung;‘,
busmess ‘ g >

O 3,610 units have been removed from the rentai
market in San Francisco under the Ellis Act (1997-~ ,
2013). :

O At least 10,000 San Francisco tenants have been dlsplaced ~
through the Elhs Act

- 51% of the Ellis Act evictions were commenced by owners within the
ﬁrst year of their ownership of the property. The majority of those were.
durmg the first six months of ownership. o

78% of Ellis Act evictions are commenced by owners within their first five years
// of ownership of the property. -

/
Ve

O -~ 30% of units are Ellised by known serial evictors, meaning they have used the Ellis

/7 Acttoevict tenants in other properties. Many of these investors have entered, exited, |

- re-entered, and re-exited the rental business, evicting tenants from muitiple building




ECUTIVE SUMMARY

alifornia’s Ellis Act was adopted by the Legislature to provide landlords a statutory right to exit the rental
ousing business after a California Supreme Court decision denied a landlord’s claim to a constitutional
ight to exit the rental business. At the time, proponents framed the Ellis Act as a last resort for long-

erm landlords in rent control jurisdictions that no longer wanted to endure the alleged personal or
bsychological demands of being a landlord.

or ten years after the Act was enacted, Ellis Act evictions were rare. In fact, the Ellis Act was
rgely irrelevant until the late 1990s when property owners in San Francisco began using
he Ellis Act to evict tenants. Ellis Act evictions peaked in 2001-2003, but remained high

Intil the housing market crashed in 2008. After several years of lower eviction rates,

llis Act evictions rose sharply in 2012 and 2013 in San Francisco, prompting recent
brotests and media attention.

his report has three primary objectives: first, to examine whether the current
ise in Ellis Act evictions is consistent with the purposes of the Act; second,

o quantify how the Act is being used and analyze trends; and third,

o outling policy proposals that would limit any misuse of the Act.

0 complete the report, Tenants Together analyzed the complete
egislative history of the Ellis Act, San Francisco Rent Board data
bnd reports, property records, and corporate filings.

he rizta reveals extensive displacement due to the Ellis
Pct, «vith most evictions by recent purchasers, and a
Histur+ing number by serial evictors.

his report recommends two reforms to ensure
hat use of the Ellis Act is confined fo long-
erm landlords, not real estate speculators
ho get into the rental business just to
et out of it. The Act should not be
hvailable to new owners of property
pr {0 owners that have previously
exited and reentered the
rental  husiness, These
wo thanges would help
limit use of the Ellis
Act to its intended
beneficiaries:
landlords, not
speculators.

PART I: INTENT OF THE ELLIS ACT

The Ellis Act! was adopted in response to the California Supreme Court’s decision in Nash v. City
of Santa Monica (1984) 37 Cal. 3d 97. In Nash, a landiord argued that the city's requirement
that he obtain a removal permit in order to demolish his building was unconstitutional. The
Supreme Court disagreed. The Court rejected the argument that a property owner has a
constitutional right to exit the rental housing business.

The nextyear, Senator Jim Ellis (R - San Diego) introduced S8 505, which was eventuaily signed
into law. The Act provides that no public entity shall “compel the owner of any residential
real property to offer, or to continue to offer, accommodations in the property for rent or
lease.” The Act expressly states: “It is the intent of the Legislature in enacting this chapter
to supersede any holding or portion of any holding in Nash v. City of Santa Monica, 37 Cal.3d
97 to the extent that the holding, or portion of the holding, conflicts with this chapter, so
as to permit landlords to go out of business.”? Thus, the Ellis Act provides landlords with a
statutory right to exit the rental housing business.

The Ellis Act contains certain limits. It lists local powers that it does not preempt, including
the city’s power to mitigate the impact on displaced persons.® Likewise, the Act makes clear
that it does not relieve a party to a lease or rental agreement of any obligations under that

~agreement.* The Act allows local governments with rent control systems to adopt specified

protections for tenants that are set forth in the Act, such as a 120 day notice to tenants if
a landlord is evicting under the Ellis Act.5 Finally, the Act explains that it is not intended to
do certain things, including interfere with the local governments’ power over land use or
regulation of the conversion of existing housing units to condominiums, other subdivided
interests, or nonresidential uses after withdrawal of units.®

The California Association of Realtors (CAR) sponsored SB 505. In its statement of support,
CAR explained: “SB 505 very fundamentally and simply permits the owner to cease offering
property for rent. It does not permit the owner to change the property to another use.”’
Notwithstanding CAR's statement that the Ellis Act “does not permit the owner to change the
property to another use,” that is exactly how the law has been used. In San Francisco, most
Ellis Act evictions are performed in order to convert the units to tenancies-in-common (Tle),
a form of ownership similar to condominiums.®

1 California Government Code Section 7060, et seq.

2 Government Code sec. 7060.7.

3 Government Code sec. 7060.1(c).

4 Government Code sec. 7060.1(e).

5 Government Code sec. 7060.4.

6 Government Code sec. T080.7.

7 California Association of Realtors, “SB 505 Statement of Support”, August 16, 1985. ’
8 The ultimate fate of units removed from the rental market under the Elfis Act appears to vary by jurisdiction. In Los
Angeles, for example, the Ellis Act Is often used to remove tenants In advance of a building demolition.




- | PART II:
CAR's “reasons for support of SB 505" focused entirely on freeing landlords of the burdens ' . . ELLIS ACT RES EARCH Fl ND I NGS

of being in the rental housing business. According to CAR’s support letter:*

) For. the first. decade after passing, the Ellis. Act'was not: used much:in.San Francisco. Ellis Act
“Requiring a person to continue to offer his or her residential real property for rent is evicti_ons really_ hegan in' San Francisco in 1997, From that.year through 2013, 3,610 rental
a requirement that a pérson (landlord) continue in a business or occupation which units were withdrawn from the market under the Ellis Act in San Francisco.
involves very considerable personal liability ... and a continued devotion of personal ) i Buildings* Units
services inherent in the management of rental property including the very considerable
psychological demands of the provisions of those services, as evidenced by the pressures
of tenant relations, Is contrary to sound public policy affecting a personal freedom which Ellis Petitions. | De-duplicated) 1997-2013; 1951 3610

" may approach or comprise involuntary servitude.”

The map shows all properties/units removed from. the rental market in San
Non-landlord speculators are not referenced in CAR’s reasons for support or in the Act itself. Francisco under the Ellis Act from 1997 to'2013. The size of the circle on
The final language of the Act confirmed that the Act sought to “permit landlords to go out of the map shows the relative number. of units in the property.

L] f
business. Tenants  Together:.conservatively estimates that over 110,000

tenants have been displaced from buildings with formal Ellis Act
filings: in San . Francisco.; This figure assumes an: average. of
three tenants per household. Importantly, the figure does

The Ellis Act was not intended to strip cities of their power to prevent
speculators from converting rental housing. To the contrary, the Act

_states that it is not intended to “interfere with local governmental ) not include buildings from which all tenants are displaced
authority over land use, including regulation of the conversion of 3 T by threats of an Ellis Act eviction.: Those buildings. will
existing housing to condominiums or other subdivided interests or to . i A ) not show up in any public record concerning Ellis Act
other nonresidential use following its withdrawal from rent or lease T ¢ et ‘ Peft't‘o"s °’te"'0t't°3.5- ITe"ac’i‘f)gm“gﬁ,eit'ft“at?tt.hat

§ ”3 ) c b Or every tenant displace y an 1S ACL evicuon,

uOTdeer this chapter. : p 5] =y > ; there are multiple tenants displaced: by Ellis

se intended limits of the Act were subverted by a court case T e ot - s S o AC; t:feats- EUTther research:is :eedid to

003. In Tom v. CCSF,* the Court struck down San Francisco’s | e ey W), ed'.s”"‘"e ow many tenants have been

e B Ths . | wl T i - ol oo § 3 . isplaced in this manner.- Without that

attempt to regulate TICs as unconstitutional.’ This court decision [§;«. A\ k. LAY e . data, our estimate does not capture

interfered with the City's ability to regulate the change of use, giving .55 Sy ol RO - 2 5 \ the full extent of the displacement
a green light to speculators in San Francisco. As a result, Ellis R A Py ot caused by the Ellis Act.

Act evictions for purposes of converting rental units to TICs (and
eventually condominiums) have persisted despite the promises and
intent of the Act.

U

£
/
i

P

California Association of Realtors, Statement of Support, August 16, 1985, page 2-3. -

Government Code Section 7060.7

Government Code Section 7060.7(a)

Tom v. City & County of San Francisco {2004) 120 Cal. App 4t 674

_ The Court struck down a requirement that exclusive rights of occupancy, a key part of TIC agreements, be recorded.
The law requiring such interests to be recorded would have effectively forced TICs through the condominium conversion
process and the limits on conversions in San Francisco. The Court held that the requirement to record such Interests was

'unconstitutional based on co-owners right of free association.

aOpONE

Rent Board data regarding number of occupants per units is not public and could not be obtained for this report Ei
evictions typically target bigger units that are more profitable for conversion to condominiums and tenancies-in-common {TICs), whxle,
citywide average for household size is lowered by studios, single room occupancy (SRO) units, and other smailer dwellings that are ny
generally Ellis eviction targets.



IMPACT ON SENIOR AND DISABLED TENANTS

Many of the tenants displaced under the Ellis Act are long-term tenants. Ellis Act evictions
disproportionately impact senior and disabled residents. Rent Board data reviewed in
preparation of this report reveals that senior/disability claims were filed in 71% of the
properties withdrawn under the Ellis Act.

Tenant advocates have highlighted individual stoties of very long-term senior and disabled
tenants, a few of which are set forth here.

Matthew Miller bought 15061510 Jackson Street for $1.2 million in January 2012, Miller had used the
Ellis Act before on a different property. Within four months, he began trying to displace the longtime
residents at 1506-1510 Jackson. 1508-A Jackson Street was the home for Chinese immigrants Gum
Gee Loe and her husband, 80-year-old Poon Heung Lee since 1979. They raised seven children there,
including thelr 48-year-oid disabled
daughter. As Gum Gee Lee, 73, explained,
"We raised our family here and we paid rent
for more than 30 years. This new landlord
knew we lived here when he bought the
building. But he did not plan to keep us.
He started to evict all of the tenants right
away." The family lives on Social Security
checks and explained that it would be nearly
impossible to find anything they could afford.
They wanted fo stay near Chinatown where
there are social support services for their
daughter's disability. Before being forced out,
Gum Gee Lee explained, "We thought we'd
live here until we passed away, And now this.
Itis all so sad.”

Photo by Mike Koomzin, the San Francisco Examiner

Serglo lanterno Is currently evicting the well-
known artist Rene Yaiiez from his home of

' 35 years in the Mission District at 380 San

Jose St. Yafiez is the founder and curator of the
Mission Cultural Center and Galerfa de la Raza,
amongst other Latino arts organizations and
projects. According to. his son, who lives at the
property, *With elderly people like them, with
limited income, this essentially makes them
.homeless.... They were kind of at peace and
mentally prepared that this.would be their home
when they passed away, being in the community
where they've put so much inte. That's the
toughest thing for me: trying to find new spots for
them to pass away In.”

EVICTIONS
RISING IN SAN
FRANCISCO

San Francisco experienced a sharp
rise in Ellis Act evictions in 2013. The
number of units rose from 66 in 2011, to

109 in 2012, and to 252 in 2013,

The rise in Ellis Act evictions appears to be driven

by two forces. First, booming property values have

increased the profit opportunity for investors that

convert rent controlled units to tenancies-in-common
which can be sold much like condominiums., Second,
after a period of tight lending, banks are providing more
favorable terms for so-called “fractionalized loans,” a shift

Mary Elizabeth Phillips is scheduled to
be evicted by Urban Green Investments
through the 55 Dolores Street LLC in
April, 2014, the month that she will be
turning 98. She has nowhere else to go.
As Mary says, “This has been my home
for over 40 years and | don’t want to

leave. . . | am just too old.” Being displaced
from her home means being displaced
from the city that she has lived in for 76
years because rent iri $an Francisco is too
high. It also means being cut off from
social support that she has developed
over the course of a lifetime.

that has made TIC interests more marketable.




OWNERSHIP CHANGE DATA , —
Tenants Together and the Anti-Eviction Mapping Project undertook a detailed analysis of . Percentage of Ell[s EVlct[ons by

rent board data and property ownership records. The results were startling: in 2013, 60% of ]
Ellis Act evictions® were by owners who had owned the property for less than one year. The ’ »

majority of those were during the first six months of ownership. Likewise, 79% of Ellis Act : Owne I"Shlp Length, 2 01 3
evictions were by owners within their first five years of ownership of the property. Only 21% of
the evictions were by long-time property owners. The cumulative data from 2009-2013 was

similar, with 51% of Ellis Act evictions filed within less than one year of ownership and 78%
filed within the first five years.

The following chart sets forth the combined data for 2009-2013:

2043 @50 units in 63

Length of Ownership | # of PERCENTAGE BY PERCENTAGE BY.
before Invoking Ellis Act [ Units | Specific Range CUMULATIVE RANGE properties)
5+ 126 _ 22% JE 5+ 22%
3-5 Years 42 % 0-5 years 78%
2-3 Years 30 5% 0-3 years 1%
1-2 Years 82 14% 0-2years. - 66%
6 months - 1 Year 57 10% 0-1 year 51%

3-6 months 136 24% 0-6 months 42% Percentage

0-3 months 104 18% 0-3 months 18%

~J " Total Units Ellised 577 100%

Percentage of Ellis Evictions by
Ownershlp Length 2009-2013

Looking at the ownership length by building, rather than by unit, the same pattern emerges.
From 2009-2013, owners of less than one-year accounted for 43% of the buildings on which
the Ellis Act was invoked, while owners of less than five-years accounted for 69% of Ellised
buildings.

Length of Ownership | # build- | PERCENTAGE BY PERCENTAGE BY
before Invoking Ellis Act | ings Specific Range CUMULATIVE RANGE
5+ 55 31% 5+ 31%
3-5 Years 16 9% 0-5 years 69%
2-3 Years 9 5% 0-3 years 60%
1-2 Years 21 12% 0-2 years 55%
6 months - 1 Year 17 10% 0-1 year 43%
3-6 months 26 15% 0-6 months 34%
0-3 months ‘34 ) 19% 0-3 months 19%

Total Buildings Ellised 178 100%

1 This Is a de-duplicated figure, meaning that re-filings on the same property were excluded.

- Peicentage




SERIAL USE OF ELLIS ACT

In reviewing Ellis Act records, a clear trend emerged. Some of the same names appeared
on multiple Ellis Act filings. Further research into corporate owners revealed that some
individuals were involved in Ellis Act evictions through multiple corporate entities.

An exhaustive review of all records since 1997 revealed the following: 30% of units were
Ellised by an owner that has used the Ellis Act on another property. These are referred to as
“Serial Evictors.”

Some of these Serial Evictors have used the Act to evict tenants from many properties. For
example, Kaushik Dattani has invoked the Ellis Act on 25 units and Urban Green Investments
‘has invoked the Ellis act on 28 units.

Buildings Units
Ellis Petitions (De-duplicated) 1897-2013

Number by Serial Evict
Percentage by Serial Evictors

oy

ommitted by Sé‘riLgl'Eyi&;tprs

1997-

1 FRL

&

[
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saur il @

2013 | e 266 BUILDING
' g ‘ . ‘e : o

SPECULATOR PROFILES

Sergio Castellucci lantorno is the owner of Peninsula Realty, LLC,
Realty West, LLC. and Golden Properties, LLC. and San Francisco
Developers. LLC, and is affiliated with Vanguard Real Estate and
DBA Realty West.

SERGIO
IANTORNO

He is currently evicting 19 units through the Ellis Act: :

630-636A Guerrero St. (6 units) - Ellised on 12/30/2013 by Peninsula Realty. LLC. 19 people will be
evicted. Two seniors live there, as well as many family members. One tenant has lived there since 1978.
1353-57 Folsom St. (3 units) - Ellised on 12/30/2013 by Golden Properties, LLC. 17 people will be evicted,
including two large multi-generational families. The building contains a 72 year old tenant and & tenant
who has lived there since 1979.

642-646 Guerrero St. (4 units) - Ellised on 12/30/2013 by Golden Properties. LLC. where 5 people will be
evicted. One has resided there since 1966. for 47 years.

380 San Jose (4 units) - Ellised on 7/2013 by Golden Propetties, LLC. Home of artists Rene Yariez, Yolanda
Lopez. and Rio Yanez. Petition L131068.

70-72 Belcher St (2 units) Ellised on 7/2013 by Golden Properties. LLC. Petition L137075.

UGH is & San Francisco Multi-farmily portfolio of over 385 units. In
2012 they purchased a 130 unit multi-family portfolio and 40 TIC

units, and picked up a 12-building multifamily portfolio for $38 . URBAN GREEN

Million cash from Prana Investments.

Using dozens of LLCs, UGI and its CEO have invoked the Elfis Act INVESTM ENTS

on 28 units:

1070 Post St. (6 units) - Ellised on 1/31/13 by 1070 Post Street,

LLC. Petition 1L.130141.

49-53 Guerrero St. (3 units) - Ellised on 5/17/13 by 49 Guerrero Street, LLC. Petition: L130760.
55 Dolores St. (5 units) Ellised on 4/8/2013 by 55 Dolores Street, LLC. Petition L130542,
566-576 Lombard St. (14 units) - Ellised 2/4/13 by 566 Lombard Sreet, LLC. Petition L130157.

Kaushik "Ken” Mulji Dattani is affiliated with numerous LLCs and
corporations, including: Diva Investments - Managing Membet;
Dattani & Company - Principal; Kapu Properties, LLC - Member;
Haveli Inc. - President; 363 Valencia, LLC - Managing Member;
CALINVESTMENT Company - Member.

KAUSHIK
DATTANI

Dattini has used the Ellis Act on 25 units, including:

3305-3321 20th Street (9 units) - Ellised on 8/16/2013, by Kaushik Mulji Dattani, as Trustee of the M.
Dattanl Credit, Petition L131379,

3465 - 3469 19th Street (3 units) - Ellised on 12/5/2007, by 363 Valencia, LLC. Petition L0719642007.
3224 - 3248 22nd Street (13 units) - Ellised on 10/10/2007, by Kaushik Dattani, as Trustee of the M.
Dattani Credit Trust. Petition LO71559




A REVOLVING DOOR OF EVICTIONS

Some speculators have entered, exited, re-entered, and re-exited the rental business, evicting tenants from
multiple buildings, - These speculators clearly have no plan to exit the rental business but are simply using
the Ellis Act to.convert the buildings. to other uses and then acquire new rental properties for the same
purpose,: The following timeline tracks the multiple entries into and exits from the rental market of one such

speculator,

Slnce Elllsmg two propertles in 2001
and exiting the rental market.

Enter Enter Enter
3/5/97 10/5/99 12/28/00

Enter Exit - Elfis Exit - Ellis
11/15/02 12/21/01 2/21/01

B

A, an el az
S

Exit - Ellis Exit - Ellis
1/23/04 1/29/05 4/6/06

P Enter Enter
E)Z“/EI/OE;IIS 7/7/11 B/16/12

° —

Borgen figs Ellised 27 units since 2001,

Exit - Ellis Exit -Ellis
12/14/12 rSey12 1/4/13

[}3 . Borgen has re-entered the
&

Exit - Ellis
rental market 4 times. 3113

“mi

RECOMMENDATIONS

The data reveals extensive displacement due to.the Ellis Act, with a.trend of use of the Ellis
Act by recent purchasers and by repeat evictors.

Speculators are exploiting a loophole in the Act that allows them to buy a building and then
immediately “exit the rental business” through evictions of tenants. The stories are disturbing,
with seniors and families losing their long-term homes. .

The negative consequences of the Ellis Act are clear, including: large scale displacement of
tenants.. To date, no research or reports have documented what, if any, societal benefit has
come from affording property. owners a statutory. right to exit: the rental housing business.
According to a website recently launched by the California Apartment Association to fight Ellis
Act reform, the Act is needed to allow landlords to “exit the rental market to avoid bankruptey,”*
but no evidence is presented to show.this is how the Eilis Act is used.  If such evidence were
presented, one possjble policy reform would be to limit use of the Ellis Act to situations where
an owner shows that the Act is needed for the purpose of avoiding bankruptcy.: Real estate
speculators. would likely not be able to meet such a standard.

Two targeted reforms would ensure that use of the Ellis Act is confined to long-term landlords,
not real estate speculators who get into the rental business just to get out of it through mass
evictions. First, the Ellis Act should not be available to.new owners.of property for a certain -
number of years. By .imposing a period. of time after ownership during which the Ellis Act
cannot be used, such a reform would deter speculator abuse of the Act while preserving the
statutory right of long-term landlords who seek to get out of the rental business. The periodof ..
time between purchase and eviction would need {o be long enough to provide a disincentive
to prevent speculators from simply buying properties and waiting out the time period. Such

a reform would also need to prohibit prospective buyers from acting in.concert with current k

landlords to circumvent the law.’ Moreover, to implement these restrictions, there would need .
to be additional transparency regarding the persons and entities wrth ownershlp mterests in
these properties. '

Second, serial use of the Ellis Act on multiple properties by the same owners is problernaﬁr: .
and should be prohibited.: At minimum, an owner should be prohibited from evicting under
the Ellis Act if the owner acquired the subject property after previously invoking the Act. Once.

someone evicts 1o exit the rental housing business; there is no compelling policy reason.to
allow them to re-enter the rental business just to evict again under the Ellis Act on another
property

These pollcy changes would limit use of the Ellis Act to its intended beneficiaries: Iandlords

" Galifornia Apariment Association & San Francisco Apartment Association website: www.preservetheellisactorg. -
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WHAT IS THE PIPELINE?

The San Francisco consolidated pipeline consists of
development projects that would add residential
units or commercial space, applications for which
have been formally submitted to the Planning
Department or the Department of Buﬂding
Inspection (DBI). Pipeline projects encompass
various stages of development: from applications
filed to entitlements secured, building permits
issued to projects under construction. The pipeline
includes only those projects with a land use or
building permit application. It does not include proj-
ects undergoing preliminary Planning Department
project review or projections based on area plan
analysis. When a project is issued a Certificate

of Final Completion by DB], it is taken out of the
pipeline,

To filter inactive projects, the current pipeline only
includes projects filed during the last five years,
projects approved in the last four years (with the
exception of large projects, which are kept for seven
years), and projects for which construction has
begun during the past three years.

Data sources for the pipeline are chiefly the project
databases maintained by the Planning Department
and the Department of Building Inspection,
respectively, but data is also periodically obtained
from the (now Successor Agency to the) San
Francisco Redevelopment Agency. Affordable
housing projects sponsored by the Mayor’s Office

of Housing figure in the pipeline database only

after an application has been filed with either the
Planning Department or the Department of Building
Inspection.

The Pipeline Report meastres housing production in
terms of housing units. Non-residential develop-
ment, on the other hand, is measured in terms of
building square footage. Depending on the pro-
posed development project, square footage can be
added with new construction or expansion, reduced
with demolition or alteration, or re-allocated with
conversion to other uses. This report counts net
change, or new space or units minus existing space
lost through conversion or demolition.

Time Frame and Ceftaintv of Development -

As the pipeline spans the entire project develop-
ment life cycle for small and large projects ranging
from addition of an extra unit in the rear yard to
multi-structure complexes of residential and com-
mercial development needing environmental impact
reports and transportation studies, it follows that
the entitlement and ultimate actualization of some
projects is several years and occasionally decades
into the future, while some projects are abandoned
altogether prior to receiving a permit or completion.
The pipeline, then, represents a particular scenario
that assumes that all proposed development projects
are eventually entitled and all entitled development
projects eventually built. In reality, this is not the
case.

The Relevance of the Pipeline

The pipeline serves as a barometer of development
trends in the medium to long term time horizon.

It illustrates the location and scale of current and
proposed-future construction and reveals where
new land uses are being established; it also records
demolition and a partial listing of conversion of
existing land uses. In sum, the pipeline provides

a short- to medium-term picture of changing land
uses, specifically tracking the changes to the city’s
housing stock and commercial uses. This report is
meant to be a short overview.

Accuracy and Timeliness

The pipeline is compiled and consolidated from
different data sources and is subject to errors due to

* varying accuracy and currency of original sources.

The data in this report is pulled from original
sources current through September 30, 2014, While
we make an effort to consolidate multiple permits
for different components of the same project from
different agencies, it is not possible to validate the
accuracy of all projects. Should you find inaccura-
cies and omissions, please e-mail your comments to
aksel.olsen@sfgov.org.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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THE DEVELOPMENT PIPELINE

There are currently 958 projects in the pipeline, Of
these, 75 percent are exclusively residential and 17
percent are mixed-use projects with both residential
and commercial components. Only 8 percent of
projects are non-residential developments. Map 1
(left) gives the general location and magnitude of
this development across is many stages.

A net total of 50,600 new housing units would
be added to the city’s housing stock according
to current data. This is high relative to historical
numbers and is largely due to the filing and entitle-
" ment of applications during the past five years for
new large scale, long term development programs
for Parkmerced, Treasure Island and the Bayview
Waterfront. These projects, as well as their expected
development over the course of decades must be
kept in mind when considering the overall totals.
The vast majority of pipeline projects, however,
are small scale consisting of one to three units. The
number of new projects slowed down during the
Great Recession of 2007-2009 and beyond, but has
since recovered in earnest as evidenced by both new
project applications as well as the construction of
projects with “older” entitlements. The “hot spot”
for much of this development is Market Street
at various sections of it. While this may seem a
response to the recent acceleration of technology
companies locating in the area, many development
projects here predate the last recession, during
_ which they were idle. As financing improved, many
. projects came back. '

Projects by Overall Status

Table 1 breaks down projeéts, housing units and
non-residential space by planning stage. First are
non-entitled projects. A number of projects file
building permit applications even as their projects
have not cleared planning entitlements. The second
major group include entitled projects; those which
have completed the planning process and obtained
necessary approvals. These are then divided into
different stages of the building permiting process.
Table 1 shows the following:

» Around 21 percent of all projects, representing
6,700 net added housing units and 5,400,000 sq ft
of commercial space, are under construction. i

» Around 20-percent of projects (with another
4,100 net units and 2,1 million sq ft of commercial
space) have received building permit approvals.
As of the time of writing, some may have moved
to the construction phase.

» Around one in three projects (inctuding 900
net new units and an net loss of 60,000 sq ft of
commercial space) have filed building permit
applications with the Department of Building
Inspections. A small number of projects have
filed applications but have yet to receive planning
approvals.

¢ One in eight projects and 55 percent of the units
and 37 percent of the non-residential space have
received Planning Department approvals. These
projects now must secure building permits,

Table 1. Residential and Commercial Pipeline, by Pipeline Status and Land Use Category

Net Net Commercial Gross Square Footage
Entitlement Total No. Housing  Net Commy']
Status Status  of Projects Units Sq.Ft, CIE Medl cal Office PDR Retail Visitor
Planning Filed 121 8,900 4,568,300 (20,200) - 3,806,300 (444,400) 711,900 514,600
Pla?:"?neé BP Filed ' 329 3,100 634,900 ) -813,000 ' - 141,800 (98,800) (56,300) (264,800)-
Review Total, Not . y )
Entitled 450 12,000 5,208,200 892,800 3,948,200 (543,200) 655,700 249,700
. PL Approved ‘80 26,900 .. 6;131,200.. 33,600 ' - . 3,762,000 . 296,700 1,612,700 426,200
BP Filed 30 900 (61,500) {5,700} - (19,600) (58,100) 38,200 (16,300)
S BP Approved/ P L R L R ’ ’ .
APP;,‘]’VEd.by : ,P%ssued/, 183 4,100. " 2,055,500- - - 111,300 ° 20,0000 1,325700 7,900 463,400 127,200
) anning Re-Instated . R ' . o
Construction 215 6,700 5,405,900 567,800 1,767,400 2,986,700 (8,100) 86,600 5,400
Total, Entifled 508 - SB,GOO 13,531,100 707,000 1,787,400 8,054,900 238,400 - 2,201,000 542,500
Total 958 50,600 18,734,300 1,599,800 1,787,400 12,002,900 (304,800) 2,856,500 792,300
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Table 2. Residential and Commercial Pipeline, by Neighborhood

‘AvgUnits  NetComnyl  Residential Commercial

Neighborhood Projects Percent  Net Units Percent  /Project. Sq. Pt, Rank Rank
Balboa Park = - 5 1% .. 100 0% | 20. 9,180 - . 257 - .18
Bernal Heights 44 5% 120 0% 3 165,930 22 12
Buena Vista = 21 2% 60 0% - 8 - -150 - 28 25
BVHP Area A,B 35 4% 420 1% 13 418,000 18 . 10
Candlestick - - 8 - 0% 10,310  '20% .3,438 4,110,000 N 2
Central 78 8% 110 0% 1 5,320 24 21
Central Waterfront 19 2%  1,350° 8% 71. --833690 11 33
Downtown 44 5% 3,400 7% 85 1,684,280 5 5
EastSoMa 36 . 4% 1530 - 3% - 42 ° 'e2t,070: - 100" . 8
Executive Park 1 0% 10 . 0% 12 o] 32 22
Glen Park Compact 1 0% - 0 0% 1 -0 . .84 o o 22
HP Shipyard 5 1% 50 0% 11 0 29 22
" India Basin 4 0% . 20 0% 6 8,620 .80 - 27
Ingleside, Other 41 4% 120 0% 3 25,350 23 14
InnerSunset 42 . 4% - 100-- 0% - 2 6520 26 - 19
Japantown 8 0% 0 0% 1 13,400 33 17
i Marina © 33 3% 30 .. 1% 12 - - -8gs0 - 19 - = o8
Market Octavia 50 5% 2,900 6% 58  -419,880 6 34
T Mission . 790 8% - 1210 2% 15 . -62,370 12 30
Mission Bay 5 1% 450 1% 118 2,445,500 17 3
. Northeast 49 5% - 940 | 2% 19 233,750 .- 14 32
Other S Bayshore 21 2% 140 0% 7 5,840 21 20
Outer Sunsét 3. 8% 100 0% .8 20000 ‘26 - 15
Park Merced 2 0% . 5,860 12% 2,930 478,380 3 9
Richmond - ‘84 9% 230 0% - 8° 18090 - - 20 16
Rincon Hill 8 1% 2,370 5% 296 94,530 7 31
. Showpl/Potrero 56 6%. 40700 - B% . 74 1,088900° 4 6
South Ceniral, Other 70 7% 1,170 2% 17 093,130 13 13
~ South of Market, 4 0% = 1890 4% 631 2,043,630 .8 4
- TB Combo 10 1% 1,730 3% 173 5,275,150 9 1
TreasuvreAlsIand,'v 1 - 0% ° 7,800 15% 7,800 381,000 2 - "
VisVal 4 0% 20 0% 5 1,250 a1 26
_ Western Addition - 36 . 4% 720 A% 20 " -50,730 .16 29
WSoMa 31 3% 880 2% 30 1,039,480 15 7

Grand Total 958  100% 50,570  100% 15,917 18,569,270

¢ Twelve percent of projects, representing 8900 following land use inventory changes:

units and 4.6 million commercial square feet are

under initial Planning Department review, * 12 million sq ft of office space

» 2.9 million sq ft of retail space

Amount and Type of Net New Commercial Space . » 800,000 sq ft of visitor-serving uses, such as hotels
Projects in the current pipeline as noted also repre- or hostels.

sent a potential net addition of 18,7 million sq ft of ¢ 1.6 million sq ft of cultural, insﬁtutibnal, educa-
commercial development that would result in the tional (CIE), and 1.8 million sq ft of medical space
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Figure 1.

Residential Project Size

Residential Pipeline Size Distribution, by Neighborhood

Downtown
Showpl/Potrero
Market Octavia
Rincon Hill

TB Combo

East SoMa
Central Waterfront
Mission

Northeast

WS5oMa

Western Addition
Mission Bay
BVHP Area A,B
South of Market, Other
Marina

South Central, Other
Richmond

Park Merced
Other S Bayshore
Bemal Heights
Ingleside, Other
Central

Balboa Park
Outer Sunset
Inner Sunset
Candlestick
Buena Vista

HP Shipyard

India Basin

VisVal

Executive Park
Japantown

Glen Park Compact

1 =2 Units 3 = 10 Units 11 — 49 Units 50 ~ 250 Units Above 250 Units

Note:

The three largest projects (Candlestick, Parkmerced, Treasure Island) are not included in the data behind this chart for readability.

s An overall loss of around 300,000 sq ft of space
for production, distribution and repair (PDR).

Location of New Development

Table 2 shows the three most active areas for
residential development include Bayview/Hunter's
Point/Candlestick (where the Bayview Waterfront
Project is located), Treasure Island and Parkmerced.
All these projects have now been entitled. Full
realization of these three projects will be decades
into the future, These three areas would account
for around 25,800 net units or about half of all net

additional units in the pipeline. (See Map 3 for area
boundaries used.) '

Other areas with active residential development
include Downtown, Market & Octavia, and Rincon
Hill.

On the commercdial side, more than 90 percent of
the new space would be added in the Bayview/
Candlestick, Downtown districts, Mission Bay,
and Transbay areas. Of these, the bulk of this space
would take place in Bayview and Downtown C-3
districts.

SAN FRANCISGO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Figure 2. Residential Pipeline Size Distribution, by Zoning Category
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Figure 3. Non-Residential Pipeline Size Distribution, by Zoning Category
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Note: Figure 2 and Figure 3 show each project plotted along an axis showing project size, by general zoning type. Projects plotied are truncated to the 99th
percentile for readability.



1t is perhaps worth noting how geographically
concentrated development is, for both residential
and commercial uses. In both cases, the major-
ity of potential development would happen in a
handful of projects, in a handful of districts.

Pipeline Projects by Current Zoning Calegory

There is considerable variation on project sizes

between~but also within--zoning district categories.

Some zoning districts display similarly typed and

sized projects, while others are host to a great
variety of project sizes and types.

Residential Pipeline

Figure 2 and Figure 3 give details on the size distri-
bution for residential and non-residential projects,
respectively, using plots where the position of each
vertical bar represents the size of a development
project, measured in square feet (a more rightward
position means a larger project).

Table 3. Residential and Commercial Pipeline by Generalized Zoning Category

Simplified Net Gross  Cult,, Inst,, Prod., Dist.,
_DlewiaType " oring _Projecs NetUnie  Sge Sl Med) | Ofice | Repst  Rewl  Vishor
_ Commercial c2 10 16 26,140 "o 0. 8,000 0 18,000 - 0
i c3 48 5907 4,408,430 102,000 0 2608000 -60,000 809,000 949,000
Nelghborhood - NC 23 478.. 5790 .0 0 7,000 0. -12,000 0

NCT 30 1,320 1,270 18,000 0 8000  -6000  -18000 5000

Industrial M- - -6 1822 1970500 8000 0 1,700,000 - 13,000 250,000 0

PDR 20 268 942,900 0 0 773000 144,000 26000 0

S . 4. .0 - 673,804 0 0 695000 -30,000 10000 - O

HPRA 13 247 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MixedUse ~ - CM . 1. 12 300 0 0 2,000 . -4,000 2,000 0

CRNC 1 0 68,010 68,000 0 0 0 0 0

CVR* 1 23 *-8,290 - 0 0 0 0" -8,000 0

MUG 10 548 23800 0 0 0 -2,000 59,000 -32,000 °

“MUO . 14 260 940,660 0 0 . 893000 . -73,000 30,000 91,000

MUR 16 1,138 -44,480 0 0 9,000  -57,000 22,000 0

NC 8 904 - -17,200  -2,000 -25000° 26000 -15000 = 16,000 '-16,000

NCT 17 5711 119,200 107,000 0 12,000  -8,000 9,000 0

- RC 20 1423 . 670,800 904,000 0.  -18000 - 17,000  -4,000 -228,000

RED 14 1M 680 0 0 10,000  -8,000 ) 0

SIR 5 76 13,160 0 0 16,000  -3,000 o . o

SPD 2 2 8,720 0 0 4,000  -1,000 1,000 0

o oMU 43 4362 243,080 0 0. 199,000 - -505,000 64,000 0

MB 38 451 1,800,500 0 1,801,000 0 0 0 0

.ccB ot 1 : 0 0, 0 - 0 -0 0 0

Public P 11 18017 6,670,830 431,000 0 4,456,000 399,000 1,043,000 341,000

M8 1. 0. 264000 - 0 0 264000 - . 0. oo

Residential RH 433 744 155060  -50,000 0 215000  -5,000 21,000 -17,000

RM 85 8894° 828620 38,000 12,000 103,000  -9,000 485,000 --300,000

"RTO 87 272 24820  -8,000 0 21,000 -19,000 24,000 0

HighDensity. .y B 1775 94,530 "0 0 36000  -71,000 12,000 - 0
Grand Total 958 50,556 18,734,210 1,600,000 1,787,000 12,003,000 -305,000
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Per the top panel, the largest projects are found in
mixed use, commercial and residential zone classes.
While these projects have large projects, there is
tremendous variation within these districts as well,
as seen by the distance between the vertical lines.
Projects in residential districts, on the other hand,
are far more evenly sized, with the vast majority
of projects consisting of fewer than 5 units. In the
residential districts, there are a number of projects
substantially larger than the rest, as seen from the -
outliers.

The lower panel analogously shows the size distri-
bution for commercial projects, with lands zoned
“public” accounting for the largest sizes, but note
that this includes only a handful of projects.

Table 3 also shows the overall pipeline distribution
by zoning categories, but with more detail. The vast
majority of the residential pipeline falls on four
land zoning classes: Public, Residential, Mixed Use,
and Commercial. Two large projects are situated
on parcels classified as “Public Land”: the Bayview
Waterfront project, most of which is at Candlestick
Point, and the Treasure Island redevelopment
project.! These projects could add more than 18,900
units,

Residential projects on residentinlly zoned lots, rep-
resenting the largest number of projects, account for
9,900 umits, or the second largest class. Two thirds
of these units, however, are in the Parkmerced
redesign project and a couple of large San Francisco
Housing Authority projects (one in the Potrero

Hill area, the other on Sunnydale Ave as part of

the Hope SF program). The remainder of projects
on residentially zoned parcels are relatively small
with about a quarter of projects being single family
housing projects. Small scale projects of one to nine
units account for some 90 percent of the residential
ptojects. Only a handful are larger and thus account
for the majority of units.

The mixed use districts, a diverse group ranging
from Eastern Neighborhoods districts to Chinatown,
account for 10,100 units in 229 projects.

Residential projects on downtown commercial

zoned lots would add 6,000 new units in 60 projects, .

although the count here also includes commercial
only projects,

1 Both the Bayview Wateriront and Treasure Island projects entail
reclassification of zoning o new categories; however for the purposes
of this report, they are still counted in the “Public” category they were
predominantly located In as the entitlement proceedings began.

Another 2,300 units are pending on industrially
zoned lands, About a third of these projects are
mixed use projects with a commercial component,
The added residential units in industrial areas are
typically accompanied by loss of PDR space and
addition of retail space (see Table 5).

Projects in neighborhood commercial districts
would add 1,500 units in 53 projects.

Also of note, the high-density, transit-accessible
downtown neighborhoods of Rincon Hill and
Transbay which account for a fraction of one percent
of the city’s land area, nonetheless account for more
than four percent of all units in the pipelineina
handful of projects. These projects would add 1,800
units,

In contrast, residential projects in the low-density
residential (RH) districts are by per zoning require-
ments relatively small scaled, in-fill developments,
accounting for some 45 percent of proposed projects -
but just 2 percent of the total units (or 744 net units)
in the pipeline. Projects on RM-zoned (multi-family)
lots, in turn, account for 9 percent of projects and

18 percent of units, again largely because of a large
project, the Parkmerced re-design project. In terms
of land area, residential zoning districts form the
largest group, comprising 46 percent of the city land
area.

Commercial Pipeline

Non-residential development is predominantly -
allowed in commercial and mixed use districts?;
thus the majority of commercial space are proposed
to be added in these land classes.

The commercial pipeline (counting by project type,
not zoning district) in general is characterized by

77 projects, but also 161 mixed use projects which
contain both residential and non-residential compo-
nents, The commercial component in the 161 mixed
use district projects are, in general also small, with
half of projects being smaller than 5,000 gross square
feet, respectively, (Some of these projects in mixed
use districts are exclusively residential.)

The largest concentration of potential commercial
development is in a small number of projects classi-
fied under public zoning®. Development here would

2 Some institutional uses are allowed in residential districts, such
as day care and residential care. Further, P-zoned properties are
occasionally developed.

3 See Footnote 1.
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add some net 6.7 million square feet, or 43 percent ment, with 2.7 million square feet in 56 projects.

of all proposed commercial development, in just 11 The mixed use districts account for a larger number
projects. The largest of these projects is the Bayview of projects (even if this count may include projects
Waterfront Project which would add millions of that are exclusively residential) totalling 3.1
commercial square feet over a 20+ year period. million square feet. Industrial districts would add

another 3 million square feet. Remaining districts

Downtown Commercial districts account for a account for only a minor portion of non-residential

sizable concentration of non-residential develop-

development,
Table 4. Projects by Neighborhood and Building Size
Project Size
Single 2-9 10-19 2049  50-99 100-249
Neighborhood  Family Units Units Units Units Units Above 250 Grand Total ~ Rank
Balboa Park o 17 18 0 71 0 0 101 28
. ' BernalHeighs - 17. - 86  0- 0. 50 0’ " 0 ° . . 133 -.24.
T Buena Vista 4 87 12 24 0 0 0 77 29
BVHPAreaAB . 6. 24 . 0. 0. 93 809 - 0 432 19
Candlestick 0 0 00 0 63 132 10,500 10,695 1
Centialv © 177 154 . . 0O 6. 0 -0 - 0’ RV 22
Central Waterfront 1 29 18 78 204 830 599 1,347 12
" Downtown . 0. .28 - 17 284 . 440-1815 = 893 - . 3477° 5
Fast SoMa 3 37 23 186 554 429 282 1,514 11
. Bxecutive Park 0 6. -0 0 0- 110 o 110 27
GlenPark Compact . o] 0 0 0 0 0 2 34
HPShipyard 0. - 18 - 36 0 0 0 "0 54 . 30
India Basin 0 24 0 0 0 0 24 81
- Ingleside,Other- 13 - 56  41- 53 0 0 722 - 855 16
Inner Sunset 16 52 10 34 0 0 112 26
" Japantown . 0- 4 00 07 0 0 4 33
Marina 8 45 36 163 154 0 406 .20
Market Octavia 1 67 - 74. 35 225 1,417 - - 828 2067 6
Mission 5 184 79 175 283 201 351 1,318 138
Mission Bay- 0 o - 0 O 0 188 263 - . 451 18
Northeast 3 104 88 182 232 437 0 T894 14
"""""""" Other S Bayshore 6 45 0 -'% .0 . 0O- - O . 145 .23
OQuter Sunset 3 61 0 o] 56 0 0 120 25
B  Park Merced- ©o o0 - 0. 0 0 182 ~ 888 - 0080 . 2
Richmond 7 191 18 83 50 0 0. 800 21
* Rincon Hill 1 6 0 0 0 23 2,187 2,870 7
Showpl/Potrero 2 93 56 69 159 200 4,122 4,701 4
" South Central, Other 80  '80. . 10 32 122~ 0 1,700 1,984 8
) South of Market, Other 0 0 ] 0 0 B394 1,500 1,804 9
“TBCombo . O 0 .0 0 140 0. 1,587 . 4,727 10
Treasure Island 0 0 0 0 0 0 8,619 8,619 3
- VisVal 0 24 0 o 0 0 o 24 31
Western Addition 8 78 0 24 397 0 260 765 17
WSoMa 4 44 62 68 .65 249 408 - 800 15.
Grand Total 153 1,574 506 1,858 3,398 6,715 43,669 57,873
Notes: .
/1/ Housing unit counts are not rounded,
/2/ As the table categorizes by building size, numbers here represent total units as
opposed to net units {sublracting replaced units), for which reason the unit count is
higher than in other summary tables.
SAN FRANCISGO PLANNING DEPARTMENT E
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Figure 4. " Residential Pipeline, by Status & Building Size
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Figure 5. Non-Residential Pipeline, by Status & Building Size
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High density residential districts will see some
loss of commercial square footage as some of these
spaces are converted to residential uses

Also of note the UCSF hospital project in Mission
Bay is currently undergoing construction, expected
to be done early 20154

Residential Pipeline by Project Size

Table 4 shows the residential pipeline by neighbor-
hood, and offers detail on the project size. In most

" cases this is measures the number of units in the
building. However, a handful of projects include
more than one building thus making this accounting
an approximation.

. Project sizes vary by area. Thus we see that, for
instance, Downtown will get the bulk of its units
in large projects (50-99 units, 100-249 units, above
249 units). This is also the case for areas like Market
Octavia, Showplace Square, and in particular the
Transbay area and Rincon Hill. Conversely, for
Inner Sunset, the largest addition come in projects
of two to nine units and single family projects.
For the city as a whole, roughly three out of every
four units come in a relative small number of
projects, This implies most areas of the city have
‘modest’ amounts of development, given its relative
concentration.

By the same token, if we sum the units of the bottom
half of all pipeline projects would contribute 3,500
units, or seven percent of the total number of
pipeline units. Summing just the five neighborhoods
with the biggest number of proposed units yields
some 63 percent of all proposed development.

Perhaps except for Parkmerced, development in
residentially zoned areas in the western part of the
city is limited in scope and consists chiefly of small-
scale in-fill projects. The majority of units, and the
vast majority of projects are in buildings of 1, or 2 to
9 units. ’

Figure 4 on page 10 shows the residential pipeline
by building size and pipeline status. The residential
pipeline shows that:

» Of the 4,100 units with building permits
approved or issued, five out of every eight units

are in buildings of 250 units and above, underlin-
4 State projects are not subject to Planning Department review and is

thus not a part of the standard permit stream this reports bulld on. The - -

project was added manually to the construction list in early 2014.

ing the large scale of the near future cohorts of
residential projects.

* Only three percent of the residential pipeline will

be in buildings with nine units or less across all
entitlement stages.

* Single family homes constitute a fraction of one
percent of the total units in the pipeline.

Project Size and Status of Development

Per Figure 4 and Figure 5, there is some variation in
project size by stage of development. Currently, a
sizeable share of residential construction falls in the
largest size category, reflecting in part that a signifi-
cant number of large projects have been entitled for
years and construction deferred during the Great
Recession. Once economic conditions improved,
these projects entered construction. The pattern

on the non-residential side is somewhat less “top

. heavy,” with bigger projects found in earlier stages

of development, likely attributable to the focus on
residential rather than commercial development in
recent years,

Conversion of Gommercial to Residential Uses

There are 50 projects in the current pipeline data-
base proposing demolition or conversion of existing
production, distribution and repair-use (PDR) build-
ings to residential use. The corresponding figure for

- the conversion of office space is 25 projects. These

projects, adding up to 3,600 units and 2,900 units,
respectively, comprise about-one in seven of the
total number of residential units in the pipeline.

Conversion of PDR Space

Table 5 provides a measure of how many units are
produced relative to the lost PDR space.

o If the pipeline were developed as proposed,
about 800,000 sq ft of PDR space would be lost to
conversion or demolition.® It would be replaced
with residential units (3,600) and/or other com-
mercial uses.

& Numbers represented here differ from those reported In Table 1.
Table 1 represents the net change of all projects whereas numbers
here are limited to the specific projects representing conversions or
demolitions resulting in a net loss of PDR space (Table &) and office
space (Table 6).

8 Table 5 shows only projects that include the conversion or loss of
PDR spagcs to residential use. Table 1 shows a net loss of 305,000 sq
ft as it is a net 1ally of all projects that add, convert or demolish PDR
space while this table only counts the loss side of the ledger.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Table 5. PDR Space Conversion to Residential Use, by Planning District

Neighborhood Projects  Percent NetUnits  Percent  PDRNet  Percent

Ceritral Waterfront 9 18%. 1,080 . 80% -208,700  35%
Showpl/Potrero 5 10% 600 17% -176,000 21%
Downtown =~ - 4° . 8% - 260 7% - -84,800 10%
Mission 10 20% 350 10%  -78,300 9%

Rincon Hill. .2 4%  570. . 16%  -70,900 - 9%
East SoMa 11 22% 440 12% 58,800 7%
Northeast . 2 4% . 120 3% 20,800 .- 8%
Market Octavia 1 2% 40 1%  -18,000 2%
‘WSoMa 8 ° 6% . 110 . 8% -16,800 2%

India Basin 2 4% 10 0%  -8,600 1%
Richmond- 1~ 2% 0 0% 2100 0%

Grand Total 50 100% 3,670 100% -828,800 100%

Table 6. Office Space Conversion to Residential Use, by Plannirig District
Neighborhood Projects  Percent Net Units Percent  OfficeNet  Percent

Downtown - 4 16% 240 8% -155,200 17%

East SoMa 1 4% 120 4% -3,800 0%
Market Octavia 6  24% 1,880 47% 611,200  66%
- Mission - 1 4% 0 0% -1,000 0%
. Northeast 4 16% - 140 5% -33,500 - 4%
Rincon Hill 2 8% 700 24%  -60,000 - 7%
Showpl/Potrero 2- 8% 140 5%  -28,200 3%
South Centrel, 1 4% 0 0%  -1,900 0%
‘South of Market, 1 4% - 210 7%  -20,800 5%
Western Addition 1 4% 0 0% -2,500 0%
WSoMa. = 2 8% 10 - 0% 2,400. " 0%

Grand Total 25 100% 2,940 100%  -920,400 100%

Notes:
Unit numbers are rounded to the nearest 10, while PDR numbers are rounded to the nearest hundred.

* Most of the PDR to residential conversions are space is mainly taking place in the northeastern
found in Central Waterfront, Showplace Square / part of the city due to the concentration there,
Potrero Hill, Downtown, Mission and Rincon Hill Table 6 shows that Market Octavia could see a
districts, accounting together for eight out of 10 loss of 600,000 square feet of office. This is pre-
converted square feet. The loss of PDR space in dominantly due to the conversion of the Triple-A
these neighborhoods would in turn bring in 2,900 buildings to residential use. For the neighborhood
net new housing units. . as a whole, 1,400 new units could result from

conversion.

Conversion of Office Space .

Nearly all units replacing office uses are in

mid- to high-rise residential structures of 20 to
500 housing units in high density zoning districts.
These projects are mostly concentrated in the
eastern half of the city: Rincon Hill, East SoMa,

» Approximately 900,000 sq ft of office space is
proposed to be converted to residential and/
or other commercial use. This loss of office
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Showplace Square & Potrero Hill, Transbay,
Mission and Downtown.

» These conversions of a number of individual office
buildings reported here notwithstanding, taken
together with other commercial developments
in the pipeline as shown in Table 1, the overall
result would still be a net addition of office space.
As reported in Table 1, the net addition of office
amounts to 11.6 million sq ft citywide.

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING

The San Francisco Planning Code § 415.5 contains
the provisions for the Inclusionary Affordable
Housing Program, requiring developments with 10
units or more to contribute to the development of
housing affordable to middle-income households

in the City.” Project sponsots can mainly fulfill

this requirement either by contributing to a fund,
providing units on-site, dedicating land, or building
on a different site.

The affordable housing pipeline can be thought of in
stages: First, affordable housing production per the
inclusionary program is a function of fees on market
rate housing development and/or direct provision
of affordable units, Such market rate development .

can be thought of as “parent projects,” leading to de-

rived units now (on site) or later (through fees paid).

The second stage, then, is when monies are pooled,
7 This data and section was last updated at the end of quarter 1, 2014.

Table 7. Inclusionary Housing Pipeline, by Type

Total BMR BMR

Type Declaration  Projects Units  OnSite  Off-Site

“OnSite = .- . T o
‘ Provision: 50'.' 6,241 T 808 h
InLieu Fee 27 2,703 - 4041
S Offsite(Future- -~ 4. Los . lga
Parent ... BMR) L
o T Land
Dedication 2 353 - -
Combinaion ... 8 - 6,708 .~ 870 . 36
Undedlared 10 1,172 - 1392
" eyglg - Stand-Alone - U - g : L
. Child Bk - -8 208
Grand
Total 101 18,103 1,276 743
Notes:

/1/ BMR unit counts are estimated at 156% of the Total unit count, assumed 1o

be off slte,

/2/ BMR unit counts are estimated at 12% of the Total unit count, assumed to

be off site, Some of these may be on-slte once a declaration is Issued.

a site identified, and the affordable housing built,
typically by a non-profit developer. To stay with the
parent analogy, these downstream projects may ac-
cordingly be thought of as “children.” For economy
of scale reasons, there are relatively few--currently
three--such projects. Conversely, 50 projects (Table
7, first row) will provide on-site affordable units.
These projects, along with the BMR stand-alone
projects, are shown on Map 2.

Map 2. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Pipeline, By Type and Size

. Stand-Alone BMR

Project Size

Less than 10 units 10 — 50 units 50 — 100 units
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Figure 6.

Pipeline Over Time: Projects Filed / Approved
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RECENT ACTIVITY * At 230 7th Street, the proposed project would

Project Application Filings During q3 2014

A total of 24 planning applications were filed
in the third quarter of 2014, down from last
quarter , consistent with a seasonal slowdown.
Corresponding to these 24 projects is a count of
250 residential units and 279,000 sq ft of non-
residential development.

Projects approved during any given quarter
shows a time lag relative to the projects filed
curve. A project is often approved in another
quarter than the one in which it was filed,
particularly for projects needing environmental
review and/or conditional use authorization,
while others are abandoned altogether before
approval. As such, nearly 800 units were entitled
during the quarter.

A few of the larger projects filed during the third
quarter of 2014 include:

o At 1095 Market Street, a proposal would b
change occupancy from office to hotel use,
with 202 rooms, and add a new roof deck.

demolish a 14,230 sq ft single-story garage
parking building and construct two new build-
ings with an at-grade inner court between the
two buildings with an underground parking
garage with 29 spaces. The new building along
the 7th Street frontage would be a six-story
building a small commercial space on the
ground floor and 27 residential units. The
building along Langton Street would be a four-
story building containing 17 residential units.

* At 198 Valencia Street, sponsor would erect
a five story, no basement, 28 unit residential
condo building with ground floor commercial
space.

¢ At 768 Harrison Street, the proposed project
entails the demolition of an existing 2-story
building and the construction of a new 9-story
building with retail on the ground floor and -
mezzanine and residential uses above. The
project would have 26 residential units and no
off-street parking,
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Completed projects during the past four quarters

Table 8 shows that the past four quarters resulted
in a net addition of 3,090 units to the city’s housing
stock, while there was a net addition of 280,000

sq ft of non-residential space. The median time to
completion for these projects from the first filing
was 43 months, Projects less than 10,000 sq ft had

a median completion time of 30 months. Such
projects tend to be less complex than larger ones, as
evidenced in completion times as sizes increase. The
trend is broken down by zoning district in Figure 7:
Particularly residential districts exhibit substantial
variation in time to completion without much
change in project size, suggesting other factors than
size are at play.

Projects sized between 10,000 and 24,'999 sq ft,
25,000 - 249,999 sq ft had median completion times
of 52 and 71 months, respectively.

The largest group, sized 250,000 ~ 999,000 sq ft took
53 months from the initial filing to project comple-
tion.® For some of the projects, the long completion
times may well reflect a strong recession effect
(project sponsors waiting due to financial uncer-
m-(‘mmpleﬂons will occasionally lag the actual
completion time and/or may be recorded on a different permit

application finalizing work authorized per an older permit, so these
figures should be taken as approximations.

Table 8. Projects Completed Past Year, By Use Type

Land Use Projects Net Units Net C%r;nl;‘tl
Mixres ©~ = . 21~ 1,200 -13,000
Resident . 78 1,910 -72,000
mps o c2” ~20. . "309,000.
Visitor 1 Y 54,000
Grand Total 102 3,090 278,000

tainty) on the current completion cohort, although
the smaller projects are by now predominantly
filed after the slowdown ended. However, there

is tremendous variation in how long it takes from
conception to completion.

Figure 7 details the relationship between project

size and time to completion. All other things equal,
bigger, more complex projects can be expected to
take longer to complete. They need more layers

of review and refine, and financing may be more
uncertain. The chart shows that this relationship is
much stronger in some types of zoning districts than
others. The association one might expect between
project size and cornpletion time, per this chart, is

Figure 7. Relation between Project Size and Months to Completion, By Zoning and Land Use
LANDUSE & Residential ® Residential Mixed Use ® Visitor/Hotels # Office
Commercial 104.50 High Density Residential Industrial ‘
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Project Size, sq ft

10,000 sq ft 100,000 sq ft

Residential ’ Residential Mixed Use

$
i
i
5
i

B I A B

not strongly borne out by the data for residential
districts . The connection is a little stronger for
mixed use projects, which may differ both in terms
of the neighborhoods they are located in as well as
the type of financing available. For projects in neigh-
borhood commercial districts, the smaller projects
took the longest to complete.
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Map 4. Neighborhood Designation for Pipeline Report

Pipeline Geography (2 X \ 100

Fost

Boundaries shown here are designated saliy for the puposes of summasizing plpeline datx and
don't incide with other boundary narare tey intended o denote
Jurisdiction (port property or otherwise}
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DATA DICTIONARY

PROJECT LOCATION

Concatenated 4-digit assessor block + 3-digit assessor’s lot Numbers

Name and address of project.

Neighborhood
PROJECT STATUS

Areas related to current planning efforts and roughly to city neighborhoods.
Gurrent pipeline status of a project application.

Project is under construction.

i'| DBI approved building permit.

| Project sponsor has picked up approved building permit (proxy measure of under

construction)

I DBI reinstates a lapsed building permit (lapses after 1 year with no activity).

Application for building permit filed with DBL

| All Planning actions approved. .

d | Project application filed with the Planning Department

DEVELOPMENT PROFILE

The date of the most recent action leading to the BESTSTAT value, Le,, a project’s
current pipeline status (e.g., date building permit application is filed if BESTSTAT =
BP Filed). ’ '

Net total dwelling units.

“Net Gomm’l

| Nonresdential gross square feet (GSF). Best interpreted as net new useable GSF

with demolition of existing space subtracted (not total project gsf).

CIE or Cultural, Insﬁtutioﬁal, Educational includes educational services, social
services, museums, zoos, and membership organizations.

Medical includes health services officés and hospitals and laboratories throughout
the City.

‘| MIPS is largely any activity where information is the chief commodity that is

processed (managerial, information, professional, business services, multi-media).

: .| PDR or Production, Distribution and Repair includes automobile and other repair

services throughout the City, plus construction, transportation, communications,
utilities, agriculture mining, manufacturing, wholesale trade, and motion picture
production distribution, and services located outside of the downtown, transbay,
and Northeast Districts, Does not include undeveloped or vacant land area used
for PDR activities such as construction yards or open storage areas.

T | Retail Includes retail trade, amusement and recreation services, and personal

services located throughout the City,

A\ Visitor (or Hotel) includes hotels and other lodging located throughout the City,

’:; This field summarizes in one word what type of project is being proposed. Apart

1 - Mixed (when no residential use present and when multiple commercial uses are

- | component.

from the commcercial categories listed, this field includes

- Mixres (when both commercial and residential uses are proposed

proposed and not one is dominating (>80% of commercial square feet)
- Resident is used to denote any residential project where there is no commercial

SAN FRANCISGO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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___ Subsel of pipeline where project adds either more than 10 unils or 10,000 GSF

CDistrict: ~ NetCommi Net Land UseLargest Comm’l  Best date

CONSTRUCTION

3720001 TRANSBAY TOWER TB Combo 1743k 0 MIPS MIPS 6/25/2014
3746001 390 Main St Rincon Hill bk 669 Resident —N/A-- 9/30/2014
3735063‘ 222 02ND ST TB Combo - 623k 0 MIPS MIPS 9/29/2014
4154001 1001 POTREROC AV Showpl/Potrero 419k 0 CIE CIE 2/10/2014
3710017 350 MISSION ST TB Combo 416k 0 MIPS MIPS ©8/23/2014
3747320 The Californian Rincon Hill -2k 452 Mixres MIPS 8/7/2014
3738004 280 BEALE ST' TB Combo Ok 479 Resident --N/A-- 9/3/2014
0814020 100 VAN NESS AV Market Octavia -424k 399 Mixres Retail/Ent  9/24/2014
3833002 1006 16TH ST Showpl/Potrero Ok 393 Resident -N/A-- 9/30/2014
3749059 45 LANSING ST Rincon Hill -14k 320 Resident --N/A-- 9/18/2014
3765015 One Rincon Hill Phase Il Rincon Hill Ok 312 Resident -N/A-- 6/9/2014
3722367 151 THIRD ST Downtown 67k CIE CIE 9/24/2014
3721122 535 MISSION ST TB Combo 296k 0 MIPS MIPS 9/12/2014
3732009 900 FOLSOM ST East SoMa 6k 282 Mixres - Retail/Ent  8/8/2014
3701064 559THST Downtown Ok 273 Resident --N/A-- 12/9/2013
8710007 718 LONG BRIDGE ST Mission Bay Ok 263 Resident --N/A-- 9/30/2014
3717019 120 HOWARD ST Downtown 67k 0 MIPS MIPS 6/13/2012
0857001A 218 BUCHANAN ST Market Octavia Ok 191 Resident --N/A- 7/31/2014
3507039 1420 MISSION ST Downtown 12k 190 Resident --N/A- 9/10/2014
0831023 MARKET OCTAVIA - PARC Market Octavia 4k 182 Mixres Retail/Ent 9/ 29/201’4
7331003 800 Brotherhood Way Park Merced Ok 182 Resident --N/A-- 9/11/2012
3509043 104 9th Street Downtown -8k 160 Mixres Retail/Ent 10/1/2014
0794028 555 FULTON ST Mar.ket Octavia Ok 139 Resident --N/A-- 9/30/2014
0857001 55 Laguna Street Market Octavia 28k 133 Mixres Retail/Ent 7/31/2014
4991277 833-881 Jamestown Candlestick Ok 14 Resident --N/A-- 9/17/2007
3510001 1415 MISSION ST Downtown 0k 121 Mixres MIPS 9/17/2014
5431A001 5800 03RD ST BVHP Area A,B 13k 121 Resident -N/A-- 9/29/2014
0870003 100 BUCHANAN ST Market Octavia Ok 116 Resident --N/A-- 9/30/2014

1397
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Address District Net Commi Net Land Use Largest Comm'l  Bestdate

sq it Units : :
3616007 2558 MISSION ST Mission Ok 114 Resident -—N/A-- 9/11/2014
3731003 226 06TH ST East SoMa 5k 37 Mixres Visitor 9/24/2014
1052024 2655 BUSH ST . Western Addition -41k 81 Mixres Retail/Ent 9/24/2014
3180001 50 PHELAN AV Balboa Park 12k 71 Mixres Retail/Ent  9/5/2014
0165021 235 BROADWAY Northeast 5k 75 Mixres Retail/Ent 9/19/2014
3789003 72 TOWNSEND ST East SoMa Ok 74 Resident -—N/A-- 9/11/2014
0671006 1450 FRANKLIN ST Western Addition -24k 69 Resident --N/A-- 3/4/2014
4591C042 101 DONAHUE ST Candlestick ok 63 Resident --N/A-—- 9/30/2014
5281003 901 RANKIN ST BVHP Area A,B 58k 0 PDR PDR 9/17/2014
3788039 345 BRANNAN ST East SoMa 53k 0 MIPS MIPS 5/23/2014
0855011 8 OCTAVIAST Market Octavia 4k 49 Mixres Retail/Ent 9/26/2014
3532091 245 VALENCIA ST Market Octavia 13k 0 CIE CIE 8/25/2014
3548032 1875 MISSION ST Mission -35k 39 Mixres Retail/Ent 7/17/2014
3534069 25 DOLORESST Market Octavia -19k 37 Resident --N/A-- 9/16/2014
0619012 1860 VAN NESS AV . Northeast 2k . 35 Mixres . Retail/Ent 9/29/2014
4591C095 401 INNES AV Other S Bayshore Ok 35 Resident -N/A-- 9/22/2014
4591C099 50 JERROLD AV Other S Bayshore Ok 34 Resident --N/A-- 9/16/2014
0570011 1650 BROADWAY * Marina Ok 34 Resident --N/A-- 9/11/2014
5543008 268 MADISON ST South Central, Other 25k 1 Mixres . Retail/Ent  1/8/2014
3518006 248-252 09TH ST WSoMa 5k 15 Mixres MIPS 8/25/2014
7148040 ONE CAPITOL AV Ingleside, Other Ok 28 Resident --N/A-- 9/4/2014
3752019 870 HARRISON ST WSoMa -6k 26 Mixres Retail/Ent  6/3/2014
0527002 - 2559 VAN NESS AV Marilja -2k 27 Resident ~N/A-- 9/12/2014
4591C093 201 DONAHUE ST Other S Bayshore Ok 25 Resident -N/A-- 9/30/2014
3596113 899 VALENCIA ST Mission S5k 18 Mixres Retail/Ent 9/18/2014
3548001 300 South Van Ness Ave  Mission 20k 0 Retail/Ent Retail/Ent '9/25/2014

4591C094 201 FRIEDELL ST HP Shipyard . Ok 12 Resident --N/A- 9/25/2014 A
4591C069 198 COLEMAN ST HP Shipyard Ok 12 Resident --N/A-- 9/15/2014
. 4591C098 200 COLEMAN ST HP Shipyard Ok 12 Resident -—N/A-- 9/23/2014
7332005 700 BROTHERHOOD WY  Ingleside, Other Ok 11 Resident ~N/A—- 6/25/2014
8724001 UCSF Medical Center Mission Béy . 1800k 0 MED MED 10/13/2010
Mission Bay 264k MIPS 8/6/2014

8719002 1351 03RDST

Quarter3, 2014 List, Page 20i0
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Block Lot

Address '

District

Nt Comm' Net

" Land Use Largest Comm'l

Best date

sq it Units

BP ISSUED

3719010 181 FREMONT ST TB Combo 493k 74 Mixres MIPS 12/26/2013
3783001 801 BRANNAN ST Showpl/Potrero 8k 557 Mixres ‘Retail/Ent  9/26/2014
3911001 1 HENRY ADAMS ST Showpl/Potrero 15k 560 Resident --N/A-- 7/8/2014
3756003 350 08TH ST WSoMa 57k 408 Mixres Retail/Ent 3/20/2014
3833001 100016TH ST Showp!/Potrero Ok 385 Resident -—-N/A-- 9/7/2012
8720016 1455 03RD ST Mission Bay 381k 0 MIPS MIPS 4/23/2010
3704b71 949 Market Street Downtown 237k 0 Retail/Ent Retail/Ent 12/27/2012
3733008 250 4TH ST South of Market, Other 73k 208 Mixres Visitor 9/12/2014
8711019 701 LONG BRIDGE ST Mission Bay Ok 188 Resident --N/A— 3/26/2012
3732150 240 05TH ST East SoMa Ok 182 Resident_ ~N/A-- 8/27/2012
3794024 144 KING ST East SoMa 44k 132 Mixres Visitor 8/28/2014
3774026 270 BRANNAN ST East SoMa 154k 0 MIPS MIPS 4/25/2014
0811002 101 POLKST Downtown 1k 162 Mixres Retail/Ent  4/7/2014
0785029 FWY PARCELF . Market Octavia ' 64k 69 Mixres CIE 11/26/2013
0785029 388 FULTON ST Market Octavia 46k 69 Mixres CIE 11/26/2013
0757025 1100 GOLDEN GATEAV  Western Addition Ok 98 Resident --N/A-- 6/26/2013
0757027 1239 TURKST Western Addition Ok 98 Resident --N/A-— 6/26/2013
3834001 1000 16TH ST Showpl/Potrero 26k 65 Mixres Retail/Ent  9/7/2012
1073013 800 PRESIDIO AV Richmond 10k 50 Mixres CIE ' 6/20/2014
3731001 200-214 6th St East SoMa 3k 67 Mixres Retail/Ent  1/30/2014
0808039 4:50 HAYES STREET ' Market Octavia 3k 41 Mixres Retail/Ent 7/18/2014
3560001 2210 MARKET ST Market Octavia 2k 22 Mixres - Retail/Ent 3/14/2012
0028014 1255-1275 COLUMBUS A Northeast -9k 20 Mixres Retail/Ent 4/22/2014
3732071 468 CLEMENTINA ST East SoMa -0k 25 Resident ~N/A-- 10/23/2013
0512026 2347 LOMBARD ST Marina 0k 21 Resident ~--N/A-- 7/25/2014
5457037 2895 SAN BRUNO AV South Central, Other 11k 10 Mixres MIPS 8/19/2013
1051034 2320 SUTTER ST Western Addition i1k 0 MED MED 5/28/2014
3547027 80 JULIAN AV Mission 13k 7 Mixres CIE 10/27/2011
3617008 1050 VALENCIA ST Mission 0k 15 Mixres Retail/Ent  7/17/2013
3987010 140 PENNSYLYANIA AV 0Ok 12 Resident --N/A-- 8/6/2014

‘Friday, December 19,2014
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BlockLot  Address™ Distict ~~  NetCommi Net Land UseLargestComm'  Bestdate
: sg it Units : ;

BP REINSTATED
0269028 350 BUSH ST Downtown 347k ‘ 0 MIPS MIPS 12/30/2013
3973002C 480 POTRERO AV _ Mission g Ok 77 Resident --N/A-- 5/23/2014
BP APPROVED
4884025 2600 ARELIOUS WALKER BVHP Area A,B Ok 93 Resident ~N/A-- 8/21/2014
6969001 5050 MISSION ST South Central, Other 7k 61 Mixres Retail/Ent 3/13/2014
6969011 5050 MISSION ST South Central, Other Ok 61 Resident --N/A- 3/13/2014
0258033 500 PINE ST Downtown 57k MIPS MIPS 4/7/2014
4224015 1004 MISSISSIPPI ST Showpl/Potrero Ok 28 Resident -N/A-- 1/16/2009
0101004 1741 POWELLST Northeast -12k 18 Mixres Retail/Ent 11/2/2012
BP Filed
0694005 CPMC Hosp Van Ness Downtown 702k 0 Mixed CIE 4/20/2012
3736078A 57 TEHAMA ST TB Combo Ok 418 Resident --N/A— 4/30/2014
3748006 340-FREMONT ST Rincon Hill -43k 384 Mixres Retail/Ent  8/3/2012
3553052 1979 MISSION ST ‘Mission Ok 351 Resident -N/A--  12/17/2013
4172022 1201-1225 TENNESSEE ST Central Waterfront -140k 259 Mixres Retail/Ent 12/23/2013
3703059 1095 MARKET ST Downtown Ok 202 kesident ~N/A-- 9/11/2014 |
0283004A 620 SUTTERST . Downtown -46k 65 Mixres Visitor 1/23/2013
3753106 923 FOLSOM STREET East SoMa . -2k 115 Mixres Retail/Ent 11/20/2013
0667016 ' 1545 PINE ST Northeast -23k 107 Mixres Retail/Ent 12/3/2013
4045003 2171 THIRD ST Central Waterfront 21k 109 Mixres Retail/Ent 6/21/2013
4041009 63Q INDIANA ST Central Waterfront Ok 111 Resident --N/A-- 12/24/2013
4991600 101 EXECUTIVE PARK BL ExecutiVe Park .0k 12 Resident -N/A- 10/25/2010

‘ 0836007 1554 MAiRKEI' ST Market Octavia Ok 110 Resident --N/A-- 11/22/2013
4102026 ‘1300 22nd Street Showp!/Potrero -30k 94 Resident -N/A-- 12/9/2013
3542039 2198 MARKET ST Market Octavia 5k 87 Mixres Retail/Ent 12/13/2013
0346003A 101 HYDE ST Downtown -1k 85 Mixres Retail/Ent 6/27/2013
4352007 1301 CESAR CHAVEZST BVHP Area A,B 82k 0 MIPS MIPS 10/15/2007

Friday, Decem © . Quarler3,2014 List, Page 4 0f9
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3553008
4059009

-0629037

3962008

3736085
0165022
2515001
3703086
0837003
3774072
4792029
3727168
0807010
6944044
3502108
0512025
2623006

- 3549064

3753096
1368049
3546026
0832026
3821007
0832025

3576090

3511015

3557062
3197010
0843016
0937029

Friday, December 19, 2014

Address

District

490 SOUTH VAN NESS AV Mission

2298 03RD ST
2155 WEBSTER ST

346 POTRERO AVENUE
4059001A 815 TENNESSEE STREET

48 TEHAMA ST
717 BATTERY ST
2800 SLOAT BL
570 JESSIE ST -
1 FRANKLIN ST
85 FEDERAL ST

.1212 THOMAS AV

1145 MISSION ST
580 HAYES ST

270 BRIGHTON AV
198 VALENCIA ST
2353 LOMBARD ST
376 CASTRO ST
1450 15TH ST

233 SHIPLEY ST
4614 CALIFORNIA ST
449 14th street
360 OCTAVIA ST
1150 16th Street
300 OCTAVIA ST
3420 18TH ST

1532 HOWARD ST

~1084001B 1 Stanyan Street

200 DOLORES ST
1446 OCEAN AV
690 PAGE ST

2419 LOMBARD ST

Central Waterfront

Marina

Mission

Central Waterfront

TB Combo
Northeast
Outer Sunset
Downtown
Market Octavia
East SoMa
BVHP Area A,B
Downtown
Market Octavia
Ingleside, Other
Market Octavia
Marina

Buena Vi§ta
Mission
East.SoMa
Richmond
Market Octavia
Market Octavia
Showpl/Potrero
Market Octavia
Mission
WSoMa
Richmond
Market Octavia
Balboa Park
Buena Vista

Marina

Net Comm'l

sqtt

-32k
Ok
28k
10k
-15k
2k
26k
30k
4k
Ok
4k
0Ok
1k
2k

1]
14k

Net
Units

84
69
77
72
69
66

56
47
35

25
29
25
28
21
24
23
22

20
16
15

16

16
.15
13
13
13
12
11

Land Use Largest Comm'l

Mixres
Mixres
Resident
Mixres
Resident
Resident
MIPS
Resident
Resident
Mixres
MIPS
PDR
Mixres
Resident
Mixres
Resident
Mixres
Mixres
Resident
Resident
Mixed
Resident
Mixres
Mixres
Resident
Resident
Resident
Mixres
Resident
Resident
Resident

Resident

Retail/Ent
Retail/Ent
—N/A-
Retail/Ent
—N/A--
—N/A--
MIPS
~N/A--
—~N/A--

. Retail/Ent

MIPS

PDR
Retail/Ent
—N/A--
Retail/Ent
~N/A--
Retail/Ent
Retail/Ent
—N/A--
-N/A--
MIPS
—N/A--
Retail/Ent
Retail/Ent
—N/A~
—N/A--
--N/A--
Retail/Ent
—N/A--
~N/A--
—-N/A--
—~N/A--

Best date

10/5/2010
9/25/2013
11/22/2013
11/20/2013
5/5/2014
7/12/2006
12/1/2008
2/4/2014
2/2/2006
12/3/2009
6/20/2013
7/23/2008
6/9/2006
12/9/2013
8/30/2013
8/5/2014
7/29/2010
5/17/2013
6/28/2013
1/24/2014
1/23/2007
3/17/2014
10/1/2008
7/22/2011
10/1/2008
11/4/2013
5/30/2014
12/14/2007
8/19/2008

- 10/31/2008
5/21/2013
4/3/2014
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Distrist

Blocklof  Address = 0 ~~ NetComm'l Net LandUseLargest Commi ~ Bestdate
. sqft  Units T
6044007 450 SOMERSET ST South Central, cher 21k CIE ClE 8/11/2014
PL APPROVED
4886008 Bayview Waterfront Candlestick 4110k10,237 Mixres MIPS 8/3/2010
7303001 Parkmerced Park Merced 478k 5,677 Mixres Retail/Ent 5/25/2011
1939001 Treasure Island Treasure Island 381k 7,800 Mixres  'Retail/Ent 3/15/2011
6575001 CPMC- ST. LUKE'S HOSPIT Bernal Heights 165k 0 Mixed CIE 7/11/2013 v
5262004 2095 Jerrold Ave BVHP Area A,B 128k PDR PDR 3/26/2010
3736074 41 TEHAMA ST TB Combo Ok 398 Resident -N/A-- 11/14/2013
3706093 706 MISSION ST Downtown 26k 185 Mixres Refail/ Ent 7/31/2013
3799001 601 TOWNSEND ST Showpl/Potrero 73k 0 MIPS MIPS 5/10/2012
0813007 1390 MARKET ST Market Octavia -2k 230 Mixres Retail/Ent 5/28/2009
0201012 8 Washington Street Northeast 32k 170 Mixres Retail/Ent 6/19/2012
5431A043 5800 03RD ST BVHP Area A,B - Ok 188 Resident --N/A-- 10/25/2012
0331010. 168 EDDY ST Downtown 15k 170 Mixres ~ Retail/Ent 3/26/2009
0238002 300 CALIFORNIA ST Downtown 59k 0 MIPS MIPS - 12/5/2013
3788042 333 BRANNAN ST (aka 32 East SoMa 162k 0 MIPS MIPS 8/15/2013
0794015 746 LAGUNAST Market Octavia 2k 136 Mixres MIPS 5/13/2010
0192014 Chinese Hospital Northeast 68k 0 CIE CIE 7/12/2012
0250001 1401 CALIFORNIA ST Northeast -19k 95 Mixres Retail/Ent 12/15/2011
3747012 325 FREMONTST Rincon Hill Ok 119 Resident --N/A-- 7/17/2014
3767305 429 BEALE ST v Rincon.HiII -36k 113 Resident --N/A-- 5/14/2009
0340Q02 19-25 MASON ST & 2-16 T Downtown 3k 110 Mixres Retail/Ent  3/4/2014
4060001 ' 888 TENNESSEE ST Central Waterfront -36k 110 Mixres Retail/Ent 10/16/2013
3994001C 650 ILLINOIS ST Central Waterfront -15k 97 Resident --N/A- 6/5/2014
3753081 34506TH ST East SoMa . 7k 89 Mixres Retail/Ent 5/1/2(514
3753079 363 06THST East SoMa -10k 87 Mixres Retail/Ent 10/3/2012
3753122 301 06TH ST East SoMa 4k 84 Mixres Retail/Ent 7/272013
3703079  1036-1040 MISSION ST Downtown ik 83 Mixres Retail/Ent 6/26/2014
0327011 72 ELLISST Downtown 79k Visitor Visitor 3/25/2010
0629016 2.155 Webster Street Marina Ok 77 Resident -N/A- 5/1/2013
3703012 527 STEVENSON ST Downtown -44k 67 Mixres Retail/Ent 1/10/2014

' Friday, December 19, 2014
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District Net Comm'l Net Land Use Largest CommY  Best date
_sqit Units
0619009 1800 Van Ness Ave. Northeast -ik 62 Mixres Retail/Ent 10/20/2011
0287013 300 Grant Ave. Downtown -20k 45 Mixres Retail/Ent  10/6/2011
3753008 374 5THST East SoMa Ok 47 Resident --N/A-- 12/20/2010
3785003 690 O5TH ST WSoMa 32k 0 Visitor Visitor 6/17/2009
3980008 1717 17THST Showpl/Potrero -13k 41 Mixres PDR 7/15/2010
1029003 2901 California St Western Addition 16k -3 CIE CIE 6/16/2009
3726103 114 07th Street Downtown -30k 39 Mixres Retail/Ent  6/19/2014
1450008 5400 GEARY BL Richmond -11k 39 Mixres, Retail/Ent 4/25/2013
0570010 1622 BROADWAY Marina Ok 34 Resident --N/A-- 3/12/2009
2636025 Crestmont Drive Inner Sunset Ok 34 Resident --N/A-- . 3/7/2013
0522002A 2601 VAN NESS AV Marina 7k 26 Mixres Retail/Ent  5/13/2014
0670024 1433 BUSHST Downtown -4k - 26 Mixres Retail/Ent  7/31/2014
0281003 832 SUTTERST Downtown 1k 27 Mixres Retall/Ent 2/27/2014
0620006 1601 LARKIN ST Northeast Ok 28 Resident --N/A-- 11/15/2013
3751033 768 HARRISON ST East SoMa 2k 26 Mixres Retail/Ent  3/21/2014
3778047 610-620 Brannan Street  Showpl/Potrero 527k MIPS MIPS 6/14/2014
PL Filed
9900048 Seawall Lot 337 South of Market, 6ther 1950k 1,500 Mixres MIPS 4/23/2013
3708006 5001STST TB Combo 1704k 292 Mixres MIPS 6/4/2014
6310001 Sunnydale Hope SF South Central, Other 59k 915 Mixres Retail/Ent  4/28/2010
4167004 Potrero Hope SF Showpl/Potrero ' 30k 1,094 Mixres Retail/Ent  6/30/2010
3777045 5398 BRANNAN STREET WSoMa 662k 0 MIPS MIPS 8/23/2012
0342001 950 MARKET ST Downtown 170k 305 Mixres Visitor 11/19/2013
0244001 950 MASON STREET Northeast -295k 160 Mixres Visitor "2/11/2009
0814001 150 VAN NESS AVE Market Octavia -128k 429 Mixres Retail/Ent  4/23/2014
3949001 1200 17TH STREET Showpl/Potrero 66k 200 Mixres MIPS 4/4/2012
4105009 800 INDIANA STREET Central Waterfront 78k 340 Resident ~N/A-- 10/10/2013
0350003 1066 MARKET ST Downtown -1k 304 Mixres Retail/Ent 6/18/2014
3954016 1301 - 16TH STREET Showpl/Potrero -39k 276 Resident --N/A-- 9/16/2013'
0647007 1634-1690 PINE ST Western Addition 7k 260 Mixres Retail/Ent  7/17/2012
4167011 1395 22nd St Ok 251 Resident --N/A-- . 1/13/2014




BlockLot Address

0836002
3741031
0350002
4022001
3507042
3702047
3786038
3730015
. 3728019
52310028 1995 EVANS AV

3703062 1075 MARKET ST
3751029 750 HARRISON ST
3774071
3519063
4044013
0318020
3730023
0744002
5696036
3730004

1540 MARKET ST

75 HOWARD ST

1028 MARKET ST
2070 BRYANT ST.
1400 MISSION ST
1125 MAR-KET ST
501-505 BRANNAN
1140 FOLSOM STREET

1335 FOLSOM ST

651 GEARY ST
1174 FOLSOM ST
807 FRANKLIN ST
992 PERALTA AV

23007THST

0855016 1700 MARKET ST

3115043 625 MONTEREY BL

4059001C 2230 3RD STREET

4108017 9501 TENNESSEE STREET

0166003 240 PACIFICAV
0836011 22 FRANKLIN ST
5892A060 495 CAMBRIDGE ST
3576001 2100 MISSION ST
0337014A 469 EDDY ST

3575070 600 SOUTH VAN NESS AV

0194008 740 WASHINGTON ST
3753095 233-237 SHIPLEY ST

~ Distict

1298 HOWARD STREET

77 & 85 FEDERAL STREET

777 TENNESSEE STREET

.50

Market Octavia -13k
South of Market, Other 18k
Downtown 10k
Mission -50k
Downtown 4k
Downtown _ 3k
East SoMa . 134k
WSoMa -9k
WSoMa 10k
BVHP Area A,B 65k
Downtown -16k
East SoMa -2k
East SoMa 55k
WSoMa -6k
Central Waterfront -16k
Downtown -8k
WSoMa 10k
Western Addition 0Ok
Bernal Heights 0k
East SoMa Ok
Market Octavia -2k
Ingleside, Other 21k
Central Waterfront -3k
Central Waterfront -9k
Northeast . 1k
Market Octavia 4k
South Central, Other -23k
Mission -5k
Downtown -18k
Mission . ik
Northeast -8k
* East SoMa -2k
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180
186
186
177
165
164

0
128
121

90
77

65
59
46
42
50
50
44
42

37
39
31
.28
32
29
29
27
23
22
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Mixres
Mixres
Mixres
Resident
Mixres
Mixres
MIPS
Mixres
Mixres
MIPS
Mixres
Mixres
Mixed
Resident
Resident
Mixres
Mixres
Resident
Resident
Mixres
Mixres
Retail/Ent
Mixres
Resident
Mixres
Mixres
Resident
Mixres
Mixres
Mixres
Mixres

Resident

~ NetComml Net Land UselargestComm'l Bestdale

Retail/Ent
Retail/Ent
Retail/Ent
.._N/A--
Retail/Ent
Retail/Ent 1
MIPS
Retail/Ent 1i
MIPS -
MIPS
Retail/Ent
Retail/Ent
MIPS
-N/A--
~N/A~
Refcail/Ent
MIPS '
-N/A-
~N/A--
Retail/Ent
Retail/Ent
Retail/Ent
Retail/Ent
~N/A-
Retail/Ent
Retail/Ent
—~N/A--
Retaif/Ent
Retail/Ent
Retail/Ent
Retail/Ent
—-N/A--

2/27/2009
1/13/2012
4/29/2014
6/12/2014
4/8/2009.
2/18/2013 .
5/20/2013
0/16/2013
3/19/2014
3/21/2013
2/12/2014
9/17/2013
3/26/2013
12/3/2013 -
5/30/2013
2/25/2013
7/29/2013
4/8/2014
6/20/2013
7/30/2014
7/2/2014
5/26/2010
3/6/2014
9/12/2013
8/27/2014
1/2/2014
5/15/2014
9/21/2009
8/28/2014
9/10/2013
9/26/2014
7/10/2013
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District ) Net Comm'l - Net . “Land Use Largest Comm'l . 'Best date -,

: _sqft  Units - T
0041001 311 BAYST Northeast -2k 17 Mixres Retail/Ent 6/16/2014
3995007 600 18TH STREET Central Waterfront 1k 18 Mixres Retail/Ent 9/30/2014
0645003 1335 LARKIN ST Northeast Ok 20 Resident -—N/A-- 7/23/2014
3639001 2600 HARRISON ST Mission Ok 20 Resident --N/A-- 6/20/2014
3753140 935 FOLSOM ST East SoMa 14k 69 Mixres Retail/Ent  4/19/2010
4008002 540 DE HARO ST Showpl/Potrero 7k 17 Resident --N/A-- 7/3/2014
0506036 1727 LOMBARD ST ‘Marina -16k 14 Resident --N/A-- 1/31/2012
3526005 520 9TH STREET Showpl/Potrero Ok 12 Resident --N/A-- 8/21/2013
3521005 340 11THST WSoMa 16k Mixed MIPS 9/5/2014
3784007 510 TOWNSEND ST WSoMa 255k MIPS MIPS 8/8/2014
3703066 1053 MARKET ST Downtown 66k - Visitor Visitor 6/16/2014
3913005 155 DE HARO STREET Showpl/‘Potrero - 15k 0 PDR PDR 8/15/2014
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Introduction Form

. By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Ehe Mayor

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one):

Time stamp
or meeting date

] 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment)

X

2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor

inquires"

5. City Attorney request. /

6. Call File No. | from Committee.

7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion). .

O 0O00o0n0 .o

8. Substitute Legislation File No.

O 9. Reactivate File No.

[J  10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:
[ Small Business Commission 1 Youth Commission [J Ethics Commission

[] Planning Commission [] Building Inspection Commission
Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form.

Sponsor(s):

Supervisor';Chrisfensen , Coh ¢n, 7 ~re // oL

Subject:

Supporting California Senate Bill 364 (Leno) - Amendments to State Law to Return Local
- |Control over the Ellis Act '

The text is listed below or attached:

Resolution supporting California Senate Bill 364, introduced by Senator Leno, amending State law to return local
control over the Ellis Act to prevent real estate speculation and abuse of no-fault evictions.

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: W

e

For Clerk's Use Only: : /
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