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September 12, 2016

Clerk, San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Environmental Review Officer, Bill Wycko
#1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Case No. 2014.1020 CUA - 1515 South Van Ness Avenue
Appeal of the August 11, 2016 Planning Commission Decisions

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors and Bill Wycko:

The Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Community Council appeals the following
decisions of the Planning Commission made on August 11, 2016 regarding the project
proposed for 1515 South Van Ness Avenue (“Proposed Project” hereafter) proposed by
applicant Peter Schellenger, LMC San Francisco Holdings, LLC.

1) Adoption of a Community Plan Exemption and CEQA findings under Section
15183 of the CEQA guidelines and Public Resources Code Section 21083.3.1

The Final Motion for the relevant appeals is attached as Exhibit A. Evidence in
support of the appeals is attached as Exhibits B-D and is also contained in the letters
submitted to the Planning Department objecting to the approval of the Project and the
Community Plan Exemption, incorporated here by reference. Exhibit E contains the
$578 appeal fee for the CEQA appeal.

1. Appeal of the adoption of the Community Plan Exemption and CEQA
Findings
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The appeal of the adoption of the Community Plan Exemption and CEQA
Findings are filed on the following bases.

e The Proposed Project does not qualify for a Community Plan Exemption
under Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code
Section 21083.3 because the approval is based upon an out of date 2008 EIR
prepared for the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan and the EIR’s analysis
and determination can no longer be relied upon to support the claimed
exemption in the areas of, inter alia, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts
to: land use, consistency with area plans and policies, land use, recreation and
open space, traffic and circulation, transit and transportation, health and
safety, and impacts relative to the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District.

e The PEIR’s projections for housing, including this project and those in the
pipeline, have been exceeded when cumulative impacts are considered, i.e.,
“past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.”
(Guidelines, § 15355)

e The claimed community benefits of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan,
outlined in the 2008 PEIR, its approvals and the Statement of Overriding
Considerations have not been fully funded, implemented, or are
underperforming and the determinations and findings for the proposed
Project that rely on the claimed benefits to override impacts outlined in the
PEIR are not supported. The City should have conducted Project level review
based upon up to date data and the actual community benefits that have
accrued since the adoption of the 2008 plan and did not.

o Substantial changes in circumstances require major revisions to the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plan EIR due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects and an increase in the severity of previously identified
significant impacts; there is new information of substantial importance that
would change the conclusions set forth in said EIR and the requirements of
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Report.

e The CEQA findings did not take into account the potential impacts of the
Proposed Project on the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District (LCD), which was
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not designated at the time the PEIR was prepared. Potential impacts due to
gentrification and displacement to businesses, residents, and nonprofits
within the LCD, including impacts to cultural and historic resources, health
and safety and increased traffic due to reverse commutes and shuttle busses
have not been considered.

e The CEQA findings are inadequate and incomplete and are not supported by
substantial evidence.

o The Proposed Project is inconsistent with the General Plan and the Mission
Area Plan.

2. Pattern and Practice

The City is engaging in a pattern and practice of approving residential projects in
the Mission based upon a Community Plan Exemption that improperly tiers off of an
out of date Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan EIR instead of conducting project level
environmental review. This results in the approval of projects with unexamined
environmental affects to the detriment of Mission residents.

3. Attempted CU Appeal

From September 7 to September 12, 2016, Calle 24 Latino Cultural District

Community Council (LCDCC) members presented the "Notice to
Board of Supervisors of Appeal from Action of the City Planning Commission Form for
Conditional Uses" to the members of the Board of Supervisors for their signature
pursuant to Planning Code Section 308.1 (b)(ii) and explained the reasons for the
appeal. As of September 12, 2016, the due date for the submission of the filing of the
Conditional Uses appeal and CEQA appeal, LCDCC did not receive sufficient
signatures under Planning Code Section 308.1 (b)(i). Therefore, the LCDCC does not
qualify under the alternative method for appealing the Conditional Uses approval
under Planning Code Section 308.1 (b). Since neither method of appeal is available to
LCDCC and LCDCC objected to the Planning Commission's approval of the
Conditional Uses, LCDCC has exhausted administrative remedies as to the challenge to
the Conditional Uses and do not include their objections as part of this appeal. Should
the Board of Supervisors later authorize the appeal of the Conditional Uses, LCDCC
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will include their objections in a follow up letter.
Exhibits (Attached)

Exhibit A: Planning Commission Motion No. 19727.

Exhibit B: Link to Video of August 11, 2016 Planning Commission hearing.

Exhibit C:  Link to Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR, Motion 17661 of the
Planning Commission, which adopted CEQA findings for the
Plan EIR, and the Mitigation Monitoring Report

Exhibit D:  Evidence in support of the Appeal

Exhibit E:

\W /Attorney for Calle 24 Latino
Cultural District Council

Page 4 of 4
Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Community Council Appeal

10477



EXHIBIT A
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oy =1
Subject to: (Select only if applicable} 1650 Mission St
Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) & First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) Suite 400
[} Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414A) ginggiggts‘;;;g
{1 Downtown Park Fee {Sec. 412) M Other (EN Impact Fees, Sec 423; TSF, Sec 411A) ’
Reception:
415558.6378
Planning Commission Motion No. 19727 Fax
HEARING DATE: AUGUST 11, 2016 415.558.6400
Planning
information:
- Case No.: 2014.1020CUA 4155586377

Project Address: 1515 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE
Zoning: Mission Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transity Zoning District
Mission Street Formula Retail Restaurant Subdistrict
Mission Alcoholic Beverage Restricted Use Subdistrict
Fringe Financial Service Restricted Use District
55/65-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 6571/001, 001A and 008

Project Sponser:  Peter Schellinger, LMC San Francisco Holdings, LI.C
492 9% Street Suite 300
Oakland, CA 94607

Staff Contact: Doug Vu — (415) 575-9120
Doug.Vu@sigov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO A CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT
TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 303 UNDER THE MISSION 2016 INTERIM ZONING CONTROLS
AND PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 19548, AND A PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 121.1 AND 304 TO ALLOW
DEMOLITION OF THE EXISTING BUILDING AND NEW CONSTRUCTION OF A 55 TO 65 FEET
TALL, FIVE- TO SIX-STORY DEVELOPMENT WITH A TOTAL OF AREA OF 180,277 SQUARE FEET
THAT INCLUDES 138,922 SQUARE FEET OF RESIDENTIAL USES FOR UP TO 157 DWELLING
UNITS, 5,241 SQUARE FEET OF COMMERCIAL SPACEVAND A 32,473 SQUARE FEET PARTIALLY
UNDERGROUND GARAGE FOR 82 AUTOMOBILE AND 150 BICYCLE PARKING SPACES ON A
LOT MORE THAN 10,000 SQUARE FEET IN AREA, AND TO ALLOW MODIFICATIONS TO THE
REQUIREMENTS FOR REAR YARD PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 134,
DWELLING UNIT EXPOSURE PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 1406, GROUND
FLOOR STREET FRONTAGE PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 145.1 AND OFE-
STREET LOADING REQUIREMENT PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 152, FOR THE
PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 1515 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE, LOTS 001, 001A AND 008 IN
ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 6571, WITHIN THE MISSION STREET NCT (NEIGHBORHOOD
COMMERCIAL TRANSIT) ZONING DISTRICT AND THE 55/65-X HEIGHT AND BULK
DISTRICTS, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY ACT.

www . sfplanning.org
2
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Motion No. 19727 CASE NO. 2014.1020CUA
August 11, 2016 1515 South Van Ness Avenue

PREAMBLE

On January 28, 2015, Peter Schellinger of LMC San Francisco Holdings, LLC (hereinafter "Project
Sponsor”) filed Application No. 2014.1020CUA (hereinafter “Application™) with the Planning Department
(hereinafter “Department”) for a Conditional Use Authorization to demolish the existing building and
construct a new five to six-story 55 to 65 feet tall, mixed use building with 5,241 square feet of commercial
space and 157 dwelling units at 1515 South Van Ness Avenue (Block 6571 Lots 001, 001A and (08) in San
Francisco, California.

The environmental effects of the Project were determined by the San Francisco Planning Department to
have been fully reviewed under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan Environmental Impact Report
(hereinafter “EIR”). The EIR was prepared, circulated for public review and comment, and, at a public
hearing on August 7, 2008, by Motion No. 17661, certified by the Commission as complying with the
California Environmental Quality Act (Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21600 et seq., thereinafter “CEQA”).
The Commission has reviewed the Final EIR, which has been available for this Commissions review as
well as public review.

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR is a Program EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15168(c)}(2), if the lead
agency finds that no new effects could occur or no new mitigation measures would be required of a
proposed project, the agency may approve the project as being within the scope of the project covered by
the program EIR, and no additional or new environmental review is required. In approving the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan, the Commission adopted CEQA Findings in its Motion No. 17661 and hereby
incorporates such Findings by reference.

Additionally, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provides a streamlined environmental review for
projects that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan
or general plan policies for which an EIR was certified, except as might be necessary to examine whether
there are project—specific effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. Section 15183 specifies
that examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that (a) are peculiar to the
project or parcel on which the project would be located, (b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a
prior EIR on the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent, (c)
are potentially significant off-site and cumulative impacts which were not discussed in the underlying
EIR, or(d) are previously identified in the EIR, but which are determined to have a more severe adverse
impact than that discussed in the underlying EIR. Section 15183(c) specifies that if an impact is not
peculiar to the parcel or to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for that project solely
on the basis of that impact.

On July 12, 2016, the Department determined that the proposed application did not require further
environmental review under Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code Section
21083.3. The Project is consistent with the adopted zoning controls in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area
Plan and was encompassed within the analysis contained in the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR. Since
the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR was finalized, there have been no substantial changes to the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plan and no substantial changes in circumstances that would require major
revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or an increase
in the severity of previously identified significant impacts, and there is no new information of substantial

SAN FRANCISED 2
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Motion No. 19727 CASE NO. 2014.1020CUA
August 11, 2016 1515 South Van Ness Avenue

imporfance that would change the conclusions set forth in the Final EIR. The file for this project,
including the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR and the Community Plan Exemption certificate, is
available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San
Francisco, California.

larming Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) setting
forth mitigation measures that were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR that are applicable
to the project. These mitigation measures are set forth in their entirety in the MMRP attached to the draft
Motion as Exhibit C.

The Planning Department Comimission Secretary is the custodian of records, located in the File for Case
No. 2014.1020CUA at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francdisco, California.

On August 11, 2016, the Planning Commission (“Commission”) conducted a duly noticed public hearing
at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Authorization Application No. 2014,1020CUA.

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department
staff, and other interested parties.

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use Authorization for a Planned Unit
Development requested in Application No. 2014.1020CUA, subject to the conditions contained in
“EXHIBIT A" of this motion, based on the following findings:

FINDINGS

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

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission.

2. Site Description and Present Use. The Project is located on three lots with a total area of
approximately 35,714 sq. ft. that have approximately 172 ft. of frontage along South Van Ness
Avenue, 245 ft. along 26™ Street and 145 ft. along Shotwell Street. The project site is currently
improved with a 31,680 sq. ft. two-story industrial building that was constructed in 1948 and
most recently occupied by the McMillan Electric Company until early 2015.

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Project is located in the southernmost-area of
the Mission Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District and within the
boundaries of the Mission Area Plan. The immediate context is mixed in character with
residential, commercial and industrial uses. The neighborhood includes automotive repair uses
to the north and west, three to four-story residential development to the north and east and
commercial uses to the south that include a fuel station and automotive parts store. Within the
broader vicinity are the Primera Iglesia Bautista Hispano Americana Church and Garfield Square
Recreation Center. The project site is also located within the boundaries of the proposed Calle 24

SAN ERANCISCO 3
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Special Use Disti  which was established as part of the ini.__ .a controls by the Board of
Supervisors per Ordinance No. 133-15, and the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District, which was
established by Board of Supervisors Resolution, File No. 140421 in May 2014. Other zoning
districts in the vicinity of the project site include P (Public), RTO-M (Residential, Transit Oriented
- Mission), RM-1 (Residential, Mixed-Low Density) and the 24th-Mission NCT (Neighborhood
Commercial Transit) Zoning District.

4. Project Description. The proposed Project includes demolition of the existing building on the
project site and new construction of a 55 to 65 feet tall, five- to six-story Planned Unit
Development (PUD) with a total area of approximately 180,277 square feet that includes 138,922
square feet of residential uses for 157 dwelling units, approximately 5,241 square feet of
commercial space in the form of one retaijl storefront and six trade shops on the ground floor,
approximately 32,473 square feet dedicated to vehicular parking for 82 cars and 150 secure
bicycle parking spaces in a partially underground garage. The proposed dwelling units would
range in size from approximately 399 to 1,254 square feet and would include 88 studios, five one-
bedroom units and 64 two-bedroom units. Private open space would be provided for ten units,
and a total of 15,508 square feet of common open space would be provided through an internal
courtyard and roof deck. The Project would also include a lot merger of Lots 001, 001A and 008
on Block 6571.

5. Public Comment. The Department has received a petition of support signed by nineteen
residents and nearby businesses, nineteen support letters from residents and organizations
including from the San Francisco Housing Action Coalition, S.F. Electrical Contractors
Association/Electrical Workers Local 6, and the recent owner and tenant (McMillan Electric
Company). The Department also received four letters opposing the project, and two letters
stating concerns about the development’s proposed height and environmental impacts that were
not analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR.

In addition to the required pre-application meeting that was held on December 15, 2014 at City
College on 1125 Valencia Street, the Project Sponsor has conducted additional public outreach
that included the following meetings:

3/11/2015 Mission Economic Development Agency 2301 Mission Street
3/12/2015 | Jamestown Community Center 3382 26t Street
4/7/2015 Mission Asset Fund 3269 Mission Street
5/13/2015 Town Hall Meeting #1 1500 South Van Ness Avenue
6/5/2015 Town Hall Meeting #2 1500 South Van Ness Avenue
10/22/2015 Town Hall Meeting #3 1500 South Van Ness Avenue
2/2/2016 CAST 70 Otis Street
2/24/2016 SF Housing Action Coalition (SFHAC) 95 Brady Street
4/4/2016 SFMade 926 Howard Street
4/12/2016 Open House #1 Mission Cultural Center - 2868 Mission
?ﬁmﬁl‘:{o} BEFPARTMENT 4
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Motion No. 18727 CASE NO. 2014.1020CUA

August 11, 2016 1515 South Van Ness Avenue
Street
6/2/2016 La Cocina 2948 Mission Street
6/22/2016 Town Hall Meeting #4 Mission Cultural Center - 2868 Mission
Street
6/30/2016 Open House #2 i Mission Cultural Center - 2868 Mission
i Street

The Departinent acknowledges that numerous meetings were organized and facilitated by
residents and stakeholder groups, but does not have a record of when they were held and at
which locations.

6. Planning Code Compliance: The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the
relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner:

A. Non-Residential Floor Area Ratio. Planning Code Sections 124 and 736.20 permit a
maximum floor to area ratio of 3.6 to 1 for the subject 35,714 sq. ft. project site.

The Project proposes 5,241 sq. fi. of commercial space that is equal to a ratio of 0.14 to 1 and therefore
complies with Planning Code Sections 124 and 736.20.

B. RearYard. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 134(a){(1)(C), a 25% rear yard or an area equal
to that provided via inner courtyards shall be provided at the lowest story containing a
dwelling unit, and at each succeeding level or story of the building. The proposed project
requires a rear yard of at least 8,929 sq. ft. at every residential level.

The Project proposes an inner courtyard that is approximately 8,687 sq. ft., which is 242 sq. ft. less
than the required area; therefore, the Project requests a modification to this requirement as permitted
under Planning Code Section 304 for Planned Unit Developments for the following reasons: 1) the
Project includes residential uses with a comparable amount of usable open space totaling 16,506 sg. ft.
at the inner courtyard and at the sixth floor of the building that will be more accessible to residents; 2)
the Project is located on a block that includes an automotive parts store and two automotive repair
shops and will not significantly impede the access of light and air to the adjacent properties; and 3} the -
Project will not adversely affect the block’s interior open space because interior open space does not
exist on the subject block.

C. Usable Residential Open Space. Planning Code Sections 135 and 736.93 require a minimum
of 80 sq. ft. of private open space per dwelling unit, or 100 sq. ft. of common open space per
dwelling unit. Private usable open space shall have a minimum horizontal dimension of six
feet and a minimum area of 36 sq. ft. if located on a deck, balcony, porch or roof, and shall
have a minimum horizontal dimension of 10 feet and a minimum area of 100 sq. ft. if located
on open ground, a terrace or the surface of an inner or outer court. Common usable open
space shall be at least 15 feet in every horizontal dimension and shall be a minimum are of
300 sq ft. Further, inner courts may be credited as common usable open space if the enclosed
space Is not less than 20 feet in every horizontal dimension and 400 sq. ft. in area, and if the

SAM FRANGISCO 5
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Motion No. 19727 CASE NO. 2014.1020CUA
August 11, 2016 1515 South Van Ness Avenue

height of the walls and projections above the court on at least three sides is such that no point
on any such wall or projection is higher than one foot for each foot that such point is
horizontally distant from the opposite side of the clear space in the court.

The Project provides 6,853 sq. ft. of usable common open space through a ground floor inner courtyard
that mensures 130 feet by 110 feet at its widest point to allow the minimum required amount of
sunlight penetration. An additional 8,655 sq. ft. of common open space is provided by a roof deck at the
sixth floor of the building. The Project alsc provides a combined 1,000 sq. fi. of private open space for
ten ground floor units that open onto the inner courtyard. Although the Project also provides an
additional 842 sq. ft. of non-compliant open space, the 15,508 sg. ft. of common usable open space
exceeds the 14,700 sq. ft. that are required by the remaining 147 units. Therefore, the Project complies
with Planning Code Sections 135 and 736.93.

D. Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvements. Planning Code Section 138.1 requires a
streetscape plan, which includes elements from the Better Streets Plan, for new construction
on a lot greater than a half-acre in size.

The Project will include a streetscape plan that will comply with the City's Better Streets Plan and
include new street trees, landscape planters, sidewalk and other pedesirian improvements in
compliance with Planning Code Section 138.1. This includes maintaining the sidewalk width at 12-ft.
on 26% Street and 15-ft. on Shotwell Street, a new 2-ft. courtesy strip befween the curb and sidewalk
plantings, a corner bulb-out at South Van Ness Avenue and 26% Street that extends down 26% Street,
potentially another bulb-out at 26% and Shotwell Streets, street trees, plantings, bicycle parking and
other site furniture as needed. South Van Ness Avenue is a Vision Zero Corridor, and will receive a
signal timing upgrade, new curb famps, crosswalks and other pedestrian safety enhancements.
Therefore, the Sponsor will coordinate with MTA on these design changes as it constructs the new
bulb-out at 26% Street and South Van Ness Avenue to be consistent with other improvements planned
Jor this intersection.

E. Bird Safety. Planning Code Section 139 outlines the standards for bird-safe buildings,
including the requirements for location-related and feature-related hazards.

The Project is not located in close proximity to an Urban Bird Refuge and meets the requirements of
feature-related standards by not including any unbroken glazed segments 24 sq. ft. and larger in size.
Therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Section 139.

F. Dwelling Unit Exposure. Planning Code Section 140 requires the windows of at least one
room in each dwelling unit to face directly on an open area that includes a public street,
public alley at least 20 feet in width, side yard at least 25 feet in width, rear yard meeting the
requirements of the Planning Code, or an inner court or a space between separate buildings
on the same lot) which is unobstructed and is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal
dimension for the floor at which the dwelling unit in question is located and the fioor
immediately above it, with an increase of five feet in every horizontal dimension at each
subsequent floor.

SAM ERANGISCO 6
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The Project organizes all of the dwelling units to face South Van Ness Avenue, 26t Street, Shotwell
Street or the inner courtyard. Due the “L” shape of the Project site and the reduced horizontal
dimension of the courtyard at both ends of the building, three units on the fifth floor and two units on
the sixth floor do not meet the exposure requirement. The encroachment of these units into the required
open air space at the fifth and sixth floors is minimal. Therefore, the Project is seeking a modification
to the dwelling unit exposure requirements for five dwelling units as part of the Planned Unit
Development.

Street Frontages in Neighborhood Commercial Districts. Planning Code Section 145.1
requires the following for street fromtages in Neighborhood Commercial Districts: (1) not
more than 1/3 the width of the building facing the street may be devoted to ingress/egress to
parking; (2) off-street parking at street grade must be set back at least 25 feet; (3) “active” use
shall be provided within the first 25 feet of building depth at the ground floor; (4) ground
floor non-residential uses in shall have a floor-to-floor height of 14-feet; (5) frontages with
active uses shall be fenestrated with transparent windows; and, (6) decorative railings or
grillwork placed in front of or behind ground floor windows, shall be at least 75 percent open
to perpendicular views

The Project meets the following reguirements of Section 145.1: (1) the only automobile access to the
Project is located at the portion of Shotwell Street that runs diagonal to the remainder of the sireet
where a single 18-ft. wide garage door is proposed that is equal to 12.4 percent of the 145 feet of the
Shotwell Street fromiage; (2) the Project site decreases approximately ten feet in elevation from the
front to the rear of the property and all proposed parking is located below grade at the basement level
garage; (3) active uses including o corner commercial stovefront, six frade shops, a residential gmenity
room and dwelling units with elevated stoops that have direct access to the public street are proposed
along all three frontages of the building; (4) the corner commercial space at the ground floor will have q
generous floor-to-ceiling height of 20-feet; and (5) significantly more than two-thirds of the total street
[frontages are fenestrated with transparent windows.

However, the six trade shops along 26th Street will each have a floor-to-ceiling height of 11-feet, which
is less than the minimum required 14-feet. To mitigate this tmpact and promote an attractive, clearly
defined street frontage that is pedestrign-oriented and fine-grained, the trade shops will be designed
with wide openings that incorporate roll-up doors to provide direct access to the shops by the public
during business hours. Therefore, the Project seeking a modification to the 14-feet minimum clear
ceiling height requirement for the street-fronting trade shops units as part of the Planned Unit
Developmennt.

Off-Street Parking. Planning Code Section 151 principally permits 0.5 parking spaces per
dwelling unit, and up to 0.75 spaces with Conditional Use authorization. Additionally, one
off-street space for every 500 square-feet of occupied general retail uses is also permitted. The
Project is principally permitted to have 79 residential spaces and ten commercial spaces, for a
total of 89 spaces.

The Project proposes a total of 79 residential parking spaces in addition to three car-share spaces, and
no accessory commercial parking. Therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Section 151.1.
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Off-Street Freight Loading. Planning Section 152 requires one off-street loading space for
residential buildings that are between: 100,001 and 200,000 gross square feet in area.

The Project includes approximately 138,922 sq. ft. of residential uses and requires at least one off-
street freight loading space. The Project provides two off-street service vehicle spaces at the basement
level garage near South Van Ness Avenue and is requesting an exception to this requirement for one
on-street freight loading space on 26% Street as part of the Planned Unit Development.

Bicycle Parking. Planning Code Section 155.2 requires one Class 1 bicycle parking space for
each dwelling unit up to 100 units, and one Class 1 space for every four units above a density
of 100 dwelling units. Additionally, one Class 2 space for every 20 units is required, and each
2,500 sq. ft. of accupied commercial floor area. The Project is required to have a minimum of
114 Class 1 and ten Class 2 bicycle parking spaces.

The Project includes a total of 150 Class 1 spaces located in fwo separate rooms at the basement level
that have independent access to/from Shotwell Street and South Van Ness Avenue and eight Class 2
parking spaces at the corner of 26% Street and South Van Ness Avenue. Therefore, the Project complies
with Planning Code Section 155.2.

Curb Cuts. Planning Code Section 155(1) limits driveways crossing sidewalks to be no wider
than necessary for ingress and egress, and shall be arranged to minimize the width and
frequency of curb cuts to maximize on-street parking spaces and minimize conflicts with
pedestrian and transit movements,

The Project will utilize an existing 20-ft. wide curb cut along the portion of Shotwell Street that runs
diggonal to the remainder of the street fo provide ingresslegress to the basement level garage, will not
eliminate any on-street parking spaces and will not result in any conflicts with pedestrians or transit
mtovement in compliance with Planning Code Section 155.

Car Share Requirements. Planning Code Section 166 requires one car-share parking space
for projects with 50 to 200 residential units.

The Project provides three car share spaces at the basement level garage to serve the 157 dwelling units
and complies with Planning Code Section 166.

Unbundled Parking. Planning Code Section 167 requires that all off-street parking spaces
accessory to residential uses in new structures of 10 dwelling units or more be leased or sold
separately from the rental or purchase fees for dwelling units for the life of the dwelling
units.

The Project is providing off-street parking that is accessory to the dwelling units. These spaces will be
unbundled and sold and/or leased separately from the dwelling units in compliance with Planning
Code Section 167.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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N. Dwelling Unit Mix. Planning Code Section 207.6 requires that no less than 40 percent of the

AN FRANGISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

total number of proposed dwelling units contain at least two bedrooras, or no less than 30
percent of the total number of proposed dwelling units contain at least three bedrooms.

The Project provides 88 studios, five one-bedroom and 64 two-bedroom units that are equal to 41
percent of the unit mix, which meels the vequirements of Planning Code Section 207.6.

Shadow Analysis. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 295, projects over 40 feet in height that
will cast any shade or shadow upon any property under the jurisdiction of, or designated for
acquisition by, the Recreation and Park Commission requires approval by the Planning
Commission pursuant to the provisions of Section 295.

A preliminary shadow analysis conducted by the Planning Department based on the plans submitted
tndicates that there would be no shadows cast on properties under the jurisdiction of the Recreation
and Park Department. Therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Section 295.

Transportation Sustainability Fee. Planning Code Section 411A imposes a Transportation
Sustainability Fee (“TSF”} that would apply to large projects such as 1515 South Van Ness
Avenue. The TSF (Ordinance No. 200-15) that was adopted and went into effect on December
25, 2015 provides that residential, non-residential and PDR uses shall pay the TSF to address
the burden that new development will create on the City’s transportation network, including
all modes of transportation. The TSE will provide revenue that is significantly below the costs
that SFMTA and other transit providers will incur to mitigate the transportation
infrastructure and service needs resulting from the development.

The Project includes approximately 147,804 gross sq. fi. of new development that is subject to the
Transportation Sustainability Fee, as outlined in Planning Code Section 411A. However, the Project
will receive a credit for the existing 31,680 sq. ft. of PDR use on the Project site. These fees must be
paid prior to the issuance of the building permit application.

Child Care Requirement for Residential Projects. Planning Code Section 414A requires the
Department to determine the applicability of Section 414A io any development project
requiring a First Construction Document and, if Section 414A is applicable, the number of
gross square feet of space subject to its requirements, and shall impose these requirements as
a condition of approval for issuance of the First Construction Document for the development
project to mitigate the impact on the availability of child-care facilities that will be caused by
the residents atfracied to the proposed development project.

The Project proposes 157 new dwelling units totaling 138,922 sq. ft. and will be required to pay a fee
for each net mew gross square feet of residential development. These fees must be paid prior to the
issuance of the building permit application.

Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. Planning Code Section 415 sets forth the
requirements and procedures for the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. Under
Planning Code Section 415.3, these requirements would apply to projects that consist of 10 or
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more units, where the first application (EE or BPA) was applied for on or after July 18, 2006.
Pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.5 and 415.6, the current Inclusionary Affordable
Housing Program requirement for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative is to provide
12% of the proposed dwelling units as affordable. This requirement is subject to change
under a proposed Charter amendment and pending legislation if the voters approve the
Charter Amendment at the June 7, 2016 election. Recently adopted Ordinance No. 76-16 (File
No. 160255) will become effective after the election is certified and includes grandfathering
provisions for projects that were submitted to the Planning Department prior to January 12,
2016.

The Project Sponsor has demonstrated that it is eligible for the On-Site Affordable Housing
Alternative under Planning Code Section 415.5 and 415.6, and has submitted a "Affidavit of
Complignce with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415, to
satisfy the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program by providing the affordable
housing on-site instead of through payment of the Affordable Housing Fee. In order for the Project ~
Sponsor to be eligible for the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative, the Project Sponsor must
submit an ‘Affidavit of Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning
Code Section 415, to the Planning Depariment stating that any affordable units designated as on-
site units shall be sold as ownership units and will remain as ownership units for the life of the
project or submit to the Department a contract demonstrating that the project’s on- or off-site units
are not subject to the Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act, California Civil Code Section 1954.50
because, under Section 1954.52(b), the Project Sponsor has entered into an agreement with o public
entity in consideration for a direct financial contribution or any other form of assistance specified in
California Government Code Sections 65915 et seq. and submits an Affidavit of such to the
Department. All such contracis entered into with the City and County of San Prancisco must be
reviewed and approved by the Mayor's Office Housing and the City Attorney’s Office. The Project
Sponsor has indicated the intention to enter into an agreement with the City fo qualify for a waiver
from the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act based upon the proposed density bonus and concessions
provided by the City and approved herein. The Project Sponsor submitted such Affidavit on fanuary
16, 2016 and a draft of the Costa Hawkins agreement on July 11, 2016. The EE application was
submitted on December 3, 2014. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.3 and 415.6 the current on-
site requirement is 12%. Nineteen (19) units [ten (10) studios, one (1) one-bedroom and eight (8)
two-bedroom] of the 157 units provided will be affordable rental units. If the Project becomes
ineligible to meet its Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program obligation through the On-site
Affordable Housing Alfernative, it must pay the Affordable Housing Fee with interest, if applicable.
The Profect must execute the Costa Hawkins agreement prior to Planning Commission approval or
must revert to payment of the Affordable Housing Fee.

S. Eastern Neighborhood Infrastructure Impact Fees. Planning Code Section 423 is applicable
to any development project in the Eastern Neighborhoods Program Area which results in
at least one net new residential unit or the new construction of a non-residential use.

The Project includes the construction of approximately 138,922 gross sq. ft. of new residential
space and 5,241 gross sq. ft. of commercial use. These uses are subject to Eastern Neighborhood
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Infrastructure Impact Fees as outlined in Planning Code Section 423 and must be paid prior to the
issuance of the building permit.

7. Conditional Use Authorization for Development of Large Lats. Planning Code Section 121.1
establishes the following additional criteria the Planning Commission shall consider for new
construction on lots of the same size or larger than 10,000 sq. ft. in the Mission Sireet NCT
District:

A. The mass and facade of the proposed structure are compatible with the existing scale of the

district.

The proposed structure includes & mass and fagade that takes cues from the existing structure and
surrounding neighborhood with & combination of residential, commercigl and industrial uses that are
two to four stories in height fo create u building that is the scale envisioned for this large site. The
proposed development breaks up the massing by creating three distinct frontages and building features
to wisually break up the massing. Modulation is also incorporated on all floors and all sides of the
structure to present a fagade that is varied and interesting on a pedestrian level as well as on a larger
scule.

The facade of the proposed structure is compatible with the design features of adjacent
facades that contribute to the positive visual quality of the district.

The Project’s design reflects the influences of the surrounding neighborhood and the site, and takes
cues from the existing structure. The design integrates the rhythm of the existing bays in the
commercial unit at the corner of South Van Ness Avenue and 26% Street and includes pedestrian scale
walk-up units along 26th Street, across from the existing residential uses. Along South Van Ness
Avenue, the design and fagade reflects the more commercial and vibrant nature of the froniage,
whereas along 26th Street and Shotwell Street, a more residential and smaller scale design is proposed
to coincide with the more residential character of those streets. By breaking the design and massing
into three distinct parts the building integrates well into the neighborhvod and creates a positive visunl
addition to the neighborhood and district.

8. Conditional Use Authorization. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the
Commission to consider when reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval. On balance,
the project does comply with said criteria in that:

A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the

SAN FRANGISCD
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proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible
with, the neighborhood or the community.

The surrounding neighborhood is comprised of a mix of residential and commercial buildings. To the
west across South Van Ness Avenue are fwo story structures consisting of residentinl over ground
Aoor automotive and retail uses To the north across 26th Street are a two to three story multi-family
residential development and a single-story automotive repair use. Across Shotwell Street to the east are
several four story multi-family dwelling units and immediately adjacent to the Project site, to the
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south, are retail and automotive repair uses. In gemeral, the Project Site is surrounded by
predominately single- and multi-family residential uses to the north and south and commercial and
industrial uses to the east and west.

The primarily residential use of the Project is consistent with the goals and objectives of the Mission
Area Plan of the Eastern Neighborhoods Planning Area. In addition, the proposed commercial ground
floor retail would activate the street level and serve the adjacent residential neighborhood. All building
frontages will include improved pedestrian amenities such as landscaping and sidewalk inprovements
to create a pedestrian scale that is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. The 0.8 acre Project
site is large and the density and infensity proposed is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood
and is desired given 1515 South Van Ness Avenue’s location along major roadways and transit
corridors. The wuse of the Project site for residential uses is also compatible with the surrounding
character of the neighborhood and community.

B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project
that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working
the area, in that:

1. Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and
arrangement of structures;

The Project site consists of an irregularly-shaped 35,714 sq. ft. lot with frontages along South Van
Ness Avenue, 26th Street and Shotwell Streef, A 31,680 square foot structure and associated
surface parking lot currently exists on the Project site and would be demolished as part of the
Project. Given the irregular lot shape, the Project proposes a single structure that maintains the
street wall along all frontages but also provides an interior courtyard adjacent to the properties to
the south to establish a mid-block pattern of open space for future block development.

The proposed structure conforms to the Planning Code requirements for height and bulk and steps
down in height from South Van Ness Avenue to Shotwell Street. The Project sife is also within
two height districts and the proposed development complies with these 55- and 65-feet districts,
which bisect along 26th Street, and provides a transition in vertical and horizontal massing where
the height district change occurs.

2. The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of
such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;

The Project includes 157 new dwelling units on a site adjacent to South Van Ness Avenue and
just north of Cesar Chavez Street, which two major arterial roadways providing vehicular and
transit access throughout the City. The Project proposes 82 off-street parking spaces including
three dedicated car share spaces in q 32,473 sq. ft. underground garage accessed through an 18-ft.
wide drive aisle off Shotwell Street. The proposed parking ratio is 0.50 spaces per dwelling unit
and the Project includes one on-street loading space along 26th Street. The Project also includes
150 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces at the basement level and ten Class 2 bicycle parking spaces
adjacent to the residential entry. Pedestrian access to the Project will be via the main lobby along
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26th Street and secondary access will be provided via the leasing office along South Van Ness
Avenue.

The Project is adjacent fo an established street network of north-south and enst-west arterials, and
will not impact the accessibility or traffic patterns in the surrounding roadways. For these
reasons, the Project will not result in parking or traffic that would be detrimental to the henlth,
safety, convenience or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious
to property, intprovements or potential development in the vicinity.

3. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxicus or offensive emissions such as noise, glare,
dust and odor;

The Project would not create any noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust and
odor during .construction or operation. All comstruction activities will comply with the San
Francisco Building Code requirements for construction, which includes compliance with air
guality control measures for dust and odor. The design of the facade will include non-reflective
materigls and will not result in or create glare. Operation of the Project site as g primarily
residential development will not generate noxious or offensive emissions such as noise or odor.

4. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces,
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;

The Project will comply with the City’s Better Streets Plan and will include active ground floor
uses and significant new landscaping and streetscape improvements. The structure will be set
back along South Van Ness Avenue to provide additional landscaping and interest at a pedestrian
scale along this frontage. Along 26th Street, walk-up dwelling units are proposed that include
small landscaped porches and other green areas. New street trees are proposed along all frontages
as well as landscape planters and other pedesirian improvements.

The Project includes significant open areas for use by the residents including 1,000 sq. ft. of
private open space through at-grade private yards and 15,508 sq. ft. of common open space
through a 6,853 sq. ft. ground floor patio courtyard and an 8,655 sq. ft. rooftop deck. In addition,
there is 842 sq. fi. of other non-code compliant open space. In total, the Project is proposing 17,350
square feet of open aregs for future residents. All parking facilities are located off-street and
screened, as applicable, with adjacent landscaping enhancements. Additional lighting is also
provided adjacent to these aveas for pedestrian safety and to indicate the location of vehicular
ingress and egress.

C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code
and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

The procedures for Planned Unit Developments under Planning Code Section 304 are intended for
projects on sites of considerable size, developed as integrated units and designed to produce an
environment of stable and desirable character which will benefit the occupants, the neighborhood and
the City as a whole. In cases of outstanding overall design, complementary to the design and values of
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the surrounding area, such a project may merit g well-reasoned modification of certain provisions
contained elsewhere in this Code. As discussed above, the Project requests modifications from the
minimum vear yard, dwelling unit exposure, ground floor frontages and off-street loading
requirements of Planning Code Sections 134, 140, 145.1 and 152, respectively. Otherwise, the Project
meets all of the applicable provisions of the Planning Code and the General Plan.

D. Such use or feature as proposed will provide development that is in conformity with the
stated purpose of the applicable Use District; and

The Project is located within the Mission Street NCT Zoning District that has controls designed to

" permit moderate-scale buildings. New neighborhood-serving commercial development is encouraged
mainly at the ground story with most commercial uses prohibited above the second story. A
continuous retail frontage is promoted by requiring ground floor commercial uses in new
developments and prohibiting curb cuts. Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above
the ground story. Housing density is not controlled by the size of the lof but by physical envelope
controls. The Project conforms to the stated purpose of this district and is an appropriate in-fill
development that will add 157 new dwelling units to the City’s housing stock and 5,241 square feet of
commercial space in an grea that encourages the development of high-density, mid-rise housing and
continuous ground floor commercial frontage with pedestrian-oriented retail activities.

E. The use or feature satisfies any criteria specific to the use or feature in Subsections (g), et seq.
of this Section.

The Project does not require Conditiongl Use Authorization for any use or feature listed in Subsection
(g) et seq.

9. Planned Unit Development. Planning Code Section 304 establishes that in addition to the criteria
applicable to conditional uses stated in Section 303, the proposed development shall alsc meet the
following criteria:

A. Affirmatively promote applicable objectives and policies of the General Plary
The Project promotes the applicable objectives and policies of the General Plan as described below.
B. Provide off-streei parking adequate for the occupaﬁcy proposed;

The Project would provide 79 private accessory residential parking spaces, that is equal to 0.5 parking
spaces per dwelling unit, which is consistent with the principally permitted parking under the
Planning Code.

C. Provide open space usable by the occupants and, where appropriate by the general public, at
least equal to the open spaces required by this Code;

The Project includes significant open aregs for use by the residents including 1,000 sq. ft. of private
open space through at-grade private yards and 15,508 sg. ft. of common open space through a 6,853 sq.
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ft. ground flooy patio courtyard and an 8,655 sq. ft. vooftop deck. I addition, there is 842 sq. fi. of
other non-code compliant open space. In total, the Project is proposing 17,350 square feet of open areas
for future residents.

D. Be limited in dwelling unit density to less than the density that would be allowed by Article 2
of the Code for a district permitting a greater density, so that the Planned Unit Development
would not be substantially equivalent to a reclassification of property;

The Project Site is located in the Mission Street NCT District where there is no defined limit on
residentinl density. Rather, limits fo density are restricted by physical em)eloﬁe controls and Urban
Design Guidelines of the Planning Cede. In addition, density is limited by Planning Code Section
207.6, which provides that 40 percent of the total number of dwelling units must be two plus bedroom
units or 30 percent of the total number of dwelling units must be three plus bedroom units. The
Project is proposing that 64 of the 157 dwelling units (40.8%) wounld be two bedroont units. Thus, the
proposed PUD for the Project is not equivalent to a reclassification of the property

E. Under no circumstances be excepted from any height limit established by Article 2.5 of this
Code;

The Project does not exceed the applicable height limits in which it is located. The Project maintains a
height of 55-ff within the 55-X portion of the site, and a height of 65-ft within the 65-X portion of the
site.

F. In NC Districts, be limited in gross floor area to that allowed under the floor area ratio limit
permitted for the district in Section 124 and Article 7 of this Code;

The Project proposes 5,241 sq. ft. of commercigl space that is equal to a floor ratio of 0.14 to 1 and
therefore complies with Planning Code Sections 124 and 736.20.

G. InNC Districts, not violate the use limitations by story set forth in Article 7 of this Code;

The proposed Project complies with this criterion because commercial and other residential accessory
active uses will occupy the ground floor and residential uses will occupy the upper floors, consistent
with the use limitations of the Mission Street NCT District pursuant to Planning Code Section 736.

H. In RTO and NCT Districts, include the extension of adjacent alleys or streets onto or through
the site, and/or the creation of new publicly accessible streets or alleys through the site as
appropriate, in order to break down the scale of the site, continue the surrounding existing
pattern of block size, streets and alleys;

The Project site is gn irregularly shaped lot located fust north of Cesar Chavez Street along South Van
Ness Avenue within the Mission Street NCT District, which is not subject to the mid-block alley
controls under Section Planning Code Section 270.2. Additionally, the lot tapers from 26th Street to
Shotwell Street and does not provide the width, depth or location on the block for an appropriate mid-
block cut through or access.
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I. Provide street trees as per the requirement of Section 138.1 of the Code;

The Project will comply with this criterion by providing the minimum required sStreet trees as an
element of the streetscape plan the Sponsor will develop and construct in collaboration with the
Planning Department to be consistent with fhe Better Streets Plan.

J. Provide landscaping and permeable surfaces in any required setbacks in accordance with
Section 132 {g) and (h).

The Project will comply with this criterion by providing landscaping and permeable surfaces as part of
the streetscape plan that the Sponsor will develop and construct in collaboration with the Planning
Department to be consistent with the Better Streets Plan.

10. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives
and Policies of the General Plan:

HOUSING ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE
CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

Policy 1.1
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially
affordable housing.

Policy 1.2

Focus housing growth and infrastructure necessary to support growth according to community
plans. Complete planning underway in key opportunity areas such as Treasure Island,
Candlestick Park and Hunter's Point Shipyard.

Policy 1.10
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely
on public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips.

The Project is a higher density residential development, which provides up to 157 new dwelling units in a
mixed-use area that was recently rezoned as part of a long range planning goal to create a cohesive
residential and mixed-use neighborhood. The Project will provide nineteen on-site affordable housing units
for rent, which assist in meeting the City’s affordable housing goals. The Project is also in close proximity
to numerous public transportation options.

OBJECTIVE 4
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FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS
LIFECYCLES.

Policy 4.1
Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with
children.

Policy 4.4
Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasizing permanently
affordable rental units wherever possible.

Policy 4.5

Ensure that new permanently affordable housing is located in all of the City’s neighborhoods,
and encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types provided at a range of
income levels.

The Project will add 157 dwelling units to the City's housing stock, and meets the affordable housing
requirements by providing for nineteen on-site permanently affordable units for rent,

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

Policy 11.1
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty,
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character,

Policy 11.2
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals.

Policy 11.3
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing
residential neighborhood character.

Policy 11.4
Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and
density plan and the General Plan.

Policy 11.6
Foster a sense of communmity through architectural design, using features that promote
community interaction.

Policy 11.8
Consider a neighborhood’s character when integrating new uses, and minimize disruption
caused by expansion of institutions into residential areas.
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OBJECTIVE 12
BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES THE
CITY’S GROWING POPULATION.

Policy 12.2
Consider the proximity of quality of life elements such as open space, child care, and
neighborhood services, when developing new housing units.

OBJECTIVE 13
PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND CONSTRUCTING
NEW HOUSING.

Policy 13.1
Support “smart” regional growth that locates new housing close to jobs and transit.

Policy 13.1
Promote sustainable land use patterns that integrate housing with transportation in order to
increase transit, pedestrian, and bicycle mode share.

The Project responds fo the site’s mixed-character by providing new dwelling units, which appropriately
address the adjacent residential, light industrial and retail commercial uses. The Project appropriately
responds to the varied characler of the larger neighborhood, and the building’s facades provide a unique
expression not commonly found within the surrounding area, while providing for a contrasting material
palette. The Project site is ideally situated with easy access to fransit routes along Mission Street and Cesar
Chavez Street, and is within walking distance to the 24th Street Bay Area Regional Transit (BART)
station that promotes “smart” regional growth.

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 6. MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL
AREAS EASILY ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS.

Policy 6.9
Regulate uses so that traffic impacts and parking problems are minimized.

The project proposes 79 off-street parking spaces and three designated car-share spaces in an underground
garage that are accessed by a single 20-foot wide vehicular drivewny and curb cut along Shotwell Street.
Two service vehicle loading spaces are also located in the garage and one on-street freight loading space is
also proposed on 26% Street. The location of the basement level parking entrancelexit is the most
appropriate for the project, ensures active uses are located along all the street frontages, and minimizes arny
conflicts with the pedestrian and transit movements.

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies
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OBJECTIVE 4:
PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR RECREATION AND THE ENJOYMENT OF OPEN SPACE IN
EVERY SAN FRANCISCO NEIGHBORHOOD.

Policy 4.5:
Regquire private usable sutdoor open space in new residential development.

Policy 4.6:
Assure the provision of adequate public open space to serve new residential development.

The Project provides 6,853 sq. ft. of usable common open space through a ground floor inner courtyard that
measures 130-ft. by 110+t at its widest point to allow the minimum required amount of sunlight
penetration. An additional 8,655 sg. ft. of conmon opert space is provided by a roof deck at the sixth floor of
the building. The Project also provides a combined 1,000 sq. ft. of private open space for ten ground floor
unils that open onto the inner courtyard. Although the Project also provides an additional 842 sq. ft. of
non-compliant open space, the 15,508 sq. ft. of common usable open space exceeds the 14,700 sq. ft. that are
required by the remaining 147 units. Therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Sections 135 and
736.93.

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 24:
IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 24.2:
Maintain and expand the planting of street trees and the infrastructure to support them.

Policy 24.3:
Install pedestrian-serving street furniture where appropriate,

Policy 24.4:
Preserve pedestrian-oriented building frontages.

The Project includes active uses including a corner commercial storefront with a generous floor-to-ceiling
height of 20-feet, six trade shops that will have large roll-up doors, a residential amenity roon: and dwelling
units with elevated stoops that have direct access to the public street along all three frontages of the
building that would also be more than two-thirds fenestrated with transparent windows. The Project will
incliude a streetscape plan that will comply with the City’s Better Streets Plan and include new street frees,
landscape planters, sidewalk and other pedestrian improvements to further activate the building froniages.
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OBJECTIVE 28:
PROVIDE SECURE AND CONVENIENT PARKING FACILITIES FOR BICYCLES.

Policy 28.1:
Provide secure bicycle parking in new governmental, commercial, and residential developments.

Policy 28.3:
Provide parking facilities which are safe, secure, and convenient.

The Project includes 150 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and ten Class 2 bicycle parking spaces in secure,
convenient locations, thus meeting the amount required by the Planning Code.

OBJECTIVE 34;
RELATE THE AMOUNT OF PARKING IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS AND-NEIGHBORHOOD
COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS TO THE CAPACITY OF THE CITY’S STREET SYSTEM AND LAND
USE PATTERNS.

Policy 34.1;

Regulate off-street parking in new housing so as to guarantee needed spaces without requiring
excesses and to encourage low auto ownership in neighborhoods that are well served by transit
and are convenient fo neighborhood shopping.

Policy 34.3:
Permit minimal or reduced off-street parking supply for new buildings in residential and
commercial areas adjacent to transit centers and along transit preferential streets.

Policy 34.5:

Minimize the construction of new curb cuts in areas where on-street parking is in short supply
and locate them in a manner such that they retain or minimally diminish the number of existing
on-street parking spaces.

The Project adheres to the principally permitted parking amounts within the Planning Code. The 82
proposed parking spaces are adequate for the Project that are accessed by one access point using an existing
driveway that will not eliminate any existing on-street parking spaces.

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:
EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION.

Policy 1.3:
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Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the city
and its districts.

Policy 1.7:
Recognize the natural boundaries of districts, and promote connections between districis.

OBJECTIVE 3:
MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE CITY PATTERN,
THE RESOURCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 3.1:
Promote harmony in the visual relationships and transitions between new and older buildings.

Policy 3.3:
Promuote efforts to achieve high quality of design for buildings to be constructed at prominent
locations. ;

Policy 3.4:
Promote building forms that will respect and improve the integrity of open spaces and other
public areas

OBJECTIVE 4:
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL
SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OFPORTUNITY.

Policy 4.5:
Design walkways and parking facilities to minimize danger to pedestrians.

Policy 4.13:
Improve pedestrian areas by providing human scale and interest.

The Project’s design reflecis the influences of the surrounding neighborhood and the site, taking cues from
the existing structure. The Project site includes three very distinct frontages and the building design -
responds to this unique context by breaking the building into three separate parts creating different visugl
experiences across the Project frontage. This change also affords the opportunity to create a different
pedestrian experience at ground floor level on all three streets The Project site includes a unique
signature element at the corner of 26th Street and South Van Ness Avenue, and the building's massing is
broken down and modulated with elements such as ground floor setbacks, bay windows, private patios and
decks, and window variation. The exterior cladding is also varied with an expanded color palette to add fo
the scale and diversity of the building, integrating it into uniquely vibrant neighborhood.

MISSION AREA PLAN

Objectives and Policies
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Land Use

OBJECTIVE 1.1
STRENGTHEN THE MISSION’S EXISTING MIXED USE CHARACTER, WHILE
MAINTAINING THE NEIGHBORHOOD AS A PLACE TO LIVE AND WORK

Policy 1.1.8

While continuing to protect traditional PDR functions that need large, inexpensive spaces to
operate, also recognize that the nature of PDR businesses is evolving gradually so that their
production and distribution activities are becoming more integrated physically with their
research, design and administrative functions.

OBJECTIVE 1.2
IN AREAS OF THE MISSION WHERE HOUSING AND MIXED-USE IS
ENCOQURAGED, MAXIMIZE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IN KEEPING WITH
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER.

Policy 1.2.1
Ensure that in-fill housing development is compatible with its surroundings.

Policy 1.2.3
In general, where residential development is permitted, control residential density through
building height and bulk guidelines and bedroom mix requirements.

Policy 1.24
Identify portions of the Mission where it would be appropriate to increase maximum heights for
residential development.

Housing

OBJECTIVE 2.1
ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING CREATED
IN THE MISSION IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF

INCOMES

Policy 2.1.1

Require developers in some formally industrial areas to contribute towards the City’s very low-,
low-, moderate- and middle-income needs as identified in the Housing Element of the General
Plan.

OBJECTIVE 2.3
ENSURE THAT NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS SATISFY AN ARRAY OF
HOUSING NEEDS WITH RESPECT TO TENURE, UNIT MIX AND COMMUNITY
SERVICES
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Policy 2.3.3

Require that a significant number of units in new developments have two or more bedrooms,
except Senior Housing and SRO developments unless all Below Market Rate units are two or
more bedrooms,

Policy 2.3.5

Explore a range of revenue-generating tools including impact fees, public funds and grants,
assessment districts, and other private funding sources, to fund community and neighborhood
improvements.

Policy 2.3.6

Establish an impact fee to be allocated towards an Eastern Neighborhoods Public Benefit Fund to
mitigate the impacts of new development on transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and street
improvements, park and recreational facilities, and community facilities such as libraries, child
care and other neighborhood services in the area.

Built Form

OBJECTIVE 3.1
PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES THE MISSION’'S
DISTINCTIVE PLACE IN THE CITY’S LARGER FORM AND STRENGTHENS ITS
PHYSICAL FABRIC AND CHARACTER

Policy 3.1.1

Adopt heights that are appropriate for the Mission’s location in the city, the prevailing street and
block pattern, and the anticipated land uses, while preserving the character of its neighborhood
enclaves,

Policy 3.1.8

New development should respect existing patterns of rear yard open space. Where an existing
pattern of rear yard open space does not exist, new development on mixed-use-zoned parcels
should have greater flexibility as to where open space can be located.

OBJECTIVE 3.2
PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM AND ARCHITECTURAL CHARACTER THAT
SUPPORTS WALKING AND SUSTAINS A DIVERSE, ACTIVE AND SAFE PUBLIC
REALM

Policy 3.2.1
Require high quality design of street-facing building exteriors.

Policy 3.2.3
Minimize the visual impact of parking,

Policy 3.2.4
Strengthen the relationship between a building and its fronting sidewalk.
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Policy 3.2.6
Sidewalks abutting new developments should be constructed in accordance with locally
appropriate guidelines based on established best practices in streetscape design.

Transportation

OBJECTIVE 4.7
IMPROVE PUBLIC TRANSIT TO BETTER SERVE EXISTING AND NEW
DEVELOPMENT IN THE MISSION

Policy 4.7.2
Provide secure, accessible and abundant bicycle parking, particularly at transit stations, within
shopping areas and at concentrations of employment.

OBJECTIVE 4.8
ENCOURAGE ALTERNATIVES TO CAR OWNERSHIP AND THE REDUCTION
OF PRIVATE VEHICLE TRIPS

Policy 4.8.1
Continue to require car-sharing arrangements in new residential and commercial developments,

as well as any new parking garages.

Streets & Open Space

OBJECTIVE 5.3
CREATE A NETWORK OF GREEN STREETS THAT CONNECTS OPEN SPACES
AND IMPROVES THE WALKABILITY, AESTHETICS AND ECOLOGICAL
SUSTAINABILITY OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD.

Policy 5.3.1
Redesign underutilized portions of streets as public open spaces, including widened sidewalks or
medians, curb bulb-outs, “living streets” or green connector streets.

Policy 5.3.2
Maximize sidewalk landscaping, street trees and pedestrian scale street furnishing to the greatest
extent feasible.

The Project includes the demolition of 35,714 sq. ft. of PDR space that served as the headquarters for the
locally based McMillan Electric Company. This light industrial and commercial use is encouraged to be
retained within the Mission, as it provides blue-collar jobs, assists in diversifying the neighborhood
economy and provides a valued community resource. Although the Project results in a loss of PDR space,
the development at 1515 South Van Ness Avenue includes a significant amount of new housing, including
on-site BMR units as well as a diversity of housing types from small studios to larger family-sized units.
The Project is made possible as the result of the sale of the subject parcels by the McMillian Electric
Company which has already re-located to another location 1.5 miles away on Cesar Chavez Street. Overall,
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the Project includes appropriate uses encouraged by the Area Plan for this location. The Project provides
157 new dwelling units that will be quailable for rent. In addition, the Project is designed fo meet the
prescribed height and bulk limits, and includes the appropriate dwelling urit mix with more than 40% or
64 units having two bedrooms. The Project introduces o contemporary architectural wocabulary that is
sensitive to the prevailing scale and neighborhood fabric and provides a high quality designed exterior that
fentures a variety of materials, colors and textures including fiber cement board vertical siding, smooth
cement plaster, durable wood tone solid composite paneling, metal siding, aluminum storefronts, iron and
glass railings, and dark brenze frame gluminum windows. The Project provides ample private and common
open space and also improves the public rights-of-way with new streetscape improvements, street frees and
landscaping. The Pybjecf minimizes the impact of off-street parking in an underground garage and is in
proximity fo numerous public transit options. The Project is also compatible with the surrounding
residential, commercial and light industrial land uses. The Project will also pay the appropriate
development impact fees, including the Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fees. Despite the loss of PDR space,
on balance, the Project meets the Objectives and Policies of the Mission Area Plan.

11. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-plarming policies and requires
review of permits for consistency with said polides. Omn balance, the project does comply
with said policies in that:

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and fuiure
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be
enhanced.

The Project Site is currently occupied by a commercial building and associated parking lot for
McMillan Electric Company, an electrical contractor. The Project would demolish this building
and develop a new mixed-use residential building with 157 dwelling units, six irade shops and
1,074 square-feet of ground floor commercial space. Thus, the Project would provide new,
commercial retail space for the residents and adjacent residentiol neighborhood. In addition, the
new residents of the project would frequent the nearby existing retail uses.

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

The Project site is located in o mixed-use neighborhood that proposes fo provide 157 new, high
quality residences, a corner retail storefront and six irade shop spaces for local artisans and
muakers. The Project embraces the character of the existing neighborhood in its design and quality
of craftsmanship and is providing unit sizes compatible with the location.

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.

The Project does not currently possess any existing affordable housing. The Project will comply
with the City’s Inclusionary Housing Program by providing nineteen below-market rate dwelling
units for rent. Therefore, the Project will increase the stock of affordable housing units in the City.

D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transif service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.
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The Project is primarily a residential project that will create minimal, if any, new commuter
traffic that could over burden local streets or impact neighborhood parking. The Project would
provide 81 off-street parking spaces including two car share spaces that is equal to 0.5 spaces per
dwelling unit.

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

The Project does not include commercial office development. The Project proposes a mixed-use
residential and retail commercial development that will be consistent with the existing character of
the Mission neighborhood. The previous owner and occupant, McMillan Electric Company has
relocated to 1950 Cesar Chavez Street, which is located approximately 1.1 miles from 1515 South
Van Ness Avenue. Its new location is more easily served by large trucks and is located in a
predominately industrial and commercial neighborhood that is more compatible with its light
industrial use. The Project will not result in the loss of a locally owned company or the
displacement of any jobs.

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

The Project will be designed and constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safety
requirements of the Building Code. This proposal will not impact the Property’s ability to
withstand an earthquake.

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.
The Project site does not currently contain any City Landmarks or historic buildings.

H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development.

The Project will not cast new shadows on property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and
Park Commission, and is a distance away that it will not impact parks or open spaces or their
sunlight or vistas.

9. First Source Hiring. The Project is subject to the requirements of the First Source Hiring Program
as they apply to permits for residential development (Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative
Code), and the Project Sponsor shall comply with the requirements of this Program as to all
construction work and on-going employment required for the Project. Prior to the issuance of any
building permit to construct or a First Addendum to the Site Permit, the Project Sponsor shall
have a First Source Hiring Construction and Employment Program approved by the First Source
Hiring Administrator, and evidenced in writing. In the event that both the Director of Planning
and the First Source Hiring Administrator agree, the approval of the Employment Program may
be delayed as needed.
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The Project Sponsor submitted o First Source Hiring Affidavit and prior to issuance of n building permit
will execute a First Source Hiring Memorandum of Understanding and a First Source Hiring Agreement
with the City's First Source Hiring Administration.

10. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code
provided under Section 101.1{b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.

11. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use Authorization would
promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.
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DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use
Application No. 2014.1020CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in
general conformance with plans on file, dated March 21, 2016, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is
incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.

The Planning Commission hereby adopts the MMRP attached hereto as Exhibit C and incorporated
herein as part of this Motion by this reference thereto. All required mitigation measures identified in the
Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR and contained in the MMRP are included as conditions of approval.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Section 303
and 304 Conditional Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the
date of this Motion No. 19727. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not
appealed (after the 30-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors
if appealed to the Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board of
Supervisors at (415) 554-5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA
94102.

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government
Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development
referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject
development.

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the
Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning
Administrator’s Variance Decision lefter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code
Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.

T hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on August 11, 2016.

Jonas P. Ionin

Commission Secretary
AYES: Antonini, Fong, Hillis, Moore, Richards and Johnson
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NAYS: None
ABSENT: Wu

ADOPTED: August 11, 2016
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EXHIBIT A

AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a Conditional Use to allow demolition of the existing structures and construction
of a 188,277 gross square feet, 55 to 65 feet tall and five- to six-story building that includes 138,922 square
feet of residential uses for up to 157 dwelling units, 5,241 square feet of commercial spaces including one
retail commercial storefront and six trade shops and a 32,473 square feet partially underground garage
for 82 accessory automobile and 150 bicycle parking spaces on a development site more than 10,000
square feet in area, and to allow modifications to the requirements for rear yard pursuant to Planning
Code Section 134, dwelling unit exposure pursuant to Planning Code Section 140, ground floor street
frontages in Neighborhood Commercial districts pursuant to Planning Code Section 145.1 and off-street
freight loading pursuant to Planning Code Section 152, for the property located at 1515 South Van Ness
Avenue, Block 6571 and Lots 001, 001A and 008, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.1, 303 and 304
within the Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) Zoning District and the 55/65-X
Height and Bulk Districts; in general conformance with plans, dated July 27, 2016, and stamped
“EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Case No. 2014.1020CUA and subject to conditions of approval
reviewed and approved by the Commission on August 4, 2016, under Motion No. 19727. This
authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project
Sponsor, business, or operator.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zomng
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning
Comunission on August 11, 2016 under Motion No. 19727.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the "Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 19727 shall be
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional
Use Authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.

SEVERABILITY

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent
responsible party.
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CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a
new Conditional Use authorization.

Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting

PERFORMANCE

1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years from
the effective date of the Motion.. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a Building
Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within this three-
vear period.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, wuww.sf-

planning.org

2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three {3) year period
has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an application for
an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for Authorization. Should the
project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit application, the Commission
shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of the Authorization. Should the
Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of the public hearing, the
Comunission shall determine the extension of time for the continued validity of the Authorization.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org

3. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued diligently
to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider revoking the
approval if more than thaee (3) years have passed since this Authorization was approved.

- For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, wuww.sf-

planning.org

4. Extension. All ime limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of the
Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal
or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge
has caused delay.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org

5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other entitlement
shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in effect at the time
of such approval.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, wwuw.sf-

planning.org
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6. Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures described in the MMRP for the Eastern Neighborhoods
Plan EIR (Case No. 2014.1020ENV) attached as Exhibit C are necessary to avoid potential significant
effects of the proposed project and have been agreed to by the project sponsor.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Depariment at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org

DESIGN — COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE

7. Final Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with the Planning Department on the
building design. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, and detailing shall be subject to
Department staff review and approval. The architectural addenda shall be reviewed and approved by
the Planning Department prior to issuance.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, wwuw.sf-

planning.org

8. Commercial Uses. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with the Planning Department to
incorporate trade shop and other Code compliant uses consistent with the Latino Cultural District.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, www.sf-

planning.org

9. Streetscape Plan. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1, the Project Sponsor shall continue to
work with Planning Department staff, in consultation with the Department of Public Works and the
Metropolitan Transportation Agency, to refine the design and programming of the Streetscape Plan
so that the plan generally will meet the standards of the Better Streets Plan, and all applicable City
standards. The Project Sponsor shall complete final design of all required street improvements,
including procurement of relevant City permits, prior to issuance of first architectural addenda, and
shall complete construction of all required street improvements prior to issuance of first temporary
certificate of occupancy
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
wiww.sf-planning.org

10. Garbage, Composting and Recycling Storage. Space for the collection and storage of garbage,
composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly
labeled and illustrated on the architectural addenda. Space for the collection and storage of
recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other standards
specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level of the
buildings. '

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, wuww.sf-
planning.org

11. Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall submit a
roof plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit application.
Reoftop mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is required to be screened
50 as not to be visible from any point at or below the roof level of the subject building.
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For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planwing Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

12. Transformer Vault. The location of individual project PG&E Transformer Vault installations has
significant effects to San Francisco streetscapes when improperly located. However, they may not
have any impact if they are installed in preferred locations. Therefore, the Planning Department
recommends the following preference schedule in locating new transformer vaults, in order of most
to least desirable:
= On-site, in a basement area accessed via a garage or other access point without use of separate
doors on a ground floor fagade facing a public right-of-way;

= On-site, in a driveway, underground;

= Omn-site, above ground, screened from view, other than a ground floor fagade facing a public
right-of-way;

*  On-site, in a ground floor facade.

= Public right-of-way, underground, under sidewalks with a2 minimum width of 12 feet, avoiding
effects on streetscape elements, such as street trees; and based on Better Streets Plan guidelines;

= Public right-of-way, underground; and based on Better Streets Plan guidelines;

»  Public right-of-way, above ground, screened from view; and based on Better Streets Plan
guidelines;

= Unless otherwise specified by the Planning Department, Department of Public Work’s Bureau of
Street Use and Mapping (DPW BSM) should use this preference schedule for all new transformer
vault installation requests.

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works at

415-554-5810, http:/isfdpw.org

PARKING AND TRAFFIC

13. Unbundled Parking. All off-street parking spaces shall be made available to Project residents only as
a separate “add-on” option for purchase or rent and shall not be bundled with any Project dwelling
unit for the life of the dwelling units. The required parking spaces may be made available to
residents within a quarter mile of the project. All affordable dwelling units pursuant to Planning
Code Section 415 shall have equal access to use of the parking as the market rate units, with parking
spaces priced commensurate with the affordability of the dwelling unit. Each unit within the Project
shall have the first right of refusal to rent or purchase a parking space until the number of residential
parking spaces are no longer available. No conditions may be placed on the purchase or rental of
dwelling units, nor may homeowner's rules be established, which prevent or preclude the separation
of parking spaces from dwelling units. '

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org

14, Parking Maximum, Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1, the Project shall provide no more than
79 off-street accessory residential spaces.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org
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15.

16.

17.

18.

Car Share Requirement. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 166, the Project shall provide at least
two, and not more than five additional dedicated car-share parking spaces. The required car-share
spaces shall be made available, at no cost, to a certified car-share organization for purposes of
providing car-share services for its car-share service subscribers.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

lanning.or

Bicycle Parking. Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 155.1, 155.4, and 155.5, the Project shall provide
no fewer than 150 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and ten (10) Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for the
157 dwelling units and 5,241 sq. ft. of commercial space.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

lanning.or

Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) shall
coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the Planning
Department, and other construction contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to manage traffic
congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project.

For information about complinnce, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org

Parking for Affordable Units. All off-street parking spaces shall be made available to Project
residents only as a separate “add-on” option for purchase or rent and shall not be bundled with any
Project dwelling unit for the life of the dwelling units. The required parking spaces may be made
available to residents within a quarter mile of the project. All affordable dwelling units pursuant to
Planning Code Section 415 shall have equal access to use of the parking as the market rate units, with
parking spaces priced commensurate with the affordability of the dwelling unit. Each unit within the
Project shall have the first right of refusal o rent or purchase a parking space until the number of
residential parking spaces are no longer available. No conditions may be placed on the purchase or
rental of dwelling units, nor may homeowner’s rules be established, which prevent or preclude the
separation of parking spaces from dwelling units.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, wuw.sf-

planning.org

PROVISIONS

19.

20.

Anti-Discriminatory Housing. The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the Ant-
Discriminatory Housing policy, pursuant to Administrative Code Section 1.61.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, wwuw.sf-

planning.org

Transportation Sustainability Fee. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 4114, the Project Sponsor
shall pay the Transit Sustainability Fee (TSF) as required by and based on drawings submitted with
the Building Permit Application. Prior to the issuance of a temporary certificate of occupancy, the
Project Sponsor shall provide the Planming Director with certification that the fee has been paid.
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For information about compliance, contact the Case Planuer, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, wiww.sf-
planning.org

21. Residential Childcare Impact Fee. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 4144, the Project Sponsor
shall comply with the Residential Childcare Impact Fee provisions through payment of an Impact Fee
pursuant to Arficle 4.

For information about compliance, cosntact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, wiww.sf-

planning.org

22. Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee. Pursuant to Planming Code Section 423
{formerly 327), the Project Sponsor shall comply with the Eastern Neighborhoods Public Benefit Fund
provisions through payment of an Impact Fee pursuant to Article 4.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, wurw.sf-

planning.org

23. First Source Hiring. The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the First Source Hiring
Construction and End-Use Employment Program approved by the First Source Hiring Admindistrator,
pursuant to Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative Code. The Project Sponsor shall comply with the
requirements of this Program regarding construction work and on-going employment required for
the Project.

For information about compliance, contact the First Source Hiring Manager at 415-581-2335,
www.onestopSF.org

MONITORING

24. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in this
Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject to the
enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or
Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city
departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org

25. Revocation Due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in
complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved
by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the specific
conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department af 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org

OPERATION

26. Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptadles. Garbage, recycling, and compost containers shall
be kept within the premises and hidden from public view, and placed outside only when being
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serviced by the disposal company. Trash shall be contained and disposed of pursuant to garbage and
recycling receptacles guidelines set forth by the Department of Public Works.
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works at

415-554-.5810, hitp://sfdpw.org

27. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building and all
sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance with the
Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards.

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works, .

415-695-2017, hittp://sfdpw.org

28. Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and implement
the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to deal with the
issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project Sponsor shall provide
the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business address, and telephone number
of the community liaison. Should the contact information change, the Zoning Administrator shall be
made aware of such change. The community liaison shall report to the Zoning Administrator what
issues, if any, are of concern to the community and what issues have not been resolved by the Project
Sponsor. .

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org

29. Lighting. All Project lighting shall be directed onto the Project site and immediately surrounding
sidewalk area only, and designed and managed so as not to be a nuisance to adjacent residents.
Nighttime lighting shall be the minimum necessary to ensure safety, but shall in no case be directed
so as to constitute a nuisance to any surrounding property.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, wuww.sf-

planning.org

INCLUSIONARY AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAM

30. Number of Required Units. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.6, the Project is currently
required to provide 12% of the proposed dwelling units as affordable to qualifying households, but is
subject to change under a proposed Charter amendment and pending legislation if the voters
approve the Charter Amendinent at the June 7, 2016 election. Recently adopted Ordinance No. 76-16
(File No. 160255) will become effective after the election is certified and includes grandfathering
provisions for projects that were submitted to the Planning Department prior to January 12, 2016. The
Project contains 157 units; therefore, 19 affordable units are currently required. The Project Sponsor
will fulfill this requirement by providing the 19 affordable units on-site. If the Project is subject to a
different requirement if the Charter Amendment is approved and new legislative requirements take
effect, the Project will comply with the applicable requirements at the time of compliance. If the
number of market-rate units change, the number of required affordable units shall be modified
accordingly with written approval from Planning Department staff in consultation with the Mayor's
Office of Housing and Community Development (“MOHCD").
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For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, www.sf-
planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500, www.sf-

noh.org.

1} Unit Mix. The Project contains 88 studios, 5 one-bedroom, and 64 two-bedroom units. Therefore,
the required affordable unit mix is 10 studios, 1 one-bedroom, and 8 two-bedrooms, or the unit
mix that may be required if the inclusionary housing requirements change as discussed above. If
the market-rate unit mix changes, the affordable unit mix will be modified accordingly with
written approval from Planning Department staff in consultation with MOHCD.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
wrow.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500,

www.sf-moh.org.

2} Unit Location. The affordable units shall be designated on a reduced set of plans recorded as a
Notice of Special Restrictions on the property prior to the issuance of the first construction
permit.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
wuww.sfplanning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500,
wuww.sf-moh.org. ’

3} Phasing. If any building permit is issued for partial phasing of the Project, the Project Sponsor
shall have designated not less than twelve percent (12%), or the applicable percentage as
discussed above, of the each phase's total number of dwelling units as on-site affordable units.
For information gbout compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Conmnunity Development at 415-701-5500,

www.sf-moh.ore.

4) Duration. Under Planning Code Section 415.8, all units constructed pursuant to Section 415.6,
must remain affordable to qualifying households for the life of the project.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Depariment at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500,

www.sf-noh.org,

5) Other Conditions. The Project is subject to the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable
Housing Program under Section 415 et seq. of the Planning Code and City and County of San
Francisco Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Monitoring and Procedures Manual
{"Procedures Manual"). The Procedures Manual, as amended from time to time, is incorporated
herein by reference, as published and adopted by the Planning Commission, and as required by
Planning Code Section 415. Terms used in these conditions of approval and not otherwise
defined shall have the meanings set forth in the Procedures Manual. A copy of the Procedures
Manual can be obtained at the MOHCD at 1 South Van Ness Avenue or on the Planming
Department or Mayor's Office of Housing's websites, including on the internet at:
http://sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4451.

As provided in the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the applicable Procedures Manual
is the manual in effect at the time the subject units are made available for sale.
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For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500,

www.sf~moh.ore.

a. The affordable unit(s) shall be designated on the building plans prior to the issuance of the
first construction permit by the Department of Building Inspection (“DBI”). The affordable
unit(s) shall (1) reflect the unit size mix in number of bedrooms of the market rate units, (2)
be constructed, completed, ready for occupancy and marketed no later than the market rate
units, and (3) be evenly distributed throughout the building; and (4) be of comparable overall
quality, construction and exterior appearance as the market rate units in the principal project.
The inferior features in affordable units should be generally the same as those of the market
units in the principal project, but need not be the same make, model or type of such item as
long they are of good and new quality and are consistent with then-current standards for
new housing. Other specific standards for on-site units are outlined in the Procedures
Manual.

b. If the units in the building are offered for rent, the affordable unit(s) shall be rented to
qualifying households, as defined in the Procedures Manual, whose gross annual income,
adjusted for household size, does not exceed an average fifty-five (55) percent of Area
Median Income under the income table called “Maximum Income by Household Size derived
from the Unadjusted Area Median Income for HUD Metro Fair Market Rent Area that
contains San Francisco,” but these income levels are subject to change under a proposed
Charter amendment and pending legislation if the voters approve the Charter Amendment at
the June 7, 2016 election. If the Project is subject to a different income level requirement if the
Charter Amendment is approved and new legislative requirements take effect, the Project
will comply with the applicable requirements. The initial and subsequent rent level of such
units shall be calculated according to the Procedures Manual. Limitations on (i) occupancy;
(ii) lease changes; (iii) subleasing, and; are set forth in the Inclusionary Affordable Housing
Program and the Procedures Manual.

¢. The Project Sponsor is responsible for following the marketing, reporting, and monitoring
requirements and procedures as set forth in the Procedures Manual. MOHCD shall be
responsible for overseeing and moniforing the marketing of affordable units. The Project
Sponsor must contact MOHCD at least six months prior to the beginning of marketing for
any unit in the building.

d. Required parking spaces shall be made available to renters of affordable units according to
the Procedures Manual.

e. Prior to the issuance of the first construction permit by DBI for the Project, the Project
Sponsor shall record a Notice of Special Restriction on the property that contains these
conditions of approval and a reduced set of plans that identify the affordable units satisfying
the requirements of this approval. The Project Sponsor shall promptly provide a copy of the
recorded Notice of Special Restriction to the Department and to MOHCD or its successor.
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P

The Project Sponsor has demonstrated that it is eligible for the On-site Affordable Housing
Alternative under Planning Code Section 415.6 instead of payment of the Affordable Housing
Fee, and has submitted the Affidavit of Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing
Program: Planning Code Section 415 to the Planning Department stating the intention to enter
into an agreement with the City to qualify for a waiver from the Costa-Hawkins Rental
Housing Act based upon the proposed densify bonus and concessions (as defined in
California Government Code Section 65915 et seq.) provided herein. The Project Sponsor has
executed the Costa Hawkins agreement and will record a Memorandum of Agreement prior
to issuance of the first construction document or must revert payment of the Affordable
Housing Fee.

If the Project Sponsor fails to comply with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program
requirement, the Director of DBI shall deny any and all site or building permits or certificates
of occupancy for the development project until the Planning Department notifies the Director
of complianice. A Project Sponsor’s failure to comply with the requirements of Planning
Code Section 415 et seq. shall constitute cause for the City to record a lien against the
development project and to pursue any and all available remedies at Iaw.

If the Project becomes ineligible at any time for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative,
the Project Sponsor or its successor shall pay the Affordable Housing Fee prior to issuance of
the first construction permit. If the Project becomes ineligible after issuance of its first
construction permit, the Project Sponsor shall notify the Department and MOHCD and pay
interest on the Affordable Housing Fee and penalties, if applicable.

LANNING DEPARTMENT 39

40
10517



EXHIBIT B

EXHIBIT B

EXHIBIT B

41
10518




Planning Commission Hearing of August 11, 2016

hitp://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlaver.ohp?view id=208clip id=25976

Agenda item 13, 1515 South Van Ness Avenue, begins at 3:57:52
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Links to Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan EIR, Motion
17661 of the Planning Commission which adopted CEQA
Findings for the Plan EIR, and the Mitigation Monitoring
Report

Final PEIR;
http://st-planning.org/sites/defaunlt/files/FileCenter/Documents/3991-EN Final-EIR Part-1 Intro-

Sum.pdf

Motion and Findings:
http://st-planning org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/1268-

EN_BOS Vold CEQA Part7 Web.pdf °

Ordinance on Monitoring Program:
hitps://law.resource.org/pub/us/code/city/ca/SanFrancisco/Administrative Code/chapter] Qe.pdf
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West Bay Law
Law Office of J. Scott Weaver

August 3, 2016

Commissioners,

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Room 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Case No. 2014.1020U - 1515 South Van Ness Avenue

The Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Community Council requests that the Commission
withhold action and instruct the Department to evaluate the impacts of the proposed project on
the Latino Cultural District (LCD), including appropriate mitigation and community benefits.
This evaluation is compelled under CEQA and is consistent with the mission of the LCD, the
MAP 2020 process and under Interim Controls. Withholding of consideration is warranted by
the Council’s ongoing efforts to create a Special Use District, and a Cultural Benefits District,
and to allow associated mitigation measures to be put into place. MAP 2020 has also begun
engaging in this process.

Introduction.

The proposed project at 1515 South Van Ness Avenue consists of approximately 159
units, of which 19, “market rate”. These units will cater to residents earning 200% AMI, as
compared to the 50% AMI of the residents of the immediate area. There are numerous other
market rate projects currently in the pipeline within the LCD that will likewise impact the
neighborhood. They are: 2675 Folsom Street (98 “market rate” units), 3314 Cesar Chavez (52
units), 2600 Harrison St. (20), 2799 24th St. (8), and 3357 26™ St. (8). Proposed projects
immediately adjacent to the LCD are: 1198 Valencia St. (52 units), 2918 Mission St. (38), 1298
Valencia St. (35), 2600 Mission (20). Two blocks from the LCD is 2000-2070 Bryant Street
(195 units), giving a total of 666 “market rate” units in the immediate area. Proper assessment of
the proposed project therefore requires examination of the cumulative impacts of the above listed
projects.

These projects would be permanent fixtures forever changing the neighborhood, both in
terms of its built environment and its residents. We already know that current Mission residents
are not able afford such luxury housing. Thus, these projects will result in the infusion of over
666 high earning households that will substantially alter the demographic of the neighborhood.
We also know that the Mission is currently undergoing rapid gentrification, and without adequate
mitigation, stabilization, and community benefit measures, projects such as these will
dramatically accelerate the already unacceptable level of gentrification in the neighborhood.

4104 24th Street # 957 » San Francisco, CA 94114 « (415) 317-0832
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These new households earn four times the AMI of existing residents, and will would
create an economic force that will substantially, and permanently, change the feel and
constitution of the neighborhood. These high earning households will interact with the
neighborhood on a daily basis, creating demands for high end services and products, and thereby
putting existing businesses — many of whom are on short term leases — at risk. Likewise, the
proposed project will exacerbate demand for affordable housing (see reference to Nexus
Analysis below). As we have seen over and over again, the economic climate created by such
gentrification will provide incentives for residential landlords to displace residents using various
means at their disposal (including Ellis Act Evictions, OMI evictions, or more commonly, threats
and harassment). A wealthier community creates financial incentives for both residential and
commercial landlords to maximize their rents — making the residents and businesses in the LCD
vulnerable to displacement. Anyone skeptical of this impact need only to look at the changes on
Valencia Street between 17% and 21% Streets, where less than 100 market rate units have been
built, but visible gentrification has occurred. This outcome is not the vision for the Latino
Cultural District.

These likely impacts should be evaluated and adequate mitigation and community
benefits put in place before considering the proposed project and other projects so affecting the
LCD. Whether you care to view this need in terms of CEQA compliance, or the viability of the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, or the consistency (or inconsistency) with the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan, or for the purpose of evaluating socioeconomic impacts under Interim
Controls, or MAP 2020 Guiding Principles, or for the policy purposes enunciated in the creation
of the LCD, it is imperative that issues of impact and mitigation measures be analyzed before
any project can be approved.

Background of the LCD and Existing Threats.

The businesses and nonprofits in the LCD have been recognized by resolution of the
Board of Supervisors as an important cultural, historical and commercial resource for the City.
(Resolution Creating L.CD is attached as Exhibit 1) The Ordinance creating the LCD noted that
“The Calle 24 Latino Cultural District memorializes a place whose richness of culture, history
and entrepreneurship is unrivaled in San Francisco.” The District was established “to stabilize
the displacement of Latino Businesses, and residents, preserve Calle 24 as the center of Latino
culture and commerce, enhance the unique nature of Calle 24 as a special place for San
Francisco’s residents and tourists, . . .” and that its contribution will provide “cultural visibility,
vibrancy, and economic opportunity for Latinos in the City and County of San Francisco.”

The Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Community Council (“the Council™), a nonprofit consisting
of community stakeholders in the LCD, has stated as its mission: “To preserve, enhance, and
advocate for Latino cultural continuity, vitality, and community in San Francisco’s touchstone
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Latino Cultural District and the greater Mission community”. (See Report, Exhibit 2, page 4
Appendices may be found at http://www.calle24sf.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/L.CD-final-
report.pdf) With funding from the Mayor’s Office of Economic and Workforce Development
and technical support from the Gato Group, the Council engaged in an extensive planning
process that included numerous stakeholder interviews, four focus groups, a study session with
expert consultants, and four community meetings. At the conclusion, the Council prepared a
report on its community planning process. (Exhibit 2, Page 8§) Among the Council’s initiatives
are the creation of a Special Use District and a Cultural Benefits Campaign district. These
initiatives are currently in process.

The report noted that “there were major concerns among all stakeholders about the lack
of affordable housing and about the gentrification and recent eviction and displacement of long-
time residents. A related theme was the rapid transformation underway with some saying they
wanted to prevent another ‘Valencia® (referring to the way Valencia lost much of its Latino
culture in the 1990s and 2000s)”. (emphasis original) (Exhibit 2, P 12)

Unfortunately, we are beginning to see the Valenciazation of the LCD. Small mom and
pop businesses are being replaced by upscale corporate-owned businesses. Non-profits such as
the 40-year-old Galaria de la Raza, on month-to-month tenancies are extremely vulnerable.
They are also seeing a diminution of their customer base due to gentrification and the resulting
displacement.

Development has already demonstrated the potential physical impacts of continued
market rate development. For instance, at a proposed project on 24™ and York, the owner plans
to build 12 condo townhomes which will cover a mural that has been on there over 30 years and
is part of the Precita eyes mural tours. The famous Carlos Santana mural on 22nd and South Van
Ness was completely covered when the lot in front built housing. In balmy alley new owners of a
property wanted to remodel and add a second unit which faced balmy ally, covering a 40 year
old mural.

More disturbing has been complaints by newcomers against neighboring Latino owned
businesses from the owner and residents of the Vida on Mission Street. A group of new
residents on Harrison St. calling themselves “the gang of five” said they would sue to stop
Carnival. During Sunday Streets on 24th a group of neighbors did not want the low riders on
Harrison Street, saying that they were intimidated by them. Additionally, neighbors have
complained about “Mexican” music on 24™ Street. Without sufficient mitigation and community
benefits, problems such as these will only get worse with the influx of hundreds more
“gentrifiers”, all to the detriment of the residents, businesses, and nonprofits that the City said it
wanted to protect when it created the LCD. As we have seen on Valencia Street we can foresee
gentrfifiers requesting the police to move Latino youths, and adults, off “their” street corners.
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Impacts such as these should be evaluated and adequate mitigation measures put in place
before considering the proposed project and other projects so affecting the LCD. Whether you
care to view this in terms of CEQA, for the purpose of consistency (or inconsistency) with the
Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, for the purpose of evaluating socioeconomic impacts under MAP
2020, or for the policy purposes enunciated in the creation of the LCD, it is imperative that these
issues be analyzed before any project can be approved.

THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW IS INADEQUATE

The proposed project received a Community Plan Exemption based on the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR. This exemption was in error because 1) the eight-year-old PEIR is no
longer viable due to unanticipated circumstances on the ground, and 2) the PEIR did not consider
impacts on the LCD because the LCD did not exist at the time of the PEIR.

Substantial New Information Negates the Exemption From Environmental Review.

The Department has issued a Community Plan Exemption which allows the Department
to use the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR (PEIR) instead of a project EIR - except with respect
to areas of concern unique to the project. The use of the PEIR in this way presupposes that it is
sufficiently current to address all areas required under CEQA.

Unfortunately, circumstances on the ground have rendered the 2008 PEIR out of date,
and it cannot be a reliable measure of environmental impacts of market rate development in the
Mission. Itis well recognized that the Mission has already experienced extensive displacement
of its residents, so much so, that it is now in an advanced stage
gentrification. hitp://missionlocal.org/2015/09/st-mission-gentrification-advanced/
Should the project proceed, it will cause significant economic and social changes in the
immediate area that will result in physical changes, not the least of which is displacement of
residents and businesses which will affect air quality, traffic and transportation, as well as
negative impacts on the Cultural District. (See CEQA guidelines, 15604 (e).

The demand for affordable housing has increased significantly since the PEIR, and the
glut of luxury housing only makes matters worse. A 2007 Nexus Study, commissioned by the
Planning Department, concluded that the production of 100 market rate rental units generates a
demand of 19.44 Jower income households through goods and services demanded by the market
rate tenants. [These conclusions were made in 2007, well before housing prices began their
steep upward trajectory. Today, new “market rate” two bedroom apartments rented in the
Mission begin at about $6,000 per month — requiring an annual household income of
$240,000.] At the time, the PEIR anticipated a 15% inclusionary rate. The current Nexus study
waiting to be released is expected to show a demand of 28 affordable units for every 100 built.
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With a 12% inclusionary rate, there is a need for 16 additional affordable units per hundred
market rate units produced. (28 minus 12 — 16) This was not anticipated in the PEIR. One must
to ask: how will these low income households created by the demand of market rate units live?
and how will they get to work? School? Services? and what is the impact on air quality and
transportation? These questions should be addressed by the Department.

When substantial new information becomes available, CEQA Guidelines require
comprehensive analysis of these issues. (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15183). The situation on the
ground has changed substantially since the PEIR was prepared in 2008.

The PEIR did not anticipate the “advanced gentrification” of the neighborhood, along
with the extensive displacement of Latino families and businesses, the reverse
commute to distant areas, and that impact on greenhouse gas emissions and on traffic
congestion.

Along similar lines, at the time the PEIR was prepared, research regarding the extent
of increased automobile traffic and greenhouse gas emissions was not available.
There is now solid evidence that upper income residents are twice as likely to own a
car and half as likely to use public transit. (See Exhibit 3)

The unanticipated additional demand for affordable housing due to the overbuild of
luxury housing.

The unexpected disappearance of Redevelopment money to fund affordable housing,
without new resources compensating for the loss.

Notably with respect to this proposed project, the PEIR did not, nor could it have
considered the impact of a project on the LCD because the LCD did not exist at the
time. Where, as here, the offsite or cumulative impacts were not discussed in the
prior PEIR, the exemption provided by Section 15183 does not apply. (See 15183())

The PEIR was brepared during a recessionary period. Since then, both rents and
evictions have increased dramatically, especially impacting the Mission. This has led
to the development of luxury units and high end retail that was not anticipated in the
PEIR.

The PEIR assumed that the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan and the Mission Plan would
meet their goals of providing over 60% low, moderate, and middle income housing.
This goal has not come close to materializing, further exacerbating the problems of
displacement.
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- The PEIR did not anticipate the impact of tech shuttles from a traffic standpoint, nor
from that of the demand for housing. The specter of living within a few blocks of a
free ride to work has caused many tech employees to move to areas where the shuttles
stop — predominantly in the Mission. As such we have high earning employees
exacerbating the already high demand for housing. The anti-eviction mapping project
has documented the connection between shuttle stops and higher incidences of no
fault evictions. (htip://www.anticvictionmappingproject.net/techbuscvictions.html )

- The cumulative housing production in the Mission (built and in the pipeline) now
exceeds projections under any of the three scenarios envisioned when the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan created. According to Planning Department Data, projects
containing 2,451 housing units have either been completed or are under
environmental review as of 2/23/16. Option A of the PEIR envisioned 782 units,
Option B 1,118 units and Option C 2054 units, with a Preferred Project at 1696 units.

These changed circumstances render the current PEIR obsolete. Further, cumulative
impacts have not been adequately addressed due to the obsolescence of the PEIR. The
Community Plan Exemption is therefore no longer relevant.

The Impact of the Proposed Project on the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District is Subject to

Environmental Review.

In addition to the foregoing, the environment impact of the proposed project on the LCD
is required because the LCD was not considered in the PEIR. CEQA defines “environment” as
“the physical conditions which exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project,
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic
significance.” 14 CCR Sec. 15131(a). See e.g. Eureka Citizens for Responsible Government v
City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4™ 357, 363. The LCD falls under CEQA because (1) it is
“historic” as defined in the Public Resources Code and the CCR and (2) there are indirect
physical impacts of” in that it causes greenhouse gas emissions and exacerbates already strained
transportation infrastructure.

Lead agencies have the responsibility to evaluate projects against the CRHR criteria prior to
making a finding as to a proposed project’s impacts to historical resources (California Public
Resources Code, Section 21084.1). A historical resource is defined as any object, building,
structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that: a) Is historically or archaeologically
significant, or is significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural,
educational, social, political, or cultural annals of California; and b) Meets any of the following
criteria: (1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage; (2) Is associated with the lives of persons
important in our past; (3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or
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method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses
high artistic values; or (4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history (14 CCR 15064.5(a)(3)). These businesses and nonprofits in the LCD have
been recognized as an important cultural and commercial resource for the City whose “richness
of culture, history and entrepreneurship is unrivaled in San Francisco.”

The near and long term preservation and enhancement of the LCD is a stated goal of the
City. This, of necessity, includes the physical presence of its residents, businesses, and non-
profits, which we submit are endangered by the extensive market rate development slated for the
area. The displacement, whether direct, or indirect (i.e. via gentrification) certainly will have a
physical effect on the environment because increased commuting distances for the displaced will
result in greenhouse gas emissions. (See checklist in Appendix G of the Guidelines). Due to the
unexpected rise in rents throughout the Bay Area, displaced residents are now required to
commute distances as far as Vallejo and Tracy, distances was not contemplated in the PEIR for
the Eastern Neighborhoods.

Finally, the displacement created by this project will also create negative health impacts
on those facing displacement as well as the threat of displacement. The Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention website stats that “displacement has many health implications that
contribute to disparities among special populations, including poor, women, children, the elderly,
and members of racial/ethnic minority groups.” (Health Effects of Gentrification,
https://www.cde.gov/healthyplaces/healthtopics/gentrification. hitm)

There is substantial evidence that continued disproportionately luxury development in the
LCD (as well as the rest of the Mission) will result in more reverse commutes, significantly
higher levels of car ownership by new residents. Moreover, there is strong reason to believe that
historic, cultural and aesthetic resources, such as Latino-owned businesses and non-profits,
including entities such as La Galaria de La Raza will be impaired as a result of this rampant
development.

Cumulative Impacts of Market Rate Development on the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District
Should be Examined.

As previously mentioned, the impacts from the proposed project cannot be examined in
isolation. The proposed project is not constructed inside a bubble. Both the project and its
residents interact with the immediate community in multiple ways. Similarly, the environmental
impacts of this project cannot be examined apart from other proposed projects currently in the
pipeline. As previously stated, counting this project, there are approximately 666 luxury units
currently in the pipeline that are located in or near the LCD.
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Under Public Resources Code Section 21083 subdivision (b)(2).) "The possible effects
of a project are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. As used in this paragraph
‘cumulatively considerable’ means that the incremental effects of an individual project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.” Stated otherwise, a lead agency
shall require an EIR be prepared for a project when the record contains substantial evidence that
the "project has possible environmental effects that are individually limited but cumulatively
considerable." (Guidelines section 15065 subdivision (2) (3).)

Therefore, the impact of the proposed project (consisting of 98 market rate units) should
be evaluated in conjunction with the cumulative impacts it and the additional 568 units would
have on the LCD. Without such an evaluation, the Commission will lack information that would
allow an adequate, accurate, or complete assessment for CEQA purpose.

CONDITIONAL USE SHOULD BE DENIED

In addition to exemption from environmental review, the applicant is seeking Conditional
Use authorization as a Planned Unit Development. Conditional use is also required under the
Interim Controls instituted by the Commission on January 14, 2016.

Planning Code Section 303(c)(1) requires a grant of conditional use only upon a finding
that “the proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the proposed
location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the
neighborhood or the community.”

The project as proposed is not necessary or desirable for and compatible with the
community. Conditional use should be denied for several reasons: 1) the project is inconsistent
with the stated purposes of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan and the Mission Plan, 2) the
proposed project does not comply with Interim Controls or MAP 2020 guidelines.

The Proposed Project is Inconsistent with the Stated Purposes of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan and the Mission Plan.

In evaluating the desirability of the proposed project, the Commission should evaluate it
in light of its inconsistency with the objectives of the Eastern Neighborhoods and Mission Plans.
The EIR for the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan reflected the Eastern Neighborhood objectives as
follows:

* Reflect Local Values: To develop a fezonirig proposal that reflects the land use needs
and priorities of each neighborhoods’ stakeholders and that meets citywide goals for residential
and industrial land use.
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s Increase Housing: To identify appropriate locations for housing in the City’s
industrially zoned land to meet a citywide need for more housing, and affordable housing in
particular. (emphasis supplied)

« Maintain Some Industrial Land Supply: To retain an adequate supply of industrial land
to meet the current and future needs of the City’s production, distribution, and repair businesses
and the city’s economy.

« Improve the Quality of All Existing Areas with Future Development: To improve the
quality of the residential and nonresidential places that future development will create over that
which would occur under the existing zoning.

The Mission Area Plan was even more specific in its land use policy: to protect
“established areas of residential, commercial, and PDR, and ensuring that areas that have become
mixed-use over time develop in such a way that they contribute positively to the neighborhood.
A place for living and working also means a place where affordably priced housing is made

available, a diverse array of jobs is protected, and where goods and services are oriented to the
needs of the community.”

Mission-wide goals include:

» Increase the amount of affordable housing.

* Preserve and enhance the existing Production, Distribution and Repair businesses.

» Preserve and enhance the unique character of the Mission’s distinct commercial areas.
» Minimize displacement.

In light of these goals, the Commission must consider; 1) How the provision of 140
luxury units as against only 19 affordable ones furthers the above goals, 2) The impacts of the
proposed project on the LCD, and 3) the merits, or lack of merits of any exemptions that the
applicant is seeking.

The Proposed Project Does Not Comply with Interim Controls or MAP 2020 Objectives.

Under the Interim Controls, the sponsor is required to evaluate, from a socio-economic
perspective, how the proposed project would affect existing and future residents, business and
community serving providers in the area. (Interim Controls, IV.C(1)). The sponsor completely
avoided any meaningful evaluation, and made no mention of the potential impact on the LDC.
Instead, the sponsor described the population changes in the Mission as a whole, including the
continued decimation of Latino households in the Mission. The sponsor’s report concluded that
the proposed project will “not impact” the demographic changes occurring in the Mission. There
is no credible data that supports this, and again, all the more reason why cumulative impacts of
luxury development in the Latino Cultural District should be studied.
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In the preamble to the Interim Controls, the Commission found that they were consistent
with the eight priority policies of section 101.1 of the Planning Code including: 1) preserving
and enhancing neighborhood employment and ownership of neighborhood-serving businesses; 2)
preserving, existing neighborhood character and economic and cultural diversity; and 3)
preserving and enhancing affordable housing.

Likewise, the stated purpose of the MAP 2020 Planning Process is to “retain low to
moderate income residents and community-serving businesses (including Production,
Distribution, and Repair) artists and nonprofits in order to strengthen and preserve the
socioeconomic diversity of the Mission neighborhoods™.

The cumulative impacts of this and other predominantly luxury development projects
create a result 180 degrees opposite the purposes of Interim Controls and the MAP 2020 process.
The commission cannot make an informed decision as to whether the project, both individually
and cumulatively, is “necessary or desirable for and compatible with the neighborhood or
community. For that reason, the Commission should require evaluation of these impacts.

Evaluation Requested.

In addition to whatever evaluation that the Department may deem appropriate, we are
requesting that the Department evaluate the proposed project, both individually and
cumulatively, with respect to the potential impacts of the extensive market rate development on
the existing residents, businesses, and non-profits in the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District. This
inquiry should address the concerns stated above and include, but not be limited to, the
following:

- The amount of income that households will be required to have in order to afford the
market rents of the proposed project.

- The amount of anticipated disposable income of the households moving into the
market rate units at the proposed project.

- The consumer preferences for goods and services of households moving into the
market rate units at the proposed project, as compared to those Latino residents in the
LCD earning 50% AMI.

- The potential venues where those consumer preferences are likely to be met.
- The short and long term impacts on neighborhood serving Latino businesses that new

market rent paying households, with higher disposable incomes, will have on
commercial rents in the Latino Cultural District — both from the standpoint of the
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proposed project and from the standpoint of the cumulative impact of the projects
listed above.

- The short and long term impact that rents at the proposed project (and cumulative
proposed projects) will have on rents of vacant resident units in the immediate areas.

- The short and long term impact that the proposed project (and cumulative proposed
projects) will have on displacement of Latinos and families now living in the Calle 24
Latino Cultural District.

- The housing alternatives of residents now living in the Calle 24 Latino Cultural
District should they be displaced.

- The short and long term impact that the proposed project (and cumulative proposed
projects) will have on the percentage of Latino residents and businesses living and
working in the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District.

- Mitigation alternatives that, if employed, would stabilize commercial rents in the
Latino Cultural District.

In light of the foregoing, you are requested to undertake the evaluation requested before
considering the proposed project, or any of the other projects listed above that would have an
impact on the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District.

%incere ;
' ScotSWeaver
JSW:sme

cc Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Community Council
bece  numerous
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Exhibit 1: Resolution Establishing Calle 24 Latino Cultural District
htto://www.stbos.org/fin/uploadediiles/bdsupvrs/committees/materials/LU051914 140421.pdf

Exhibit 2: Report Prepared by Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Community Council
http:/fwww.calle24sf.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/LCD-final-report.pdf

Exhibit 3: Why Creating and Preserving Affordable Homes Near Transit is an Effective Climate

Change Strategy
hitp:/fchpe.net/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/4-Affordable TODResearchUpdate0701 14.pdf
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The CPE for 2000-2070 Bryant Street notes that 2451 residential units had completed or were under environmental review:
"As of February 23, 2016, projects containing 2,451 dwelling units and 355,842 square feet of non-residential space (excluding PDR loss) have completed or are proposed to
complete environmental review within the Mission District subarea.”

Mission - Projects Completed or Under Environmental Review - 2008 to 2/23/16 (Planning Dept. Data)
Cultural, Manatgemen
Address Case No. DDate of Status of Hol:::ng |ﬂ$tl;:«:tl0n Medical Information, PDR I?r:attea:tlaai:;
ocument Document N . and
Units | Education . ent
al Profesgona
| Services
3418 26th Street 2009.0610E 8-Nov-10 Published CPE 13 0 0 0| o] 0
80 Julian Avenue 2009.1095E 23-Jun-10 Published CPE 8 0{ 16,000 0| 0| 0
411 Valencia 2009.0180E 13-May-10  |Published CPE 16 0 0 0 -1,550 1,370
490 South Van Ness Avenue 2010.0043E 24-lun-14 Published CPE 72 0 0 0 -1,618 1,123
3420 18th Street 2012.1572E 16-Oct-13 Published CPE 16 0 0 O -4,675 1,000
1875 Mission Street 2010.0787E 14-Oct-10 Published CPE 38 0| 0 o) -43,695 2,523
17th Street and Folsom Street Park 2008.1163E 24-jan-11 Published CPE 0 0 [y 0 0 0
1501 15th Street 2008.1395E 27-lan-11 Published CPE 40 0] [4] [¢] -1,740 9,681
480 Potrero Avenue 2011.0430E 26-Sep-12 Published Other 84 0| 0 0 0 0
626 Potrero Avenue/ 2535 18th Street 2011.1279E 16-jul-12 Published CPE 0 0| 15,200 0 -15,000 0
2550-2558 Mission Street 2005.0694E 21-Nov-12  |Published Other 114 0 0 0 0 14,750
1450 15th Street 2013.0124E 30-Oct-14 Published CPE 23 0 0 0 -6,088 0
300 South Van Ness Avenue 2011.0953E 29-Nov-12 Published CPE 0 0 0 0 - 0 20,040
346 Potrero Avenue 2012.0793E 3-Feb-14 Published CPE 72, 0 0 0 -1,500 2,760
1785 15th Street 2012.0147E 1-May-13 Published CPE 8| 0| 0 0| -765 0
1801/1863 Mission Street 2009.1011E 19-Mar-15 Published CPE 54 0 0 740 0 2,125
2600 Harrison St. 2014.0503E 19-Aug-15 Published CPE 20 0 0 O] -7,506 0
1824 Mission St. 2014.0445E 2-Apr-15 Published CPE - 12 0] 0 0| -1,180 2,315
600 South Van Ness Avenue 2013.0614E 9-Apr-15 Published CPE 27 0 0 0 -1,750 3,060
2000-2070 Bryant St, 2815 18th St, 611 Florida St [2013.0677E . " /|24in15. [Published CPE 274 0 0 -3,540 -64,450 4,105
1298 Valencia Street 2013.1404E 9-Oct-15 Published CPE 35 0 0 0 -2,000 3,770
1198 Valencia Street 2012.0865E 31-Jul-15 Published CPE 52 0 0 0 -440 5,300
1050 Valencia Street 2007.1457E 5-Oct-10 Published Other 16 0 0 0 0 1,830
1419 Bryant Street 2015-005388ENV |6-Jan-16 Published CPE 0 44,600 4] 0 -34,350 0
1979 Mission Street 2013.1543E 28-Jan-15 Active Other 331 0 0 0 0| -18,239
2675 Folsom St 2014-000601ENV  |TBD Active CPE 115 0 0 0 -22,111 0
1900 Mission Street 2013.1330E T8D Active CPE 11 0 0 0 -2,064 844
645 Valencia St 2013.1339E TBD Active CPE 9 o] 0 0 0 -4,382
1800 Mission 2014.0154E TBD Active CPE 0 0] 0 139,607 -138,742 39,000,
2750 19th St. 2014.0993E TBD Active CPE 60 0 0 0 -10,934 10,112]
1515 South:Van-Ness:Avels: 2014.1020E- - [TBD: Active:CPE: 160 0 0 0 0|  -29,940
3140 16th St 2014.1105ENV TBD Active CPE 28| Y 0 0| -20,428 7,284
2799 24th St.. 2014.1258ENV TBD Active CPE 8 O] 0 0 0 -269
2435 16th St. 2014.1201ENV  |TBD Active CPE 53 0| 0 0 -10,000 4,992
3357-3359 26th St. 2013.0770ENV  |TBD Active CPE 8 0 0 0 0 5,575
1726-1730 Mission St. 2014-002026ENV |TBD Active CPE 36 0 0| 0 -3,500 900
2100 Mission Street 2009.0880E TBD Active CPE 29 0 0 0 -7,630 2,640
200 Potrero Ave. 2015-004756ENV  (TBD Active CPE 0| 0 [ 0 -27,716 30,034
3314 Ceasar Chavez 2014-003160ENV  [TBD Active CPE 52 0 [y -2,500 0 1,740
1798 Bryant St. 2015-006511ENV  |TBD Active CPE 131 0 0 -5,179 0 3,514/
2918-2924 Mission St. 2014.0376ENV TBD Active CPE 38 0] 0 0 0 7,400,
793 South Van Ness 2015-001360ENV [ TBD Active CPE 544 0, 0 0 -1,966 4,867
1850 Bryant St. 2015-011211ENV  |TBD Active CPE 8] 0| 0 0| 188,994 0
953 Treat Ave 2015-006510ENV  [TBD Active CPE 8 0 0 0 0 0
3620 Cesar Chavez 2015-009459ENV  [TBD Active CPE 28 0| 0 -3,200 0 940
344 14th St. & 1463 Stevenson St. 2014.0948ENV TBD Active CPE 45 0] 0 18,995 5,849
1950 Mission St. 2016-001514ENV  |TBD Active CPE 157 1,236 0 0; 0 3,415
1296 Shotwell St. 2015-018056ENV  {TBD Active CPE 96 0 0 850 -11,664 0
45,836| 31,200 126,778/ -237,073| 152,028
Preferred Project (approved 2008)

Option A < 104,400 37,200 422,021 422,021 114,000

Option B 150,300 36,900 597,242 597,242 143,400

Option C 609,480 49,448 2,214,011 3,370,350 598,323

This is in excess of the number of units in the approved Preferred Project, as well as Options A, B and C from the ENP EIR. As a result, the analysis of cumulative impacts contaii
within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR, and referenced in the CPE, for this project is no longer relavant. The PEIR is stale and doesn't reflect current conditions. Among the
impacts not adequately studied are recreation and open space, transit, traffic, and air quality.
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Eastern Neighborhoods Monitoring
Reports 2011-2015
DRAFT Executive Summary

Introduction

After years-long community planning processes and coordination actoss several city agencies, the San
Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the Fastern Neighborhoods Area Plans in an effort to create a long-
term vision for equitable, sustainable, and prosperous communities. The plans for the Mission, East SoMa,
Central Waterfront, and Showplace Square/Potrero Hill were adopted in 2009 and Western SoMa in 2013.

The Eastern Neighborhoods Plans represent the City’s and community’s pursuit of two key policy goals:

1) Ensuring a stable future for PDR businesses in the city by preserving lands suitable to these activities and
minimizing conflicts with other land uses; and

2) Providing a significant amount of new housing affordable to low, moderate and middle income families
and individuals, along with “complete neighborhoods” that provide appropriate amenities for the existing and
new residents.

In addition to policy goals and objectives outlined in individual plans, all plans are guided by four key
principles divided into two broad policy categories:

The Economy and Jobs:
¢ Reserve sufficient space for production, distribution and repair (PDR) activities, in order to support
the city’s economy and provide good jobs for residents.
e Take steps to provide space for new industries that bring innovation and flexibility to the city’s
economy.

People and Neighborhoods:
* Encourage new housing at appropriate locations and make it as affordable as possible to a range of
city residents.
e Plan for transportation, open space, community facilities and other critical elements of complete
neighborhoods.

The ordinances that enacted the Eastern Neighbothoods Area Plans (including Western SoMa), adopted by
the Board of Supetvisots, require that the Planning Department produce five-year reports monitoring
residential and commercial developments in those neighborhoods, as well as impact fees generated and public
and private investments in community benefits and infrastructure. The first set of monitoting reports for
Mission, East SoMa, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and Central Watetfront wete published in 2011,
covering the period from January 1, 2006 through December 31, 2010. Because Western SoMa was adopted
in 2013, no monitoring reports have been produced for that Area Plan. However, due to its geographic
proximity and ovetlapping policy goals with the other Eastern Neighborhoods, Planning Department staff, in
consultation with the CAC, has shifted the reporting timeline such that the Westetn SoMa Area Plan
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Monitoring Report 2011-2015 will be the first five-year report and set the calendar so that futute monitoring
repotts are conducted alongside the other Eastern Neighbothoods.

The Economy and Jobs

The five-year monitoting period covered in these reports (2011-2015) span a turbulent moment in San
Francisco’s economy, from the depths of the “Great Recession™ to a rapid expansion since 2012 and 2013.
Much of this growth has been driven by high technology industries located in or near the Eastern
Neighborhoods, which has intensified pressures on existing businesses and the traditional economic make-up
of these communities. Although the plan had not anticipated an influx of firms and jobs of this magnitude, it
was largely driven by the need to protect existing businesses — particularly in PDR activities — from such
pressutes, while transition appropriate lands to other activities.

As Table 1 shows, the Eastern Neighborhoods saw about 1 million square feet of PDR space converted to
other activities during the 2011-2015 petiod. Although an equivalent increase in office square footage has
been developed during this period (roughly 950,000), most of the actual spaces formerly occupied by PDR
businesses were in fact transitioned to residential uses, many with higher percentage of affordable housing
than required by the City. By-and-large, conversions of PDR space did not occur in zoning districts
specifically created to exclusive hold those activities (such as PDR-1-G and PDR-2-G in the Mission and SLI
in SoMa), but in areas that the City and community defined as “transitional”, such as the Urban Mixed Use
(UMU) designation and other non-industrial zones (such as Neighborhood Commercial).

Mission 25211) 15200 108400  (206,311) 40,119 - (67,803)

Central Waterfront 3,000 - - (25,700) 14,448 - (8,252)
East SoMa - - 605,420 (483,823) 22,933 - 144,530
Westem SoMa - - 71,676 (92,995) (3,700) (3,930) (28,949)

Showplace/Potrero 419,070 - 167,634 (169,894) 9,603 - 416,41 3

The commercial pipeline as of December 31, 2015 shows a continuation of these trends. If all projects that
have applied for planning permits ate approved, the Eastern Neighborhoods will see another 1,000,000
square feet converted to other uses. However, 60% of that amount is currently under review, so the actual
loss of PDR space is uncertain. The pipeline shows roughly 420,000 square feet of PDR conversions that are
entitled, either under or awaiting consttuction.

The other land use category that will see substantial change within the pipeline is office. Table 2 shows that
roughly 6,000,000 square feet of office space are proposed in the Eastern Neighborhoods. Of that amount,
however, 5,000,000 has not been entitled, and the vast majority of that is located in the proposed Central
SoMa Plan Area (which straddles East and Western SoMa) or in the Pier 70 master development in Central
Waterfront.

The industrial zoning designations priot to the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans — C-M, M-1, and M-2 —
permitted a broad range of non-residential uses, with few restrictions on office development. It is quite likely
that, absent the rezoning, the Eastetn Neighborhoods would have seen a much deeper transition from
industrial to office.
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TABLE 2. COMMERCIAL PIPELINE BY LAND USE IN THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOQDS, 4TH QUARTER 2015

Mission 250,985 16,000 163,448 (368,698) 44,642 - 106,377
Under review 247,028 - 157,051 (339,766) 32,696 - 97,009
Entitled 3,957 16,000 6,397 (16,471) 4,550 - 14,433
Under construction - - - (12.461) 7,396 - (5,065)

Central Waterfront - - 2,019,010 165,811 10,379 - T 2,195,200
Under review - - 2,014,804 315,770 4,396 - 2,334,970
Entitled - - 4,206 (73.032) 1,442 - (67,384)
Under construction - - - (76,927) 4,541 - (72,386)

East SoMa (15,022) - 572,787 (211,955) (67,492) 123,777 7 402,095
Under review (16,622) - 388,032 (139,840) (93,789) 101,232 239,013
Enfifled 1,600 - 37,955 (52,585) 15,762 - 2,732
Under construction - - 146,800 (18,530) 10,535 22,545 160,350

Western SoMa 62,870 - 3,046,022 (110,766) 82,464 41,000 7 3,121,590
Under review 59,070 - 2,203,723 (48,832) 22725 - 2,236,686
Entitled 3,800 - 809,299 (37,988) 6,739 41,000 822,850
Under construction - - 33,000 (23,946) 53,000 - 62,054

Showplace/Potrero 320,166 - 294,108 (617,773) 71,170 5457 168,216
Under review 35,695 - 220,497 (409,933) 34,999 - (118,742)
Entitled 284,471 - 73,611 58,709 1,751 - 418,542

34,420
41,163

(131,584)

Under construction - . - - ~ (166,549)
orhoods 618,999 16000 6095375 (1,043381)
4984107 (622,601)

85413)

Data from the California Employment Development Department (EDD) shows that the Eastern
Neighborhoods, over the past five years, have not lost employment in PDR activities. In the 2011-2015
period, PDR jobs have increased from roughly 19,000 to more than 20,000, as shown on Chart 1. Other land
use categories, particularly office and retail, have seen substantial increases in employment during this time,
meaning that PDR is relatively a smaller share of the Eastern Neighborhoods labor force. Given the fact that
the Plan Areas Jost PDR space and only added about 500,000 net square foot of commercial space overall, it
is reasonable to assume that much of the added employment has located in spaces that were vacant in 2010
due to the Great Recession, as well as in denser wotkplaces (more employees within a given square footage).
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CHART 1. EMPLOYMENT BY LAND USE IN THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS, 2ND QUARTER 2010 AND 2015
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Source: California Employment Development Department

Note: Starting in 2013, the Bureau of Labor Statistics reclassified In-Home Suppoztive Setvices (roughly
20,000 jobs citywide) from the Private Houschold category (classified as “Other”) to other classifications,
most of which are captured in this report under “Medical”.

People and Neighborhoods

In addition to the stabilization of PDR activities and employment, the Eastern Neighbothoods Area Plans
placed a strong focus on expanding the supply of housing, particularly units that are affordable to low and
moderate-income households. Additionally, housing is not simply conceived as “four walls and a roof”, but as
a set of supporting amenities, such as adequate transportation and mobility, parks, community centers,
childcare facilities and other important elements of complete neighborhoods. As some of the areas suitable
for residential development were formerly dominated by industtial uses, the installation of neighborhood
infrastructure to serve new and existing residents was made a priotity for the Area Plans.

As Table 3 shows, in the 2011-2015 reporting petiod, roughly 1,400 units have been developed in the Eastern
Neighborhoods, roughly 78% of which were built in the Mission and East SoMa Plan Areas. Of this total,
24% were income-restricted (55% of area median income for rental units and 90% of AMI for ownership
units). Of the total number of affordable units (334), two-thirds were developed through the inclusionary
housing program, in which developers of market-rate housing set aside a percentage of the units within a
development for low- or moderate-income households. Inclusionaty units accounted for almost 16% of all
units built during the reporting period, a higher percentage than the percentage requited by the City for
developments of ten or mote units (12%). Neighbothoods such as Mission, Westetn SoMa, and Showplace
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Square/Potrero Hill developed a lower percentage of affordable units than the minimum 12% requirement.
In these cases, developers may have met their obligations by paying a fee “in lieu” of physically developing
the units, equivalent to setting aside 20% of the units as affordable.

The other one-third of affordable units (113) wete built by non-profit developers as three 100% affordable
developments in Bast SoMa, using a combination of public subsidies from the City, State, and Federal

g overnments.

TaABLE 3. HOUSING DEVELOPMENT IN THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS, 2011-2015

Mission 504 - 56 56 11%
Central Waterfront 203 - 68 ~ 68 33%
East SoMa 595 113 89 ~ 202 34%
Western SoMa ‘ 6 9%
Showplace/Potrero 2 4%
. Total . 03340 - 24%

As of December 31, 2015, there were an additional 12,000 units slated for development in the Eastern
Neighborhoods. Of this total, 64% were under review (including large-scale developments such as Pier 70),
10% were entitled and awaiting construction, and 26% were under construction. Assuming the minimum
inclusionary housing requirement (12%) for the pipeline, an additional 1,440 affordable units would be built
in the Plan Areas, though the amount would likely be much larger since some projects would achieve higher
inclusionary percentages and a few developments would be built as 100% affordable. The breakdown of the
pipeline by Plan Area and development status is shown on Table 4.
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TABLE 4. RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PIPELINE, 4TH QUARTER 2015

Mission 1,852 107
Under review 1,450 61
Entitled 199 29
Under construction 203 17

Central Waterfront 2,689 25
Underreview 1,862 15
Entitled 363 5
Under construction 464 5

East SoMa 1,606 48
Under review 717 21
Entitled 533 16
Under construction 356 11

Western SoMa 1,313 48
Under review 890 36
Entitled 7 9
Under construction 416 3

Showplace/Potrero 4,538 62
Under review 2,779 35
Entitled 59 18
Under construction 1,700 9

In order to fund the neighborhood improvements to support new housing and residents, the City established
an impact fee program levied on new commercial and residential developments. Prior to adoption of the
Plans, the Planning Department conducted a Needs Assessment to establish the amount of infrastructure that
would be required, a legally-required Nexus Study to support the adoption of the fees, and feasibility testing
to establish a fee that would not block new developments. To date, the City has collected almost $50 million
from 150 projects, shown in Table 5. The fees are assigned to funds in five categories: housing, transportation
and transit, complete streets, recreation and open space, and child care, as shown in Table 6.
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TABLE 5, EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT FEES COLLECTED TO DATE BY PLAN AREA

Mission $5,357,000
East SoMa $14,635,000
Western SoMa $6,940,000

Central Waterfront $10,034,000
Shquplace/Potrero $11,384,000
TOTAL 50,0

TABLE 6. EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT FEES COLLECTED TO DATE BY CATEGORY

HOUSING $4,740,000
TRANSPORTATION / TRANSIT $16,940,000
COMPLETE STREETS $6,730,000
RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE  $17,520,000
CHILDCARE $2,420,000
T

The impact fees are spent through an implementation program coordinated by the Planning Department in
collaboration with the Eastern neighborhoods Citizens” Advisoty Committee (CAC). The individual Area
Plan reports outline projects that have been funded (partially or completely) by the impact fees and Appendix
B includes a list and brief description of priority capital projects. The Planning Department estimates that the
City will collect §145 million through fiscal year 2021, as shown on Table 7.

TABLE 7. ESTIMATED EASTERN NEIGHBORHOCDS INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT FEES THROUGH FY 2021 BY CATEGORY

HOUSING | ’ $26,411,000

TRANSPORTATION/TRANSIT -~ $30,302,000
COMPLETE STREETS $38,542,000
RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE  $43,912,000
CHILDCARE $5,931,000
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RESIDENTIAL PIPELINE
ENTITLED HOUSING UNITS 2016 Q1

State law requires each city and county to adopt a Housing Element as a part of its
general plan. The State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD)
determines a Regional Housing Need (RHNA) that the Housing Element must address.
The need is the minimum number of housing units that a region must plan for in each
RHNA period.

This table represents completed units and development projects in the current
residential pipeline to the first quarter of 2016 (Q1). The total number of entitled units is
tracked by the San Francisco Planning Department and is updated quarterly in
coordination with the Quarterly Pipeline Report. Subsidized housing units — including
moderate and low income units — as well as inclusionary units are tracked by the Mayor’s
Office of Housing; these are also updated quarterly.

. Percent of
RHNA New Units Entitied by | 2 NA Goals
Production N Planning in .

Built Built and

Goals to 2016 Q1 2016 Q1 Entitled b
2015 - 2022 ° Pipeline* ftled by

Planning
Total Units 28,869 4,564 18,242 79.0%
Abowe Moderate ( > 120% AMI) 12,536 3,860 15,879 157.5%
Moderate Income (80 - 120% AMI) - 5,460 297 317 11.2%
Low Income ( < 80% AMI) 10,873 407 1,730 19.7%

Affordability fo be Determined 316 -

* This column does not include three entitled major development projects with a remaining total of 22,710 net new units:
Hunters' Point, Treasure Island and ParkMerced. However, as phases of these projects will be included when applications

for building permits are filed. These three projects will include over 5,170 affordable units (23% affordable).
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AN FRANCISCO
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RESIDENTIAL PIPELINE

COMPLETED AND ENTITLED HOUSING UNITS 2007 to 2014

California state law requires each city and county to adopt a Housing Element as a part of its
general plan. The State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) determines
a Regional Housing Need (RHNA) and sets production targets that each jurisdiction’s Housing El-
ement must address. The RHNA allocation represents the minimum number of housing units that
a region must plan for in each reporting period.

The table below shows completed units to the fourth quarter of 2014 {Q4), or the end of the
2007-2014 RHNA reporting period.

R en | et | naTarges
Built
Total Units 31,193 20,455 65.6%
Above Moderate { > 120% AMI ) 12,315 13,391 108.7%
Moderate Income ( 80 - 120% AMI ) 6,754 1,283 19.0%
Low Income { < 80% AMI ) 12,124 5,781 47.7%

&S To
&7
2 % 70

The second table below lists production targets for the new 2015-2020 RHNA reporting period.

It also accounts for units that have received entitlements from the Planning Department but
have not been built as of December 31, 2014. Once completed, these entitled units will count
towards the 2015-2022 RHNA production targets. The total number of entitled units is tracked by
the San Francisco Planning Deparitment and is updated quarterly in coordination with the Quar-
terly Pipeline Report. Publicly subsidized housing units (including moderate and low income units)
and inclusionary units are tracked by the Mayor’s Office of Housing; these are also updated quar-

terly.

Memo

Percent of
st | ermieany | et g
Planning
Total Units 28,869 13,860 48.0%
Above Moderate (> 120% AMI ) 12,536 11,996 95.7%
Moderate Income ( 80 - 120% AMI ) 5,460 676 12.4%
Low Income ( < 80% AMI ) 10,873 1,188 10.9%

*These totals do not include a total of 23,270 net new units from three major entitled projects:
Hunters' Point, Treasure Islond and ParkMerced. However, Phase | of Hunter’s Point (about 444
units) is under construction and is included in this table.
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE: 5 April 2016 — Corrected 11 April 2016 1550 Hission .
. - : San Francisco,
TO: Honorable Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors CA 84103-2479
FROM: John Rahaim Reception:
Director of Planming 415.558.6378
RE: HOUSING BALANCE REPORT No. 3 Fax
415.558.6409
Planning
Information:
415.958.6377

SUMMARY

This report is submitted in compliance with Ordinance No. 53-15 requiring the Planning
Department to monitor and report on the housing balance between new market rate and new
affordable housing production. One of the stated purposes of the Housing Balance is “to
ensure that data on meeﬁng affordable housing targets City-wide and within neighborhoods
informs the approval process for new housing development.” This report is the third in the
series and covers the ten-year period from 1 January 2006 through 31 December 2015.

The “Housing Balance” is defined as the proportion of all new affordable housing units to the
total number of all new housing units for a 10-year “Housing Balance Period.” In addition, a
calculation of “Projected Housing Balance” which includes residential projects that have
received approvals from the Planning Commission or Planning Department but have not yet
received permits to comumence construction will be included.

The Citywide Cumulative Housing Balance for the 2006 Q1 - 2015 Q4 Housing Balance
Period is 18%, although this varies by districts. By comparison, 25% of net new housing
produced were affordable during the same time period. Distribution of the Cumulative
Housing Balance over the 11 Board of Supervisor Districts ranges from —201% (District 4) to
49% (District 5). This variation, especially with negative housing balances, is due to the larger
number of units permanently withdrawn from rent control protection relative fo the number
of total net new units and net affordable units built in those districts.

The Projected Housing Balance Citywide is 15%. Three major development projects were
identified in the ordinance for exclusion in the projected housing balance calculations until site
permits are obtained. These three projects add up to 22,400 net units, with over 5,170 affordable
units and would increase the projected housing balance to 21% if-included in the calculations.

1t should be noted that this third Housing Balance Report adjusted the calculations to conform to
the ordinance’s specifications and intention. The Cumulative Housing Balance in the first Housing
Balance Report, for example, included planned RAD public housing unit replacements that have
yet to be completed. In addition, the calculations included an accounting of all no-fault eviction
notices and were not limited to eviction types that result in permanent removal of units from the
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rental market as specified by the ordinance. (Revised tables for the previous housing balance
reporting periods are included in Appendix A.)

BACKGROUND

On 21 April 2015, the Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance No. 53-15 amending the Planning
Code to include a new Section 103 requiring the Planning Department to monitor and report on
the Housing Balance between new market rate housing and new affordable housing production.
The Housing Balance Report will be submitted bi-annually by March 1 and September 1 of each
year and will also be published on a visible and accessible page on the Planning Department’s
website. Planning Code Section 103 also requires an annual hearing at the Board of Supervisors on
strategies for achieving and maintaining the required housing balance in accordance with the
City’s housing production goals. (See Appendix B for complete text of Ordinance No. 53-15.)

The stated purposes for the Housing Balance Monitoring and Reporting are: a) to maintain a
balance between new affordable and market rate housing Citywide and within neighborhoods; b)
to make housing available for all income levels and housing need types; ¢} to preserve the mixed-
income character of the City and its neighborhoods; d) to offset the withdrawal of existing
housing units from rent stabilization and the Ioss of single-room occupancy hotel units; e) to
ensure the availability of land and encourage the deployment of resources to provide sufficient
housing affordable to households of very low, low, and moderate incomes; £} to ensure adequate
housing for families, seniors and the disabled communities; g) to ensure that data on meeting
affordable housing targets Citywide and within neighborhoods informs the approval process for
new housing development; and h) to enable public participation in determining the appropriate
mix of new housing approvals.

Specifically, the Housing Balance Report will track performance toward meeting the goals set by
Proposition K and the City’s Housing Element. In November 2014, San Francisco’s voters endorsed
Proposition K, which set a goal of 33% of all new housing units to be affordable. Housing
production targets in the City’s Housing Element, adopted in April 2015, includes 28,870 new
units built between 2015 and 2022, 57% of which should be affordable. In addition, Mayor Ed
Lee set a goal of creating 30,000 new and rehabilitated homes by 2020; he pledged at least 30% of
these to be permanently affordable to low-income families as well as working, middle income
families.

This Housing Balance Report was prepared from data gathered from previously published sources
including the Planning Department’s annual Housing Inventory and quarterly Pipeline Report data,
San Francisco Rent Board data, and the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development’s Weekly Dashboard.

! The Ordinance inaccurately stated that “22% of new housing demands to be affordable to households of moderate
means”; San Francisco’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation for moderate income households
is 19% of total production goals.

SAN FRANCISCO 2
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CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE CALCULATION

Planning Code Section 103 calls for the Housing Balance "be expressed as a percentage, obtained
by dividing the cumulative total of extremely low, very low, low, and moderate income
affordable housing (all units 0-120% AMI) minus the lost protected units, by the total number of
net new housing units within the Housing Balance Period.” The ordinance requires that the
“Cumulative Flousing Balance” be provided using two calculations: a) one consisting of net
housing built within a 10 year Housing Balance period, less units withdrawn from protected
status, plus net units in projects that have received both approvals from the Planning
Commission or Planning Department and site permits from the Department of Building
Inspection, and b) the addition of net units gained through acquisition and rehabilitation of
affordable units, HOPE SF and RAD units. “Protected units” include units that are subject to rent
control under the City’s Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Qrdinance. Addjtional
elements that figure into the Housing Balance include completed HOPE SF and RAD public
housing replacement, substantially rehabilitated units, and single-room occupancy hotel units
(SROs). The equation below shows the second, expanded calculation of the Cumulative Housing
Balance.

[Net New Affordable Housing +
Completed Acquisitions & Rehabs + Completed
HOPE SF + RAD Public Housing Replacement +

Entitled & Permitted Affordable Units) CUMULATIVE
— [Units Removed from Protected Status] HOUSING
= BALANCE

[Net New Housing Built + Net Entitled & Permitted Units]

The first “Housing Balance Period” is a ten-year period starting with the first quarter of 2005
through the last quarter of 2014. Subsequent housing balance reports will cover the 10 years
preceding the most recent quarter. This report covers January 2006 (Q1) through December 2015
Q).

Table 1a below shows the constrained Cumulative Housing Balance for 10 year 2006 Q1 — 2015
Q4 period is 9% Citywide, With the addition of completed acquisitions and rehabs and RAD
units, the expanded Cumulative Housing Balance is 18%. In comparison, the expanded
Cumulative Housing Balance for 10 year 2005 Q1 —2014 Q4 period is 16%. Owner Move-Ins were
not specifically called out by the Ordinance in the calculation of the Housing Balance but are
included here because this type of no-fault eviction results in the loss of rent controlled units
either permanently or for a period of time.

X3
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Expanded Cumulative Housing Balancesfor Board of Supervisor Districts range from -201%
(District 4) to 49% (District 5). Negative balances in Districts 1 (-25%), 2 (-18%), 3 (-3%), 4 (-201%),
and 11 (-115%) resulted from the larger numbers of units removed from protected status relative
to the net new affordable housing and net new housing units built in those districts.

Table 1A
Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2006 Q1 —2015

" Net New Units Total
Affordabl Remaved | Entitled | Tota!Net Total Housin
BoS Districts Hous:'t e from Affordable | New Units | Entitled Balanc:
Built & Protected Units Built Units
Status Permitted
BoS District 1 172 (439) 4 374 o8| -55.7%
BoS District 2 6 {353) 40 350 605 -32.1%
BoS District 3 224 (430) 14 1,207 221) -13.4%
BaS District 4 10 (395) 1 103 g8 | -201.0%
BoS Distfict 5 589 (a02)] = 217 1,230 730 | 20.6%
BoS District 6 3,116 {190) s02| 13,921 5564 18.1%
BoS District 7 96 (200) - 384 160 | -19.1%
BoS District 8 313 {616} 170
P ey . -
BoS District 10 758 (215) 442 2,631 2,676 i8.6%
BoS District 11 22 (310) 26 111 117 | -114.9%
' TOTALS ' 5532 |  (4,118) 1536 | 22,531| 11,140 8.8%
SAN FRANCISCO 4
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Table 1B
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2006 Q1 —2015 Q4

Net New - Units To_tal
o Affordable Acquisitions Removed Entitled | Total N_et To.tal Housing
BoS Districts Housing & Rehabs |RAD Program from Afforc.iable New l'Jruts Ermt.!ed Batance
Built Completed Pratected Units Built Units
Status Permitted
BoS District 1 172 - 144 {439) 4 374 98| -25.2%
BoS District 2 6 24 113 (353) 40 350 605 | -17.8%
BoS District 3 224 - 143 {430} 14 1,207 221 | -3.4%
BoS District 4 10 - - (395) 1 103 88| -201.0%
BoS District 5 589 290 263 (402) 217 1,230 730 48.8%
BoS District 6 3,116 926 189 (190} 602 13,921 5,564 23.8%
BoS District 7 96 - 110 {200) - 384 160§ 1.1%
BoS District 8 313 - 132 (616) 170 1,078 626 -0.1%
BoS District 9 226 318 118 (568} 20 1,142 255 8.2%
BoS District 10 758 - 213 (215} 442 2,631 2,676 22.6%
BoS District 11 22 - - (310} 26 111 117 | -114.9%
TOTALS 5,532 1,559 1,425 {4,118) 1536 | 22,531] 11,140] 17.6%

PROJECTED HOUSING BALANCE

Table 2 below summarizes residernitial projects that have received entitlements from the Planning
Commission or the Planning Department but have not yet received a site or building permit.
Qverall projected housing balance at the end of 2015 is 15%. This balance is expected to change as
several major projects have yet to declare how their affordable housing requirements will be met.
Tn addition, three entitled major development projects — Treasure Island, ParkMerced, and
Hunters Point — are not incdluded in the accounting until applications for building permits are
filed or issued as specified in the ordinance. Remaining phases from these three projects will
yield an additional 22,400 net new units; 23% {or 5,170 units) would be affordable to low and
moderate income households.

The Projected Housing Balance does not account for affordable housing units that will be
produced as a result of the Inclusionary Housing Fee paid in a given reporting

cle. Those affordable housing units are produced several years after the Fee is collect-
ed. Units produced through the Fee typically serve lower income households than do
the inclusionary units, including special needs populations requiring services, such as
seniors, transitional aged youth, families, and veterans.

SAN FRANGISCO 5
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Table 2

Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2015 Q4

) Very Low Low . ) Total Net New 'l‘o'cal~ Affordable
BoS District ncome Income Moderate | Middie BD Affordabie Units Units as % o‘f
Units Net New Units
BoS District 1 - - - - - - 14 0.0%
BoS District 2 - - - - - - 46 0.0%
BoS District 3 - - - i6 16 301 5.3%
BoS District 4 - - ~ - 2 0.0%
BoS District5 - - - - 5 5 59 8.5%
BoS District 6 439 74 129 29 25 696 3,320 21.0%
BoS District 7 - - - - - - 147 0.0%
Bo5 District & - - 3 - - 3 105 2.9%
BoS District 9 - ~ - - - 33 0.0%
BoS District 10 - 10 - 168 178 1,872 9.5%
BoS District 11 - - - - - - 7 0.0%
Totals. 439 74 142 |- 28 214 858 5,806 15.2%

CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE ELEMENTS

Because the scope covered by the Housing Balance calculation is broad, each element — or groap
of elements — will be discussed separately. The body of this report will account for figures at the
Board of Supervisor district Ievel, The breakdown of each element using the Planning
Department District geographies, as required by Section 103, is provided separately in an
Appendix C. This is to ensure simple and uncluftered tables. '

Affordable Housing and Net New Housing Production

Table 3 below shows housing production between 2006 Q1 and 2015 Q4. This ten-year period
resulted in a net addition of 22,530 units to the City’s housing stock, induding 5,530 affordable
units. A majority of net new housing units arid affordable units built in the ten year reporting
period were in District 6 (13,920 or 62% and 3,116 or 56% respectively). District 10 follows with
about 2,630 (12%) net new units, including 760 (14%) affordable units.

The table below also shows that almost 25% of net new units built between 2006 Q1 and 2015 Q4
were affordable units. While District 1 saw modest gains in net new units built, almost half of
these were affordable (46%); almost half of net new units in District 5 were also affordable.
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Table 3
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2006 Q1 - 2015 Q4

i Total Total Net Affordable Units
BoS District Very Low Low Moderate | Middie Affcr('iable Units as % of ‘l:otal
Units Net. Units
BoS District 1 170 2 - - 172 374 46.0%
BoS District 2 - - 6 - 6 350 1.7%
BoS District 3 161 11 52 - 224 1,207 18.6%
BoS District 4 - - 10 - 10 103 9.7%
BoS District 5 422 77 90 - 589 1,230 47.9%
BoS District 6 1,969 615 509 23 3,116 13,921 22.4%
BoS District 7 70 26 | - - 96 384 25.0%
BoS District 8 260 32 21 - 313 1,078 29.0%
BoS District 9 138 40 48 - 226 1,142 19.8%
BoS District 10 105 291 362 - b 758 2,631 28.8%
BoS District 11 - 10 12 -~ 22 111 19.8%
TOTAL 3,295 1,104 1,110 23 5532| 22,531 24.6%

1t should be noted that units affordable to Extremely Very Low Income (EVLI) households are
included under the Very Low Income (VLI) category because certain projects that benefit
homeless individuals and families — groups considered as EVLI —have income eligibility caps at
the VLI level.

Acquisition and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing Units

Table 4 below lists the number of units that have been rehabilitated and/or acquired between
2006 and 2015 to ensure permanent affordability. These are mostly single-room occupancy hotel
units that are affordable to extremely very low and very low income households.

Table 4
Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing, 2006-2015
- No. of .
BoS District Buildings No. of Units
BosS District 2 1 24
BoS District 5 2 290
BaS District 6 11 926
BoS District 9 pA 319
TOTALS 16 1,559
SAN ERANGISCO 7
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RAD Program

The San Francisco Housing Authority’s Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) program
preserves at risk public and assisted housing prdjects. According to the Mayor's Office, RAD
Phase 1 transferred 1,425 units to developers in December 2015.

Table 5

RAD Affordable Units
BoS Districts’ Projects {Units
BaS District 1 2 144
BoS District 2 1 113
BoS District 3 2 143
BaS District 5 3 263
BoS District 6 2 189
BoS District 7 1 110
BoS District 8 2 132
BaS District 8 1 118
BoS District 10 1 213
TOTALS 15 1,425

Units Removed From Protected Status

San Francisco’s Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance protects tenants and
preserves affordability of about 175,000 rental units by limiting annual rent increases. Landlords
can, however, terminate tenants’ leases through no-fault evictions including condo conversion,
owner move-in, Ellis Act, demolition, and other reasons that are not the tenants’ fault. The
Housing Balance ealculation takes into account units permanently withdrawn from rent
stabilization as loss of affordable housing. The following no-fault evictions affect the supply of
rent controlled units by removing units from the rental market: condo conversion, demolition,
Ellis Act, and owner move-ins (OMis). It should be noted that OMIs were not specifically called
out by the Ordinance to be included in the calculation. However, because owner move-ins have
the effect of the losing rent controlled units either permanently or for a substantial period of time;
these numbers are included in the Housing Balance calculation as intended by the legislation’s
sponsors, Some of these OMI units may return to being rentals and will still fall under the rent
control ordinance. :

Table 6 below shows the distribution of no-fault eviction notices issued between January 2006
and December 2015. Eviction notices have been commonly used as proxy for evictions. Owner
Move-In and Ellis Out niotices made up the majority-of no fault evictions (52% and 35%
respectively). Distribution of these no-fault eviction notices is almost evenly dispersed, with
Districts 8 and 9 leading (15% and 14% respectively).
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Table 6
Units Removed from Protected Status, 2006 - 2015

Condo Owner Units Removed
BoS District . Demolition Ellis Cut from Protected
Conversion Move-in
Status
BoS District 1 1 26. 132 280 439
BoS District 2 8 13 136 196 353
BoS District 3 6 12 289 123 430
BosS District 4 1 94 66 234 395
BoS District 5 16 23 140 223 402
BosS District 6 2 80 65 43 180
BoS District 7 2 24 35 135 200
B0oS District 8 12 33 268 303 616
BoS District 9 4 71 219 274 568
BoS District 10 2 36 35 142 215
BoS District 11 - 93 43 174 310
TOTALS 54 505 1,432 2,127 4,118
Entitled and Permitted Units

Table 7 lists the number of units that have received entitlements from the Planning Commission
or the Planning Department. These pipeline projects have also received site permits from the
Department of Building Inspection and most are under construction as of the final quarter of
2015. Half of these units are being built in or will be built in District 6. Fourteen percent of units
that have received Planning entitlements and site permits from the DBI will be affordable.
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Table 7

Permitted Units, 2015 Q4
) ) Very Low Low Total Net New Total Affordable
BoS District Income Income Moderate | Middle |Affardabile Units AUnits as % af
Units Net New Units
BoS District1 - - 4 - 4 a8 4.1%
BoS District 2 - - 40 - 40 605 6.6%
BoS District 3 - - 14 - 14 221 6.3%
BoS District 4 - - 1 - 1 38 1.1%
BoS District 5 181 8 28 - 217 730 29.7%
BoS District6 166 417 19 - 602 5,564 10.8%
BoS District 7 - - - - - 160 0.0%
BoS District 8 110 60 - - 170 626 27.2%
BoS District 9 - - 20 - 20 255. 7.8%
BoS District 10 120 287 35 - 442 2,676 16.5%
BoS District 11 - - 26 - 26 117 22.2%
TOTALS 577 772 187 - 1,536 11,140 13.8%

PERIODIC REPORTING AND ONLINE ACCESS

This report complies with Planning Code Section 103 requirement that the Planning Department
publish and update the Housing Balance Report bi-annually on September 1 and March 1 of each
year. Housing Balance Reports are available and accessible online as mandated by the ordinance by
going to this link: http/www.sk-plannine.orgfindex.aspx?pace=4222 .

ANNUAL HEARING

An annual hearing on the Housing Balance before the Board of Supervisors will be scheduled by
April 1 of each year. This year’s Housing Balance Report will be heard before the Board of
Supervisors at a hearing scheduled on 18 April 2016. The Mayor’s Office of Housing and
Community Development, the Mayor's Office of Economic and Workforce Development, the
Rent Stabilization Board, the Department of Building Inspection, and the City Economist will
present strategies for achieving and maintaining a housing balance consistent with the City’s
housing goals at this annual hearing. The ordinance also requires that MOHCD will determine
the amount of funding needed to bring the City into the required minimum 33% should the

cumulative housing balance fall below that threshold.
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APPENDIX A
REVISED TABLES 2005 Q1 — 2014 Q4 and 2005 Q3 — 2015 Q2

The following tables for Housing Balance Report No. 1 were revised to reflect a ten year reporting peri-
od (2005 Q1 to 2014 Q4) because the timing of that first report included figures from the recently con-
cluded quarter (Q1 2015), resulting in a ten year plus one quarter timeframe. Furthermore, that cumu-
Intive balance calculation for the first report included RAD project units even though those projects
have not transpired. For both Report No. 1 and Report No. 2, all no-fault evictions were counted. The
tables have been revised to include only condo conversions, demolitions, Ellis, and owner move-ins
(OMIs).
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Table A-1
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2005 Q1 - 2014 Q4

Net New Units Total
Affordable Acquisitions | Removed Entitled | Total Net Total Housin
BoS Districts . & Rehabs from Affordable | New Units | Entitled &
Housing B - Balance
. Completed | Protected Units Built Units
Built B
Status Permitted
BoS District 1 186 - (442) 4 401 79| -52.5%
BoS District 2 6 24 {368) 9 358 441 | -41.2%
BoS District3 262 - {441} 2 1,332 507 -9.6%
B80S District 4 10 - {354) ~ ) 116 66 | -185.0%
BoS District 5 587 290 {412) 216 1,257 761 | 33.7%
BaS District6 - 3,316 926 (215} 717 12,885' 5,915 25.2%
BoS District 7 26 - {196} 36 260 273 | -25.1%
B80S District 8 309 - (659) 174 1,034 744 | -9.9%
BoS District 9 240 319 (556) i 1,023 125 0.3%
BoS District 10 770 - (190) 418 2,504 2,260 1 21.0%
BoS District 11 47 - (271) 26 175 131§ -64.7%
TOTALS 5,759 1,559 {4,104) 1,604 21,346 11,302 | 14.8%
Units Total
New o . Total
Plannin - Acquisitions | Removed | Entitled | Total Net . Housi
Distri & Aﬂzzi::ﬂe & Rehabs fram Affordable | New Units szrit‘n[;g d B:ll;:I Zf
istricts ng Completed | Protected Units Built: . i
Buiit N Units
Status | Permitted
1 Richmond 186 - (554) 87 540 139 | -41.4%
2 Marina 2 24 {199) - 113 245 | -48.3%
3 Northeast 236 - {463) - 967 488 | -15.6%
4 Downtown 1,598 726 {114) 420 4,802 1,958 | 28.9%
5 Western Additior] 489 290 (214) 137 1,010 818 | 38.4%
6 Buena Vista 119 - {246) 175 562 661 | 3.9%
7 Central 21 - {423) - 361 48 | -98.3%
8 Mission 603 319 (578} 26 1,546 303 20.0%
9 South of Market 1,952 200 (114) 459 9,638 5,463 | 16.5%
10 South Bayshare 355 - {(54) 237 933 644 | 34.1%
11 Bernal Heights 2 - (163} - 114 28| -113.4%
12 South Central 160 - (266} 10 329 113 | -21.7%
13 ingléside 26 - {166) 53 227 254 -18.1%
14 Inner Sunset - - (196) - 93 74| -117.4%
15 QuterSunset 10 - (354) - 111 66| -194.4%
"TOTALS 5,759 1,558 {4,104) 1,604 21,346 11,302 | 14.8%
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Table A-2

Projected Housing Balance, 2014 Q4

o Very Low Low Total [ Total' Affordable
BaS District Income . Moderate | Affordable Units Units as % of"
Units Net New Units
BoS District 1 - - 4 4 58 6.8%
BoS District 2 - - - - 130 0.0%
BoS District3 2 12 14 545 2.6%
BoS District 4 - - - 0.0%
BoS District 5 - - - - 4 0.0%
BoS Districte 47 164 211 1,892 10.6%
BoS District 7 - 3 - 3 63 4.8%
BoS District 8 - - - - 88 0.0%
BoS District 9 - - 12 12 88 13.6%
BoS District 10 ~ 60 60 295 20.3%
BoS District 11 - - - - 6 0.0%
TOTALS a7 Y 252 304 3,270 9.3%
Total Total Affordable
Planning District v;?o;?:' tnlr-::‘r:e Moderate | Affordable NeJ“?;w Units as % of
Units Net New Units
1 Richmond - - 4 4 60 6.7%
2 Marina - - - - 126 0.0%
3 Northeast - - 12 12 499 2.4%
4 Downtown 2 115 117 782 15.0%
5 Western Addition - - - - 4 0.0%
6 Buena Vista - 66 0.0%
7 Central - - - - 19 0.0%
8 Mission - - 12 12 94 12.8%
9 South of Market 47 - 49 96 1,518 6.3%
10 South Bayshore - 60 60 29 206.9%
11 Bernal Heights - - - - 4 0.0%
12 South Central - - - - 3 0.0%
13 Ingleside - 3 - 3 28 10.7%
14 inner Sunset - - - - 38 0.0%
15 Outer Sunset - - - - - 0.0%
TOTALS 47 5 252 304 3,270 9.3%
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Tahle A-3
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2005 Q1 - 2014 Q4

. Total Total Net Affordable Units
BoS District Very Low Low Moderate | Affordable . as % of Total
) Units Units Net Units
BoS District 1 184 2 - 186 401 46.4%
BoS District 2 - - 6 6 358 1.7%
BoS District 3 193 15 54 262 1,332 19.7%
BoS District 4 - - 10 10 116 8.6%
BoS District 5 422 77 38 587 1,257 46.7%
BoS District 6 2,249 626 441 3,316 12,886 25.7%
BoS District 7 - 26 - 26 260 10.0%
BoS District 8 260 32 17 3058 1,034 29.9%
BoS District 8 158 40 42 240 1,023 23.5%
BoS District 10 126 282 362 770 2,504 30.8%
BoS District 11 37 10 - 47 175 26.9%
TOTALS 3,629 1,110 1,020 5,759 21,346 27.0%
i o Totatl Total Net Affordablg Uniits
Planning Districts Very Low Low Moderate | Affordable . as % of Totat
Units Units Net Units.

1 Richmond 184 2 186 540 34.4%

2 Marina 2 2 113 1.8%

3 Northeast 193 11 32 236 967 24.8%

4 Downtown 1,183 283 132 1,598 4,802 33.3%

5 Western Addition 367 77 45 489 1,010 48.4%

6 Buena Vista 55 14 50 119 562 |  21.2%

7 Central 18 3 21 361 5.8%
8 Mission 494 40 69 603 1,546 39.0%

9 South of Market 990 404 558 1,952 9,638 20.3%
10 South Bayshore 25 225 105 355 933 38.0%
11 Bernal Heights 2 2 114 1.8%
12 South Central 138 10 12 160 329 48.6%
i3 ingleside 26 26 227 11.5%
14 Inner Sunset - 93 0.0%

15 Outer Sunset 10 10 111 9.0%
TOTALS 3,629 1,110 1,020 5759 | 21,346 27.0%

Please note that Tables 4 and 5 did not change and are therefore not included in this Appen-
dix.

SAN FRANEISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

83
10560




Tabie A-6
Units Removed from Protected Status, 2005 Q1 - 2014 Q4

Condo Owner Units Removed
BoS District . Demolition Elfis Out from Protected
Conversion ) Viove-In Status
BoS District 1 1 25 141 275 442
BoS District 2 8 14 160 186 368
BoS District3 6 11 320 104 441
BoS District 4 1 S0 55 208 354
BoS District 5 14 22 158 218 412
BoS District 6 2 85 0 38 215
BoS District 7 2 27 40 127 196
BoS District 8 11 44 315 289 659
BoS District9 3 72 229 252 556
BoS District 10 2 30 34 124 190
BoS District 11 - 84 39 148 271
TOTALS 50 504 1,581 1,969 _ 4,104
. . Condo Owner Total Units
Planning District Conversion Demolition Ellis Out Move-In Pe m!l::tently
1 Richmond 2 31 209 312 554
2 Marina 4 5 70 120 199
3 Northeast 9 12 325 117 463
4 Downtown - 70 33 11 114
5 Western Addition 7 12] 83 112 214
6 Buena Vista 3 11 111 121 246
7 Central , 8 34 185 | 196 423
8 Mission 2 44 310 222 578
9 South of Market 2 16 37 59 114
10 South Bayshare 1 10 12 31 54
11 Bernal Heights 3 27 40 93 163
12 South Central - 85 32 149 266
13 ingleside - 41 17 108 166
14 InnerSunset. 8 16 62 110 196
15 Quter Sunset 1 20 55 208 354
TOTALS 50 504 1,581 1,969 4,104
BLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Table A-7

Permitted Units, 2014 Q4
' Very Low Low ATotal Net New Total. Affordable
BoS District Income Incorne Moderate | Affordable Units Units as % of
Units ) Net New Units.

BoS District1 - - 4 4 79 5.1%
BoS District 2 - - 9 9 441 2.0%
BoS District 3 - 2 - 2 507 0.4%
BoS District 4 - . - - 66| 0.0%
BoS District 5 181 8 27 216 761 28.4%
BoS District 6 47 338 332 717 5915 12.1%
BoS Distriet7 - 36 36 273 13.2%
BoS District8 - 170 4 174 744 23.4%
BoS District 9 - - 1 1 125 0.8%
BoS District 10 - 358 61 419 2,260 18.5%
BoS District 11 - - 26 26 131 19.8%
TOTALS 228 876 500 1,604 11,302 ’ 14.2%

. e s 1 Very Low Low ) To.t al Net New Tutal',Affordable

Planning District Income Income Moderate | Affordable . Um_ts as % of
Units Net New Units
1 Richmond - 83 - 4 87 | 135 62.6%
2 Marina - - - - 245 0.0%
2 Northeast ' - - - - 488 0.0%
4 Downtown - 109 311 420 1,958 21.5%
5 Western Addition 98 8 31 137 818 16.7%
6 Buena Vista 170 5 175 661 '26.5%
7 Central - - - - 48 0.0%
8 Mission - 22 4 26 303 ) 8.6%
9 South of Market 47 375 37 459 5,463 - 8.4%
10 South Bayshore 192 45 237 644 36.8%
11 Bernal Heights - - - - 28 0.0%
12 South Central - - 10 10 113 8.8%
13 Ingleside - - 53 53 254 20.5%
14 Inner Sunset ~ - . - - 74 0.0%
15 Quter Sunset - - - - 66 0.0%
TOTALS 228 876 500 1,604 | 11,302 14.2%
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Table B-1

Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2005 Q3 — 2015 Q2

L Units Yotal Entitled Total Net
cesviis | e | 4| et | s | Tot | cutesons | g
Housing Built| Completed Pratected Permitted Built Uriits
Status
BoS District 1 186 - {432) 4 387 92| -50.5%
BoS District 2 6 24 (358) 40 363 603 | -29.8%
BoS District 3 334 72 {429) is 1,382 108 -0.5%
BoS District 4 10 - {379) 1 100 83| -201.1%
BoS District 5 587 430 {411) 217 1,263 733 41.2%
BoS District & 3,406 1,014 {205) 424 13,323 4,765 | 25.6%
BaS District 7 96 - (199) - 354 240 | -17.3%
BoS District 8 313 - {638) 170 1,072 6251 -9.1%
BoS District 9 226 319 (575) 26 1,178 296 | -0:3%
BoS District 10 669 - (207) 418 2,406 2,308 187%
BoS District 11 15 - {288) 13 116 126 | -107.4%
TOTALS 5,848 1,859 {4,121) 1,328 21,944 g,981 | 15.4%
New s Units To’tal ) Total
planning Districs | 72720 | *gedbe”| “Trom | aforaable | ew unite | SIS, | Housing
Built Completed | Protected Units Built Units
Status Permitted
1 Richmond 186 - (548) 87 527 192 | -38.2%
2 Marina 2 24 (120} - 113 43| -64.1%
3 Northeast 310 72 (447) 15 1,056 92| -44%
4 Downtown 1,615 745 {104) 219 5,134 1,232 | 38.9%
5 Western Addition 489 362 (215) 168 1,023 1,005| 39.6%
6 Buena Vista 119 - {247) 176 563 596 4.1%
7 Central 21 - (404} - 356 46| -95.3%
8 Mission 593 319 {572) 37 1,743 353 | 18.0%
9 South of Market 2,023 337 (121) 365 9,717 5212 | 17.4%
10 South Bayshore 355 - {52) 236 927 508 | 37.6%
11 Berna} Heights 2 - (181) - 113 31} -124.3%
12 South Central 22 - (296} 20 166 202 | -69.0%
13 Ingleside 101 - (170) 4 319 248 | -11.5%
14 Inner Sunset - - {195) - o1 39| -150.0%
15 Outer Sunset 10 - (379) 1 S6 82 | -206.7%
TOTALS 5,848 1,859 | (4,121) 1,328 21,944 9,981 | 15.4%
i J— e
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Table B-2

Projected Housing Balance, 2015 Q2

10564

VervL L Total Net N Total Affordable
BaS District [e 'Y ow ; ow Moderate | Affordable ?J .tew Units as % of
ncome ncome Units M | Net New Units
BoS District 1 - - - - 11 0.0%
BoS District 2 - - - - a2 0.0%
BoS District 3 - 12 12 340 3.5%
BoS District 4 - - - - 2 -
BoS District 5 - - - - 51 0.0%
BoS District 6 170 83 71 324 2,552 12.7%
BoS District 7 - - - - 51 0.0%
BoS District 8 - - 3 3 103 2.9%
BoS District 9 - - - - 56 0.0%
BoS District 10 - 126 196 322 1,971 16.3%
BoS District 11 - - - - 11 0.0%
TOTALS 170 209 282 661 5,190 12.7%
Very L L » Total Net N Total Affordable
Planning Districts le"’ ow 1 OW | Moderate | Affordable ‘; iy W | Units as % of
fncome neome Units nits Net New Units
1 Richmond - - - - 12 0.0%
2 Mariha - - - - 38 0.0%
3 Northeast ~ - 12 12 314 3.8%
4 Downtown 170 83 - 253 1,183 21.4%
5 Western Addition - - - - 4 0.0%
6 Buena Vista - - 3 3 135 2.2%
7 Central ~ - - - 8 0.0%
8 Mission - - - - 57 0.0%
9 South of Market - - 81 81 1,671 4.8%
10 South Bayshore - 126 186 312 1,691 18.5%
11 Bernal Heights - - - - 7 0.0%
12 South Central - - - - 16 0.0%
13 Ingleside - - - - 14 | 0.0%
14 inner Sunset - - - - 38 0.0%
15 Outer Sunset - - - - 2 0.0%
TOTALS 170 209 282 661 5,190 12.7%
AN FRANCISCO
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Table B-3
New Housing Praoduction by Affordability, 2005 Q3 - 2015 Q2

Total Affordable

BoS District Very Low Low Moderate Affort:lable To:;!i:l:t olfj:i;taaf;::t
Units Units
BoS District 1 184 2 - 186 3871 48.1%
BaS District 2 - - 6 6 363 1.7%
BoS District 3 267 15 52 334 1,382 ) 24.2%
BoS District4 | - - 10 10 100 { 10.0%
BoS District 5 422 77 38 587 1,263 | 46.5%
BoS District 6 2,289 674 443 3,406 13,323 | 25.6%
BoS District 7 70 26 - 926 3541 27.1%
BoS District 8 260 32 21 313 1,072 | 29.2%
BoS District 9 138 40 48 226 1,178 15.2%
BoS District 10 25 282 362 669 2,406 | 27.8%
BoS District 11 - ‘10 5 15 116 | 12.9%
" TOTALS 3,655 1,158 1,035 5,848 21,9441 26.6%

" Total Total Net ﬁgd :sb :

Planning Districts | VeryLow Low Moderate Affprc-iahle Units of Total Net
Units Units
1 Richmond 184 2 - 186 1. S27 | 35.3%
2 Marina - - 2 2 113 1.8%
3 Northeast 267 11 32 310 1,056 | 25.4%
4 Downtown 1,154 331 130 1,615 5,134 31.5%
S Western -Addition 367 77 45 489 1,023 | 47.8%
6 Buena Vista 55 14 50 119 563 | 21.1%
7 Central - 18 3 21 356 5.9%
8 Mission 474 40 79 593 1,743 | 34.0%
S South of Market 1,059 404 560 2,023 9,717 | 20.8%
10 South Bayshore 25 225 105 355 927 | 38.3%
11 Bernal Heights - - 2 2 113 1.8%
12 South Central - 10 12 22 166 | 13.3%
13 Ingleside 70 26 5 101 319 | 31.7%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - o1 0.0%
15 Outer Sunset - - 10 10| 96 | 10.4%
TOTALS 3,655 1,158 1,035 5,848 21,944 | 26.6%

Plegse note that Tables 4 and 5 did not change and are therefore not included in this Appen-
dix.
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Table B-6

Units Removed from Protected Status, 2005 Q3 — 2015 Q2

BoS Districts |Demolition}| Ellis Qut Owner Condc_a Unit;
Move-In [Conversion| Remaoved
BoS District 1 1 25 121 285 432
BoS District 2 a8 14 150 186 358
BoS District3 6 11 293 119 429
BoS District 4 1 92 62 224 379
BoS District 5 16 22 147 226 411
BoS District 6 2 85 77 41 205
BoS District 7 2 25 40 132 199
BoS District 8 12 32 288 305 638
BoS District 9 4 76 224 271 575
BoS District 10 2 31 35 139 207
BoS District 11 - 86 42 160 288
TOTALS 54 499 1,480 2,088 4,121
Planning Districts | Demoiition | Eisou | OWner | conde | UOKs
1 Richmond 2 32 193 321 548
2 Marina 4 4 61 121 190
3 Northeast 9 12 296 130 447
4 Downtown - 69 26 9 104
5 Western Addition - 11 78 118 215
6 Buena Vista 4 11 110 122 247
7 Central 9 23 160 212 404
& Mission 2 44 289 237 572
9 South of Market 2 17 37 65 121
10 South Bayshore 1 11 8 32 52
. 11 Bemnal Heights 4 30 51 96 181
12 South Central - 89 34 173 296
13 Ingleside - A1 18 111 170
14 Inner Sunset 8 13 57 117 195
15 Quter Sunset 1 92 62 224 379
TOTALS 54 499 1,480 2,088 4,121
LD p——
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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
4/6/15
FILE NO. 1500289 ORDINANCE NO. 53-15

[Planning Code - City Housing Balance Monitoring and Reporting]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to require the Planning Department to monitor
the balance between new market rate housing and new affordable housing, and publish
a bi-annual Housing Balance Report; requiring an annual hearing at the Board of
Supervisors on strategies for achieving and maintaining the required housing balance
in accordance with San Francisco’s housing production goals; and making
environmental findings, Plannkng Code, Section 302 findings, and findings of
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Cade,

Section 101.1.

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

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

Section 1. Findings.

{a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this
ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources
Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors in File No. 150029 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Bbard of
Supervisors affirms this determination.

(b) On March 19, 2015, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19337, adopted

findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the

Supervisor Kim
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adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the
Board of Supetrvisors in File No. 150029, and is incorporated herein by reference.

(c) Pursuant to P.Ianniné Code Section 302, this Board finds that this Planning Code
Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth
in Planning Commission Resolution No. 150029 and the Board incorporates such reasons

herein by reference.

Section 2, The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding new Section 103 to read

as follows:

SEC. 103. HOUSING BALANCE MONITORING AND REPORTING.

(a) Purposes. To maintain a balance between new affordable and market rate housing City-

wide and within neighborhoods. to make housing available for all income levels and housing need

tvpes, to preserve the mixed income character of the City and its neighborhoods, to offset the

withdrawal of existing housing units from rent stabilization_and the loss of single-room-occupancy

hotel umits, to ensure the availability of land and encourage the deployment of resources fo provide

sufficient housing affordable to households of very low, low. and moderate incomes, fo ensure adequate

housing for families, seniors and the disabled community, to ensure that daia on meetin ordable

housing targets City-wide and within neichborhoods informs the approval process for new housing

development. and to enable public participation in determining the appropriate mix of new housing

approvals, there is hereby established a requirement, as detailed in this Section 103, to monitor and

regularly report on the housing balance between market rate housing and affordable housing.
(b} _Findings. |
(1) In November 2014, the City voters énacted Proposition K. which established City
policy to help construct or rehabilitate at least 30,000 homes by 2020 More than 50% of this housing

would be affordable for middle-class households, with at least 33% affordable for low- and moderate-

Supervisor Kim
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income households, and the City is expected to develop strategies to achieve that goal. This section

103 sets forth a method to frack performance toward the City’s Housing Element goals and the near-

term Proposition K zoal that 33% of all new housing shall be affordable housing, as defined herein.

(2) The Citv’s rent stabilized and permanently affordable housing stock serves very low-,

low-, and moderate-income families, long-time residents. elderly seniors, disabled persons and others.

The City seeks to achieve and mainfain an gppropriate balance between market rate housing and

affordable housing City-wide and within neighborhoods because the availability of decent housing and

a suitable living environment for every San Franciscan is of vital importance. Attainment of the City's

housing goals requires the cooperative participation of government and the private sector to expand

housing opportunities to accommodate housing needs for San Franciscans at all economic levels and to

re.sfvond to the unique needs of each neighborhood where housing will be located.

(3) For tenants in unsubsidized housing, affordability is ofier preserved by the

Residentiol Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance’s limitations on the size of allowable rent

increases during a tenancy. As documented in the Budget and Legislative Analyst’s October 2013

Policy Analvsis Report on Tenant Displacement. San Francisco is experiencing a rise in units

withdrawn from rent controls. Such rises often accompany periods of sharp increases in property

values and housing prices. From 1998 through 2013, the Rent Board reported a total of 13,027 no-faudt

evictions (i.e., evictions in which the tenant had not violated any lease terms, but the owner sought to

regain possession of the urit). Total evictions of all types have increased by 38.2% from Rent Board

Year (i.e. from March through February) 2010 to Rent Board Year 2013. During the same period, Ellis

Act evictions far outpaced other evictions, increasing by 169.8% from 43 in Rent Board Year 2010 fo

116 .in Rent Board Year 2013. These numbers do not capture the large number of owner buyouts of

tenants, which contribute further to the loss of rent-stabilized units firom the housing market. Any fair

assessment of the affordable housing balance must incorporate into the calculation units withdrawn

from rent stabilization.

Supervisor Kim
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(4} Pursuant to Government Code Section 65584, the Association of Bay drea

Governments (ABAG), in coordination with the California State Department of Housing and

Community Development (HCD), determines the Bay Area's regional housing need based o regional

trends, projected job orowth, and existing needs. The regional housing needs assessment (RHNA)

determination includes production tareets addressing housing needs of a range of household income

categories. For the RANA period covering 20135 through 2022 _ABAG has projected that at least 38%

of new housing demands for San Francisco will be from very low and low income households

(households earning under 80% of area median income)._and another 22% of new housing demands to

be affordable to households of moderate means (earning between 80% and 120% of area median

income). Market-rate housing is considered housing with no income limils or special requirements

altached.

(5) The Housing Element of the Citv’s Gernieral Plan sigtes: “Based on the erowing

population, and smart growth goals of providing housing in central areas like San Francisco, near jobs

and transit. the State Department of Housing and Compunity Developmert (HCD), with the

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), estimates that in the current 2015-2022 Housing

Element period San Francisco must plan for the capacity for roughly 28.870 new units, 57% of which

should be suitable for housing for the extremely low, very low, low and moderate income households to

meet its share of the region's projected housing demand.” Objective 1 of the Housing Element states

that the City should "identify and make available for develgpment adequate sites fo meet the City's

housing needs, especially permanently affordable housing. " Objective 7 states that San Francisco's

projected affordable housing needs far outpace the capacity for the City to secure subsidies for new

affordable units.

(6) In 2012, the City enacted Ordinance 237-12, the “Housing Preservation and

Production Ordinance,” codified in Administrative Code Chapter 10F.4, to reguire Planning

Department staff to regularly report data on progress toward meeting San Francisco’s quantified
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production goals for different household income levels as provided in the General Plan's Housing

Element. That Ordinance requires data on the mumber of units in all stages of the housing production

process at various affordability levels to be included in staff reports on all proposed projects of five

residential units or more and in guarterly housing production reports to the Planning Commission. The

Planning Department has long tracked the number of affordable housing units and-total number of

housing units built throughout the City and in specific areas and should be able to track the ratio called

for in this Section 103.

(7} As the private market has embarked wpon, and government officials have urged, an

ambitious program to produce sienificant amounts of new housing in the City, the fimited remaining

available land makes it essential to assess the impact of the approval of new market rate housing

developments on the availability of land for affordable housing and to encourage the deplovm_enz‘ of

resources o provide such housing,

{c) Housing Balance Calculation.
(1) For purposes of this Section 103, “Housing Balance” shall be defined as the

proportion of all new housing units affordable to households of extremely low, very low. low or

moderate income households, as defined in California Health & Safety Code Sections 50079.5 et seq.,

as such provisions may be amended from Hime o time, fo the fotal mumber of all new housing units for a

10 year Housing Balance Period.

(2} The Housing Balance Period shall begin with the first quarter of vear 2005 to the

last quarter of 2014, and thereafter for the ten vears prior to the most recent calendar guarter.

(3) For each vear that data is available, beginming in 2005, the Planning Depariment

shall report net housing construction by income levels. as well as units that have beer withdrawn from

protection afforded by City law. such as laws providing for rent-controlled and single resident

occupancy (SRO) units. The affordable housing categories shall include net new units, as well as

existing units that were previously not restricted by deed or regulatory agreement that are acguiied for
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preservation as permanently afiordable housing as.determined by the Mavor s Office of Housing and

Community Developmient (MOHCD) .(not including refinancing or other rehabilitation under existing

ownership), protected by deed or resulatory agreement for a mininmum of 55 vears. The reperi shall

include, by year, and for the latest guarter, all units that have recez‘veci Temporary Certificates of

Occupancy within that vear, a separate category for units that obtained a site or building permit, and

another category for units that have received approval from the Planning Commission or Planning

Department. but have not vet obtgined a site or building permit to commence construction (except any

entitlements that have expired and not been renewed during the Housing Balance Period). Master

planned entitlements, including but not limited to suck areas as Treasure Island Hunters Paint

Shipvard and Park Merced, shall not be included in this latter category until individual building

entitlements or site permils are approved for specific housing projects. For each vear or approval

status. the following cotegories shall be separately reported:

(4} Extremely Low Income Units, which are unils available to individuals or

families making between 0-30% Area Median Income (AMI) as defined in California Health & Safety

Code Section 50106, and are subject to price or rent restrictions between 0-30% AMT:

(B) Very Low Income Units, which are unils gvailable to individuals or families

making between 30-50% AMI as defined in California Health & Safety Code Section 50105, and are

subject 1o price or rent restrictions between 30-50% AMI:
(C) Lower Income Units, which are units available to individuals or families

making between 50-80% AMI.as defined in California Health & Safety Code Section 50079.5, and are
subject to price or rent resitrictions between 50-80% AMT:

(D} Moderate Income Units, which are unils available to individuals or families

making between 80-120% AMI. and are subject to price or rent restrictions between 80-120% AMI:

(E) Middle Income Units, which are units available to individuals or families
making between 120-150% AMI,_and are subject 16 price or rent restrictions between 120-150% AMI;
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(F) Market-rate units, which are units not subject to any deed or regulatory

agreement with price restrictions:

(G) Housing units withdrawn from profected status, including units withdrawn

from rent control (except those units otherwise converted into permanently affordable housing),

including all units that have been subject to rent control under the San Francisco Residential Rent

Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance but that a property owner removes permanently from the

rental market through condominium conversion pursuant to Adminisirative Code Section 37.9(a)(9).

demolition or allerations (including dwelling unit mergers), or permanent removal pursuant to

Administrative Code Section 37.9(a)(10) or removal pursuant to the EJlis Act under Administrative

Code Section 37.9(a)(13);

(H} Public housing replacement units and substantially rehabilitated unils

through the HOPE SF and Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) programs, as well as aﬂze(-

substaniinl rehabilitation programs managed by MOHCD.

(4) The Housing Balance shall be expressed as a percentage, obtained by dividing the

cunulative total ofextremely Iow. verv low, low and moderate income affordable housing units (all

units 0-120% AMI) minus the lost protected units, by the total number of net new housing units within

the Housing Balance Period. The Housing Balance shall also provide two calculations:

(4) the Cunmilarive Housing Balance, consisting of housing units that have

already been constricted (and received a Temporary Certificate. of Qccuparncy or other certificate that

would allow occupancy of the units) within the 10-year Housing Balance Period. plus those units that

have obtained a site or building permit. A separate calculation of the Cumulative Housing Balonce

shall also be provided. which includes HOPE SF and RAD public housing replacement and

substantially rehabilitated units (but not including peneral rehabilitation / maintenance of public

housing or other affordable hiousing units) that have received Temporary Certificates of Occupancy

Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 7
97

10574




O @ ~N O J oA W N -~

NN N [0 T ST G G o . ]

within the Housing Balance Period. The Housing Balance Reports will show the Cumulative Housing

Balance with and without public housing included in the calculation: and

(B) the Projected Housing Balance, which shall include any residential project

that has received approval from the Planning Commission or Planning Department . even if the

housing project has not vet obtained a site or building permit fo commence construction (except iy

entitlements that have expired and not been renewed during the Housing Balance period). Master

planned entitlements shall not be included in the calculation until individual building entitlements or

site permils are approved.
(d) Bi-annual Housing Balance Reports. Within-30-days-of the-effective-date-ofthis
Section-103By June 1, 2015, -the Planning Department shall calculate the Cumulative and Projected

Housing Balance for the most recent two guarters Cify-wide, by Supervisorial District, Plan Area, and

by neighborhood Planning Districts, as defined in the annual Housing Inventory, and publish it as an
easily visible and accessible page devoted to Housing Balance and Monitoring and Reporting on the
Planning Department 's website. By August September Ist and February March Ist of each vear, the
Planning Department shall publish and wpdate the Housing Balance Report, and present this report at

an informational hearing to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors, as well as to any

relevant body with geographic purview over a plan area upon request, along with the other quarterly

reporting reguirements of Administrative Code Chapier 10E.4. The

Supervisors shall be accepted by resolution of the Board, which resolution shall be introduced

g\é the Planning Department. The Housing Balance Report shall also be incorporated into the

Annual Planning Commission Housing Hearing and Annual Report to the Board of Supervisors

required in Administrative Code Chapter 10E.4.

(e) Annual Hearing by Board pf Supervisors.

(1) The Board of Supervisors shall hold a public Housing Balance hearing on an annual

basis by April 1 of each year, to consider progress towards the City’s affordable housing goals,

Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 8
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12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

23
24
25

including the coal of a minimum 33% affordable housing to low and moderate income households, as

well as the City’s General Plan Housing Element housing proa'uczz'orz geals by income category. The

first hearing shall occur no later than 30 days after the effective date of this ordinance_and by April 1

of each year thereafter.

2) The hearine shall include reporting by the Planning Department, which shall present

the latest Housing Balance Report. City-wide and by Supervisarial District and Planning District: the

Mayor ‘s Office of Housing and Commuumity Development, the Mavor's Office of Economic and

Workforce Development. the Rent Stabilization Bogrd_by the Department of Building Inspection, and

the City Economist on strategies for achieving and maintaining a housing balance in accordance with

San Francisco’s housing producﬁqn goals. If tke Cumulative Housing Balance has fallen below 33% in

any vear. MOHCD shall determine how much fimding is required to bring the City into a mininum

33% Housing Balance and the Mayor shall submit to the Board of Supervisors a strategy to accomplish

the minimum of 33% Housing Balance. City Departments shall gt minimum report on the following

issues relevant to the annual Housing Balance heagring: MOHCD shall report on the annual and

projected progress By income category in gecordance with the City’s General Plan Housing Element

housing production goals. projected shortfalls and gaps in finding and site conirol, and progress

foward the City’s Neighborhood Stabilization goals for acquiring and preserving the affordability of

existing rental units in neighborhoods with hish concenfrations of low and moderate income

tiouseholds or historically hich levels of evictions; the Planning Department shall report on current

and proposed zoning and land use policies that affect the City’s General Plan Housing Element

housing production goals: the Mayor’s Office of Economic and Workforce Development shall report on

current and proposed major development projects, dedicated public sites, and policies that affect the

Superviser Kim .
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City’s General Plan Housing Element housing production goals; the Rent Board shall report on the

withdrawal or addition of rent-controlled units and current or proposed policies that affect these

numbers; the Department of Building Inspection shall report on the withdrawal or addition of

Residential Hotel units and current or proposed policies that affect these numbers; and the City

Economist shall report on annual and projected job growth by the income categories specified in the

Citv 's General Plan Housing Element.

(3) All reports and presentation materials from the annual Housing Balance hearing

shall be maintained by year for public access on.the Planning Department’s website on ifs page
devoted to Housing Balance Monitoring and Reporting.

Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after
ehactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor retumns the
ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DEN?}L@; J. HERRERA, City Attorney

MARLENA BYRNE
Deputy City Attorney

mi\leganalas2015\1500366\01006068.doc
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City and County of San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Caslton B. Goodlelt Place

Tails Sari Francisco, CA. 94102-4689

Ordinance

File Number: 150029 Date Passed: April 21, 2015

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to require the Planning Department to monitor the balance
between new market rate housing and new affordable housing, and publish a bi-annual Housing
Balance Report; requiring an annual hedring at the Board of Supervisors on strategies for achieving
and maintaining the required housing balance in accordance with San Francisco’s housing
production goals; and making environmental findings, Planning Cade, Section 302, findings, and
findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority palicies of Planning Code,
Section 101.1.

April 08, 2015 Land Use and Transportation Committee - AMENDED, AN AMENDMENT
OF THE WHOLE BEARING SAME TITLE

April 06, 2015 Land Use and Transportation Committee - RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED

April 14, 2015 Board of Supervisots - PASSED, ON FIRST READING

Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Breed, Campos, Christensen, Cohen, Farrel], Kim, Mar, Tang,
Wiener and Yee

April 21, 2015 Board of Supervisors - FINALLY PASSED
Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Breed, Campos, Christensen, Cohen, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Tang;

Wiener and Yee
File No, 150029 | hereby certify that the foregoing
Ordinance was FINALLY PASSED on
412112015 by the Board of Supervisors of
the City and County of San Francisco.
Ao G Cadu B
Angela Calvillo
Glerk of the Board
— 14
Mayor (/ Date Approved
City and County of San Francisco Page 4 . ) Printed ai 1:43 pm ot 4/22/15
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APPENDIX C

CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE REPORT No 3 TABLES BY PLANNING DISTRICTS

Table 1A

Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2006 Q1 2015 Q4

Units

Total

New —f o d | entitted | Totainet | o lcumutan
i . X Affordable emove niitie Q .e Entitted umu ? ve
Planning Districts _ from Affordable | New Units . Housing
Housing i i Permitted g
. Protected Units Built . Balancel
Built . Units
Status Permitted
1 Richmond 172 (552) 87 514 198 | -41.2%
2 Marina 2 (188) - 101 146 | -75.3%
3 Northeast 204 (447) 12 934 200 | -20.4%
4 Downtown 1,637 {100) 114 5,229 1,305 25.3%
5 Western Addition 491 (217) 168 987 1,000 | 22.2%
6 Buena Vista 119 {236) 176 570 585 5.1%
7 Central 21 (395) - 351 48 | -93.7%
8 Mission 593 (553) 41 1,724 386 3.8%
9South of Market 1,707 (113)| 681| 10,183 6,033 | 14.0%
10South Bayshare 444 (59) 229 1,153 782 31.7%
11 Bernal Heights 2 (179) - 95 33 | -1383%
12 South-Central 22 (313) 10 142 131 | -102.9%
13 Ingleside 108 (179) 17 359 154 | -10.5%
14 Inner Sunset - (192) - 91 41 | -145.5%
15 OuterSunset 10 {395) 1 98 88 | -206.5%
Totals 5,532 {4,118) 1,536 22,531 11,140 8.8%
SAN FRANGCISCO
PLANNING DERPASTMENT
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Table 1B

Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2006 Q1 - 2015 Q4

New Units Total Total
Affordable Acquisitions Removed Entitied Total Net Entitled Cumuiative
Planning Districts Housing & Rehabs RAD from Affordable | New Units parmitted Housing
. & Completed | Protected Units Built . Balance2
Buiit Units
Status Permitted
1Richmond 172 - 144 (552) a7 514 198 | -20.9%
2 Marina 2 24 - (188) - 101 146 | -65.6%
3 Northeast 204 - 143 (447) 12 934 200 -7.8%
4 Downtown 1,637 726 189 {100) 114 5,229 1,305 | 39.3%
5 Western Addition 491 280 376 {217} 168 987 1,000 | "55.8%
6 Buena Vista 119 - i32 {236) 176 570 595 16.4%
7 Central 21 - - (395) - 351 48 1 -93.7%
8 Mission 593 319 - {553). 41 1,724 386 19.0%
g South of Market 1,707 200 - {113) 681 10,183 6,033 | 15.3%
10 South Bayshore A44 - 213 {59) 229 1,153 782 | 42.7%
11 Bernal Heights 2 - 118 (179) - g5 33| -46.1%
12 South Central 22 = - (313) 10 142 131 | -102.9%
13 Ingleside 108 - - (179) 17 359 154 -10.5%
14 InnerSunset - - 110 {192) - 91 41 -62.1%
15 Quter Sunset 10 - - {395) 1 ~ 98 88| -206.5%
Totals 5532 1,559 1,425 {4,118) 1,536 22,531 11,140 | 17.6%
L p—— “
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Table 2

Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2015 Q2

o Very Low Law Total Net New Tbta{AﬁordabIe
BoS District Income Income Moderate widdle TBD Afforcvlable Units Unitsas % o_f
Units Met New Units
1 Richmond - - - - - 15 0.0%
2 Marina - - - - - A4 0.0%
3 Northeast - - - - 207 0.0%
4 Downtown 439 74 58 29 32 632 2,054 30.8%
S Western Addition - - - -~ - 8 0.0%
6 Buena Vista 3 S g 139 5.8%
7 Central - ~ - - ~ 8 0.0%
8 Mission - - - - - 38 0.0%
9 South of Market - - 81 g 90 1,537 5.9%
10 South Bayshore - 168 168 1,691 9:.9%
11 Bernal Heights - - - - ~ 3 0.0%
12 South Central - - - - - 12 0.0%
13 Ingleside - - ~ - - 110 0.0%
14 Inngr Sunset - - ~ ~ -~ 38 0.0%
15 QuterSunset - - - - - 2 0:0%
TOTALS 439 74 14z 29 214 893 5,906 15.2%
Table 3
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2006 Q1 —2015Q4
. Total Affordable Units
Planning Districts Very Low Low Moderate Middle Affordable TOtal,Net as % of Total
‘"‘“"‘“’f Units Units Net Units
_1Richmond 170 2 - - 172 514 33.5%
2Marina - -1 2 - 2 101 2.0%
3 Northeast 161 11 32 - 204 934 21.8%
4 Downtown 1,048 269 297 23 1,637 5,229 31.3%
5 Western Addition 367 77 47 - 491 287 49.7%
6 Buena Vijsta 55 4| 50. - 119 570 20.8%
7 Central 18 3 - 21 351 6.0%
8 Mlission 474 40 79 - 593 1,724 34.4%
9 South of Market 345 403 459 - 1,707 10,183 ' 16.8%
10South Bayshore 105 234 105 - 444 1,153 38.5%
11 Bernal Heights - - 2 ~ 2 a5 2.1%
12 South Central - 10 12 - 22 142 15.5%
13 Ingleside 70 26 12 - 108 359 30.1%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 91 0.0%
15 Quter Sunset - - . 10 - 10 S8 10.2%
TOTALS 3,295 1,104 1,110 23 5,532 22,531 24.6%
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Table 4
Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing, 2006 Q1 —2015 Q4

Planning District B::;Ziz;i T;:ito:
2 Marina 1 24
4 Downtown 5 726
5 Western Addition 2 290
8 Mission 2 319
9 South of Market 6 200
TOTALS 16 1,558
Table 5
RAD Affordable Units
Planning District Tl?w’i;)sf a;Zfa(:f
1 Richmond 144 10.1%
3 Northeast 143 10.0%
4 Downtown 189 | 13.3%
5 Western Addition 376 | 26.4%
6 Buena Vista 132 9.3%
10 South Bayshore 213 | 14.9%
11 Bernal Heights 118 8.3%
14 Inper Sunset 110 7.7%
TOTALS 1,425 | 100.0%
L —
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Tahle 6

Units Removed from Protected Status, 2006 - 2015

Condao Owner Total Units
Planning District . Demalition Elfis Qut Permanently
Canversion Move-In Lost
1 Richmond 2 32 . 199 319 552
2 Marina 4 4 52 128 188
3 Northeast 9 13 292 133 447
4 Downtown - 68 24 8 100
5 Western Addition 8 11 75 123 217
6 Buena Vista 4 12 93 122 236
7 Central 9 24 154 208 395
8 Mission 2 35 280 236 553
9South of Market 2 18 29 64 113
10 South Bayshore 1 14 8 36 59.
11 Bernal Heights 4 30 45 100 179
12 South Central - 94 33 186 313
13 Ingleside - 42 20 117 179
14 InherSunset 8 14 57 113 192
15 Quter Sunset 1 a4 66 234 395
Totals 54 505 1,432 2,127 4,118
L J——
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Table 7

Entitled and Permitted Units, 2015 Q4

) o Very Low Low Total Net New Tota{ Affordable
Planning District Income Income Moderate | Affordable Units Units as % o-f
uUnits Net New Units
1 Richrnond 83 - 4 87 198 43.9%
2 Marina - - - - 146 0.0%
3 Northeast - - 12 12 200 6.0%
4 Downtown - 102 12 114 1,305 8.7%
5 Western Addition 98 8 62 168 1,000 16.8%
6 Buena Vista 110 60 6 176 595 29.6%
7 Central - - - - 48 0.0%
8 Mission - 22 | 19 41 386 10.6%
9 South of Market 166 487 28 681 6,033 11.3%
10 South Bayshore 120 93 16 229 782 29.3%
11 Bernal Heights - - - - 33 0.0%
12 South Central - - 10 10 131 7.6%
13 Ingleside - - 17 17 154 11.0%
14 Innér Sunset - - - - 41 0.0%
15 Outer Sunset - - 1 1 88 1.1%
TOTALS 577 772 187 1,536 11,140 13.8%
e —
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OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Keyser Marston Associates (KMA) has prepared a residential nexus analysis for the City and
County of San Francisco. The report has been prepared to support the City's Inclusionary
Housing Program, including the updated requirements enacted in the summer of 20086. This
residential nexus analysis addresses market rate residential projects which are subject to the
inclusionary program and quantifies the linkages between new market rates units and the
demand for affordable housing gerierated by the residents of the units.

Context and Purpose

The City of San Francisce is undertaking a comprehensive program of analyses to update its
programs and supporting documentsation for many types of fees, including updating nexus
analyses in support of impact fees. As part of this program, the City has contracted with Keyser
Marston Associates to prepare a nexus analysis in support of the Inclusionary Housing
Program, or an analysis of the impact of the development of market rate housing on affordable
housing demand.

The City’s current position is that the City's Inclusionary Housing Program including the in lieu
provision which is offered as an alternative to building units within market rate projects, is not
subject io the requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act, Government Code Sections 66000 and
following. The City doas not expect to alter its position on this matter. However, because the
City agreed to sponsor a supporting nexus analysis as part of past legislative actions, and
because there is interest in determining whether the Inclusionary Program can be supported by
a nexus type analysis as an additional support measure, the City has contracted for the
preparation of a nexus analysis at this time.

8an Francisco Inclusionary Program

The City of San Francisco Inclusionary program that is the subject of this analysis requires that
all residential projects of five units ar more provide a share of units affordable to lower income
households. The San Francisco program, which-was amended in the summer of 2006, is
contained in Planning Code Sections 315 and following (the “Inclusionary Program”). Briefly
summatized, the San Francisco program now requires 15% of units be affordable to lower
income households and defines lower income as up to 120% of median income. For purposes
of application, affordable units in condominium projects must average 100% of median and
affordable units in rental projects must be provided at 60% of median or less. The Inclusionary
Program also has off-site and in-lieu fee alternatives. The Inclusionary Program contains many
particulars regarding application, definitions, entitlement process, and administration of the
program. -

12716.001/001-018.dac; 4/5/2007 Keyser Marston Associates, (nc.
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Use of This Study

An impact analysis of this nature has been prepared for the limited purpose of demonstrating
nexus support to the San Francisco Inclusionary Program. It has not been prepared as a
document to guide policy design in the broader context. We caution against the use of this
study, or any impact study for that matter, for purposes beyond the intended use. All impact
studies are limited and imperfect, but can be helpful for addressing narrow concerns.

To cite a parallel example, a study could be prepared on the relative fiscal impacts of
developing various price (or value) residential units in San Francisco. Fiscal impact analysis,
unlike this nexus analysis, is a widely prepared type of analysis in which revenues to a
governmental entity are quantified and compared to the costs of services provided by the entity.
For residential development, revenues include property tax, sales tax from expenditures of
residents, intergovernmental transfers and subventions (such as vehicle license tax) and a
number of other revenues to the General Fund. Cost of services cover police, fire, health care,
general adminisfration and all else that the City/County expends from its General Fund to serve
its residents. If such an analysis were prepared for various price residential units in San
Francisco, it can be predicted with assurance that higher price units would yield more revenues
to the City than lower price units and a more favorable fiscal balance. If fiscal impact analysis
alone were to guide policy, then San Francisco would never pursue the development of another
unit of affordable housing. Needles to say, governments must develop housing policy based on
a range of competing goais and objectives.

lmpéct Methodology and Models Used

The methodology or analysis procedure for this nexus analysis starts with the sales price (or
rental rate) of a market rate residential unit, and moves through a series of linkages to the
income of the household that purchased or rented the unit, the disposable income of the
household, the annual expenditures on goods and services, the jobs associated with the
purchases and delivery of services, the income of the workers doings those jobs, the household
income and, ultimately, the affordability level of the housing needed by the worker households.
The steps of the analysis from disposable income to jobs generated was performed using the
IMPLAN model, a model widefy used for the past 25 years to quantify employment impacts from
personal income. From jobs generation by industry, KMA used its own nexus model to quantify
the income of worker households by affordability level.

To illustrate the linkages by looking at a simplified example, we can take an average household
that buys a condominium at a certain price. From that price, we can determine the gross income
of the household (from mortgage rates and lending practices) and the disposable income of the
household. The disposable income, on average, will be used to “purchase” or consume a range
of goods and services, such as purchases at the supermarket or services at the bank.
Purchases in the local economy in turn generate employment. The jobs generated are at
different compensation levels. Some of the jobs are low paying and as a result, even when there

12715.001/001-018.doc; 4/5/2007 Keyser Marston Associates, Inc,
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is more than one worker in the household, there are some lower and middle-income households
who cannot afford market rate housing in San Francisco.

The IMPLAN mode! quantifies direct, indirect and induced employment impacts. Direct jobs are
generated at establishments that serve new residents directly (i.e. supermarket, bank or
school); indirect jobs are generated by increased demand at firms which service or supply these
establishments (wholesaler, janitorial contractor, accounting firm, or any jobs down the
service/supply chain from direct jobs); induced jobs are generated when direct and indirect
employees spend their wages in the local economy and generate additional jobs. The analysis
is presented in a manner that indicates direct impacts alone and all impacis - direct, indirect and
induced impacts. Consistent with other nexus analyses that have used the IMPLAN mode} and
adopted programs supported by the analyses, KMA used all impacts, inclusive of indirect and
induced impacts for nexus purposes.

Analysis Starting Point

An important starting point of the analysis is the sales price or rent level of market rate units. For
this KMA was able to utilize material prepared in the spring of 2006 to analyze the inclusionary
program and proposed changes to the program. KMA, under contract to the City, worked under
the direction of the Planning Department and Major's Office of Housing (MOH), and was guided
by a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) comprised of residential developers, affordable
housing advocates, non-profit developers, and others concemed with the policy issues. A major
body of work was devoted to the identification of prototypical projects and full schedules of costs
and revenues to establish pro forma feasible projects. A summary of the prototypes and the
analysis of inclusionary impacts on them is contained in a report entitled Keyser Marston
Associates, Summary Report, Inclusionary Housing Program, San Francisco, Sensitivity
Analysis, July 2006. This report was released as a public document as part of the package for
the July 12, 2006 meeting of the Land Use Committee of the Board of Supervisors.

The lowest cost and sales price (or rent level) of the four prototypes developed as part of the
Sensitivity Analysis wark program is utilized as the starting point of the nexus analysis. The
analysis could have been conducted using an average price of a new unit, but the more
conservative selection of least expensive prototype was used for the analysis.

Net New Underlying Assumption

An underlying assumption of the analysis is that households that rent or purchase new units
represent net new households in the City of San Francisco. If purchasers or renters have
relocated from elsewhere in the City, a vacancy has been created that will be filled, An
adjustment to new construction of units would be warranted if the City were experiencing
demaolitions or loss of existing housing inventory. However, the rate of housing unit removal is
so low as to not warrant an adijuistment or offset.

12715.001/001-018 dac; 4/5/2007 . Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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Since the analysis addresses net new households in the City and the impacts generated by their
consumpftion expenditures, the analysis quantifies net hew demands for affordable units to
accommodate new worker households. As such, the impact resuits do not address nor in any
way include existing deficiencies in the supply of affoerdable housing.

Nexus Findings

Nexus analyses were conducted separaiely for condominium units (or other for-sale product)
and for rental units. since the occupants have different income levels which result in
differentlated impacts. For summary overview purposes the results are presented together in
the following synopsis of major steps and findings.

Income of Purchaser/Renter of New Units

The income of residents of new market rate buildings is estimated based upon the income
required to purchase or rent a unit in a prototypical new low-rise wood frame building.

The prototype condominium unit, drawn from the Sensitivity Analysis, is 800 square feet and
sells for $580,000 or $725 per square foot. The household income required to purchase a unit at
this price is estimated based upon standard long term mortgage lending practices. Key
assumptions are a 20% down payment, and a mortgage at 7% interest, a longer term rate that
is a litle higher than would be achievable today, homeowner's association (HOA) dues and
property taxes. All housing expenditures are assumed at 35% of gross income. This produces a
gross household income of $138,400 for the purchaser of the $580,000 unit.

The prototype rental unit, also drawn from the Sensitivify Analysis work program is also 800
square feet and rents for $2,500 per month or a litile under $3.20 per square foot per month.
New rental units are not feasible in today's market; however, the inclusionary program will be in
place beyond the current market cycle and must anticipate development of rental units in the
future. The assumed rental rate is higher than is achievable in the current market except under
‘extraordinary circumstances (luxury projects in premier locations, etc.). The rental rate has been
estimated as the required minimum level for a project to be feasible, given total development
costs, conventional financing terms, and typical operating expenses. The household living in this
unit is likely to be paying approximately 30% of income on rent (not including utilities). This
translates to a household with a gross income of $102,000 per year.

12715.001/001-018.doc; 4/5/2007 Keyser Marston Associates, ino.
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Condo Units Rental Units

Sales Price or Rent $580,000 $2,544 [ Mo
Annual Housing Cost $48,400 $30,500
(mortgage, property {rent)

taxes, HOA)
Percent of Income Spent on Housing 35% 30%
Gross Household Income $138,400 $102,000
Disposable Income

A second step is to determine Disposable Household Income, the income that the IMPLAN
model uses as a starting place. Disposable Income, as defined for purposes of the IMPLAN
model, is income after state and federal income taxes, Social Security and Medicare
deductions, and personal savings. Housing expenses are not deducted from disposable income;
rather they are handled internally within the IMPLAN model. Disposable Income as a share of
-gross income is estimated at 69% for purchasers of condominium units. This percentage is
based on consultation with a number of governmental and institutional sources as noted in the
main bady of the report. The household that purchases our prototypical condominium unit has a
Disposable Income of $95,500.

The renter household has a higher proportion of gross income that is disposable because the
renter household is in a lower tax bracket. The renter household of the prototypical unit has a
Disposable Income of a little over $74,000 per year.

Condo Units Rental Units

Gross Household Income $138,400 $102,000

Percent Disposable 69% 73%

Disposable Income $95,500 $74,000
IMPLAN Job Generation

The IMPLAN model input is the Disposable Income of 100 condominium purchasers and 100
apartment renters. The output is numbers of jobs generated by the expenditures of the
households for goods and services in San Francisco. The employment impacts associated with
these 100 units are:

12715.001/001-018.doc; 4/5/2007 Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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100 Condc | 100 Rental
Units Units
Disposable Income $9.6 M $74 M
Job Generation
Direct Jobs 49 38
Indirect & Induced Jobs 40 31
Total Jobs 89 69

The IMPLAN output provides the jobs by industry, for the most part a wide dispersion among
over 30 industries with little concentration in any one. The highest single concentration is in
Food Service and Drinking Places, representing 15% of direct jobs and 11% of total jobs.

Lower Income Worker Households

The jobs by industry, per the IMPLAN analysis, have been input into the KMA jobs housing
nexus analysis model to quantify the income of the worker households. The first step is a
conversion of jobs to worker households, recognizing that there is more than one worker in each

household today.

The KMA nexus model converts jobs by indusfry per the IMPLAN output to a distribution of jobs
by occupation. State of California data on compensatioh level in San Francisco is applied fo
each occupation. Workers are allocated into households of sizes ranging from one to six
_persons taking into account the fact that households with fwo or more persons may have
multiple earners. The output of the model is the number of households by income level.

The nexus.model was configured for this.San Francisco application to produce findings for
“lower income households” defined as households with incomes from zero through 120% of
median. Income definitions are keyed to the San Francisca City and County Median (SF
Median) for 2006 as revised in the Inclusionary Program amendments enacted in the summer of
2006. The income range is consistent with the range of incomes covered in the Inclusionary
Housing Program in San Francisco and the range of incomes assisted by the City’s housing

programs overall.

Cutput of Households by Affordability Level

The findings of the analysis are as follows for 100 market rate units in low-rise wood-frame

buildings in San Francisco:

12715.001/001-018.doc; 4/5/2007
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Affordable Unit Demand Associated with 100 | Direct Impacts | Direct, Indirect &
Market Rate Units Only Induced Impacts
Condominium Units - Number of New Lower 25.00 43.31
Income Households

Rental Units - Number of New Lower Income 19.44 33.68
Households

In summary, for every 100 market rate condominium units there are 25.0 lower income
haouseholds generated through the direct impact of the consumption of the condominium buyers
and a total of 43.31 households if total direct, indirect, and induced impacts are counted in the
analysis.

For every 100 market rafe rental units there are 19.44 lower income households generated
through the direct impact of the consumption of the renters and a total of 33.68 households if
total direct, indirect, and induced impacts are counted in the analysis.

The table below adjusts these figures to percentages for purposes of supporting “inclusionary”
type requirements of total units. The percentages are calculated including beth market rate and
affordable units (for example to convert 25.0 affordable units per 100 market rate units into a
percentage, 25.0is divided by 125.0, which equals 20%).

Direct Impacts Direct, Indirect &
Supported Inclusionary Requirement Only induced Impacts
Condos 20.0% 30.2%
Rentals 16.3% 25.2%

Location of Jobs and Housing/Commute Issues

The findings of the nexus analysis count only the jobs located in San Francisco. The analysis
results could have included jobs and worker households located elsewhere in the Bay Area and
beyond the Bay Area as well. If the five county Bay Region (San Francisco, San Mateo, Marin,
Alameda and Cantra Costa) were included, resuits would be a third higher inclusive of Direct,
Indirect and induced Impacts. In summary, the analysis does not count total job impacts, only
San Francisco located job impacts.

An inevitable question arises as to whether worker households are assumed to live in the same
jurisdiction as the jobs. For purposes of this analysis, the interest was in determining job
impacts in San Francisco. Whether all the new worker hauseholds associated with the San
Francisco located jobs should also be assumed to live in San Francisco or commute from
another county is a matter of policy.
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Overiap / Duplication of Commercial Nexus Fee

San Francisco has a jobs-housing linkage fee designed to mitigate the need for affordable
housing associated with jobs in new commercial buildings. The jobs housing analysis is based
on a similar analytical framework as the residential nexus analysis and under certain
circumstances counts some of the same jobs. A separate analysis has been prepared which
demonstrates that in the rare situations where there is a high degree of overlap in jobs counted
between the two analyses, the Gity's Inclusionary program and jobs-housing program combined
remain within the nexus.

Conclusion

The residential nexus analysis has determined that 100 market rate condominium units
generate direct impacts that result in the demand for 25.0 affordable units in San Francisco and
43,31 units if all indirect and induced impacts are taken into account. As percentages, these
results translate to direct impacts supporting 20% of units affordable, or inclusive of indirect and
induced impacts 30% of units affordable. Findings for rental units are roughly a third lower.
Since the San Francisco Inclusionary Program requires that 16% of units be affordable, the San
Francisco program is well supported by this nexus analysis.
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SECTION | - MARKET RATE UNITS AND DISPOSABLE INCOME

Section | describes the prototypical market rate units that are subject to the inclusionary
program, the income of the purchaser and renter households and the disposable income of the
households. Disposable income is the input fo the IMPLAN mode! described in Section Il of this
report. These are the initial starting points of the chain of linkages that connect new market rate
units to incrememal demand for affordable residential units.

introduction

The San Francisco inclusionary program is applicable to all residential projects of five units or
more. Construction activity in the City for projects of five or more units includes a range of
praducts including apartments and condominiums {or other forms of ownership units) in building
typées from low-rise wood-frame construction to steel high-rise buildings. The least expensive
canstruction type, the low-rise wood-frame unit, has been selected as the prototype for the
analysis. The selected prototype units are intended to represent the low-end of cost and value
range for both the for-sale and the rental market in San Francisca. The objective is to establish
the nexus for the least expensive product, on average, to be conservative. Mid- and high-rise
buildings are more expensive to construct and must generally achieve greater sales prices or
rents in order to be feasible; likewise, the disposable income of occupant households and
consumer expenditures will, on average, be greater than in low-rise units. Use of an average
price unit, such as in a mid-rise building, might well have been used in the analysis since use of
averages is generally considered acceptable for establishing regulations and public. policy.

The prototypes used in the analysis are drawn from the prior work program on proposed
changes to the San Francisco inclusiondry program. KMA, under contract fo the City, worked
under the direction of the Planning Department and Major's Office of Housing (MOH), and was
guided by a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) comprised of residential developers,
affordable housing advocates, non profit developers, and other concerned with the policy
issues. A major body of work was devoted to the identification of prototypical projects and full
schedules of costs and revenues ta establish pro forma feasible projects. A summary of the
prototypes.and the analysis of inclusionary impacts on them was asSem’bled in a report entitled
Keyser Marston Associates, Summary Report, Inclusionary Housing Program, San Francisco,
Sensitivity Analysis, July 2006. This report was released as a public document as part of the
package for the July 12, 2006 meeting of the Land Use Committee of the Board of Supervisors.

The major assumptions with respect to price or value of units and income of purchasers:or
renters are presented first for for-sale or candominium units, followed by rental units.
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Profotypical Condominium Unit

For the purposes of the analysis, the low-rise wood-frame construction Prototype 1 articulated in
the Sensitivity Analysis was selected as an average new unit to represent the lower-end of the
for-sale market in San Francisco. As indicated above, prototypes in the Sensitivity Analysis,
were fully analyzed for cost of development and sales prices. In addition, market surveys were
conducted for establishing the sales prices of units and also sales per square foot basis.

A profile of the Prototype 1 size and sales price is:

Pratotypical Unit
Size 800 sq.ft.
Sales Price per Sq.Ft. $725
Sales Price Total $580,000

Most of the new condominium units constructed in San Francisco will sell for over this amount.
Smaller one-bedrooms and studics may have lower sales prices, but will likely equal or exceed
the prototype unit on a price per square foot basis. It is unlikely that significant sales activity wili
occur at lower prices, except for occasional projects or units. The vast majority of units will sell
at a higher price per square foot than the Prototype 1 unit.

Incame of Condominium Purchasers

The next step in the analysis is to determine the income of the purchésing household of the
prototypical condominium. To make the determination, typical terms for the purchase of units in
San Francisco are used — 20% down payment, 30 year fixed rate morigage, property taxes,
and homeowners or condominium association dues. The morigage rate assumption was
selected to cover a future average rate, 7% interest, recognizing that at the current time
mortgages are available at lower rates. Also {esser down payments are currently achievable.
However these terms are not likely to be available over the longer term.

A key assumption is that housing costs will, on average run about 35% of gross income. In
recent years lending institutions have been more willing to accept higher than 35% for all debt
as a share of income;, but most households do have other forms of debt, such as auto loans,
student loans, and credit card debt. Looking ahead, most analysts see a return to more
conservative lending practices than those of the last few years. Housing costs are defined as
mortgage payments and Homeowners Assaciation dues and property taxes.

Table -1 at the end of this section summarizes the analysis for the prototypical condo unit. The
conclusion is that the purchaser of the $580,000 prototypical unit must have an income of
138,400 per year. The ratio of sales price to income of the purchasing household is 4.2:1, which
is to say that a condominium selling for $420,000 would require a household income of
$100,000, using the assumptions of the analysis.
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Rental Market Conditions

Development of new market rate apartments (with conventional financing) is generally not
feasible in San Francisco and in most cities in the U.S. in the current cycle of the real estate
development market due to a combination of factors. Over the past several years, historically
low morigage rates have propelied the homebuyer market, driving strong value escalations
affecting all home ownership products from condominiums to single family detached homes, to
vacation homes, etc. In addition, low mortgage rates have enabled renters to enter
homeownership at unprecedented rates, leaving the rental housing stock with vacancies that
have hot been rapidiy refilled due to weak job growih.

Over the past year, the humber of home sales has decreased significantly and prices have
leveled off or declined slightly in some markets.(although there is litle evidence of decline in
San Francisco). Rents have trended upwards in the San Francisco in response to job growth,
and would be first-time homebuyers are taking a “wait and see” approach to entry into the
ownership market. If these trends continue or other conditions change, new rental buildings
could become feasible again. In any case, the analysis must anticipate that at some point in the
future, the market will produce new market rate rental projects subject to the inclusionary
program,

Prototypical Rental Units

For the purposes of the analysis, Prototype 5, which was identified and analyzed in the
Sensitivity Analysis work program, was used as the prototypical rental unit for purposes of this
analysis. (Information on Prototype 5 was presented to the Technical Advisory Committee, but
was not, however, contained in the aforementioned Summary Report) KMA with assistance
from MOH, San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, and developers active in the market,
prepared an analysis to determine total development costs and the rent level required for project
feasibility. With no recently consfructed market rate rentals, rental survey information was of
limited value. Required rents for new units are higher than current prevailing rents.

The prototypical apartment unit is similar to the condominium at 800 square feet but assumed to
be constructed o lesser standards than the condominium in terms of finishes, appliances, and
amenities. The cost to-develop the unit was estimated at $330,000 (including land and all
indirect costs but excluding developer profit) requiring a rent of approximately $2,544 per month,
or just under $3.20 per square foot per month. This rent level is higher than the average rent
achieved at this time in projects in the greater eastern half of the City, south of Market Street,
where most new development is expected to accur.

It is noted that tax exempt bond money has been used to develop rental projects that contain
the 20% low income units required to qualify for the bonds. Units in these projects may rent for
less (for the project to be feasible) due to the lower interest rates afforded by the tax exempt
bonds.
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Income of Apartment Renter

The assumption for relating annual rent to household income is 30%. For affordable units,
utilities are included in the 30%; for market rate units, the 30% does not include utilities. While
leasing agents and landlords may permit rental payments to represent a slightly higher share of
total income, 30% represents an average, given that renters are likely to have other debt; also
many renters do not choose o spend more than 30% of their income on rent, since, unlike
ownership of a condominium, the unit is not viewed as an investment with value enhancement
potential. The resulting relationship is that annual household income is 3.3 times annual rent.
See Table 1-2.

The conclusion with respect to the Prototype § apartment renter household in a newly
constructed building is an income of slightly over $100,000 per year-.

Disposable Income

The IMPLAN model used in this analysis uses disposable househald income as the primary
upfront input. To arrive at disposable income, gross income for residents of prototypical units
must be adjusted downward to account for taxes and savings. Per KMA correspondence with
the producers of the IMPLAN model (Minnesota IMPLAN Group), gross income is adjusted fo
disposable income for purposes of the mode] by deducting Federal and State Income taxes,
Social Security and Medicare (FICA) taxes, and personal savings. Other taxes including sales
tax, gas tax; and property tax are handled internally within the model.

Disposable income is estimated at approximately 69% of gross income in the case of the
condominium owner. The assumption is based on a review of data from the Tax Policy Center
{a joint venture of the Brookings Institution and the Urban Institute) and California Franchise Tax
Board tax tables. Per the Tax Policy Center, households eaming between $100,000 and
$200,000 per year, or the residents of our prototypical condominium units, will pay an average
of 15% of gross income for federal taxes. State taxes are estimated at 7% of gross income
based on tax rates per the California Franchise Tax Board. The employee share of the FICA
payroll taxes is 7.65% of gross income (conservatively assumes all earners in the household
are within the $94,200 ceiling on income subject to social security faxes).

Savings represent another adjustment from gross income ta disposable income. Savings
including various IRA and 401 K type programs are estimated at 1.3% of gross income based
on the projected average for U.S. households per the 2006 RREEF report (a local real estate
investment trust) “Prospects for the U.S. Economy and Sectors” and sourced to Global Insighta
company that produces forecasts of market and economic data. This savings rate was also
confirmed by a Federal Reserve Bank paper, sourced in the footnote of Table 1-3.

After deducting income taxes and savings, the disposable income factor for a condominiurm
purchaser used in this analysis is 69%, for purposes of the IMPLAN model. This factor also
works with higher incomes than the purchase income used in the analysis, because while the
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average federal and state tax burden goes up with income, FICA taxes go down since Social
Security taxes apply only to income below $94,200. As indicated above, other forms of taxation
(including property tax) are handled internally within the model.

The disposable income for the prototypical renter household is based on the same evaluation,
but for a lower income tax bracket. The renter household would be in a lower tax bracket, with
the result that the renter would have a disposable income factor of 73%. The savings rate for
the renter and owner were assumed to be the same.

In summary the gross income and disposable income of the households in the new market rate
units presented in detail in Table I-4 with the resulis indicated below:

Neéw Condo Units | New Apariment Units
Average Gross Househoid $138,400/year $102,000/year
Income of Buyers / Renters
Disposable Income 69% 73%
Average Disposable $95,500/year $74,000/year
Household Income

“Pied a Terre” Units

Before moving on to the next step of the analysis, it is important to acknowledge that there is
some activity in the current market in sales of units as second homes or city “pied a terre” units.
Based on a limited survey, it appears that the vast majority of such activily is occurring in the
luxury price ranges, particularly in several new high rise towers now in marketing phases. Some
of the towers report figures such as 10% to 20% of units being sold to buyers not for a primary
place of residence. As a share of overall units buiit in the City 10% to 20% in a few individual
projects represents a share closer to 2% to 4% of the tofal market.

In addition to second home sales representing a small share of the market overall, the prototype
unit used in this analysis is at a far lower price unit than most of the units selling as second
homes, which tend to be located in the luxury towers. The income of second home purchasers
and all impacts atiributable to the higher priced units would be substantially higher than the
impacts attributable to the more modest priced unit used in the analysis. The net effect of
second home purchasers (who do spend some income while in San Francisco) on the nexus
being established in this analysis is negligible, in our opinion.

Summary

Table -4 summaries the key assumptions and steps from the market rate residential price or
rent level, to the annual income of the purchaser or renter househald, to the disposable income
of the household. The disposable income, used to consume goods and services, is the
generator of jobs and ultimately the demand for more affordable housing for worker households.
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TABLE I-1

CONDOMINIUM UNITS

CONDO SALES PRICE TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISGCO
Prototype 9
Condo Unit
Sales Price $725 ISF 800 SF $580,000
Morigage Payment
Dowripayment @ 20% 20% $116,000
Loan Amount $464,000
Interest Rate. 7.0%
Term of Mortgage 30 years
Annual Mortgage Payment $37,044
Other Costs
HOA Dues $400 permonth $4,800
Property Taxes 1.14% of sales price $6,600
Total Annual Housing Cost $48,444
% of Income Spent on Hsg 35%
Annual Income Required $138,412
Sales Price fo Income Ratio 4.2

Saource: KMA 2006 sensitivity analysis, prototype 1.

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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TABLE -2

RENTAL UNITS

ANNUAL RENT TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
Prototype
Rental Unit
Market Rent :
Monthly $3.18 /SF 800 SF $2,544
Annual $30,528
% of Income Spent on Rent 30%
(excludes utilities)
Annual Househaold Income Required $101,760
Annual Rent to Income Ratio 3.3

Source: KMA 2006 sensitivity analysis, prototype 5.
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TABLE 1-3
DISPOSABLE INCOME"

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
ECONOMIC NEXUS ANALYSIS

Residents of Residents of
Prototypical Prototypical
Conde Unifs Rental Units
Gross Income 100% 100%

{Less) Average Federal Incame Tax Rate?
(Less) FICA Tax Rate®

15.3% (for AG! of 100k-200K)

11.6% (for AG! of 75k-100k)

T7% 7.7%
(Less) Average State Income Tax Rate® 7.0% 6.0%
{Less) Savings® 1.3% 1.3%
Dispasable Income 69% 73%
{input to IMPLAN madel)
Notes:

7 As defined within the IMPLAN model, Includes all income except income taxes and saving:

2 Per the Urban-Brookings Tax Palicy Center (joint venture between the Brookings Institution and the Urban lnstituta)

3 Conservatively assumes all households will be below the ceiling applicable o sociat security taxes, currently $94,200.
* Estimated by KMA based on marginal rates per the Califomia Franchise Tax Board.

% Projected based on the forecast of average U.S. household savings rate included in the RREEF publicationPruspects for the US Economy
and Property Sectprs. Page 7. November 8, 2006. Savings rate is consistent with the average U.S. household savings rate in 2000 per
Maki, Dean M. and Palumbo, Michae! G, Federal Reserve System Working Paper No. 2003-21. Disentanglfing the Wealth Effect: A Coftort
Analysis of Household Sayings in the 1980s. Aprl 2001,
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TABLE I-4

RESIDENTIAL HOUSEHOLD SUMNARY
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
ECONOMIC NEXUS ANALYSIS

Low-Rise Market Condominium Prototype
Units

Building Sq.Ft. {net rentable or salable area
SBales Price

Sales Price to Income Ratio

Gross Household Income

Disposable Household Income* 69% of gross

Low-Rise Market Apartment Prototype
Units

Building Sq.Ft. (net rentable or salable area

Rent
Monthly
Annual
Gross Household lncome 30% allocated to rent
Disposable Household Income* 73% of gross
Notes:

! See Table I-1

* Estimated incofvie available after deduction of federal incomme, state income, payrall taxes and savings. (Per discussions with the Minnesota
IMPLAN group, sales tax and property tax are not deducted from dispesable household incomeé). See Table |-3.

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc,
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100 Unit
Per Unit Per Sq.Ft. Building Module
100 Units
800 1 80,000
$580,000 $725 $58,000,000
4.2 12
$138,412  $173.01 13,841,000
$95,500  $119.38 $9.550.000
100 Units
800 1 80,000
$2,544 $3.18 $254,400
$30,528  $38.18 $3,052,800
$101,760  $127.20 $10,176,000
$74,285  $92.85 $7.428,000



SECTION Il - THE IMPLAN MODEL

Consumer spending by residents of new residential buildings will create jobs, particulardy in
sectors such as restaurants, health eare, and retail that are driven by the expenditures of
residents. The widely used economic analysis toal, IMPLAN (IMpact Analysis for PLANning)},
was used to quantify these new jobs by industry sector.

IMPLAN Model Description

The IMPLAN model is an economic analysis software package now commercially available
through the Minnesota IMPLAN Group. IMPLAN was originally developed by the U.S. Forest
Service, the Federal Emergency Management Agency, and the U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management and has been in usée since 1979 and refined over time. it has
become a widely used tool for analyzing economic impacts from a broad range of applications
from major construction projects to natural resource programs.

IMPLAN is based on an input-output accounting of commodity flows within an economy from
producers to intermediate and final consumers. The model establishes a matrix of supply chain
relationships between industries and also between households and the producers of household
goods and services. Assumpfions about the portion of inputs or supplies for a given industry
likely to be met by local suppliers, and the portion supplied from outside the region or study area
are derived internally within the model using data on the industrial structure of the region.

The output or result of the model is driven by tracking how changes in purchases for final use
(final demand) filter through the supply chain. Industries that produce goods and services for
final demand or consumption must purchase inputs from other producers, which in tumn,
purchase goods and services. The model tracks these relationships through the economy to the
point where leakages from the region stop the cycle. This allows the user to identify how a
change in demand for ane industry will affect a list of over 500 other industry sectors. The
projected response of an economy to a change in final demand can be viewed in terms of
economic output, employment, or income..

Data sets are available for.each county and state, so the model can be tailored to the specific
economic conditions of the region being analyzed. This analysis utilizes the data set for San
Francisco City and County. The City is, of course, part of a larger regional economy and
impacts will likewise extend throughout the region. However, consistent with the conservative
approach taken in quantifying the nexus, only employment impacts occurring within the City of
San Francisco have been included.

Economic impacts estimated using the IMPLAN model are divided into three categories:

» Direct Impacts — are associated with the direct final demand changes. A relevant
example is restaurant employment created when households in new residential buildings
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spend money dining out. Employment at the restaurant would be considered a direct
impact.

« Indirect Impacts — are those associated with industries down the supply chain from the
industry experiencing the direct impact. With the restaurant example, indirect impacts
would include employment at food wholesalers, kilchen suppliers, and producers of
agricultural products. Since the analysis has been run for San Francisco, only jobs
located in San Francisco are counted.

s [nduced Impacts — are generated by the household spending induced by direct and
indirect employment. Again using the restaurant example, induced impacts would
include employment generated when restaurant, food wholesaler and kitchen suppliers
spend theilr earnings in the local economy.

We have summarized the results of the analysis separately for direct impacts alone and
including all direct, indirect and induced impacts.

Application of the IMPLAN Model to Estimate Job Growth

IMPLAN has been appilied ta link household consumption expenditures to job growth oceurring
in San Francisco. Emplayment generated by the consumer spending of residents has been
analyzed in our prototypical 100-unit buildings. The IMPLAN model disfributes spending among
various types of goods and services (industry sectors) based on data from the Consumer
Expenditure Survey and the Bureau of Economic Analysis Benchmark input-output study to
estimate direct, indirect, and induced employment generated. Job creation, driven by increased
demand for products and services, is projected for each of the industries which serve the new
households. The employment generated by this new household spending is summarized below.

Estimated Employment Growth Per IMPLAN

Per 100 Market Rate Units
Coandos Rental
Disposable Household Income $9,550,000 $7,428,000
Employment Generated Per IMPLAN (jobs)
Direct 484 38.4
Indirect & Induced 393 30.6
Total 88.7 69.0

Table lI-1 provides a detailed summary of direct employment by industry. The table shows
industries sorted by projected employment. Estimated employment is shown for each IMPLAN
industry sector representing 1% or more of employment.
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As discussed previously, the analysis separately analyzes the nexus considering only direct
impacts and with including total direct, indirect, and induced impacts. Considering total impacts
yields approximately 80% more employees than considering direct impact alone.

Only employment growth occurring within San Francisco City and County has been included.
Residents of new market-rate condo and apartment buildings will generate jobs that produce
demand for units for worker households employed throughout San Francisco Bay Area and
beyond. However, as discussed above, the analysis conservatively limits the nexus 1o the City
and County of San Francisco.

12715.001/001-018.doc; 4/5/2007 Keyser WMarston Assaciates, Inc.

Page 20
130

10607




TABLE 1i-1

IMPLAN MODEL OUTPUT
EMPLOYMENT GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO

Dispasable Income of New Residents(after taxes & savings‘)

Employment Generated by lru:iushy2
Food services and drinking place:
Offices of physicians- dentists- and other healll
Hospitals
Private household:
Social assistance- except child day care service
Wholesale trade
Nursing and residential care facilitie:
Automaotive repair and maintepance- except car was
Food and beverage store
Hotels and motels
Religious organizations
General merchandise store:
Miscellaneous store retailer
Elementary and secondary schoal
Clothing and clothing accessories store:
Child day care services
Insurance carriers
Other ambulatory health care service
Health and personal care store
Other educational service!
Sporling goods~ hobby- book and music store
Nonstore retailers
Other amusement- gambling- and recreatio
Legal services
Building material and garden supply store
State & Lacal Educatior
State & Local Non-Educatiot
Fitness and recreational sports center
Custom computer programming service:
Employment services
Services 1o buildings and dwelling:
Other Industries i

-

to residents of the prototypical 100 unit bulldings.

2 For Industries representing more than 1% of total employment.
3. Applies to bath rental and condormiium unfis.
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Per 100 Market Rate Units
Direct mpacts Only Direct, Indirect & Induced impacts
Condos Rentals % ofJobs® GCondos Rentals % of Johs™
$9,550,000 $7,428,000 $9,550,000 §7,428,000
7.4 8.7 15% 10.0 7.8 11%
341 24 6% 39 31 4%
3.0 2.3 6% 37 28 4%
2.3 18 5% 28 22 3%
2.2 1.7 4% 2.7 2.1 3%
1.8 1.4 4% 3.0 24 3%
1.8 14 4% 2.2 17 2%
1.8 14 4% 2.3 1.8 3%
1.8 14 4% 24 1.8 3%
1.7 13 3% 2.2 1.7 2%
1.5 12 3% 19 1.5 2%
1.2 0.9 2% 1.5 1.2 2%
1.0 0.8 2% 14 1.1 2%
1.0 0.8 2% 1.2 0g 1%
-1.0 0.7 2% 1.3 1.0 1%
0.5 6.7 2% 11 0.8 1%
o8 06 2% 1.3 1.0 1%
0.8 0.6 2% 1.0 0.8 1%
0.7 0.6 2% 1.0 08 1%
0.6 as 1% 00 0.0 0%
0.6 05 1% 0.0 0.0 0%
0.6 0:4 1% 0.0 0.0 0%
0.5 0.4 1% 00 0.0 0%
0.5 0.4 1% 1.2 0.8 1%
0.5 04 1% Q.0 0.0 0%
0.0 0.0 0% 43 34 5%
0.0 0.0 0% 22 1.7 3%
0.0 0.0 0% 186 132 2%
0.0 0.0 0% 14 1.1 2%
0.0 0.0 0% 10 0.8 1%
0.0 0.0 0% 10 o8 1%
10.5 8.2 21% 29.1 226 33%
49.4 384 100% 88.7 68.0 100%
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SECTION Il - THE NEXUS MODEL

This section presents a summary of the analysis linking the employment growth associated with
residential development or the output of the IMPLAN model (see Section 11) to the estimated
number of lower income housing units required.

Analysis Approach and Framework

The analysis approach is to examine the employment growth for industries related to consumer
spending by residents of the 100-unit residential building modules. Then, through a series of
linkage steps, the number of employees is converted to the number of lower income households
or housing units. The findings are expressed in terms of numbers of lower income households
retated to the 100-unit building module.

The analysis addresses affordable unit demand associated with both condominium and rental
urits in San Francisco. The table below shows the income limits for “lower income households,”
defined as households from zero through 120% of median income. The median income
definitiori is for San Francisco, not for a multi county region, per the amendments to the San
Francisco Inclusionary Program enacted in the summer of 2006. The median income definition
for San Francisco, described in the Sensitivity Analysis report, is at approximately 92% of the
three county region (Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area defined as San Francisco, San Mateo
and Marin) median income published annually by the U.S. Department Housing and Urban
Development, adjusted based on information in the U.S. Census 2000. MOH will annually
establish and publish the median income for San Francisco for a range of household sizes.

The nexus model was configured for this San Francisco application to produce findings for
households with incomes from zero through 120% of median. The income range is consistent
with the range of incomes covered in the Inclusionary Pragram in San Francisco and the range
of incomes assisted by the City’s housing programs overall.

The current 2006 income definitions used in this analysis are‘i

Household Size
1 2 3 4 5 ‘ 6 +

SF Income Limits
120% of SF Median $73,350 $83,800 $94,300 $104,750 $113,150 $121,500

The analysis is conducted using a model that KMA has developéd for application in many other
jurisdictions for which the firm has canducted simitar analyses of jobs and housing demand
analyses. This same model was utilized by KMA in 1996 in preparing the analysis in support of
the Jobs Housing Linkage Program, contained in Section 313 of the San Francisco Code. (Jobs
Housing Nexus Analysis, prepared for City and County of San Francisco, Keyser Marston
Associates, Inc., Gabriel Reche, Inc., 1997.)
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The model inputs are all local data to the extent possible, and are fully documented in the
following description.

Analysis Steps

Tables HlI-1 through HI-§ at the end of this section present a summary of the nexus analysis
steps for the condominium and rental prototype units. Following is a description of each step of
the analysis:

Step 1 -~ Estimate of Total New Employees

The first step in Table lli-1 commences with the total number of employees associated with the
new market rate unit. The employment figures applied here are estimated based on household
expenditures of new residents using the IMPLAN model. The 100-unit condo building is
assaociated with 49 new direct jobs and 88 total direct, indirect, and induced jobs. The prototype
rental building is associated with 38 new direct jobs and 69 total direct, indirect, and induced
jobs.

Step 2 - Adjustment from Employees to Employee Households

This step (Table HI-1) converts the number of employees to the number of employee households.
This step recognizes that there is, on avekage. more than one worker per household, and thus the
niumber of housing units in demand for new workers must be reduced. The workers per worker
household ratio eliminates from the equation all non-working households, such as refired persons,
students, and those on public assistance. The San Francisco average of 1.63 workers per worker
households (from the U. S. Census 2000} is used in the analysis. The number of jobs is divided by
1.63 to determine the number of worker househoalds. (By comparison, average household size is
a lower ratio because all households are counted in the denominator, not just worker
households; using average household size produces greater demand for housing units.)

Step 3 - Occupational Distribution of Employees

The occupational breakdown of employees is the first step to arrive at income level. The oufput
from the IMPLAN model provides the number of employees by industry sector. The IMPLAN
output is paired with data from the Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics 2005
Occupational Employment Survey (OES) to estimate the occupational composition of
employees for each industry sector.

Pairing of OES and IMPLAN data was accomplished by matching IMPLAN industry sector
codes with the four-digit NAICS industry codes used in the OES. Each IMPLAN industry sector
is associated with one or more North American Industry Classification System Codes (NAICS),
with matching NAICS codes ranging from two to five digits. Employment for IMPLAN sectors
with multiple matching NAICS codes were distributed among the matching codes based on the
distribution of employment among those industries at the national levél. Employment for
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IMPLAN sectors where matching NAICS codes were only at the twa or three-digit level of detail
was distributed using a similar approach among all of the corresponding four-digit NAICS codes
falling under the broader two or three-digit categories,

National-level employment totals for each industry within the Occupational Employment Survey
were pro-rated to match the employment distribution projected using the IMPLAN model.
Qccupational compoesition within each industry was held constant. The result is the esfimated
occupational mix of employees.

Asshown on Table ili-1, new jobs will be distributed across a variety of accupational categories.
The three largest occupational categories are food preparation and serving (16%), office-and
administrative support (14%), and sales (13%).

The numbers in Step #3 (Table llI-1) indicate both the percentage of total employee households
and the number of employee households by occupation associated with our hypothetical 100-unit
market rate residential buildings.

Step 4 ~ Estimates of Employee Households Meeting the Lower Income Definitions

in this step, occupation is translated to income based on recent San Francisco PMSA wage and
salary information (defined as San Francisco, Marin, and San Mateo Counties) from the Califomnia
Employment Development Department (EDD). The wage and salary information indicated in
Appendix Tables 2 and 4 provide the income inputs to the model. This step in the analysis
calculates the number of lower income households for each size household.

Individual employee income data was used fo calculate the number of lower income households by
assuming that multiple eamer households are, on average, formed of individuals with simitar

-incomes, Employee households not falling into ane of the major occupation categories per
Appendix Tables 1 and 3 were assumed to have the same income distribution as the major
occupation categories.

Step 5 - Estimate of Household Size Distribution

In this step, household size distribution is input into the model in order to estimate the income and
household size combinations that meet the income definitions established by the City. The
household size distribution utilized in the analysis is that of worker households in San Francisco
City and County derived using a combination of Census sources.

Sfep 6 - Estimate of Households that meet Size and Income Criteria

For this step KMA built a cross-matrix of household size and income to establish probability factors
for the two criteria in combination. For each occupational group a probability factor was calculated
for each household size level applicable to San Francisco’s income limits. This step is performed
for-each occupational category and multiplied by the number of households. Table 1il-2 shows the
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result after completing Steps #4, #5, and #6. The calculated numbers of lower income households
shown in Table lll-2 are for rental projects. The methodology is repeated for condo projects (See
Table [l-3). At the end of these steps we have counted the worker households generated by our
100-unit prototypical residential buildings.

Summary Findings

Table lli-4 indicates the results of the analysis for the two-prototypical 100-unit buildings. The
summary indicates the number of new lower income households per 100 market rate units.

Based on the results in Tables lll-2, 3, and 4, approximately 80% of households are “lower
income.” The finding that the jobs associated with consumer spending tend to be low paying jobs
where the workers will require housing affordable at lower than market rate is not surprising. As
noted above, employment is concentrated in lower paid occupations including food preparation,
administrative, and retail sales occupations as well as jobs in the service sectors.

Many of the higher paying occupétions in San Francisco are not directly tied to consumer spending
by San Francisco residents and therefore have miniscule representation in the analysis. Financial
and professional services firms, for example, largely export their products and services outside of
the City, mostly to the Northemn California region, but also beyond.

In summary, for every 100 market rate condominium units, there are 25.0 lower income
households generated through the direct impact of the consumption of the condominium buyers. If
indirect and induced impacts are included, as many as 43.31 households resutlt. For rental projects,
demand for 19.44 housing units is generated or 33.68 units including indirect and induced
employees,

Comparison of Analysis Results to Inclusionary Program

The analysis findings identify how many lower income households are generated for every 100
market rate units.

The table below adjusts these figures to percentages for purposes of comparison to “inclusionary”
type requirements of total units. The percentages are calculated including both market rate and
affordable units (for example, to convert 25.0 affordable units per 100 market rate units into a
percentage, 25.0 is divided info 125, which equals 20%.)

Direct, Indirect &
Supported Inclusionary Requirement Direct Impacts Only Induced Impacts
Condos - Supported Inclusionary 20% 30.2%
Requirement .
Rentals — Supported Inclusionary 16.3% 25.2%
Requirement
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In other words, San Francisco's 15% base inclusionary required is supported by direct impacts for
both condominium and rental units.

Calculation of Supported In-Lieu Fee

The San Francisco inclusionary ordinance includes an option to provide affordable housing off-site,
or to pay an inlieu fee. The off-site and in-lieu fee percent of units required increases from the
base requirement of 15% to 20%. The increased percentage for off-site and in-lieu is grounded in
the City policy objective to have dispersed affordable units within buildings and throughout the City.
Since off-site compliance or payment of an in-lieu fee does not meet the policy objective, the City
has elected to require a higher percentage to offset the less desirable compliance.

The maximum in-lieu fee supported by the nexus analysis may be calculated by multiplying the
number of affordable units supported by the nexus by the current afferdability gap. The affordability
gap is the cost to provide the affordable housing and is equal to the difference between the value of
an affordable unit based on allowable sales price or rent and the cost to develop the unit. MOH
annually publishes affordability gap fees for condominium units. The affordability gap will vary
based on the number of bedrooms in the units and whether the affordable units are ownership or
rental.

Effect of Unit Size on Nexus Findings

The nexus findings are based on 800 square foot prototype units. Smaller or larger protofypes
would have produced findings indicating a smaller or larger impact on the number of households
within affordable income limits respectively. This is because households that purchase or rent
smaller units on average have lower incomes than those that purchase or rent larger units. The
structure of the inclusicnary ordinance addresses this issue by varying the mitigation
requirements based on unit size. Inclusionary units are required to have the same number of
bedrooms as the market rate units. Larger market rate units therefore require larger affordable
units and smaller market rate units require smaller affardable units.
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TABLE lil11

NET NEW HOUSEHOLDS AND OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTIO
EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS GENERATEL

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO

PER 100 UNITS OF RESIDENTIAL HOUSING
Per 100 Market Rate Units

Direct Impacts Only . Direct, Indirect & Induced Impacts
Condo Units Rental Units Condo Units Rental Units
Step 1 - Employess’ 48 38 89 69
Step 2 - Adjustment for Number of Househoids (1.63}) 30 24 54 42
Step 3 - Occupation Distribution®
Management Occupations 3% 3% 4% 4%
Business and Financial Operations 2% 2% 4% 4%
Computer and Mathematica 1% 1% 2% 2%
Aschitecture and Engineeting 0% 0% 1% 1%
Life, Physical, and Social Science . 0% 0% 1% 1%
Community and Sacial Services 3% 3% 2% 2%
Legal 1% 1% 1% 1%
Education, Tralning, and Librany 6% B% % 7%
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Mediz 1% 1% 1% 1%
Healthcare Practitioners and Technica 8% 8% 6% 6%
Healtheare Support 4% 4% 3% 3%
Protective Service % 1% 2% 2%
Food Preparation and Serving Relatec 16% 16% 12% 12%
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maint 3% 3% 3% 3%
Persaonal Care and Service 5% 5% 4% 4%
Sales and Relatec 13% 13% 11% 1%
Office and Administrative Suppari 14% 4% 16% 16%
Famming, Fishing, and Forestry' 0% - 0%, 0% 0%
Construction and Extractior 0% 0% 2% 2%
Instaliation, Maintenance, and Repalt 4% A% 4% 4%
Production 3% 3% 2% 2%
Transportation and Material Moving 5% 5% 5% 5%
Cther / Not Identified 7% 1% % 7%
Totals 100% 100% 100% 100%
Management Cecupations 1.0 0.8 2.2 1.7
Busiress and Financial Operations 0.6 0.5 18 1.5
Computer and Mathemiatica 0.2 0.2 12 0.8
Architecture and Engineering 0.0 0.0 05 04
Life, Physical, and Social Science 0.1 0.1 04 0.3
Commuriity and Social Services 0.9 0.7 13 1.0
Legal 0.2 0.1 0.5 0.4
Education, Tralning, and Librany 1.8 14 38 3.0
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Mediz 04 0.3 0.8 0.6
Healthcare Practitioners and Technica 24 1.8 32 25
Healthcare Support 1.2 0.9 1.6 1.2
Protective Service 0.2 02 0.9 07
Faod Preparation and Serving Relatec 4.8 38 8.7 52
Building and Grounds Cleaning znd Maint 0.8 ' 06 1.7 14
Personal Care and Service 16 1.2 2.1 1.7
Sales and Relatec 4.0 31 6.1 48
Office and Administrative Suppor 44 34 8.5 6.8
Farrning, Fishing, and Faréstry [33] 0.0 0.1 0.0
Construction and Extractior 0.1 0.1 0.8 07
Installation, Maintenance, and Repai 1.2 0.9 20 18
Broduction 0.8 0.6 1.3 1.0
Transpartation and Material Moving 15 1.3 28 2.2
Other / Not Identified 2.1 16 38 30
Totals 30.3 236 54.4 423
Notes:

! Estimated employment generated by household expenditures within the prototypical 100 unit market rate buildings. Employment estimates aré based on the IMPLAN Group's
econotmic model, IMPLAN, for San Francisco City and County. See Table I1-1.

¥ See Appendix Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4 for additional information from which the percentage distributions were derived.
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TABLE llI-2

LOWER INCOME EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS' GENERATED - CONDOS
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO

PER 100 MARKET RATE CONDO UNITS

Direct Impacts Direct, Indirect &
Only Induced Impacts

Step 4, 5, & 6 - Lower Incame Households® within Major Occupation Categories >

Management 0.13 0.23
Business and Financial Operations 0.25 0.67
Computer and Mathematical - 0.18
Architecture and Engineering - -
Life, Physical and Social Science - -
Commiunity and Social Services 0.66 0.08
Legal - -
Education Training and Library 1.36 2.80
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media - 0.54
Healtheare Practitioners and Technical 0.52 0.71
Healthcare Support 1.18 1.55
Protective Service - 0.73
Food Preparation and Serving Related 4.82 6.71
Building Grounds and Maintenance . 0.77 1.73
Personal Care and Service 1.56 2.11
Sales and Related 3.84 5.86
Office and Admin 4.05 7.96
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry - -
Construction and Extraction - 0.50
Installation Maintenance and Repair . 0.75 1.27
Production 0.74 1.22
Transportation and Material Moving 1.60 2.78
Total Lower Income Households - Major Occupations 2225 38.54
Lower Income Households' - "afl other” occupations 2.75 4.77
Total Lower Income Households' 25,00 43.31

1 Includes households eaming from zero through 120% of San Francisco Median lhcome.
“See Appendix Tables 1 and 3 for additional informiation on Major Occupation Categorles.
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TABLE Wi-3

LOWER INCOME EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS' GENERATED - RENTAL
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISGO

PER 100 MARKET RATE RENTAL UNITS

Direct Impacts Direct, Indirect &
Only Induced Impacts

Siep 4, 5, & 6 - Lower Income Households! within Major Occupation Categoriies 2

Management 0.10 0.18
Business and Financial Operations 0.20 0.52
Computer and Mathematical - 0.14

Architecture and Engineering - -
Life, Physical and Saciat Science - -

Community and Social Services ) 0.52 0.76
Legal - -
Education Training and Library 1.06 2.47
Ars, Design, Entertainment; Sports, & Media - 0.42
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 0.41 0.55
Healthcare Support 0.91 1.21
Protective Service - 0.57
Food Preparation and Serving Related 3.75 522
Building Grounds and Maintenance 0.60 1.34
Personal Care and Service 1.21 1584
Sales and Related 2.99 456
Office and Admin 3.15 6.19
Farm, Fishing; and Forestry - -
Construction and Extraction - 0.39
Installation Maintenance and Repair 0.58 0.99
Production 0.57 0.95
Transportation and Material Moving 1.25 218
Total Lower Income Househalds - Major Qccupations 17.30 29.98
Lower Income Households' - "all other" occupations 2.14 3.71
Tatal Lower Income Households® 19.44 33.68

" inctudes households eaming from zero through 120% of San Francisco Median Income.
*See Appendix Tables 1 and 3 for additional information on Major Occupation Categaries.
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TABLE lli-4

IMPACT ANALYSIS SUMMARY
EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO

RESIDENTIAL UNIT DEMAND IMPACTS
PER 100 MARKET RATE UNITS

Direct impacts Direct, Indirect &

Only Induced Impacis
Number of New Lower Income Househalds’
Per 100 Market Rate Condo Units 25.00 43.31
Per 100 Market Rate Rental Units 19.44 33.68

Notes:

' Includes households eaming from zero through 120% of San Francisco Median Income.
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TABLE Ili-5

INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT SUPPORTED
EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO

SUPPORTED INCLUSIONARY PERCENTAGES'

Direct Impacts Direct, Indirect &
Only Induced Impacts
Percent Lower (ncome Households ?
Condos 20.0% 30.2%
Rentals 16.3% 25.2%

Notes:

! Calculated by dividing affordable unit demand impacts shown on Table -4 by the total number of units including both the affordable units-and the

100 market rate units in the prototypical buildings which creates demand for the affordable units.

2 Includes houssholds eaming from zero through 120% of San Francisco Median Income.
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SECTION IV ~ NON-DUPLICATION OF JOBS HOUSING LINKAGE FEE

Since the mid 1980's San Francisce has had a jobs-housing linkage fee adopted to help
mitigate the impacts of new jobs associated with the development of new office buildings on the
demand for affordable housing in San Francisco. The program, originally called the OAHPP (or
Office Affordable Housing and Production Program) was expanded in the late 1990’s {o also
include retail and hotel buildings. The nexus analysis which supports the updated program was
prepared by KMA and is summarized in a 1997 report. That analysis was based on similar logic
to this analysis: new workplace buildings are associated with new jobs some of which do not
pay well encugh far the new worker househalds to afford housing in San Francisco. This section
addresses the issue of possible over-lap or double counting of impacts between this residential
nexus and the jobs-housing linkage fee.

To briefly summarize the Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis, the logic begins with jobs located in
new workplace buildings such as office buildings, retail spaces and hotels. The nexus analysis
then identifies the compensation structure of the new jobs dépending on the building type, the
income of the new worker households, and the housing affordability level of the new worker
households, concluding with the number of new worker households in the lower income
affordability levels. In this analysis, there are no indirect or induced impacts, and no multipliers;
only the jobs within the workplace buildings themselves are counted.

Some of the jobs which are counted in the Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis are also counted in the
Residential Nexus Analysis. The overlap potential exists in jobs generated by direct
expenditures of San Francisco residents, such as expenditures for food, personal services,
restaurant meals and entertainment. Many jobs counted in the residential nexus are not
addressed in the jobs housing analysis at all. For example, school and government employees
are counted in the residential nexus analysis but are not counted in the jobs housing analysis
which is limited to private sector office buildings, retail and hotel projects.

There is thearetically a set of conditions in which 100% of the jobs counted for purposes. of the
jobs-housing linkage fee are also counted for purposes of the residential nexus analysis. For
example, a small retail store or restaurant might be located on the ground floor of a new
condominium building and entirely dependant upon customers from the candominiums in the
floors above. The commercial space on the ground floor pays the housing impact fee and the
condominiums are subject to the Inclusionary Program. In this special case, the two programs
mitigate the affordable housing demand of the very same workers. The combined requirements
of the two programs to provide inclusionary units.and fund construction of affordable units must
not exceed 100% of nexus or the total demand for affordable units of employees in the new
commercial space.

Complete overlap between jobs counted in the Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis and jobs counted
in the Residential Nexus Analysis could occur only in a very narrow set of circumstances. The
following analysis demonstrates that the combined miitigation requirements do not exceed nexus
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even if every job counted in the Residential Nexus Analysis is also counted in the Jobs Housing
Nexus Analysis.

Jobs-Housing Fee Requirement as a Percent of Nexus

The San Francisco Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis report was prepared by KMA during 1995 and
1896 (the final report date is 1997). To evaluate the combined programs today an update of the
affordability gap figures was deemed appropriate since costs of residential development have
increased so substantially since the analysis was prepared In the mid 19980’s. The profile of job
generation by affordability level, on the other hand, does not change much over time since both
compensation levels and median income tend fo rise more or less together. Tables V-3 through
IV-5 present the updated affordability gap estimates, drawn from the Sensitivity Analysis work
for the Inclusionary Program by KMA spring 2006.

The conclusions of the Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis expressed as the number of new worker
households by affordability level is summarized in Table IV -1. itis ifnportant to note that the
number of worker households shown on the table is after an adjustment factor of 55%. The Jobs
Housing Nexus Analysis starts with all the jobs in new workplace buildings. Recognizing that
many jobs, especially those in the downtown area, are not held by city residents, an adjustment
was made per the existing relationship of 45% commuters/55% city residents, Since itis a
matter of policy, for nexus purposes, as to how many of its workers a city sets the goal of
accommodating within its borders, the 45%/55% relationship could have readily been different.

The following table summarizes the total nexus cost per square foot using current affordability
gap levels, drawn from Table IV-1. The total nexus cost is the maximum mitigation amount, or
maximum fee that could be charged, supported by the analysis (after the 55% adjustment) The
current fee charged by the City of San Francisco is indicated below and shown as a percent of
the nexus cost.

Office | Retail Hotel
Updated Nexus Cost-
(Per Sq.Ft.} $130.48 | $113.09 | $88.27
Current Fee (Per Sq.Ft) | $14.96| $13.95| $11.21
Percent of Nexus Cost 11% 12% 13%

The conclusion is that the current fee levels represent 11% 10 13% of the updated nexus cost,
using current affordability gap figures. So, the jobs-housing fee mitigates approximately 11% to
13% of the demand for affordable units generated by the new commercial space.

Inclusionary Requirement Mitigation as a Percent of Nexus

The Inclusionary Housing Program requires that 15% of all units be affordable to lower income
households. For comparing the Inclusionary Program and the findings of the residential nexus
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analysis, a common denominator is required. Table 1V-2 shows the Inclusionary Program
requirement of 15% expressed in two different ways — per 100 market rate units and per 85
market rate units.

if there were 100 market rates units then 17.65 units are required to be affordable (17.65 is 15%
of 117.65 units) to meet the 15% on-site requirement. The Residential Nexus Analysis
conclusions support 43.31 affordable condominiums or (33.68 rental units) for every 100 market
rate units, or well over the 17.65 level.

The more familiar way of looking at the 15% Inclusionary Program requirement is for every 85
market rate units, 15 affordable units are required, totaling 100 units. If the Residential Nexus
Analysis conclusions are adjusted for 85 market rate units, the same relationship exists.

The conclusion is that the Inclusionary Program is charging 41% to 52% of the maximum
supported by the analysis.

Combined Requirements within Nexus

The Jobs Housing Impact fee is at 11% to 13% of the supported nexus amount and the
Inclusionary Housing Program requirement is at 41% to 52% of the supported nexus amount;
therefore, the combined affordable hausing mitigations would not exceed nexus.even if there
were 100% overlap in the jobs counted in the two nexus analyses. '

To return to the example of a restaurant on the ground floor of a new condominium building, say
there are a total of 30 new restaurant employees of which 20 are in lower income households.
The 20 employees in lower income households are counted (or double counted) in both the
Jobs Housing and Residential Nexus analyses. If the jobs housing impact fee mitigates the
affordable housing demand of three of the employees (15% x 20} and the Inclusionary Program
mitigates the housing demand for another ten employees (50% x 20), then together the two
programs mitigate the housing demand of 13 out of 20 lower income employees. The combined
requirements of the two programs satisfy the nexus test by not mitigating more than 100% of the
housing demand. Extending this [agic, the affordable housing demand mitigated by the
Inclusionary Program and the housing impact fee as a percent of their respective nexus
analyses can be added together to test whether the combined requirements would exceed
100% of nexus if the two analyses counfed (or double counted) all the same demand for
affordable housing.
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SPIT

TABLE V-1

JOBS HOUSING LINKAGE FEE AS A PERCENT QF NEXUS

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO

1987 JOBS HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS WITH UPDATED AFFORDABILITY GAPS

Very Low (<50% Median)
Low (50% - 80% Median)

Moderate {80% - 120% Median)
Total through 120% of AMI

Notes:

Employee Households Updated
Per 100,000 SF of Building Area Affordability Gap
Office Retail Hotel Per Unit
11 10 8 $341,000
16 186 12 $217,000 2
25 19 15 $233000 °
52 45 35

Current Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee

Current Fee-as Percont of Néxus

! Assumes rental housing (apartment unit). Gap based on 36% SF Medlan. Sea Table IV.
“ Assumes rental housing (apartment unlt). Gap based on 70% SF Median, See Table IV.
¥ Assumes ownership housing {condominium unit). Gap based on 100% SF Median. Ses Table IV-3,

Nexus Cost

Per Square Foot of Bullding Area
Office Retail Hotel
$37.51 $34.10 $27.28
$34.72 $34,72 $26.04
$58.25 544.27 $34.95

$130.48 $113.09 $88.27

$14.96 $13.95 $11.21
1% 12% 13%

Source: Keyser Martson Assoclates and Gabriél Rochs, Inc, 1997 Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis, City of San Francisco. Frepared for the Office of Affordable
Hotssing Production Program (OAHPP) Cily and Caunly of San Francisco,

Prepared by: Keyser Marstont Assoclates, In¢.
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TABLE V-2

RESIDENTIAL MITIGATION AS A PERCENT OF NEXUS
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS

AFFORDABLE UNITS
100 Market Rate Units 85 Market Rate Units
Condos Rental Condos Rental
Mitigation: Required Affordable Units (15%) ' 17.65 17.65 15.00 15.00
Nexus Supported: Number of Lower Income Households 43.31 33.68 36.81 28.63
WMitigation as Percent of NeXus 41% 52% 41% 52%
Notes:

T A15% Inclusionary requirement equates to 17.65 affordabie units for every 100 market rate unifs (17,85 / 117.65= 15%).
2 See Table W14, based on direct, indirectand induced.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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TABLE IV-3
AFFORDABILITY GAPS

UPDATED AFFORDABILITY GAPS FOR JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
Prototype 1" Prototype 2' Btended Condo Prototype 5
Low Rise Condos Mid Rise Condos 50% Low, 50% Mid  Low Rise Rental
Development Cost
Average Unit Size ® 800 SF 800 SF 800 SF 80D SF
Development Cost per Net Sq. Ft. $550 /SF $589 /SF $570 /SF $412 /SF
Development Cost per Unit $440,000 $471.000 $455,500 $330,000
Affordability Gaps
Low Income (35% SF Median}
Affordable Unit Value * ($10,685)
Gap
70% SF Median
Affordable Unit Value / Sates Price * $113,120
Gap $216,880
Median fncome {100% SF Median)
Affordable Salés Price * $222,645
Gap [ T $232,955 |
Notes:

' Based on KMA sensilivity analysis prototypes 1, 2, and 5 with costs adjusted to reflect affordable” units.

2 KMA sensitivity analysis protolype 2 modified fo reflect the same square footage as the low-rise unit.
* See Tables V-4 and IV-5.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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TABLE IV4

VALUE OF AFFORDABLE RENTAL UNITS
UPDATED AFFORDABILITY GAPS FOR JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO

Unit Mix

Low Income (35% SF Median}

Armual tncome Limit *

30% of Household lncome

Per Month

<Less> Utility Allowance “

Affordable Rent

Affordable Rent, Annual

<(ess> Operating Expenses

Net Revenue per Unit

Capitalized Vaiue (@ 6.0%)

70% SF Median
Annual Income Limit *

30% of Household Income

Per Month

<Less> Utllity Allowance *

Affordable Rent

Affordable Rent, Annual

<Less> Operating Expenses

Net Revenue per Unit

Capitalized Value (@ 6.0%)

Naotas:

Studio 1Bedrobm 2 Bedroom — Average Rental
15% 60% 25% 100%
21,400 24 450 27,500 $24,755
$6,420 $7.335 $8,250 $§7.427
$535 %611 $688 $619
($62) (&71) (881} (&72)
$473 $540 $607 $547
$5,676 $6.483 $7.278 $6,561
(§7.200) {87,200} {87.200) ($7.200)
(31,524} (3717) 378 (3639)
($25,400) {$12,000) $1,300 | -{$10,685)
42,800 48,200 55,000 $49,510
$12.840 £14,670 $16,500 $14,853
$1,070 $1,223 $1.375 $1.238
{$62) (871) {$81) ($72)
$1,008 $1,152 $1,294 §1,160
$12,096 $13,818 $15,528 $13,987
(§7.200) (87.200) (87.200) (87.200)
$4.896 §$6,618 $8.328 $6,787
$81.600 $110,300 $138,800 $113.120

} Household size based on number of bedrooms plus one,
2 Utifity allowance assumes {enant pays for heat, water, hot water, cooking, rangé, and electricity.

Source: KMA Sensitivity Analysis, City of San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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TABLE V-5
AFFORDABLE SALES PRICE

UPDATED AFFORDABILITY GAPS FOR JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
Studio j.ggdroom 2 Bedroomm  Average Condo
100% SF Median
Unit Mix 20% 35% 45% 100%
Annua! lncome Limit 61,110 69,840 78,570 $72,023
33% of Household income $20,166 $23,047 $25,928 $23,767
Annual Condo Association Fee $450 $5,400 $5,400 $5,400 $5,400
Property Taxes 1.144% $2,048 $2.447 32,847 $2,547
Available for P+l $12,719 $15,200 §17.681 $15,820
Supportable Martgage (10 yr avg rate®) 6.890% $161,094 $192,523 $223,952 $200,380
Down Payment 10%  $17,8%9 $21,391 $24,884 $22,264
Affordable Sales Price $178,993 $213,914  $248,836
Notes:
7 Household size based on number of bedraoms plus one.
2 perthe Gity of San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing
Source: KMA, City of San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: 12715.001/001-018 S4 Tables.xds; IV-5; 4/5/2007
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APPENDIX TABLE 1

2005 NATIONAL RESIDENT SERVICES WORKER DISTRIBUTION BY OCCUPATION
DIRECT EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS WITHIN THE CITY OF SAN FRANCISCQ
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CA
2005 National
Resident Services
Major Occupations (2% or more) Occupation Distribution *

Management occupations 3.3%
Business and financiat operations occupations 2.1%
Community and social services occupations 2.9%
Education, training, and fibrary occupations 5.9%
Healthcare practitioners and technical occupations 7.8%
Healthicare support occupations 3.9%

Food preparation and serving related occupations 15.9%
Building and grounds cleaning and maintenance occupations 2.6%
Personal care and service occupations 5.2%

Sales and refated occupations 13.2%
Office and administrative support occupations 14.4%
installation, maintenance, and repair occupations 4.0%
Production occupations 2.5%
‘Transportation and material moving occupations 5.4%

All Other Resident Services Related Occupations 11.0%

INDUSTRY TOTAL 100.0%

! Distribution of employrment by Inﬁustry is-per the IMPLAN meodel and the distribution of occupational employment within those industries is
based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Survey.

‘Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Minnesota IMPLAN Graup
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX TABLE 2

AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2006

RESIDENT SERVICES WORKER OCCURATIONS

DIRECT EMPLOYMENT IMPAGTS WITHIN THE CITY OF SAN FRANCISGO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CA
% of Total % of Total
2006 Avg.  Occupation Resident Services
Occupation * Compensation * Group * Workers
Page 1 of 4
Management occupations
Chief executives $172,200 4.7% 0.2%
General and opersations managers $120400 31.5% 1.0%
Sales managers $118,400 4.7% 0.2%
Administrative services managers $81,500 4.4% 0.1%
Financial managers $122,600 5.6% 0.2%
Food service managers $49,300 8.4% 0.3%
Medical and health services managers $108,800 8.1% 0.3%
Social and community service managers $61,000 8.3% 0.2%
All other Management Occupations $110.000 26.4% 08.8%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $108,300 100.0% 3.3%
Business and financial operations ocoupations
Wholesale and retail buyers, except farm products -$52,600 4.8% 01%
Claims adjusters, -examiners, and irivestigators $58,000 10.2% 0.2%
Training and development specialists $62,000 4.7% 01%
Management analysts $90,300 4.3% 0.1%
Business operations specialists, all other $65,100 16.5% 0.3%
Accountants and auditors $67,800 16.9% 04%
Financial analysts $98,900 5.0% 0.1%
Insurance underwriters $62,800 4.4% 0.1%
All Other Business and financial operalions occupations (Avg. All Categories) $67.600 33.3% 07%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $67,600 100.0% 21%
Communily and social services occtpalions
Subistance abuse and behavioral disorder counselors §37,100 4.4% 0:1%
Educational, vocational, and schoel counselors £52,000 4.9% 0.1%
Mental health counselors $52,100 5.5% 0:2%
Rehabilitation counselors $43,900 48% 0,1%
Child, family, and school social workers $46,300 12.0% 0.3%
Medical and ‘public health social workers $55,600 55% 0.2%
Mental health and substance abuse social workers $38,800 74% 0.2%
Social and human service assistants $32,900 16.6% 0.5%
Community and social service specialists, all other -§$39,700 AT% 0.1%
Clergy $53,700 14.7% 0.4%
Directors, religious activities and education $43,600 8.1% 0.2%
‘Al Other Community and social services occupations (Avg, All Categories) $44.500 11.3% 0.3%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage - $44,500 100.0% 2.9%

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, Minnesota IMPLAN Group

Preparad by: Keyser Marston Associales, Inc.
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APPENDIX TABLE 2

AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2006

RESIDENT SERVICES WORKER QCCUPATIONS

DIRECT EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS WITHIN THE CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CA
% of Total % of Total
2008 Avg. Occupation Resident Services
Occupation * Compensation ' Group* Workers
Page 2 of 4
Education, training, and library occupations.
Preschool teachers, except special education $30,700 14.0% 0.8%
" Elementary school teachers, except special education $58,700 15.6% 0.9%
Middle schaool teachers, except special and vocational education $60,800 8.1% 0.4%
Secandary school teachers, except special and vocational education $61,600 9.7% 0.6%
Self-enrichment education teachers $46,700 4.5% 0.3%
Teachers and instructors, all other $50,000 5.5% 0.3%
Teacher assistants $31,800 17.9% 1.1%
Al Other Education, training, and library accupations (Avg. All Categaries) $46,300 26.7% 1.6%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $45,300 100.0% 5.9%
Healthcare practitioners and technical occupations
Physicians and surgeons, all other $114,200 4.2% 0.3%
Registered nurses 382,100 35.9% 2.8%
Pharmacy technicians $40,500 4.6% 0.4%
Licensed practical and licensed vocational nurses $53,200 11.0% 0.9%
All Other Healthcare practitioners and technical occupations {(Avg. All Categories) $75,300 44.3% 35%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $75,300 100.0% 7.8%
Heaithcare support occupations
Home health aides $22,600 22.6% 0.8%
Nursing aldes, orderfies, and aftendants $32,700 37.5% 1.5%
Medical assistants $36,300 21.1% 0.8%
Healthcare suppott workers, alf other $40,200. 4.3% 0.2%
All Other Hegltheare support occupations {Avg. All Categories) $31.300 14.5% 0.6%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage §31,300 100.0% 3.9%
Food preparation and serving related occupations
First-iine supervisors/managers of food preparation and serving workers $28,700 6.9% 1.1%
Couoks, fast food $20,200 6.4% 1.0%
Cooks, restaurant $25,600 7.6% 1.2%
Food preparation workers $21,500 7.4% 12%
Bartenders $21,100 4.6% 0.7%
Combined foed preparation and serving workers, including fast food $20,600 22.0% 3.5%
Counter attendants, cafeteria, food concession, and-coffee shop $20,000 4.3% 0.7%
Waiters and waitresses $19,100 21.6% 3.4%
Dishwashers $19,400 47% 0.7%
All Other Food preparation and serving related occupations (Avg. All Categoeries) $21,400 14.5% 23%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $21,400 100.0% 15.9%

Sourcesr U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, Minnesota IMPLAN Group

Prepared by; Keyser Marston Assaciates, inc.
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APPENDIX TABLE 2

AVERAGE ANNUAL COVIPENSATION, 2006

RESIDENT SERVICES WORKER QCCUPATIONS

DIRECT EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS WITHIN THE CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
RESIDENTIAL REXUS ANALYSIS

CiTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CA

Occupation *

Page 3af4
Building and grounds cleaning and maintenance occupations
First-line supervisors/managers of hausekeeping and janitorial workers
Janitors and cleaners, except maids and housekeeping cleaners
Maids and housekeeping cleaners
Landscaping and groundskeeping workers
All Other Building and grounds cleaning and maintenance occupations (Avg. All Cat
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Personal care and service occupations
Amusement and recreation aftendants
Hairdressers, hairstylists, and cosmetologisis
Ghild care wotkers
Personal and home care aides
Recreation workers
All Other Personal care and service accupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Sales and related occupations
First-fine supervisors/managers of retail sales workers
Cashiers
Coaunter and rental clerks
Retail salespersons
Sales representatives, wholesale and manufacluring, except technical and scientific
All Other Sales and related occupations (Avg, All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Office and administrative support occupations
Firstdine supervisorsfmanagers of office and administrative support workers
Bookkeeping, accounting, and auditing clerks
Customer service representatives
Receptionists and information clerks
Stoek clerks and order fillers
Executive secretaries and administrative assistants
Medical secretaries
Secrefaries, except legal, medical, and executive
Office clerks, general
All Other Office and administrative support occupations: {Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

20086 Ava.
Compensation 4

$43,600
$25,300
$26,500
$32,800
$27.800
$27,600

$19,800
$34,000
$26,200
$22,000
$28,700
$26.200
$26,200

$41,800
$23,400
$28,100
$27,100
. $68,800
$30.000
$30,000

$56.000
$40,200
$37,600
$30,200
$28,200
$47,200
$39,700
$39,100
$29,900
£36.:800
$36,800

Sources: U.S, Bureau of Labior Statistics, Califernia Emplayment Development Department, Minnesota IMPLAN Group

Frepared by: Keyser Marstors Associates, Inc.
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% of Total
Occupation
Group ?

4.7%
48.0%
30.0%
14.0%

33%

100.6%

7.9%
15.9%
19.8%
22.2%

57%
28.6%

100.0%

8.5%
30.9%
5.1%
39.4%
5.5%
8.7%
100.0%

5.6%
8.3%
74%
8.2%
10.1%
57%
4.5%
5.0%
13.5%
27.6%
100.0%

% of Total
Resident Services

Workers

0.1%
12%
0.8%
0.4%
2.6%

0.4%
0.8%
1.0%
1.2%
0.3%
15%
5.2%

1.3%
4.1%
0.7%
5.2%
0.7%
13%
13.2%

0.8%
1.2%
1.1%
12%
1.5%
0.8%
0.6%
1.3%
1.9%
40%
14.4%



APPENDIX TABLE 2

AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2006

RESIDENT SERVICES WORKER QCCUPATIONS

DIRECT EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS WITHIN THE CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CA
% of Total % of Total
2006 Avg. Qccupation Resident Services
Occupation * Compensation K Group 2 Workers
Page 4of4
installation, maintenance, and repair occupations
First-line supervisorsimanagers of mechanics, installers, and repairers $71.200 85% 0.3%
Automotive body and related repalrers $50,300 12.2% 0.5%
Automotive service technicians and mechanics $51,500 30.5% 1.2%
Bus-and truck mechanics and diese! engine specialists $46,800 51% 0.2%
Maintenance and repair workers, general $44,400 16.6% 0.7%
All Other Installation, maintenance, and repair occupations (Avg. All Categories) $51.700 27.1% 1.1%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $51,700 100.0% 4.0%
Production occupations
First-line supervisors/managers of production and cperating workers $57,800 6.0% 0.2%
Bakers $25,800 6.3% 0.2%
Butchers and meat cutters $34,600 5.4% 0.1%
Laundry and dry-cleaning workers $24,500 13.7% 0.3%
Pressers, textile, ganment, and related materials $22,100 6.0% 0.2%
Sewing machine operators $19.100 12.1% 0.3%
Painters, transportation equipment $48,700 4.2% 0.1%
All Other Production occupations (Avg. All Gategories) $29.800 46.3% 1.2%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage £29,800 400.0% 2.5%
Transportation and material moving occupations
Bus drivers, school $28,200 9.9% 8.5%
Driver/sales workers $30,500 B.5% 0.5%
Truck drivers, heavy and tractor-trailer $41,900 83% 0.4%
Truck drivers, light or delivery setvices * $31,800 10.2% 0.5%
Taxi drivers and chauffeurs $25,500 4.1% 0.2%
Parking lot attendants ' 526,200 5.5% 0.3%
Gleaners of vehicles and equipment $24,500 12.6% 0.7%
Labarers and freight, stock, and material movers, hand $27,800 16.0% 0.8%
Packers and packagers, hand $18,100 74% 0.4%
All Other Trapsportation and material moving occupations (Avg. All Categories) $28 500 18.5% 10%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $28,500 100.0% 5.4%
89.0%

! The-methodalogy utllized by the Califarnia Employment Development Department (EDD) assumes that houdy paid employees are employed full-time. Annual
compensation is cajculated by EDD by multiplying hourly wages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks,
# Qccupation percentages are based on the 2005 National lnduslry - Specific Cecupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor Stafistics. Wages
are based on the 2005 Occupational Employment Survey data for San Francisco-San Mateo-Redwaad City MD, California (San Frantisco, San Mateo, and Marin
Courmes) updated by the Califomia Employmant Development Department to 2006 wage levels.

2 Inchuding occupations representing 4% or more of the mafor occupation group

Sources: U.8. Bureay of Labor Statistics, California Employment Developmeni Department, Minnesota IMPLAN Group
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc,
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APPENDIX TABLE 3

2005 NATIONAL RESIDENT SERVICES WORKER DISTRIBUTION BY OCCUPATION

DIRECT, INDIRECT & INDUCED EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS WITHIN THE CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CA

2005 National
Resident Services
Major Occupations (1% or more) Occupation Distribution !
Management occupations 4.0%
Business and financial operations occupations 3.5%
Computer and mathematical occupations / 2.2%
Community and social services occupations 2.4%
Education, training, and fibrary occupations 71%
Arts, design, entertainment, sports, and media occupations 1.4%
Healthcare practitioners and technical occupations 5.9%
Healthcare support occupations 2.9%
Protective service occupations 1.7%
Food preparation and serving related occupations 12.4%
Building and grounds cleaning and maintenance occupations 3.2%
Personal care and service occupations 3.9%
Sales and related occupations 11.2%
Office and administrative support occupations 18.7%
Construction and extraction occupations 1.7%
Instaliation, maintenance, and repair occupations 3.7%
Production occupations 2.3%
Transportation and material moving occupations 5.2%
All Other Resident Services Related Ocoupations 8.7%
INDUSTRY TOTAL 100.0%

' Distribution of employment by industry is per the IMPLAN mode! and the dislribution of cccupational employment within those indusiries is
based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Survey,

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Minnesota IMPLAN Group
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX TABLE 4

AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2006

RESIDENT SERVICES WORKER OCCUPATIONS

DIRECT, INDIRECT & INDUCED EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS WITHIN THE CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CA

% of Total % of Total
2006 Avg.  Occupation Resident Services
Qccupation CGompensation * Group? Workers
Page 1 of §
Management occupations
Chief executives $172,200 4.8% 0.2%
General and operations managers $120,400 27.8% 1.1%
Sales managers $119,400 4.3% 0.2%
Administrative services managers $91,500 4.4% 0.2%
Computer and information systems managers- $133,300 4.4% 0.2%
Financial managers . $122,600 67% 0.3%
Education administrators, elementary and secondary school $101,700 4.4% 0.2%
Food service managers $49,300 54% 0.2%
Medical and heaith services managers $108,800 54% 0.2%
Property, real estate, and community association managers $56,500 4.1% 0.2%
Managers, all other $110,000 54% 0.2%
All Other Management occupations (Avg. All Categoties) $111.800 23.0% 0.9%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $111,800 100.9% 4.0%
Business and financial operations occupations
Claims adjusters, examiners, and investigators $58,000 6.5% 0.2%
Management analysts $90,300 7.9% 0:3%
Business operations specialists, all other -$65,100 174% 0.6%
Accountants ahd auditors $67,800 19.6% 0.7%
Financial analysts $98,900 4.3% 0.2%
All Other Business and financial operations occupations (Avd. All Categories) $71,400 44.2% 1.6%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage £71,.400 160.0% 3.5%
Computer and mathernatical oceupations
Camputer programmers $88,500 14.6% 0.3%
Computer sofiware engineers, applications §99,400 18.9% 0.3%
Computer software engineers, systems software $98,600 9.5% 0.2%
Computer suppart specialists $61,600 17.0% 0.4%
Computer systems analysts $83,600 17.7% 04%
Network and computer systems administrators $81,160 8.5% 0.2%
Network systems and data cormmunications analysis $79,900 6.0% 0.1%
All Other Computer and mathematical occupations (Avg. All Categories) 284,100 10.7% 0.2%
Welghted Mean Annual Wage 284,100 100.0% 2.2%

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, Minnesota IMPLAN Group
Prepared by; Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX TABLE 4

AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2006

RESIDENT SERVICES WORKER OCCUFATIONS

DIRECT, INDIRECT & INDUCED EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS WITHIN THE CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CA
% of Total % of Total
2006 Avg. Occupation Resident Services
Qccupation > Compensation * Group ? Workers
Page 2 of 5
Community and social services occupations
Educational, vocational, and scheol counselors $52,000 1.4% 0.2%
Mental health counselors $52,100 4.8% 0.1%
Rehabilitation counselors 943,900 4.8% 0.1%
Child, family, and school sacial workers $46,300 13.5% 0.3%.
Medical and public health social workers $85,600 5.0% 0.1%
Mental health and substance abuse sociaf workers $38,800 6.7% 0.2%
Social and human service assistants $32,900 16.5% 0.4%
Community and social service specialiss, all other $39,700 4.9% 0.1%
Clergy $53,700 12.2% 0.3%
Directors, religious activities and education $43,600 6.7% 0.2%
All Cther Community and social services occupations (Avg. All Categories) $44,800 17.4% 0.4%
Weighted Mean Annuaf Wage $44,800 100.0% 2.4%
Education, training, and library occupations
Preschool teachers, except special education $30,700 8.4% 0.6%
Elementary school teachers, except special education $55,700 17.5% 1.2%
Middle school teachers, except speoial and vacational education §$60,800 7.2% 0.5%
Secondary school teachers, except special and vooational education $61,600 11.4% 0.8%
Teachers and instructors, all other $50,000 6.2% 0.4%
Teacher assistants $31,800 16.5% 1.2%
All Other Education, training, and library occupations (Avg. All Categories) 847,700 32.9% 2.3%:
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $47,700 160.0% 71%
Arls, deslgn, entertainment, sports, and media acoupations
Floral designers £39,500 6.4% 0.1%
Graphic designers $60,700 5.2%. 0.1%
Coaches and scouts $34,600 9.1%. 0.1%
Pubfic relations specialists $61,500 12.1% 0.2%
All Other Arts, design, enteftainment, sports, & media (Avg. Al Categories) * $49,600 67.3% 10%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $49.600 100.0% 1.4%
Heafthcare practitioners and tachnjcal accupations
Physicians and surgeons, all other $114,200 4.3% 0.3%
Registered nurses $82,100 36.1% 21%
Pharmacy technicians $40,500 4.6% 0.3%
Licensed practical and licensed vocational nurses ; $53,200 1M11% 0.7%
All Other Healthcare practitioners and technical ocoupations (Avg. All Categories) $75.400 43.9% 28%
Welghted Mean Annual Wage $75,400 100.8% 54%

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Califomia Employment Development Department, Minnesota IMPLAN Group
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: 001-018 Tables Ap3-4.Ms; Ap tb4 Compensation; 4/5/2007; dd
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APPENDIX TABLE 4

AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2006

RESIDENT SERVICES WORKER OCCUPATIONS

DIRECT, INDIRECT & INDUCED EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS WITHIN THE CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CA

2006 Avg.
Occupation Compensation '
Page 3of5
Healthcare support occupations
Home health aides $22,600
Nursing aides, orderlies, and attendants $32,700
Medical assistants $36,300
Healthcare support workers, all other $40,200
All Other Hedlthcare support occupations (Avg. All Categories) $31.300
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $31,300
Protective service otcupations
Correctional officers and jallers - $69,300
Police and sheriff's patrol officers $61,200
Security guards $26,400
Lifeguards, ski patrol, and other recrealionat pratective service workers. $24,800
Protective service workers, all other $55,600
All Other Protective service occupations (Avg. All Categories) 38,700
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $38,700
Food preparation and serving related occupations
Firstline supervisars/managers of food preparation and serving workers $29,700
Cooks, fast food $20,200
Cooks, restaurant $25,600
Food preparation workers $21,500
Bartenders $21,100
Cornbined food preparation and serving workers, including fast food $20,800
Counter attendarits, cafeteria, food concession, and coffee shop $20,000
Waiters and waitresses $18,100
Dishwashers $19,400
All Other Food preparation and serving related oceupations (Avg: All Categeries) $21,400
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $21,400
Building and grounds cleaning and maintenance occupations
Firstline supervisors/managers of housekeeping and janitorial workers $43,600
Janitors and cleaners, except maids and housekeeping cleaners. $25,300
Maids and housekeeping cleaners $26,500
Landscaping end groundskeeping workers $32,800
All Other Biilding and grounds cleaning and maintenance occupations (Avg. All Cat $27,800
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $27,900

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Stafistics, California Employment Devalopment Depariment, Minnesota (MPLAN Group
Prepared by: Kayser Marsten Assaciales, Inc.
Filename: 001-018 Tables Ap3-4.xis; Ap th4 Compensation; 4/5/2007; dd
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% of Total
Occupation
Group?

22.2%
37.8%
20.5%
47%
14:9%
100.0%

17.6%
8.8%
47.9%
4.3%
5.3%
16.1%
100.0%

€.9%
6.3%
7.5%
7.5%
4.7%
21.9%
44%
214%
4.68%
14.8%
100.0%

4.4%
51.1%
20.8%
18.1%

55%

100.0%

% of Total
Resident Services

Workers

0.6%
1.1%
0.6%
0.1%
04%

2.9%

0.3%
0.1%
0.8%
0.1%
0.1%
0.3%
17%

0.9%
0.8%
0.9%
0.9%
0.6%
2.7%
0.5%
2.6%
0.6%
18%
12.4%

1%
16%
0.7%
0.6%
0.2%
3.2%




APPENDIX TABLE 4

AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2006

RESIDENT SERVICES WORKER OCCUPATIONS

DIRECT, INDIRECT- & INDUCED EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS WITHIN THE CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN FRANCISCQ, CA
% of Total % of Total
2006 Avg.  Occupation Resident Services
Qccupation > Compensation | Group 2 ‘Workers
Page 4 of 5
Personal care and service occupations
Firstline supervisors/managers of personal service workers $47,100 4.0% 0.2%
Ushers, lobby attendants, and ticket takers $19,600 4.5% 0.2%
Amusement and recreation attendants $18,800 T78% 0.3%
Hairdressers, hairstylists, and cosmetologists $34,000 15.0% 0.6%
Child care workers $26,200 19.9% 0.8%
Personal and home care aides $22,000 20.6% 0.8%
Recreation warkers $29,700 6.1% 0.2%
All Other Personal care and service occupations (Avg. All Categories) $26.900 22.2% 0.8%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $26,900 100.0% 3.9%
Sales and refated occupations
Firstline supervisors/managers of retail sales workers $41,800 B.6% 1.0%
Cashiars $23,400 27.6% 3.1%
Caunter and rental clerks $28,100 52% 0.6%
Retail salespersons $27,100 34.9% 3.8%
Sales representatives, wholesale and manufacturing, except technical and scientific $68,800 6.3% 0.7%
All Other Sales and related occupations (Avg. All Categories) $30,600 175% 2.0%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $30,600 100.0% 11.2%
Office and administrative support-occupations
Firstdine supervisorsfmanagers of office and administrative support workers $56,000 5.6% 0.8%
Baokkeeping, accounting, and auditing clerks 540,200 8.3% 1.3%
Customer service representatives $37,600 7.9% 1.2%
Raceptionists and information clerks $30,200 6.5% 1.0%
Stack clerks and order fillers $28,200 T7.4% 1.2%
Executive secretaries and adminiistrative assistants $47,200 6.7% 1.0%
Secretaries, except [egal, madical, and executive $39,100 9.2% 14%
Office clerks, general $29,900 14.1% 2.2%
All Other Office and adminisirative supportt occupations (Avg. All Categories) $37.200 34.3% 54%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $37,200 100.0% 15.7%
Construction and extraction occupations
Firstine supervisors/managers. of construction trades and extraction workers $82,800 12.8% 0.2%
Carpeniters $52,300 31.7% 0:5%
Construction laborers $42,700 185% 0.3%
All Other Construction and extraction accupations (Avg. All Categories) £55,700 37.0% 0:6%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $55,700 100.0% 1.7%

Sources: U.S. Bureay of Labar Statisties, California Employment Development Department, Minnesota IMPLAN Groug
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: 001-018 Tables Ap3-4.4s; Ap b4 Compensation; 4/5/2007; dd
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APPENDIX TABLE 4

AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2006

RESIDENT SERVICES WORKER OCCUPATIONS

DIRECT, INDIRECT & INDUCED EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS WITHIN THE CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CA
% of Total % of Total
2006 Avg. Occupation Resident Services
Occupation ? Compensation * Group * Workers
Page 50f5
Installafion, maintenance, and repair ocoupations
Firstine supervisors/managers of mechanics, installers, and repairers $71,200 8.68% 0.3%
Automotive hody and related repairers $50,300 9.7% 0.4%
Automotive service technicians and mechanics $51.500 24.8% 0.8%
Bus and truck mechanics and diesel engine spacialists $46,800 4.8% 0.2%
Maintenance and repair workers, generat $44,400 22.7% 0.8%
All Cther Installation, maintenance, and repair occupations (Avg. All Categories) $51.100 294% 1%
Weighfed Mean Annual Wage $51,100 100.0% 3.7%
Production occupations
First-ine supervisors/managers of production and operating workers $57,800 5.9% 0.1%
Team assemblers $25,600 5.8% Q1%
Bakers -$25,800 £.9% 0.1%
Butchers and meat cutters $34,600 4.5% 0.1%
Laundry and dry-cleaning workers ' $24,500 12.8% 0.3%
Pressers, textile, garment, and related materials $22,100 5.8% 0.1%
Sewing machine operators $19,100 9.5% 0.2%
Inspactors, testérs, sorters, samplers, and weighers $34,600 4.7% 0.1%
Helpers—production workers $25400 4.3% 0.1%
All Other Praduction occupations (Avg. All Categories) $28,000 40.9% 0.9%
Weighted Mean Anhual Wage $29,000 100.0% 2.3%
Transperiation and material moving occupations
Bus drivers, schoal $28,200 10.4% 0.5%
Driver/sales workers $30,500 7.0% 0.4%
Truck drivers, heavy and tractoc-trailer $41,900 8.9% 0.5%
Truck drivers, light or delivery services $31,800 10.2% 0.5%
Parking lot attendants $26,200. 4.3% 0.2%
Cleaners of vehicles and equipment $24,500 9.9% 0.5%
Labarers and freight, stock, and material movers, hand $27,800 18.2% 0.9%
Packers and packagers, hand $19,100 7-1% 0.4%
Al Olher Transportation and material moving occupations (Avg. All Categories) 29,000 24.0% 1.2%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $29,000 100.0% 5.2%
90.3%

* The methadology utilized by the California Employment Development Depariment (EDD) assumes that hiotrly paid employees are emplayed full-time. Annual
compensation is calculated by EDD by multiplying hotirly wages by 40 hours per work weelk by 52 weeks.

2 Qccupation percentages are based on the 2005 National Industry - Specific Oceupational Emplayment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, Wages
are based on tha 2005 Occupational Employment Survey data for San Francisco-San Mateo-Redwood City MD, California (San Franciseo, San Mateo, and Marin
Counties} updated by the California Employment Development Depariment to 2006 wage levels.

2 Including occupations representing 4% or more of the major aceupation group
* tncludes Artists and Musicians which represent 5% and 16% of the accupation group respectively, The Occupational Empioyment Survey did not calculate annual

Sources: U.S. Bureaut of Labor Stafistics, California Emptoyment Development Department. Minnesota IMPLAN Group
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: 001-018 Tables Ap3-4.«ls; Ap th4 Compensation; 4/5/2007; dd
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APPENDIX TABLE 4
AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2006
RESIDENT SERVICES WORKER OCCUPATIONS

DIRECT, INDIRECT & INDUCED EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS WITHIN THE CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CA
% of Total % of Total
2006 Avg.  Occupation Resident Services
Occupation? Compensation Group * Workers

wage.and salary information for these occupations.

Sources: U.S, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Callfornia Employment Deyelopment Departmertt, Minnesota IMPLAN Group
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Asscdiates, Inc.

Filename: 001-018 Tables Ap3-4.xis; Ap th4 Compensation; 4/5/2007; dd 162
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Quantifying the Changing Face of San Francisco
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Quantifying the Changing Face of San
Francisco

By Dan Kopf - 740 views

Articles like "Is San Francisco Losing Its Soul?” or “San Francisco’s Alarming Tech Bro
Boom: What Is the Price of Change?” have become the norm for describing the city. As the
refrain goes, the rising cost of living in San Francisco is forcing out the city’s teachers, artists,
and diversity, replaced by engineers and the 1% drawn by the tech boom.

Cities’ demographics are always changing, but many believe San Francisco’s transformation
is uniquely extreme and damaging. Combine a booming economy with little housing
development, and the increasing desire of young professionals to live in cities is a potent

ittp://pricconomics.com/quantifying-the-changing-face-of-san-francisco/T5/6/20 1% § ? 19:26 AM1
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Quantifying the Changing Face of San Francisco

Tecipe for drastic movements of people. It has led to a city that some of its residents find
unrecognizable.

But how much of this is sky is falling hyperbeole? Does the reality match the perception?

It’s impossible to quantify the cultural changes to the city. But it is possible—using Census
data—to test how much San Francisco’s demographics have been altered by new arrivals.

From 2010 to 2014 — the most recent period from which detailed data is available — an
annual average of about 60,000 people migrated to San Francisco and 60,000 migrated out.
Since San Francisco has around 800,000 residents, that 60,000 represents about 7.5% of

the population. The city’s population grew only slightly during that period.
—

The difference between the 60,000 coming and going is the main factor that changes the
demographic character of the city. It is also impacted by people getting older, dying, having
children, or becoming wealthier or poorer due to the changes around them. But in and out
migration is the most important factor. o

So what are the most notable facts about these 60,000 people?

The American Community Survey, an annual collection of data from a representative sample
of Americans, asks individuals about whether they migrated in the past year, and where they
came from. This data allows us to identify San Francisco’s comers and goers. (Though the
small number of people who left for other countries are not included because they are not

part of the survey.)

The basic trends are what any San Francisco resident might expect. The people moving in are
more likely to have higher levels of formal education, and they tend to be younger, White
and Asian. The people moving out are less likely to have completed college, and they tend be
older, African American and Hispanic. |

Increased demand to live in San Franciseco, and a housing supply that has barely budged,
means change at a siriking scale.

le4
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Qua’mifying the Changingv Face of San Francisco

v

Workers at Google’s offices near San Francisco

From Woerking Class to Ivory Tower

One of the most remarkable differences between the 60,000 moving in and the 60,000

moving out is just how many more of the new arrivals have completed some form of higher
education.

San Francisco is the home of technological innovation. The city and the surrounding area are
home to the headquarters of Apple, Facebook, Google, Twitter, Uber, and Tesla. Compared
to the large manufacturers of the past, these high-growth tech companies have an unusual
need for white-collar knowledge workers.

This demand is the most likely explanation for San Francisco’s net increase of nearly 7,000
people per year—among those at least 22-years-old—with a college or postgraduate degree.
This is in contrast to a net out migration of about 3,000 people without a college degree.

The table below displays an annual estimate of the net migration of people 22 to 49 who
migrated in and out of the city. We chose this age group because this is the life period when
adults are most likely to migrate. The numbers below are based on samples, so they are not

exact. Generally, the net migration numbers in this article are likely to be accurate within
1,000 people.

hitp://priceonomics.com/quantifying-the-changing-face-of-san-francisco/[5/6/20 768 P-19:26 AM]
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Quantifying the Changing Face of San Francisco

The Ennual Migration In and Qut of SF
by Education .E.ttamment, Zigres 22-49

Based on A

. Did Not Graduate High School 95,900 T -1,300 -L.4%
 High Scheol Gradnate 57,200 -1,700 -3.0%
b College Graduate 168,400 4,500 2.7%

Post Graduate Degree 80,800 2.200 2.4%

It is important to remember that 4,500 additional college graduates does not mean that no

college graduates left the city. In fact, 17,200 college graduates left for cheaper pastures. But
another 21,700 college grads replaced them, leading to a net change of 4,500.

The Great Migration

San Francisco has long been one of the United States' most diverse cities. Since World War

1L, it has been a city with large Asian, Hispanic, White and Black populations. Yet the city is
in danger of almost entirely losing one of those groups.

Perhaps no aspect of the annual migration in and out of San Francisco is as notable as the
mass “exodus” of African Americans.

San Francisco was 13.4% African American in 1970, but its population as of 2016 is less than
6% Black. The population has steadily declined, and the trend seems likely to continue. From

2010-2014, there was annual net out migration of around 2,000 African Americans from the
city. That represents a 4.6% decline of the population every year. -

The Annual Migration In and Out
of SF by Race/Ethnicity

Based on American Commumity Survey Dan 2010-2012

White 342,100 2,500 0.7%
Bsian 278,100 3,500 1.3%
Hispanic 126,200 -1,709 : 1.3%
Black 45,400 -2,100 -4.6%
Other 35,100 -100 © 0.3%

'The story of San Francisco’s declining black population is characterized more by a lack of in
migration than an unusual amount of out migration. Just about 1 in 10 African Americans
who live in San Francisco leave the city every year. This is'not much greater than for Whites

bttp://priceonomics.com/quantifying-the-changing-face-of: san-francisco/[5/6/20 160 8:19:26 AM]
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Quantifying the Changing Face of San Francisco

‘or Hispanies. This out migration is in some ways positive, in part representing an ability to
leave the city that was not possible in the days of stronger housing discrimination.

The issue is that unlike other groups, African Americans are not moving to the city. There are
likely a variety of issues behind this lack of in migration. African Americans moving to the
Bay Area may prefer local aiternatives like Oakland that have larger African American
communities, and San Francisco may not be as racially sensitive as locals like to think. In
addition, the tech industry is notoriously lacking in diversity.

The Hispanic population is also declining, but not at quite the rate of the African American
population. Both of these declines are particularly pronounced when we look at the key age
group of 22- to 49-year-olds, the period when adulis are most likely to migrate.

The Annual Migration In and Qut of
SE by Race/Ethmc;qr. E.ges 22-49

, 192,800 000 sego 1.E°

Bsian 122,100 3 600 2.8%
Hispanic 64,900 (-1 100 , wov -1.7%
Black 17,100 -L,700 -8.9%

Other 15,400 -200 1.3%
City of Men

San Francisco is a particularly male city. It is home to the Castro,-a center of American gay
male culture, and the city’s main growth industry, tech, is heavily male.

The city was already unusually male in 2010, and the gender ratio skews more each year.
Tech is a growing portion of San Francisco’s economy, and men make up about 75% of the
city’s computer and math workers. That 75% ratio has been stable for years and has
contributed to a growing wage gap between men and women in the city. '

The table below shows a net in migration of 2,400 men per year, a 0.6% increase, while the
female population remains the same. So essentially all of the small population increase in
San Francisco from 2010 to 2014 came from men.

. . e 16
htto://priceonomics.com/auantifvine-the-chansing-face-ofsan-francisen/ IS /672014 171 1026 AM1
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Quantifying the Changing Face of San Francisco

Sa.n Francisco Is Gettmg Moxe Male

e on Ameriesn Communily Suevey

Male 420,500 2,400 0.6%
Female 406,400 -300 0.1%

And just as we saw before with the trend for race and ethnicity changes, this is more striking
for younger adults. Men in their 20s, 30s, and 40s are pouring into the city, increasing their
total by 1.7% each year, while the number of women in this age group is barely changing. If
that 1.7% growth continues for the next ten years, that would mean a nearly 20% increase in
the number of young men.

Migration In and Out of SF
hv Sex* 22—49 )

217,00 38000 = LT%
Female 195,200 200 0.1%

The Kids Are Coming
Like many cities, San Francisco is getiing younger.

After years of aging — the city was still getting older in the 2000s — San Francisco is getting
younger in the 2010s. This is, in part, a manifestation of what the writer Alan Ehrenhalt calls
The Great Inversion. This refers to the movement of young professionals into cities that have
become more appealing due to the disappearance of “factory and warehouse grime and
noise”, which is pricing out the working class and lower income families.

From 2010 to 2014, there was net annual in migration of 7,500 people 35 or under, and net
out migration of over 5,000 for people 36 or over.

Migration In and Out of SE by Age

Besed on Axgerican Donunun

» Survey I

or Under “870,300 7,500 2.0%
36 or Over 456,600 5,400 -1.2%

You might consider this normal. Of course young people come into the city for work and

attp://priceonomics.com/quantifying-the-changing-face-o f-san-francisco/[5/6/205601%:19:26 AM]
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o Huowsingand finusing related needs went unmet lor familles In the direst Bnanclal situations, Of the small percentage
{22 percent} of households the! reponed going without basic needs in the last 12 manths, 44 percent went without paying
their rent or morigage and 27 percent went without housing (n=71), From these data it Js unclear haw hausehalds that
went without housing coped with this deficit; some may have stayed with family and friends while othets may have been
pushed into shelters or the street.

* Families In need of hausing assistancs are nat sufficiently ronnectod o services Qf the almost 30 percent of surveyed
households that needed housing assistance (n=294) {0,9,, tenant counseling, aflordatile housing and homeownarship
assistance, Section 8, foreclosure pravention) in the last 12 months, fewer than half received related semvices (n=290),

Ry Frbow

1. High housing costs reduce families’ financial resaurces for meeting ather basic needs, such as accessing bealthy foods,
health care, and child care. Furthermore, it can lead families to limit expenditures for enrichment sctivities that promote
children's cagnitive development,1d

2, Without stable, affordable housing, families may have to ncrease the fraquency of unwanted moves, which-can disrupt
home life and impede the continuity of nchucationa! instruction, .

3. The lack of afinrclable hausing can increase overcrowding In dwetling units, producing unheslthy kving conditians that can
have 4 nogative effect on educational attainment and lead to poor educational outcomes. !t

4. Families forced out of the city to find affordabile housing may lose health benefits (Healthy SF) which are critical for their
well-baing. .

W Nuwman, 5. 1, & Holupka, C. 5. {2014). Housing sffordability anc investiments in children. Journal of Houslng Econpmics, 24, 89-100,
W Braceni, £ (2001), Housing and Schooling. The Utban Prospect.

rost of living and recent economic changes in the San Francisco

The Working Poor

Gontisd §75,000+ &

$50,000-574,999 1
$35,000-§49,999

Sun Franciseo
2012 Medion
lncoma 73,802

At the end of 2013, President Obama called incame inequality “the
defining challenge of our time.” In cantrast to the. prevailing
narrative of the "American Dream,” In which anyone who works
hard anough con get ahaad, many people in the Unitad States find
themsalves unable to find work pr stasggling as part of the growing
“working paor"—they are employed but live telow the poverly
fine, Just to poy basic expensos, respondents often work physically
demanding, minimum wage jobs with limited benefits. The high

$135,000-534,999

Bay Area exacerbate these struggles and disparities. Bauncing back
quickly from the Great Racession, the 8ay Area hos scen economic
growth since 2007, in large part duse to the technelogy industry
which has fucled debate over the inequitable distribution of
growing wealth, Respondents to the Neighborhood Survey were
asked about employment, incama and education to assess how the
MPN fits Into San Francisco's context of growth and quéstions of
equily and economic justica.

Loss than $15,000

Exhibit 11: Respondent
Household Annuat
Income (n=253)

Coeren Sanpiling of abe AR

Qver 20 percent of MPN comouaity respondents in this labor [oree vasré uncmployad or leaking for work (o=212), This
excludes o third of respondents who reparted staying hame 1o care for their families or baing ratired. This rate is far greater
than the city rate; May 2014 marked the lowest unemployment rate in San Francisco since the Great Recession—4.4
pescant, which economists consider “full employment,"12

"

Over 90 percent of alf surveyed houscholds earn signiticandy lazs than the tnediar housebold jueome in San Francizco '3
(Exhibit 11), and over two-thirds of iouseholds sam lass than $50,000 anoually (n=253),

Mast-fomifies ate fiving in paverty, Based on household size (average 4.4 individuals) and income, over 65 percent of
surveyed families were living below the federal paverty line {n=246), Using Public Policy Institute of California's more
nuanced and county specific Poverty Measure this proportion jumps up to over 75 parcent of hauseholds, "4

Jebs epportimnities for the community pre fimited, Less than a third of MPN community respondents reparted that there
ware local job oppartunities for tham and their neighbors {n=327), Almost hall of those who had work were only employed
part time, suggesting underemployment {n=328).

-

.

»

Most respandonts have relatively low educational
attalment, but many individuals were taking s1eps to
bolster their skills, Only 53 percent of respondents had
roceivod a high school diploma or GED. Less than half
of thase who graduatad high school went on to higher

Surveyed Household Poverly Rate (n=246)

s

Based on the 2014 US HHS Federal Poverty Guidalines

2 Gtate of Californls Employment Developmant Depanment. {2014). Histosical Data for Unemployment Rate and Labor Force.
V3, 5. Cansus Buteau. Amnearican Community Suivey, 5Year Extimates (2008-2012),
W pgha, $., Danlelson, C., Levin, M., Wattingly, M., & Wirer, C {2013). The Calilornin Paverty Measure,

Fony
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FILE NO. 140421 RESOLUTION NO.

[Establishing the Calle 24 (“Veinticuatro”) Latino Cultural District in San Francisco]

Resolution establishing the Calie 24 (“Veinticuatro”) Latino Cultural District in San

Francisco.

WHEREAS, The Calle 24 Latino Cultural District memorializes a place whose richness
of culture, history and entrepreneurship is unrivaled in San Francisco; and

WHEREAS, The Calle 24 (“Veinticuatro”) Latino Cultural District has deep Latino roots
that are embedded within the institutions, businesses, events and experiences of the Latino
community living there; and

WHEREAS, Because of numerous historic, social and economic events, the Miésion
District has become the center of a highly concentrated Latino residential population, as well
as a cultural center for Latino businesses; and

WHEREAS, The boundary of the Calle 24 ("Veinticuatro™) Latino Cultural District shall
be the area bound by Mis:sion Street to the West, Potrero Street to the East, 22™ Street to the
North and Cesar Chavez Street to the South, including the 24% Street commercial corridor -
from Bartlett Street to Potrero Avenue. Additionally, the Calle 24 (“Veinticuatro™) Latino
Cultural District shall include La Raza Park (also known as Potrero del Sol Park), Precita Park

and the Mission Cultural Center because of the community and cultural significance

associated with these placeé; and

WHEREAS, Calle 24 (“Veinticuatro®) Latino Cultural District's boundary demarcates the
area with the greatest concentration of Latino cultural landmarks, businesses, institutions,

festivals and festival routes; and

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Campos
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - Page 1
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WHEREAS, The Latino popu!ation in the Mission, and in the Calle 24 (“Veinticuatro”)
Latino Cultural District, represents a culturally diverse population with rooté from across the
Americas; and |

WHEREAS, According to 2012 Census data, within the Calle 24 (*Veinticuatro”) Latino
Cultural District, 49% of the population self-identified as Latino; 38% identified as foreign-born
and 16% identified as Iinguisﬁcaily isolated; and

WHEREAS, The Calle 24 (“Veinticuatro”) Latino Cultural District plays a significant role
in the history of San Francisco; and

WHEREAS, San Francisco has for centuries attracted people seeking refuge from War;
upheaval and poverty in their home countries; and -

WHEREAS, The immigrant experience remains an integral part of California and San
Francisco's history, cultural richness and economic vibrancy; and

WHEREAS, From 1821 to 1848, the Mexican Republic controlled San Francisco and
the city was home to the l\/le;dcan governorship and many Mexican families; and

- WHEREAS, Beginning in 1833, the Mexican government began to secularize mission

lands and distributed over 500 land grants to prominent families throughout California —
known as “Californios” — in an effort o encourage agricultural development; and

WHEREAS, Mexican land grants, such as Mission Doiores, Rancho Rincon de las
Salinas, and Potrero Viejo, include the geographic area that is now home to San Francisco’s
Mission District and have directly influenced the Calle 24 (“Veinticuatro”) Latino Cultural
District; and

WHEREAS, The Treaty of Guadalupe Hildalgo, ratified in 1848 ending the Mexican
American War, guaranteed Mexicans living in the ceded territory — including what would

become the State of California — full political rights, but such rights were often ignored,

resulting in the slow dissolution of lands owned by Californios; and

Mayor Lee; Supervisaor Campos
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ’ Page 2

171
10648




© O N o g b~ ®» N =

NN N RN NN A A A A e e s s
g A W NS O O 0N 0 s NN O

WHEREAS, San Francisco experienced several waves of immigration in the late
1800s, including massive migration from Mexico, Chile and Peru as well aé migration from
Latin America during the Gold Rush; and

WHEREAS, Puerto Rican migration to San Francisco began in the 1850s and
increased in the early 1900s when PQerto Ricans relocated to California by way of Hawaii;
and |

WHEREAS, San Francisco served as a refuge for Sonorans fleeing viclence and
uphéaval in their home country due to the Mexican Revolution of 1910; and

WHEREAS, Beginning in the 1930s, Mexican and Latin American families began
settling in the Mission District, building on the roots that had aiready been established nearly a
century before; and

WHEREAS, After World War I, the Mission Diétrict became the primary destination for
new arrivals from all regions of Latin America including Central’ America, Mexico, Venezuelza,
Colombia, Ecuador, Peru, Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay, Chile, Argentina, Cuba, Dominican
Republic, and Puerto Rico; and

WHEREAS, Throi.xgho{lt the 1970s and 1980s, Central'American countries
experienced major political conflict and families fleeing from conflict immigrated to San
Francisco, greatly contributing to the Latino identity of the Mission District and the Calle 24
(“Veinticuatro”} Latino Cultural District; and |

WHEREAS, In 1989, in response to the increased immigrant populations, the City and
County of San Francisco adopted a Sanctuary Ordinance that prohibits its employees from
aiding Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) with immigration investigations or arrests,
unless mandated by federal or state law or a warrant; and

WHEREAS, Chicano and Latino activism, arts, commerce, and culture have cenfered

in the Calle 24 (“Veinticuairo”) Latino Cultural District since the 1940s; and

Mayor Lée; Supervisor Campos
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WHEREAS, The Mission District and Calle 24 (“Veinticuatro®) were oent.ral to the
Chicano Movement — its art, music, and culture, as well as labor and comm unity organizing to
battle the war on poverty; and

‘ WHEREAS, Many of the Latinoc community-based organizations established within the
Calle 24 (*Veinticuatro®) Latino Cuitural District during 1960s and 1970s were an outgrowth of
social justice organizing; and

WHEREAS, Much of what makes the Calle 24 (“Veinticuatro”) Latino Cultural District a

culturally-rich and recognizable place are the Latino businesses and community-based

" organizations located atong 24" Street; and

WHEREAS, Latino-based organizations were established on 24" Street to serve the
needs of the community and promote culiure and include: Mission Neighborhood Cen;cers
(1959), offering services targeted to Latina girls and young women, including homework
assistance, leadership programs and anti-violence education; Mission Education Projects Inc.
(1970s), providing educational and support services to youth and their families; Galerfa de la
Raza (1970), nurturing cultural icons Mujeres Muralistas (1972) aﬁd Culture Clash (1984),
helping to inspire the creation of the Mexican Museum and making a space for Latino artists
to creafe innbvative new works, transforming Latino art in San Francisco; Mission Cultural
Center for Latino Arts (1977), promoting, preserving and developing Latino cultural arts; Calle
24 SF (formerly the Lower 24 Street Merchants and Neighbors Assoclation) (1999),
advocating for neighborhood services, local businesses, arfs and culture programs and
improved public spaces; Precfta Eyes Mural Arts & Visktors Center (1977), offering mural ’
classes, tours, and lectures, as well as painting séveral murals within the Calle 24
(“Veinticuatro”) Latino Cultural District; Mission Economic Cultural Association (1984),

producing many of the Latino festivals and parades, including Carnaval, Cinpo de Mayo, and

24™ Street Festival de Las Americas; Accion Latina (1987), strengthening Latino communities

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Campos .
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by promoting and preserving cultural tfaditions, managing a portfolio of cultural arts, youth
programs, and media programs including £/ Tecolofe newsbaper, which upholds a nearly two-
century-long tradition of bilingual Spanish/English journalism in San Francisco; Brava Theater
(1996), portraying the realities of women’s lives through theater by producing groundbreaking
and provecative work by women playwrights, including WeIl-khown Chicana lesbian
playwright, Cherrie Moraga, and hosting a variety of Latino cultural events; and

WHEREAS, Small and family-owned businesses, including restaurants, panaderias
(bakeries), jewelry shops and bofénicas (alternative medicine shops), promote and preserve
tﬁe Latino culture within the Calle 24 (*Veinticuatro™) Latino Cultural District; and

WHEREAS, Longtime Mexican and Salvadoran panaderias such as La Victoria (1951),
Dominguez (1967), La Reyna (1977), Pan Lido (1981), and La Mexicana (1989) have served
up sweet breads to generations of Mission residents and {iisitors; and

WHEREAS, Restaurants, like The ROOSevelt (1922) (formerly Roosevelt Tamale
Parlor), Casa Sanchez (1924), and La Palma Market (1953), have sustained Latino culinary
traditions, and Café Lg Boheme (1973), one of th.e first cafes established in the neighborhood,
has served as both a meeting space and culiural venue among Latino activists, writers, poets
and artists; and

WHEREAS, The Calle 24 (“Veinticuatro”) Latino Cultural District is visually distinct
because of approximately.four hundred murals adorning its buildings depicting the Latino '
experience in San Francisco that have been painted throughout the Mission District by
Chicano, Central A.merican, and other local ariists who had few, if any, opportunities to exhibit
their work in galleries; and 4

WHEREAS, Balmy Alley has the highest concentration of murals in San Francisco and
the mural project there emerged out of the need to provide a safer passage for children from

the Bernal Dwellings apartments to “24™ Street Place,” an arts and education program located

Mayor Lee; Subervisor Campos
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at the intersection of the alley and 24% Street, and run by Mia Gonzalez, Martha Estrella and

Ana Montano; and

WHEREAS, The first mural painted in Balmy Alley was carried out in 1972 by the

Chicana artist collective, Mujeres Muralistas, and, in 1984, more than 27 muralists added fo

| the collection of outdoor murals in Bglmy Alley, focusing on the conflicts in Central America,

expressing anger over human rights violations and prompﬁng peace; and

WHEREAS, Within the Calle 24 (*Veinticuatro™ Latino Cultural District, additional
notable murals include: Michael Rios’ “BART” mural (1975), Daniel Galvez's “Carnaval” mural
(1983), Precita Eyes’ “Bountiful Harvest” (1978) and “Americana Tropical” (2007), Mujeres
Muralistas’ “Fantasy World for Children” (1975), Isaias Mata’s “500 Years of Resistance”
(1992), Juana Alicia’s “La Llorona’s Sacred Waters” (2004), and the Galeria de la Raza’s
Digital Mural Project; and

WHEREA_S, The York Mini Park grew from a vacant lot purchased by the City of S8an
Francisco in the 1970s to a park adomed by murals painted by Michael Rios (1974) and
Mujeres Muralistas (1975), as well as a mosaic of Quetzalcoatl that winds around the
playground created by Collete Crutcher, Mark Roller and Aileen Barr under the direction of
Precita Eyes {2008); and .

WHEREAS, Annual festivals celebrating Latino culture, including Carnaval, Cinco de
Mayo, the Lower 24th Street Festival de Las Americas (formerly the 24" Street Festival )‘,
Cesar Chavez Parade and Festival, Dia de los Muertos Procession and Altars, and Encuentro
del Canto Popular, represent the culture within the Calle 24 (“Veinticuatro”) Latino Cultural
District; and

WHEREAS, The Calle 24 (“Veinticuatro™) Latino Cultural District nurtured the

expansion of the Latino music scene from Latin jazz to Latin rock and pop music and the 24™

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Campos
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Street Festivéi (later known as Festival de las Americas) showcased musical talents including
Santana, Malo and Zapotec; and

WHEREAS, The Calle 24 (*Veinticuatro”) Latino Cultural District was witness to the
rise of the low-rider culture in the 1970s and, on weekends, Mission Street served as a
bumper-to-bumper low-rider parade route; and

WHEREAS, After San Francisco authorities attempted to suppress cruising in the
1970s, the low-riders moved to La Raza Park also known as Potrero del sol Park where the
low-rider clubs congregated in order to create a safe space for recreation; and

WHEREAS, Organized youth cleaned up La Raza Park and marched from the corner
of 2‘4““ Street and Bryant Streets to City Hall with Latin American flags and signs that read
“Build Us a Park,” and, in response, San Francisco purchased the six-acre site with voter-
approved bond funds and created La Raza Park; and

WHEREAS, St. Peter's Church is an anchor of the Calle 24 (“Veinticuatro™ Latino
Cuitural District because of the spiritual services. it has provided to the community and its
association With Los Siete de la Raza, the Mission Coalition of Organizations, the United
Farmworkers Movements, and the Central American Resource Center (CARECEN) of
Northern California, among other social justice efforts; and

| WHEREAS, The 24th Street BART stat'rpn plazas have long sgarved as a popular arena

for public demonstrations, ranging from those organized by the Mission Coalition of
Orgaﬁizaﬁons to those associated with the Central Ameriéan Solidarity movements in the 1970s
and 1980s; and | |

WHEREAS, The two BART station plazas are popularly known as “Plaza Sandino” after
Nicaraguan revolutionary Augusto Cesar Sandino and “Plaza Marti” after Salvadoran leffist

leader Farabundo Marti; and

Mayor L ee; Supervisor Campos )
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WHEREAS, A prominent feature of the Northeast 24" Street BART plaza is the 1975
mural painted by Michael Rios, which depicts the controversial impact of the 16th and 24fh
Street BART stations that were constructed in the 1970s by hard working residents who
protested the extra sales tax that financed the rapid transit system; and

WHEREAS, Community leaders have iong sought to preserve the culture ana
community of Calle 24 (“Veinticuatro”); and |

WHEREAS, In the 1990s, Supervisor Jim Gonzalez introduced a facade improvement
program~and a Flags of the Americas Program wherein Mission artists created banners for
display within the neighborhood to call aftention to its Latino heritage; and ‘

WHEREAS, Supervisor Jim Gonzalez established the 24" Street Revitalization
Committee and made efforts to establish an Enterprise Zone for the Mission District; and

WHEREAS, In 2012, Mayor Edwin Lee’s Invest In Neighborhoods Initiative selected
Calle 24 (“Veinticuatro™) for ifs economic development program and the establishment of a
cultural district; and

WHEREAS, As part of a collaborative effort by Calle 24 San Francisco, the San
Francisco Latino Historical Society, Sén‘ Francisco Heritage, Méyor Edwin Lee and Supervisor
David Campos worked together to create the Calle 24 (“Veinticuatro”) Latino Culturat District
as part of an effort fo stabilize the displacement of Latino businesses and residents, preserve
Calle 24 as thé center of Latino culture and commerce, enhanée the unique nature of Calle 24
as a special place for San Francisco’s residents and tourists, and ensure that the City of San
Francisco and interested stakeholders have an opportunity to work collaboratively on a
community planning process, which may result in the Designation of a Special Use District or

other amendment to Planning Code; now, therefore, be it

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Campos
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Exhibit 1: Resolution Establishing Calle 24 Latino Cultural District
http://www.stbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/commitiees/materials/LU051914 140421 pdf

Exhibit 2: Report Prepared by Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Community Council
http://wwwr.calleZ4sf.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/L CD-final-report.pdf

Exhibit 3: Why Creating and Preserving Affordable Homes Near Transit is an Effective Climate
Change Strategy
http://chpe.net/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/4-Affordable TODResearchUpdate(070114.pdf
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

n 2014, with support from Supervisor Campos and advocacy by the community, the

Calle 24 Latino Cultural District (LCD) was formed by a Board of Supervisors
resolution. The planning process was initiated to get the community’s input about how
the LCD should be governed and how it should serve the community. Through a
competitive process, consultants were hired to facilitate the planning process, engage
community stakeholders, and gather input through a number of data collection activities
including community meetings, one-on-one interviews, focus groups, and a review of
other cultural district plans. The objectives of the planning process were: 1) To gather
community input about the Latino Cultural District’s purposes, strengths, opportunities,
challenges, targeted strategies, and governance; 2) To review best practices employed by
other designated cultural districts (e.g., Little Tokyo, Fruitvale, Japantown), and 3) To
draft a final report with findings and recommendations.

Mission and Vision Statements

The Calle 24 Community Council adopted the following mission and vision statements
as one outcome of the community planning process:

Mission: To preserve, enhance and advocate for Latino cultural continuity, vitality, and
community in San Francisco’s touchstone Latino Cultural District and the greater
Mission community.

Vision: The Latino Cultural District will be an economically vibrant community that is
inclusive of diverse income households and businesses that together compassionately
embrace the unique Latino heritage and cultures of 24th Street and that celebrate Latino
cultural events, foods, businesses, activities, art and music.

Calle24 Latino Cultural District Beneficiaries

Beneficiaries of the Latino Cultural District include individuals (e.g., LCD families,
including traditional, non-traditional, and extended; artists; working people; residents;
immigrants; youth; and elders), organizations (neighborhood businesses, arts and
culture organizations, educational institutions, and community service agencies), and
San Francisco and the general public.

Calle24 Latino Cultural District Purposes and Goals
The purposes of the LCD are to:
1. Strengthen, preserve and enhance Latino arts & cultural institutions, enterprises
and activities
2. Encourage civic engagement and advocate for social justice
3. Encourage economic vitality and economic justice for district families, working
people, and immigrants
4. Promote economic sustainability for neighborhood businesses and nonprofits
5. Promote education about Latino cultures
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6. Ensure collaboration and coordination with other local arts, community, social

service agencies, schools, and businesses
The goals of the LCD are to:

1. Create a safe, clean, and healthy environment for residents, families, artists, and
merchants to work, live, and play.

2. Foster an empowered, activist community and pride in our community.

3. Create a beautiful, clearly designated Latino corridor along Calle 24, and
preserve the unique beauty and cultures that identify Calle 24 and the Mission

4. Preserve and create stable, genuinely affordable and low-income housing in the
District and related infrastructure.

5. Manage and establish guidelines for development and economic change in the
District in ways that preserve the District’s Latino community and cultures.

6. Foster a sustainable local economy that provides vital goods and services to the

District and supports living Latino cultures.

Key Strategies and Program Areas
Through community input gathered during the planning process, the following key
strategies and program activities were developed:

Key Strategies

Create an organizational entity — a 501(c)(3) — to manage the LCD

Create and leverage Special Use District designations

Implement a Cultural Benefits District campaign and assessment

Develop a community-wide communications infrastructure and promotion of
the District through traditional and social media

Collaborate with, connect, and support existing arts and cultures and other
nonprofit service organizations in implementing the Latino Cultural District’s
mission, rather than replacing or competing with them

Serve as a safety net for the District’s traditional cultural-critical community
events, such as Carnaval, Dia de los Muertos, and the Cesar E. Chavez Holiday
Celebration

Generate sufficient resources to support creation and sustainability of the Latino
Cultural District programs and activities

Pursue social and economic justice fervently, and conduct its work with the 5i Se
Puede spirit of determination, collective strength, and compassion

Community input also helped define four program areas: land use and housing;
economic vitality; cultural assets and arts; and quality of life, with related activities that
are further discussed in the report. Finally, the community provided extensive input on
the governance structure for the LCD, including the organizational structure, committee
structure, member eligibility, and board size, composition, and conditions. The
following report shares the results of the planning process.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In May 2014, under the leadership of Supervisor Campos, the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors approved a resolution (SF Heritage, 2014) to designate 24™ Street a
Latino Cultural District (LCD). This unanimous vote was the result of a collaborative
effort between Calle 24 SF, a neighborhood coalition of residents, merchants, non-profits
in the area, the San Francisco Latino Historical Society, San Francisco Heritage, and the
Offices of Mayor Ed Lee and Supervisor David Campos. A cultural district is a region
and community linked together by similar cultural or heritage resources, and offering a
visitor experiences that showcase those resources. The San Francisco Board of
Supervisors resolution eloquently describes the rationale for the designation of this
historic neighborhood as a Latino Cultural District:

Whereas, the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District memorializes a place whose
richness of culture, history and entrepreneurship is unrivaled in San Francisco,

and

Whereas, the Calle 24 (“Veinticuatro™) Latino Cultural District has deep Latino
roots that are embedded within the institutions, events and experiences of the
Latino community living there; and

Whereas, because of numerous historic, social and economic events, the Mission
District has become the center of highly concentrated Latino residential
population, as well as a cultural center of Latino businesses... (page 1, SF
Heritage)

With the adoption of the Board of Supervisor’s resolution, the City and County
recognized the significance of 24™ Street to the City’s history and culture, while also
acknowledging a number of significant factors impacting the Mission District and, in
particular, the 24™ Street area. Calle 24 (“Veinticuatro™) is a demographically diverse
area, rich in Latino cultural heritage and assets (SF Office of Economic and Workforce
Development, SF Planning Department, & LISC, 2014). As noted in the Lower 24®
Street Neighborhood Profile, Calle 24 features over 200 small businesses (a majority of
which are retail) and a high level of pedestrian traffic. Since 2006, sales tax revenue in
the area has grown faster in this area than in the city overall, and the neighborhood is rich
in community-based arts, cultural, and social service organizations. Approximately
23,000 people live in the neighborhood, with significant percentages of White, Latino,
and other or mixed race individuals. (SF Office of Economic and Workforce
Development, SF Planning Department, & LISC, 2014). A strong sense of community
and history, many cultural events, the area’s walkability, its low vacancy rate, and
destination as a Latino cultural center are among the area’s strengths. However,
challenges include the increasing commercial rents, the lack of opportunities for youth, a
fear of the “Mission” culture disappearing, an increase in gang violence and crime in
general, the deterioration of sidewalks and storefronts, and a lack of lighting and
nighttime activity. The pursuit of community-driven strategies to preserve the local
history and culture and the development of partnerships between old and new businesses
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and the various commercial and non-profit entities in the area were cited as important
opportunities to seize.

As a backdrop to Calle 24 organizing the community to preserve the history and culture
of the 24™ Street corridor was the very recent history of the dot-com boom and the
departure of 50,000 from the Bay Area because of the lack of affordable housing (Zito,
2000); approximately 10% of the Latino population left San Francisco in the early 2000s,
making San Francisco one of the only U.S. cities to lose Latino/a residents (Census,
2000; Census, 2005). In her project collecting oral histories from Mission district
residents about the neighborhood’s gentrification, Dr. Mirabal found that many saw the
loss of Latino residents, businesses, and culture not only as examples of gentrification but
also as acts of cultural exclusion and erasure (Mirabal, 2009). As the technology sector
began to boom again and the neighborhood began to quickly change, Calle 24 advocated
for the successful designation of Calle 24 as a Latino Cultural District (LCD) to preserve
and further develop the area’s rich cultural heritage (see Appendix D for news articles
describing the recent community transformation and advocacy for the LCD). This report
describes the development of a plan for governance and implementation of the LCD.
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2. APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY

o develop a plan for the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District, San Francisco’s Mayor’s

Office of Economic and Workforce Development provided funding to Calle 24 SF.
Calle 24 SF selected the Garo Group as consultants to facilitate a process of involving the
community in the development of a plan for the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District (see
Appendix B for a description and map of the LCD). This project was guided by a
collaborative, participatory and inclusive approach to engage the community in
articulating a vision and plan for the LCD. The planning process, coordinated and
guided by the Calle 24 Planning Committee?!, began in July, 2014. The methods used in
the planning process included the following: 10 in-depth interviews, four focus groups,
one study session with experts in the field, 4 community meetings, and 1 Council retreat.
The planning committee met regularly throughout the planning process to utilize
community input to inform each step of the planning process. The figure below depicts
the steps in the 6-month planning process.

Figure 1: Overview of the Community Planning Process

! The Calle 24 Planning Committee includes Erick Argiiello, Georgiana Hernandez,
Anastacia Powers-Cuellar, and Miles Pickering.
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Key Stakeholder Outreach and Recruitment for Interviews and Focus Groups

The Calle 24 Planning Committee collaboratively brainstormed a list of key stakeholders
(including residents, merchants, artists, non-profit service and arts organizations, etc.) to
interview. Interviewees were contacted by phone or by email, and a date and time was
agreed upon for them to be interviewed. All but three of the interviews were conducted
by phone. Interviews were not audio recorded, but detailed notes were taken by the
interviewer and edited immediately after the interview. The planning committee also
felt it was important to have focus groups with each of the following stakeholder
groups: residents, merchants, youth, and non-profit arts organizations. Recruitment for
the focus groups was done through convenience and snowball sampling approaches.
Members of the planning committee, who are also well-known and trusted community
leaders, identified people from their social networks and these people invited others
within their networks. For the youth focus group, two youth who were involved in the
planning process contacted friends and neighbors living in the corridor. In addition,
youth organizations such as Mission Girls were invited to participate. Erick Argiiello of
the planning committee, known to most local merchants, personally invited each
merchant to attend. Stacie Powers Cuellar of the planning committee provided a list of
all the artists and arts organizations in the corridor, and an email invitation was sent to
all. Some of these artists invited others to attend. (See Appendix E for a full list of
interviewees and focus group attendees.)

The Planning Team developed questions (see Appendix F for the interview and focus
group guides) to explore the neighborhood’s strengths and assets, challenges, as well as
further understand critical opportunities for the LCD. Each of the group discussions was
facilitated by members of the consulting team with a long history of experience in
community development, community mediation and facilitation, and participatory
research. Each group discussion had at least two members of the consulting team
present, with 1-2 co-facilitators and a note taker. Notes from the interviews, focus
groups, and community meetings were edited and analyzed using standard qualitative
procedures. Themes were identified using individual and group responses to questions
regarding cultural assets of the area, desired changes, vision for the LCD, and
recommendations. Data collection related to vision of the LCD and challenges to be
addressed was concluded when no new themes emerged, and the inventory of cultural
resources in the Calle 24 corridor appeared to be complete.

The planning process was also informed by a review of other cultural district plans as
well as a study session with experts from the Fruitvale and Little Tokyo Cultural
Districts (see Appendix G for notes from the study session). Some of the plans reviewed
included Creative Place making, Taos Arts and Cultural District Plan and Sustaining San
Francisco’s Living History Strategies for Conserving Cultural Heritage Assets (see
Appendix C).
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Three community meetings (open to the general public) and one Calle 24 Council retreat
were also critical to the planning process (see Appendix I and J for community meeting
agendas and notes and Appendix K for notes from the Council Retreat). These
community meetings were designed to gather input from the broader community to
inform the planning process and to share findings from the planning process. Outreach
for the community meetings was done using Facebook, email, word-of-mouth, and
handing out and posting flyers in the neighborhood. A Calle 24 Council retreat was held
toward the end of the planning process in order to finalize decisions regarding
governance and program activities as outlined in this report.
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3. KEY FINDINGS

his section outlines the major findings from the interviews, focus groups, review of

cultural district plans, study session and community meetings. Findings are
organized according to strengths, challenges and opportunities for the Latino Cultural
District. The themes identified here are those that emerged most often during the data
gathering phase, and do not necessarily reflect the views of Calle 24.

Strengths

Throughout the planning process, a number of strengths of the Latino Cultural District
emerged in two broad categories: cultural assets and arts and community identity.
The community stakeholders who participated in discussions, interviews, and the
community meetings identified a vast array of cultural assets and arts (see appendices K
and L for a complete inventory of the cultural assets and art that emerged throughout
the planning process). These included the iconic murals and other art, cultural events
such as Carnaval and Dia de Los Muertos, arts organizations such as Galeria de la Raza
and Precita Eyes, service non-profits, parks, businesses including incredible restaurants,
churches. The other major theme that emerged in stakeholder discussions of the
neighborhood strengths was the community identity or the spirit of Calle 24, including
both tangible and intangible characteristics such as the demographic diversity, the
strong community connections, the commitment to social justice, and the
neighborhood’s walkability, tree canopy and landscaping. A more detailed listing of
tangible and intangible cultural assets is below.

Cultural Assets and Art
* Murals and art
¢ Cultural events
* Artists and arts organizations
* Latino business enclave
» Established community based organizations
* Thriving faith community
¢ Culinary destinations

Community Identity
* Long-term presence of families and historic or legacy businesses
*  Commitment to social justice
* Strong community connections
* Local leadership
*  Unique neighborhood character
* Strong sense of community, place and history
* Demographic diversity
* Strong core shopper base
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*  Cultural events

e Tourism

* Business ownership
e Character

*  Walkability

Challenges

There were a few key challenges that emerged from the data gathering during the
planning process. These challenges revolved around five key themes: the lack of
affordable housing, rapid community transformation, tensions in the community,
quality of life, and sustainability of the LCD. There were major concerns among
all stakeholders about the lack of affordable housing and about the gentrification
and recent eviction and displacement of long-time residents. A related theme was
the rapid community transformation underway, with some saying they wanted
to prevent another “Valencia” (referring to the way Valencia lost much of its
Latino culture in the 1990s and 2000s). Community relations, often discussed as
tensions between newcomers and old-timers, was another key challenge that
emerged in many interviews, focus groups, and community meetings. Many
mentioned that there often appears to be a division between the predominantly
Latino, long-time residents, and the newer, predominantly White, residents. One
person mentioned feeling an increased police presence to address the fear of
“brown boys”. The cultural differences between old and new can be challenging,
and many of those who have lived in the neighborhood for years struggle with
how to integrate newcomers and “convince them that Brava, Galeria de la Raza,
Accibn Latina and the fish market are all important”. Challenges affecting residents’
quality of life also emerged frequently; these included things such as gang
violence, liquor stores, broken sidewalks, lack of public spaces, lack of police
presence, etc. Finally, a few of the often-mentioned challenges revolved around
the implementation and sustainability of the LCD. The limited resources (lack of
funding and staff) to develop and maintain a governance structure and
implement all the desired activities of the LCD were discussed by many. These
themes are elaborated below.

Lack of Affordable Housing
+ Evictions and displacements
* Inadequate rent control
* Rapid gentrification
* Housing/building code violations

Community Transformation
* Rapid transformation of neighborhood without a plan (“not another
Valencia”)
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* Loss of historical businesses, residents and services

* Unaffordable commercial rents (difficult for long time tenants to pay)
* Increase in health code and building code violations

* Fear of “Mission” culture disappearing

* Loss of historical establishments

Community Relations
» Tension between the old and the new (lack of integration)
* Partnership challenges with City/County
* Lack of opportunities for youth
* Frictions with new residents and businesses

Quality of Life
* Lack of public spaces and seating
* Lack of signage, dilapidated structures, dirty gates drawn during day
* Gang violence and fear of gangs limiting activity
» Insufficient police vigilance (beat cops rarely seen)
* Too many liquor stores
¢ Dirty, broken sidewalks; public spaces, trees overgrown
* Poor lighting, dark at night, increased perception of unsafe
* Homeless populations

Sustainability
* Limited resources to sustain the LCD
* Building a sustainable governance model
* Lack of resources to hire full time L.CD Coordinator

Opportunities

Throughout the data gathering process, many opportunities for the LCD emerged.
These are organized according to five key areas: 1) land use design and housing; 2)
economic vitality; 3) cultural assets and arts; 4) quality of life; and 5) governance. In the
area of land use design and housing, recommendations had to do with land use and
other policies to help preserve and further develop cultural assets, the preservation and
development of affordable housing, and strategies to promote property ownership,
particularly for Latino residents and businesses. Economic vitality revolved around
opportunities and strategies to promote the economic viability and growth of businesses
and organizations, particularly those with historic and cultural significance in the
District. Stakeholders discussed many opportunities related to the preservation and
promotion of cultural assets and arts. Quality of life opportunities included things that
focused on improving the physical appearance and accessibility of the District,
particularly things that promote the Latino Cultural District (e.g., way finding, visual
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cues, etc.). Finally, a key opportunity that emerged throughout the planning process
and ultimately became a priority in community discussions was the development of a
governance structure to oversee and manage the Latino Cultural District. The
opportunities in each of these key areas are listed in more detail below.

1) Land use design and housing

Work with Building and Planning Developments to create new land use policies
to support cultural assets. Integrate SF Heritage frameworks and language for
designation and support of Cultural Heritage Assets.

Explore Special Use District, Business Improvement District, and Community
Benefit District creation. Connect with community-based efforts that have
successfully adopted these tax increment measures: Castro Community Benefit
District and Fruitvale Business Improvement District.

Pursue community-driven strategies to preserve local history and culture.
Continue partnerships with SF Heritage and universities to capture history and
preserve it for future generations.

Protect existing parking.

Regulate rents for housing and cultural spaces and explore models that preserve
historical residents and merchants.

Programs to provide financial and legal assistance to residents, businesses and
organizations/tenants’ rights. Enforce HUD Fair Housing laws.

Advocate for the development of affordable housing (for example, through early
identification of sites that may be available for development and small sites
development where existing units can be converted to affordable housing).
Advocate for rent regulation for tenants, businesses, and non-profits. Engage
diverse neighborhood stakeholders (residents, businesses, and non-profits) in
affordable housing movement.

Advocate for a moratorium on Ellis evictions.

Educate community about local, state, federal housing laws and housing
assistance programs (e.g., DALP).

Identify funding sources and strategies to develop and purchase properties (e.g.,
affordable housing trust fund controlled by Mayor’s Office on Housing;
foundations; technology industry; land trust models, utilizing cooperative
development strategies such as tenants’ collective to purchase properties;
eminent domain, interim controls (for businesses).

Seek help from the city and others to help legacy institutions such as the Mission
Cultural Center and Galeria de la Raza purchase their buildings.

Promote Latino ownership of businesses.

Create artist-centered housing (artist-in-residence; work/live space; community
service with art work, NPS structure) as well as housing.

Identify strategies to decrease ability of speculators/developers to come in and
sweep up real estate as soon as it becomes available (right of first refusal for
locals, long-term residents).
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Develop innovative land use in line with LCD (some possibilities include
pedestrian only spaces or zones on certain days/develop walkability;
development of open space like a zocalo / picnic areas with grills).

2) Economic Vitality

Create electronic tools to assist businesses and promote arts.

Promote branding: logos and plaques to identify CHAs, signage to designate the
LCD area, aesthetic, cultural demarcations unique to the LCD, and the
development of consistent marketing of cultural activities.

Increase business engagement: increase the engagement of local businesses in the
development of the LCD, improve communication between businesses, schedule
meetings at times that are convenient to local businesses, ensure that businesses
have reasons to participate and are motivated to participate, and create a
community through common activities and interests.

Promote preservation: ensuring the survival and viability of tangible CHAs,
developing protocols for the designation of CHAs, developing strategies to
stabilize residential and commercial rents and leases, developing warning
system to alert businesses and non-profits about expiring leases, and continuing
fagade improvement following LCD standards and design. A key priority under
preservation is to conduct a SWOT analysis to determine strengths, weaknesses,
opportunities and threats facing historic and legacy businesses.

Increase capacity building: create technical assistance initiatives to help
businesses improve their capacity through marketing, social media, market
segmentation, strategic planning, and financial management. Strategies to
strengthen the capacity of local businesses include: providing assistance to help
businesses survive and expand, tailoring assistance to needs of businesses (e.g., .
individual, traditional, virtual), creating business incubators and accelerators,
forming information technology team to support legacy businesses, providing
businesses with demographic and market data to help them develop better
goods and services, and creating directories and other databases with
information that could be of value to local businesses.

Articulate a legislative agenda: explore and promote designation of parts or the
entire LCD as a Business Improvement District (BID), Special Use District or
Community Benefit District. Two other ideas include the creation of community
debit cards for legacy businesses as well as the creation of community banks or
credit unions.

Identify opportunities to leverage Mission Promise investments to support the
Mission’s neighborhood.

Create loan programs targeting historical business and renters.

Develop partnership opportunities between longtime businesses and new
businesses, and between businesses and arts organizations.

194
10671



3) Cultural Assets and Arts

Organize advocacy efforts to identify available resources, preservation priorities,
and facilities for arts programming.

Use technology to promote LCD (e.g., create electronic calendar of cultural
events that can also be printed and distributed).

Educate new residents on CHAs (develop social connections; provide
opportunities for new residents to volunteer and get involved; integrate an
educational component in cultural events; create welcome packet and
neighborhood newsletter; bulletin boards at CHAs.

Learn about models that balance beautification and preservation.

Regulate rents for housing (to help artists stay in the area) and cultural
spaces/facilities.

Leverage potential of LCD to preserve local businesses & non-profits and protect
residents from displacement.

Recognize San Francisco and LCD as a safe haven for immigrant artists.

Invite tourism to the LCD, but avoid the commercialization/”Disneyland” effect
(develop self-guided tours educating people about cultural history of area,
Mayan kiosks, “This is 24th Street” events to reinforce identity and educate new
residents, classes).

Programs to provide financial and legal assistance to residents, businesses, and
organizations/tenants’ rights.

Promote architectural features that emphasize the Latin American “feel” (e.g.,
arches at 24%/Potrero & 24%/Mission, papel picado, murals, Mayan kiosks.

Create arts spaces (i.e. Gum Wall and other spaces for youth) as well as
community spaces for dialogue regarding gentrification, hate tagging, historical
values, traditions, discrimination in businesses, etc.

4) Quality of Life

Capital improvements; prune trees, fix broken sidewalks, add pedestrian
lighting, landscaping.

Define off-hour truck loading times to reduce day-time parking problems.
Promote free shuttle and pedestrian traffic (walkability) for the LCD.
Facilitate access to LCD from Valencia to 24th Street.

Create visual, tangible elements (e.g., flags, maps, way finders).

Storefront facade improvement (e.g., murals on every facade along 24th Street,
window art, for example utilizing art created by local artists or schoolchildren;
colors, flowers, lights; “Welcome” signs in Spanish/English).

Prevent chain and high-end restaurants from coming into neighborhood.
Conduct awareness campaign about health and building codes.

5) Governance

Create strong governance structure to manage LCD.
Implement and execute LCD branding.
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4. VISION, MISSION, PURPOSES & GOALS

he planning process engaged key stakeholders in defining and articulating a

vision, mission, purpose statement, targeted beneficiaries, and goals that
could guide the implementation of the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District. These
strategic planning elements are outlined below.

Mission and Vision Statements

The mission statement developed through the planning process is: To preserve, enhance
and advocate for Latino cultural continuity, vitality, and community in San Francisco’s
touchstone Latino Cultural District and the greater Mission community.

The vision statement developed is: The Latino Cultural District will be an economically
vibrant community that is inclusive of diverse income households and businesses that
together compassionately embrace the unique Latino heritage and cultures of 24% Street
and that celebrate Latino cultural events, foods, businesses, activities, art and music.

Beneficiaries of the Latino Cultural District include individuals (e.g., LCD families,
including traditional, non-traditional, and extended; artists; working people; residents;
immigrants; youth; and elders), organizations (neighborhood businesses, arts and
culture organizations, educational institutions, and community service agencies), and
San Francisco and the general public.

Purposes and Goals

The purposes of the LCD are to:

» Strengthen, preserve and enhance Latino arts & cultural institutions, enterprises
and activities

* Encourage civic engagement and advocate for social justice

* Encourage economic vitality and economic justice for district families, working
people, and immigrants

* Promote economic sustainability for neighborhood businesses and nonprofits

* Promote education about Latino cultures

* Ensure collaboration and coordination with other local arts, community, social
service agencies, schools, and businesses

The goals of the LCD are to:

1. Create a safe, clean, and healthy environment for residents, families, artists, and
merchants to work, live, and play.
2. Foster an empowered, activist community and pride in our community.
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Create a beautiful, clearly designated Latino corridor along Calle 24, and
preserve the unique beauty and cultures that identify Calle 24 and the Mission
Preserve and create stable, genuinely affordable and low-income housing in the
District and related infrastructure.

Manage and establish guidelines for development and economic change in the
District in ways that preserve the District’s Latino community and cultures.
Foster a sustainable local economy that provides vital goods and services to the
District and supports living Latino cultures.
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5. PROPOSED PROGRAMS AND STRATEGIES

indings from the data gathering activities conducted throughout the planning process

led to the development of the following key strategies for the LCD to prioritize. In
addition, these four program areas (and related activities) will be the focus of the LCD: 1)
land use design and housing; 2) economic vitality; 3) cultural assets and arts; 4) quality of
life.

Program area 1: Land Use Design

The LCD wishes to utilize land use design as a tool to promote housing and commercial
stability of historical assets and demographic diversity. The planning process identified a
long list of potential actions within this priority and the recommended next step should be
to establish a process to analyze the feasibility of various options.

Program area 2: Economic Vitality

The LCD recognizes the importance of sustaining the business vitality of the District by
first acknowledging the challenges affecting the stability of historical businesses. The LCD
wants to clearly delineate the differences in priorities of new and historical businesses.

Program area 3: Preservation, Revitalization and Restoration of Cultural Assets

The LCD wishes to recognize, promote and preserve cultural assets unique to the Latino
Cultural District. The planning process created an inventory of close to 60 cultural assets.
One crucial next step to operationalize this priority is the creation of protocols to clearly
identify what constitutes a Cultural Historical Assets (CHAs). San Francisco Heritage
suggests the use of this terminology to describe “the practices, representations, expressions,
knowledge, skill- as well as the instruments, objects, artifacts and cultural spaces associated
therewith- that communities, groups, and in some cases, individuals recognize as part of
their cultural heritage. This intangible heritage, transmitted from generation to generation,
is constantly recreated by communities and groups in response to their environment, their
interaction with nature and their history, and provides them with a sense of identify and
continuity, thus promoting respect for cultural diversity and human creativity.”

Program area 4: Quality of Life

Calle 24 recognizes that preserving positive quality of life indicators is as important as
affecting negative quality of life indicators. LCD will foster further dialogue to spell out
strategies for preserving and improving quality of life.

Key Strategies

1. Create an organizational entity — a 501(c)(3) — to manage the activities of the Latino
Cultural District

2. Create and leverage Special Use District designation
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Implement a Cultural Benefits District campaign and assessment

Develop a community-wide communications infrastructure and promote the
District through traditional and social media

Collaborate with, connect, and support existing arts and cultures and other
nonprofit service organizations in implementing the Latino Cultural District’s
mission, rather than replacing or competing with them

Serve as a safety net for the District’s traditional cultural-critical community events,
such as Carnaval, Dia de los Muertos, and the Cesar E. Chavez Holiday Celebration

Generate sufficient resources to support creation and sustainability of the Latino
Cultural District programs and activities

Pursue social and economic justice fervently, and conduct its work with the 5i Se
Puede spirit of determination, collective strength, and compassion

Program Activities

1) Land Use Design and Housing

Design Special Use District campaign

Advocate for genuinely affordable and low-income housing in the District and
related infrastructure, including promoting education about financial literacy, home
ownership, and tenants’ rights

Advocate for certificates of preference that would allow long-time residents who
have been forced out of the District by waves of gentrification to return to new
housing opportunities in the District

Advocate for height limits and design guidelines

Engage in activism and advocacy to ensure that new development is responsive to
and reflective of the Latino Cultural District

2) Economic Vitality

*

Provide technical and lease assistance to small businesses

Create culturally relevant business attraction and retention strategies

Provide district event support

Implement neighborhood enhancements (such as arches, tiles, banderas, and/or
plaques that identify the District, much as Chinatown’s arches and architecture
distinguish it from surrounding neighborhoods)

Help preserve local businesses and attract new ones

3) Cultural Assets and Arts

Participate in and support traditional culture-critical community events, such as
Carnaval, Dia de Los Muertos, and the Chavez Holiday Celebration

199
10676




Identify and preserve cultural assets

Create corridor monuments, arts projects, a walk of fame, light pole signs, and the
like

Foster collaboration among the arts organizations

4) Quality of Life

Ensure the safety of the neighborhood

Abate graffiti

Develop a neighborhood-based communications infrastructure, and promote the
District through traditional and social media

Preserve street parking, public transit, and walking options

Preserve open space, light, air, (trees, vegetation?)
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6. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE & GOVERNANCE

Structure

The LCD will be managed by a
nonprofit organization
510(c)(3), the Calle 24 Council,
which will be incorporated as a
membership organization.

The follow committee structure
of the 501(c)(3) is
recommended.

Executive Committee: An
executive committee will be
comprised of officers of the
Calle 24 Council.

Advisory Committees:
Advisory committees will be

Nonprofit organization 510(c)(3
:membership organization. ;

Fisal DrafCReconmandaioes.

Figure 2: Calle 24 Organizational Structure

comprised of at least one board member and other members. All committees will recruit
youth in order to cultivate new generations of leaders. Suggested advisory committees

include:

* Land Use Design and Housing

¢ Cultural Assets and Arts

*  Quality of Life and Neighborhood Enhancements

* Economic Vitality
* Nominating Committee

Governance

One must meet one or more of the following qualifications to become a member

of the Council:

* Live and/or work in the Mission for ten or more years; or
* Born and raised in the Mission; or
* History of activism in support of the Latino Cultural District’s mission;

and

* Have served reliably on one of the organization’s committees for at least

one year.
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Membership Elgibility

There will be no charge for membership on the Council. To be eligible for membership,
one must:

* DParticipate on one of the committees and/or volunteer for one of the endorsed
events (e.g., Cesar Chavez Festival; Carnaval) or with one of the neighborhood
nonprofits)

* Support the mission and vision of the organization

* Reflect Calle 24 constituencies

* Adhere to a code of good conduct and nonprofit best practices

Board Size/Composition

The Board should be comprised of no fewer than 9 individuals, with a
maximum number to be determined. The Board composition should include:

* A majority of Latino/as (% to be determined)

* Long-term residents: 15 (?) or more years (% to be determined)

* Atleast one youth (ages 24 or under)

* Representation from all the constituencies the Latino Cultural District is
designed to benefit
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7. GONCLUSION

he resolution that San Francisco’s Board of Supervisors unanimously passed in

May 2014 to designate the 24" Street corridor as the Latino Cultural District
offers community residents and other stakeholders a unique opportunity to
preserve and advance the rich legacy of Latino culture within the neighborhood.
As stated in the resolution, “[...] the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District memorializes
a place whose richness of culture, history and entrepreneurship is unrivaled in San
Francisco...” The community planning process undertaken by the Calle 24 Council
during the last six months of 2014 sought to solicit and distill a wide range of ideas
about the strategies and actions the Council should pursue to achieve its mission to
preserve, enhance and advocate for Latino cultural continuity, vitality and
community in San Francisco’s touchstone Latino Cultural District and the greater
Mission community.

The findings from the community planning process reflect a clear consensus on the
goals for the LCD, including the desire to create a safe, clean and healthy
environment for residents, families, artists and merchants to work, live and play;
the desire to create stable and affordable housing for working-class families; the
desire to manage and establish guidelines for economic development and land use
that preserve the District’s Latino community and cultures; the desire to foster a
sustainable local economy that provides vital goods and services; and the desire to
create a beautiful, clearly designated Latino corridor along Calle 24 that
exemplifies the cultural and artistic richness of San Francisco’s Latino
communities.

Key to achieving these goals will be the creation of an organizational infrastructure that
can support the strategies adopted by the Council. Over the next few years, the Council
will incorporate as a charitable, nonprofit organization and begin to pursue and leverage
Special Use District designation, followed by neighborhood organizing to launch a
Cultural Benefits District campaign and assessment that could potentially offer the
district a source of long-term financial support. The Council will work to implement
community programs that focus on land use design and housing, economic vitality,
cultural assets and arts, and quality of life issues.

The community planning process undertaken by the Calle 24 Council represents just
the first step in a journey that neighborhood residents and merchants, with support
from city officials, are taking to preserve the authenticity and legacy of Latino culture
along the 24t Street corridor. The Council looks forward to implementing the strategies
outlined in the report. The vigor of our stride, given the fast pace of gentrification, will
be key to the success of this endeavor.

204
10680




REFERENCES

Mirabal, N.R (2009). Geographies of displacement: Latina/os, oral history, and the
politics of gentrification in San Francisco’s Mission District. The Public Historian,
31, 2, 7-31. Retrieved from: http://www jstor.org/stable/10.1525/tph.2009.31.2.7

San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce Development, San Francisco Office of
Planning, LISC. (2014). Lower 24% Street neighborhood profile. Retrieved from:
http://investsf.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/Neighborhood-
Profile-LOWER-24TH-STREET.pdf

San Francisco Heritage. (May, 2014). Resolution establishing the Calle 24
(“Veinticuatro™”) Latino Cultural District in San Francisco. Retrieved from
http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/commitiees/materials/LUG5191

4 140421, pdf

U.S. Census Bureau. (2000). Electronic ownership by household (italicized). Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office. U.S. Census Bureau. (2000). Electronic
ownership by household (italicized). Retrieved from
http://www.census.gov/main/www/cen2000.html

U.S. Census Bureau. (2005). Electronic ownership by household (italicized). Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office. U.S. Census Bureau. (2005). Electronic
ownership by household (italicized). Retrieved from
http://www.census.gov/main/www/cen2005.html

Zito, Kelly. (May 26, 2000) Expanding or ready to burst? San Francisco Chronicle.
Appendix A - Calle 24 Council Members

205
10681




To:

CITY AND COUNTY OF 5AN FRANCISCO
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
1390 Market Street, Suite 1150, San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 552-9292 FAX (415) 252-0461

Policy Analysis Report

4

Supervisor Campos

From: Budget and Legislative Analyst’s Office '
Subject:  Analysis of Small Business Displacement . /i(/ /

Date: October 10, 2014

You requested that the Budget_and Legislative Analyst assess the level of displacement of small
businesses and commercial spaces over the last twenty years, specifically considering businesses that
have been open for at least five years. The request specified that in addition to citywide trends to assess
the patterns of displacement in two commercial corridors, the Mission and Castro/Upper Market. In
addition, you asked that our office determine the average rate of change in commercial property value.

For further information about this report, contact Fred Brousseau at the Budget and Legislative
" Analyst’s Office.

Executive Summary

Business closures and location changes occur in San Francisco for a variety of reasons, including
moving to a new location to expand, moving to avoid unsustainable rent increases, to scale back
a business, going out of business due to retirement or being bought out, and others. The rate of
business turnover due to these and other causes steadily increased in San Francisco during the
twenty years between 1992 and 2011 and, from available data, appears likely to continue its
upward trend through 2014 and beyond.

Measured in openings, closures and location changes, business turnover increased not only for
all types of businesses Citywide over the twenty year period ending in 2011, but also for
established businesses, or those operating for five years or more in the same location. As a
result, the composition of businesses and business types in many areas has changed
considerably over the years reviewed.

Between 1992 and 2011, business closures and locati