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West Bay Law
Law Office of ]. Scott Weaver

October 24, 2016

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

Re: Case No. 2014-000601 CUA, 2014-000601ENX- 2675 Folsom Street
Appeal of the September 22, 2016 Planning Commission Decisions

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors and Lisa Gibson

The Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Community Council appeals the following
decisions of the Planning Commission made on September 22, 2016 regarding the
project proposed for 2675 Folsom Street (“Proposed Project” hereafter) proposed by
applicant Muhammed Nadhiri of Axis Development Group Company.

1) Adoption of Conditional Use Approvals.

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.

1. Appeal of the Adoption of Conditional Uses and Findings
The appeal of the Conditional Uses is filed on the following bases.

e The Project approvals must be based on compliance with the requirements of
CEQA (separately appealed herewith) and they are not.
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¢ The Planning Commission did not have adequate information to determine
whether or not the project was “necessary or desirable for, and compatible
with, the neighborhood or the community” as required under Planning Code
Section 303(c)(1).

e The Proposed Project is inconsistent with the stated purposes of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan and the Mission Area Plan.

¢ The Proposed Project does not comply with and is inconsistent with Mission
Interim Controls and the MAP 2020 Objectives

¢ The Approval is inadequate and incomplete and the Findings are not
supported by substantial evidence. The approval was granted without having
first evaluated the cumulative impact of the project and similar market rate
developments on the LCD.

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out of date Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan EIR instead of conducting project level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. Exhibits (Attached)

Exhibit A: Planning Commission Motion Nos. 19744, 19745

Exhibit B:  Link to Video of August 4, 2016 and September 22, 2016 Planning

Commission hearings.

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

Exhibit D:  Evidence in support of the Appeal

. I Scott Weaver
_ Attorney for Calle 24 Latino
“._/Cultural District Council
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Pursuant to Plannlng Code Section 308.1(b), the undersigned members of the Board of Supervisors

believe that there is suffipient public interest and concern to warrant an appe of the Planning Commission on Gase No.
~014 = 000 (01 &8 bnditional use authorization regarding (address) 2. Folgorm Street
Distnctﬂ__ The undersigned members respectfully request the Clerk
of the Board fo calendar this item at the soonest possib!e date.

IGNATURE DATE
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(Attach copy of Planning Commission’s Decision)

Vi\Clerk's Ofﬁce\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process8
August 2011
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMERNT

Subject ta: {Select oniy if applicable)

1 Affcrdable Housing (Sec. 415) B First Source Hiring (Admin. Code)

{i Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) @ Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414A)

1 Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) [ Other (EN Impact Fees, Sec 423; TSF. Sec 411A)

Planning Commission Motion No. 19744

HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 22, 2016
Case No.: 2014-000601ENX
Project Address: 2675 FOLSOM STREET
Zoning: UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District;

RH-2 {Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District;
RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 3639/006, 007 and 024

Project Sponsor: Muhammed Nadhiri, Axis Development Group
580 California Street, 16 Fioor
San Francisco, CA 94104

Staff Contact: Richard Sucre - (415) 575-9108
richard.sucreesigov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO A LARGE PROJECT AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO
PLANNING CODE SECTION 329, TO ALLOW EXCEPTIONS TO 1) REAR YARD PURSUANT TO
PLANNING CODE SECTION 134, 2) DWELLING UNIT EXPOSURE PURSUANT TO PLANNING
CODE 140, 3) STREET FRONTAGE PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 145.1, 4) OFF-
STREET LOADING PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 152.1, AND, 5) HORIZONTAL
MASS REDUCTION PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTION 270.1, AND TO ALLOW
CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW FOUR-STORY, 40-FT TALL, RESIDENTIAL BUILDING
(APPROXIMATELY 109,917 SQUARE FEET) WITH 117 DWELLING UNITS (CONSISTING OF 24
STUDIOS, 46 1-BEDROOM UNITS, 45 2-BEDROOM UNITS, AND 2 3-BEDROOM UNITS) AND 66
OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES, LOCATED AT 2675 FOLSOM STREET, LOTS 006, 007 AND 024 IN
ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 3639, WITHIN THE UMU (URBAN MIXED-USE), RH-2 (RESIDENTIAL,
HOUSE, TWO-FAMILY), AND RH-3 (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE, THREE-FAMILY} ZONING
DISTRICTS AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER
THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.

PREAMBLE

On April 30, 2015, Muhammed Nadhiri of Axis Development Group (hereinafter "Project Sponsor”) filed
Application No. 2014-000601ENX (hereinafter “Application”) with the Planning Department (hereinafter
“Department”) for a Large Project Authorization to construct a new four-story, 40-ft tall, residential
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Motion No. 19744 CASE NO. 2014-000601ENX
September 22, 2016 2675 Folsom Street

building with 117 dwelling units at 2675 Folsom Street (Block 3639 Lots 006, 007 and 024) 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 21000 et seq., (hereinafter “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 September 20, 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
importance 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.

SAN FRARGISCO 2
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Motion No. 19744 CASE NO. 2014-000601ENX
September 22, 2016 2675 Folsom Street

Planning 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 Commission Secretary is the custodian of records, located in the File for Case
No. 2014-000601ENX at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California.

On September 22, 2016, the Planning Commission ("Commission”) conducted a duly noticed public
hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Large Project Authorization Application No. 2014-
000601ENX.

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 Large Project Authorization requested in
Application No. 2014-000601ENX, 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 lot area of
approximately 35,734 square feet), which have approximately 242-ft of frontage along Folsom
Street and 40-ft of frontage along Treat Avenue. The project site contains three existing buildings:
a two-story industrial building, a one-story industrial building, and a one-story temporary
building. Collectively, these three buildings measure 21,599 square feet. Realizing Our Youth as
Leaders, aka “Royal, Inc.”, a non-profit organization, recently vacated the second floor of the
two-story industrial building. Currently, the existing buildings are occupied by Charyn Auctions,
a reseller of food service equipment.

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The project site is located within the UMU Zoning
Districts in the Mission Area Plan. The immediate context is mixed in character with residential,
industrial, and institutional uses. The immediate neighborhood indudes two-to-three-story
residential development to the north, Cesar Chavez Elementary School to the west, a series of
one-to-two-story industrial properties to the east across Treat Avenue, and a public park (Parque
Ninos Unidos) to the south. Parque Ninos Unidos occupies the entire biock face on the north side
of 234 Street between Folsom Street and Treat Avenue. The project site is located within the
boundaries of the Proposed Calle 24 Special Use District, which was established as part of the
interim controls by the Board of Supervisors per Ordinance No. 133-15, and the Calle 24 Latino

SAN ERAGISCO 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Motion No. 19744 CASE NO. 2014-000601ENX
September 22, 2016 2675 Folsom Street

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), NC-3
(Neighborhood Commercial-Moderate Scale), and the 24-Mission NCT (Neighborhood
Commercial Transit) Zoning District.

4. Project Description. The proposed Project includes demolition of the three existing buildings on
the project site, and new construction of a four-story, 40-ft tall, residential building
(approximately 109,917 gross square feet) with 117 dwelling units, approximately 5,291 square
feet of PDR use, 65 below-grade off-street parking spaces, 1 car-share parking space, 160 Class 1
bicycle parking spaces, and 14 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The Project includes a dwelling
unit mix consisting of 2 three-bedroom units, 45 two-bedroom units, 46 one-bedroom units, and
24 studio units. The Project includes 4,775 square feet of public open space, 5,209 square feet of
common open space via ground floor courtyard and roof deck, and 3,356 square feet of private
open space via balconies and terraces. The Project would also include a lot merger of Lots 006,
007 and 024 on Block 3639.

o

Public Comment. The Department has received a few public correspondences regarding the
proposed project. This correspondence has primarily expressed opposition to the project, though
the Department has received a few letters in support.

From Lucia Bogatay, the Department received correspondence expressing positive sentiment for
the architecture of the Project.

From Ronald Charyn of Charyn Auctions (existing tenant), the Department received a letter in
support of the project. They noted that the Project Sponsor (Axis Development) has provided
them with in-kind and financial assistance to relocate the existing business.

From Emily Kuehler, the Department received correspondence questioning the location of the
garage entrance on Treat Avenue.

From the Mission Kids Co-Op, the Department received correspondence, which advocated for
childcare, rather than a local artist galley, particularly in this location given its proximity to a
public park.

From Juliana Sloane, the Department received correspondence expressing concern over parking
and traffic.

From Edward Stiel, the Department received correspondence, which requesting a full
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project. This correspondence stated that the Project
would cast additional shadow on Parque Ninos Unidos and Cesar Chavez Elementary School,
increase traffic and vehicle emissions, and have a wind tunnel effect. In addition, this letter stated
that the development would lead to further involuntary displace with increased no fault
evictions and landlord harassment.

SAN FRANCISCO 4
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Motion No. 19744 CASE NO. 2014-000601ENX
September 22, 2016 2675 Folsom Street

From J. Scott Weaver on behalf the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District (LCD), the Department
received a letter expressing concern over the project and its impact on the existing businesses,
residents, and non-profits within the Calle 24 LCD. This letter noted that the proposed market
rate housing, along with the other development occurring in the Mission, will affect the
neighborhood and create a climate of gentrification. This letter also questions the Community
Plan Exemption (CPE) published for the Project, and requests additional environmental review of
the project’s impacts. Finally, the letter concludes with a request to analyze the project, both
individually and cumulatively, with respect to the potential impacts of market rate development
on the Calie 24 Latino Cultural District.

In addition, the Department has engaged with on-going dialogue between community members
and the Project Sponsors to review the various aspects of the project, including the inclusion of
on-site PDR space, the amount of affordable housing, and the project’s larger public benefits.

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, Permitted Uses in UMU Zoning Districts. Planning Code Section 843.20 states that
residential use is a principally permitted use within the UMU Zoning District.

The Project would construct new residential use within the UMU Zoning District; therefore, the
Project complies with Planning Code Sections §43.20.

B. Rear Yard. Planning Code Section 134 requires a minimum rear yard equal to 25 percent of
the total lot depth of the lot to be provided at every residential level. Given the irregular
condition of the project site, the required rear yard would measure 9,024 sq ft.

Currently, the Project is designed to have full lot coverage on the ground floor tevel and does not
provide a rear yard at the lowest level containing a dwelling unit. The Project provides open space
through a publically-accessible mid-block alley, an interior courtyard and a roof terrace. The Project
provides a total of 13,340 sq ft of Code-complying open space. This amount of open space, which would
have been provided through the required rear yard, is thus exceeded. Since the Project does not provide
a Code-complying rear yard, the Project is seeking an exception to the rear yard requirement as part of
the Large Project Authorization.

The Project is located on a block bounded by Treat Avenue, 227, Folsom and 23+ Streets. The subject
block does possess a pattern of mid-block open space, since the adjacent buildings to the north are
residential. By providing for an interior courtyard, the Project maintains the pattern of mid-bleck open
space on the subject block, and provides sufficient dwelling unit exposure for all dwelling units facing
onio this courtyard.

C. Useable Open Space. Planning Code Section 135 requires a minimum of 80 sq ft of open
space per dwelling unit, if not publically accessible, or 54 sq ft of open space per dwelling
unit, if publically accessible. Private useable open space shall have a minimum horizontal
dimension of six feet and a minimum area of 36 sq ft is located on a deck, balcony, porch or

SAN FRANGISCO 5
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Motion No. 19744 CASE NO. 2014-000601ENX
September 22, 2016 2675 Folsom Street

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
useable 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 useable 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 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 a publically-accessible mid-block alley, which measures 4,775 sq fi; thus, the
Project addresses the open space requirement for 88 dwelling units by providing public open space. For
the remaining 29 dwelling units, the Project is required to provide 2,320 sq ft of open space. The
Project meets and exceeds this open space requirement by providing for an courtyard that measures
5,209 sq ft, as well as private open space (balconies and terraces) collectively measuring 3,356 sq ft.
Therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Section 135.

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 ot greater than a half-acre in size.

The Project includes the new construction of a four-story residential building on a lot with
approximately 242-ft of frontage along Folsom Street, and 40-ft of frontage along Treat Avenue.
Currently, the Project includes new streetscape elements, such as new concrete sidewalks, linear
planters along the street edge, and new street trees. Therefore, the Project complies with Planning
Code Section 138.1.

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 site is not located in close proximity to an Urban Bird Refuge. The Project meets the
requirements of feature-related standards and does not include 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 that at least one room of all
dwelling units face onto a public street, rear vard or other open area that meets minimum
requirements for area and horizontal dimensions. To meet exposure requirements, a public
street, public alley at least 20-ft wide, side yard or rear yard must be at least 25 ft in width, or
an open area (either an inner court or a space between separate buildings on the same lot)
must be no less than 25 ft in every horizontal dimension for the floor at which the dwelling
unit is located.

The Project organizes the dwelling units to have exposure either on one of the public streets (Folsom
Street or Treat Avenue), the public mid-block alley, which ranges in width from 24-ft to 27-ft, within
Code-complying courtyard or facing the south lot line towards the public park (Parque Ninos Unidos).

SAN FRANCISCO 6
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Motion No. 19744 CASE NO. 2014-000601ENX
September 22, 2016 2675 Folsom Street
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING

Since 44 out of 117 dwelling units face the south lot line, the Project is seeking an exception to the
dwelling wiit exposure requirements as part of the Large Project Authorization.

Street Frontage in Mixed Use Districts. Planning Code Section 145.1 requires off-street
parking at street grade on a development ot to be set back at least 25 feet on the ground
floor; that no more than one-third of the width or 20 feet, whichever is less, of any given
street frontage of a new structure parallel to and facing a street shall be devoted to parking
and loading ingress or egress; that space for active uses be provided within the first 25 feet of
building depth on the ground floor; that non-residential uses have a minimum floor-to-floor
height of 17 feet; that the floors of street-fronting interior spaces housing non-residential
active uses and lobbies be as close as possible to the level of the adjacent sidewalk at the
principal entrance to these spaces; and that frontages with active uses that are not residential
or PDR be fenestrated with transparent windows and doorways for no less than 60 percent of
the street frontage al the ground level.

The Project meets the requirements of Planning Code Section 145.1. All off-street parking is located
below-grade. The Project has only one 12-ft wide garage enirauce along Treat Avenue accessed via a
10-ft wide curb cut. The Project features active uses on the ground floor with residential amenities, the
enlryway to the mid-block alley, and walk-up dwelling urits with direct, individual pedestrian access
to a public sidewalk. Finally, the Project features appropriate street-facing ground level spaces, as well
as the ground level transparency and fenestration requirements.

Since the Project includes a non-residential use along Folsom Sireet, which does not possess a 17-f¢
ground floor ceiling height for the entirety of the space, the Project is seeking an exception from the
street frontage requirements as part of the Large Project Authorization.

Off-Street Parking. Planning Code Section 151 requires one off-street parking space per
dwelling unit in the RH-2 & RH-3 Zoning Districts.

Planning Section 151.1 of the Planning Code allows oif-street parking at a maximum ratio of
.75 per dwelling unit in the UMU Zoning District.

The Project wounld construct 108 dwelling units in the UMLU Zoning District, 7 dwelling units in the
RH-3 Zoning District, and 2 dwelling units in the RH-2 Zoning District. Therefore, for the 117
dwelling units, the Project is allowed to have a maximum of 90 off-strect parking spaces. Of these 90
off-street parking spaces, the Project provides 54 off-street parking spaces via mechanical lifts, 3 ADA
parking spaces, 1 ADA van spaces have been identified, and 8 standard parking spaces (which include
five spaces for electrical vehicles). Therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Section 151.1.

Off-Street Freight Loading. Planning Section 152.1 of the Planning Code requires one off-
street freight loading space for apartment use between 100,001 and 200,000 gsf.

The Project includes approximately 127,081 square feet of residential use; thus, the Project requires at
one off-street freight loading space. The Project is proposing one on-street loading space along Folsom
Streel, and does nol possess any off-street freight loading within the below-grade garage. Therefore, the

DEPARTMENT 7
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Motion No. 19744 CASE NO. 2014-000601ENX
September 22, 2016 2675 Folsom Street

SAN FRANCISCO

Project is seeking an exception to the off-street freight loading requirement as part of the Large Project
Authorization.

Bicycle Parking. For projects with over 100 dwelling units, Planning Code Section 155.2
requires at least 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces plus one Class 1 bicycle parking space for
every four dwelling units above 100, and one Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for every 20
dwelling units.

The Project includes 117 dwelling units; therefore, the Project is required to provide 104 Class 1
bicycle parking spaces and 6 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The Project will provide 160 Class 1
bicycle parking spaces and 14 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. Therefore, the Project complies with
Planning Code Section 155.2.

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

Since the Project includes 117 dwelling units, it is required to provide a minimum of one car-share
parking space. The Project provides one car-share parking space. Therefore, the Project 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; therefore, the Project meets this
requircment.

Dwelling Unit Mix. Planning Code Section 207.6 requires that no less than 40 percent of the
total number of proposed dwelling units contain at least two bedrooms, or no less than 30
percent of the total number of proposed dwelling units contain at least three bedrooms.

For the 117 dwelling units, the Project is required to provide at least 47 two-bedroom units or 36
three-bedroom units. The Project provides 24 studios, 46 one-bedroom units and 45 two-bedroom
units, and 2 three-bedroom units. Therefore, the Project meets the requirements for dwelling unit mix,

Horizontal Mass Reduction. Planning Code Section 270.1 outlines the requirements for
horizontal mass reduction on large lots within the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use
Districts. For projects with street frontage greater than 200-ft in length, one or more mass
reduction breaks must be incorporated to reduce the horizontal scale of the building into
discrete sections not more than 200-ft in length. Specifically, the mass reduction must 1) be
not less than 30-ft in width; 2) be not less than 60-ft in depth from the street-facing building
fagade; 3) extend up to the sky from a level not higher than 25-ft above grade or the third

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 8
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SAN FRANGISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

story, whichever is lower; and, 4) result in discrete building sections with a maximum plan
length along the street frontage not greater than 200-ft.

Since the overall frontage is 242-ft along Felsem: Street, the Project is required to provide a single
horizontal mass break along Bryant and Florida Streets, which is not less than 30-ft wide by 60-ft
decp, and extends from the third-story up fo the sky. Per the Planning Code, this wass break must
result in discrete building sections along the street frontage of not greater than 200-ft.

The Project uses the publically-accessible wid-biock alley to provide for horizontal mass reduction.
Along Treat Avenue, the Project incorporates a mass break, which measures 25-ft wide by 42-ft long
by 40-ft tall at the ground floor and extending upward on ail levels. Since the provided horizontal mass
reduction does not meet the dimensional requirements of the Planning Code, the Project is seeking an
exception to the horizontal mass reduction requirements as part of the Large Project Authorization.

Mid-Block Alley. Planning Code Section 270.2 outlines the requirements for mid-block alleys
on large lots within the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts. This requirement
applies to all new construction on parcels that have one or more street frontages of over 200
linear feet on a block face longer than 400-ft between intersections.

The Project provides a publically-accessible mid-block alley from Folsom Street to Treat Avenue, which
menasures 25-ft along Folsom Street and 11-ft along Treat Avenue. This mid-block alley meets the
design and performance standards of Planning Code Section 270.2(e), since it is: located as close to the
middle portion of the subject block face as possible; is perpendicular to the subject frontage; provides
pedestrian access and no vehicular access; has a minimun: width of 20-ft from building face to building
face; provides a nunimum clear walking width of 10-ft free of any obstructions; is at least 60% open v
the sky; and, features appropriate paving, furniture, and amenities. Therefore, the Project complies
with Planning Code Section 270.2.

Transportation Sustainability Fee. Planning Code Section 4[1A is applicable to new
development that results in more than twenty dwelling units.

The Project includes approximately 92,072 gsf of new residential use. This square footage shall be
subject to the Transportation Sustainability Fee, as outlined in Planning Code Seciion 411A. The
Project shall receive a prior use credit for the 21,060 sq ft of existing PDR space.

Residential Child-Care Impact Fee. Planning Code Section 414A is applicable to new
development that results in at least one net new residential unit.

The Project includes approximately 92,072 gsf of new residential use associated with the new
construction of 117 dwelling units. This squarc footage shall be subject to the Residential Child-Care
Impact Fee, as outlined in Planning Code Section 411A.

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 apply to projects that consist of 10 or more

9
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units. The applicable percentage is dependent on the number of units in the project, the
zoning of the property, and the date that the project submitted a complete Environmental
Evaluation Application. A complete Environmental Evaluation Application was submitted
on January 10, 2015; therefore, pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.3 the Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Program requirement for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative is
to provide 16.4% of the proposed dwelling units as affordable.

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 an ‘Affidavit of
Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Prograni: Plauning 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 Pragram: Planning
Code Section 415, to the Planning Department 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, Californin Civil Code Section 1954.50 because,
under Section 1954.52(b), the Project Sponsor has entered into an agreement with a public entity in
consideration for a direct financial contribution or any other form of assistance specified in California
Government Code Sections 65915 et seq. and submits an Affidavit of such to the Department., All such
contracts entered into with the City and County of San Francisco must be reviewed and approved by
the Mayor’s Office Housing and Community Developmnent and the City Attorney’s Office. The
Project Sponsor has indicated the intention to enter inlo an agreement with the City to 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 February 3, 2016. The applicable percentage is dependent on the total number of units in the
project, the zoning of the property, and the date that the project submiited a complete Environmental
Evaluation Application. A complete Environmental Evaluation Application was submitted on January
10, 2015; therefore, pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.3 the Inclusionary Affordable Housing
Program requirement for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative is to provide 16.4% of the total
proposed dwelling units as affordable. 19 units (4 studios, 8, one-bedroom, 7 two-bedroom) of the total
117 units provided will be affordable units. If the Project becomes ineligible to meet its Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Program obligation through the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative, it must
pay the Affordable Housing Fee with interest, if applicable.

S. Eastern Neighborhood Infrastructure Impact Fees. Planning Code Section 423 is applicable
to any development project within the MUO (Mixed Use Office) Zoning District that results
in the addition of gross square feet of non-residential space.

The Project includes approximately 109,917 square feet of new development consisting of
approximately 92,072 sq ft of residential use, 5,291 sq ft of PDR use, and 12,554 sq ft of garage space.
Excluding the square footage dedicated to the garage, the other uses are subject to Eastern
Neighborhood Infrastructure Impact Fees, as outlined in Planning Code Section 423. These fees must
be paid prior to the issuance of the building permit application.

SAN FRANGISCO 10
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Large Project Authorization in Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use District. Planning Code
Section 329(c) lists nine aspects of design review in which a project must comply; the Planning
Commission finds that the project is compliant with these nine aspects as follows:

A. Overall building mass and scale.

The Project is designed as a four-story, 40-ft tall, residential development, which incorporates sunken
residential entryways along Folsom Street, as well as massing setbacks. This massing is appropriate
given the larger neighborhood context, which includes one-and-two-story industrial buildings, and
two-and-three-story residential buildings. The surreunding neighborhood is extremely varied with
many examples of smaller-scale residential properties along Folsom Street and larger-scale industrial
properties to the east of Treat Avenue. The Project’s overall mass and scale are further refined by the
building medulation, which incorporates projecting bays and sunken entryways. In addition, the
Project incorperates a 25-ft wide publically-accessible mid-block alley, which provides an appropriate
mass break and entry court. Overall, these features provide varicty in the building design and scale,
while providing for features that strongly complement the neighborhood context, Thus, the Project is
appropriate and consistent with the mass and scale of the surrounding neighborhood.

Architectural treatments, facade design and building materials:

The Project’s architectural treatments, facade design and building materials wnclude a fiber cement
board horizontal lap siding in two tones, metal siding, aluminun: storefront, iron railings and gates,
and dark bronze frame ahwminum windows. The Project is distinctly contemporary in its character.
The Project incorporates a simple, yet elegant, architectural language that is accentuated by contrasts
in the exterior materials. Overall, the Project offers a high quality architectural treatment, which
provides for unique and expressive architectural design that is consistent and compatible with the
surrounding neighborhaod.

The design of lower floors, including building setback areas, commercial space, townhouses,
entries, utilities, and the design and siting of rear yards, parking and loading access;

The Project incorporates a courtyard, whick assists in continuing the pattern of mid-block open space
evident on the subject block. Along the lower floors, the Project provides for a publically-accessible
mid-block alley, residential amenities (eatry lobby, leasing officelart gatlery, and resident
lounge/kitchen), and walk-up dwelling units with individual pedestrian access on Folsom Street. These
dwelling units and amenities will provide for activity on the street level. The Project minimizes the
impact to pedestrian by providing one 12-ft wide garage entrance on Treat Avenue. In addition, off
street parking is located below grade.

. The provision of required open space, both on- and off-site. In the case of off-site publicly

accessible open space, the design, location, access, size, and equivalence in quality with that
otherwise required on-site;
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G.

The Project provides exceeds the open space requirement by constructing a publically-accessible mid-
block, a ground floor courtyard, a roof terrace, and private balconies/terraces.

The provision of mid-block alleys and pathways on frontages between 200 and 300 linear feet
per the criteria of Section 270, and the design of mid-block alleys and pathways as required

by and pursuant to the criteria set forth in Section 270.2;

The Project provides a code-complying mid-block alley, which meets the criteria of Pianning Code
Section 270.2.

Streetscape and other public improvements, including tree planting, street furniture, and
lighting.

In compliance with Planning Code Section 138.1, the Project includes new streetscape elements, such
as new concrete sidewalks, linear planters along the street edge, and new street trees. These
improvements would vastly improve the public realm and surrounding streetscape.

Circulation, including streets, alleys and mid-block pedestrian pathways;

The Project provides ample circulation in and around the project site through the sireetscape
improvement and construction of a publically-accessible mid-block alley. Automobile access is limited
to the one entrylexit on Treat Avenue. An off-street loading zone is provided along Folsom Street. The
Project incorporates an interior courtyard, which is accessible to residents.

Bulk limits;

The Project is within an ‘X’ Bulk District, which does not restrict bulk.

Other changes necessary to bring a project into conformance with any relevant design
guidelines, Area Plan or Element of the General Plan;

The Project, on balance, meets the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. See Below.

8. Large Project Authorization Exceptions. Proposed Planning Code Section 329 allows exceptions
for Large Projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts:

A. Rear Yard: Exception for rear yards, pursuant to the requirements of Section 134(f);
Modification of Requirements in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts. The rear
yard requirement in Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts may be modified or waived
by the Planning Commission pursuant to Section 329...provided that:

(1) A comparable, but not necessarily equal amount of square footage as would be created in
a code conforming rear yard is provided elsewhere within the development;
SFAEAP%:&%;ISUCS DEPARTMENT 12
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The Project provides for a comparable amount of open space, in lieu of the required rear yard. Overall,
the Project will be located on a lot measuring 35,734 sq ft in size, and would be required to provide a
rear yard measuring 9,024 sq ft. The Project provides common open space for the 117 dwelling units
through a publically-accessible mid-block alley, a ground floor courtyard, a roof terrace, and a series of
private balconies and terraces. In total, the Project provides approximately 13,340 sq ft of Code-
complying open space, thus exceeding the amount of space, which would have been provided in a code-
conforming rear yard.

(2) The proposed new or expanding structure will not significantly impede the access to light
and air from adjacent properties or adversely affect the interior block open space formed by
the rear yards of adjacent properties; and

The Project does not impede access to light and air for the adjacent properties. To the south, the Project
abuts a public park. Te the north, the Project incorpoeraies a courtyard, which extends the pattern of
mid-block open space for the subject block. Therefore, the Project continues the patiern of rear yards,
which are evident within the properties to the north.

(3) The modification request is not combined with any other residential open space
modification or exposure variance for the project, except exposure modifications in
designated landmark buildings under Section 307(h)(1).

The Project is seexing an exception to dwelling wnit exposure reguirements, since the Project includes
dwelling units, whick face onto the south lot line. Given the overall quality of the Project and its
design, the Comniission supports the exception to the rear yard requirement, since the proposed unifs
would not be afforded undue access to light and air. Overall, the Project meets the intent of exposure
and open space requirements defined in Planning Code Sections 135 and 140; therefore, the
modification of the rear yard is deemed acceptable.

B. Off-Street Loading: Exception from satisfaction of loading requirements per Section 152.1
pursuant to the criteria contained therein.

For projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts that are subject to Section 329,
the Planning Commission may waive these requirements per the procedures of Section 329 if
it finds that the design of the project, particularly ground floor frontages, would be improved
and that such loading could be sufficiently accommodated on adjacent streets and alleys.

The Project would provide one on-street loading parking spaces on Folsom Street. The on-street
loading would meet the residential loading needs of the Project. By providing on-street loading, the
Project is able to limit the access to the below-grade garage through one entry/exit measuring 12-ft
wide, which is locaied on Treat Avenue. Overall, the Project's proposed loading assists in improving
the ground floor street frontage and would improve character of the streets.

C. Horizontal Mass Reduction: Modification of the horizontal massing breaks required by
Section 270.1 in light of any equivalent reduction of horizontal scale, equivalent volume of

SaN FRARCISCO 13
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reduction, and unique and superior architectural design, pursuant to the criteria of Section
270.1(d).

The Planning Commission may modify or waive this requirement through the process set
forth in Section 329. When considering any such application, the Commission shall consider
the following criteria:

1) no more than 50% of the required mass is reduced unless special circumstances are
evident;

The Project incorporates a horizontal mass break from the ground floor up to the sky, which is 25-
ft in width and 42-ft deep. Therefore, the Project exceeds the required amount of mass that would
have been reduced under a Code-complying mass reduction.

2) the depth of any mass reduction breaks provided is not less than 15 feet from the front
facade, unless special circumstances are evident;

The Project incorporates a mass break, which is more than 15-ft deep from the front facade.

3) the proposed building envelope can be demonstrated to achieve a distinctly superior
effect of reducing the apparent horizontal dimension of the building; and

Through the incorporation of the publically-accessible mid-block alley and horizontal mass break,
the Project achigves a distincHly superior building form, which results in two masses measuring
169-ft and 32-ft wide. This massing continues the pattern on the subject block, particularly along
Folsom Street, and allows for projections and recesses within the subject lots.

4) the proposed building achieves unique and superior architectural design.

The Project achieves a unique and superior architectural design that is contemporary in character
with a curated material palette. The Project’s massing and scale is appropriate given the
neighborhood context. Overall, the Project provides finer grain details, which are appropriate
given the Project’s design and style.

D. Where not specified elsewhere in Planning Code Section 329(d), modification of other Code
requirements which could otherwise be modified as a Planned Unit Development (as set
forth in Section 304), irrespective of the zoning district in which the property is located;

In addition to the modification of the requirements for rear yard, off-street loading, and horizontal
mass reduction, the Project is seeking modifications of the requirements for street frontage (Planning
Code Section 145.1) and dwelling unit exposure (Planning Code Section 140).

Under Planning Code Section 145.1(cX4), the ground floor ceiling height for non-residential uses is
required to be a minimum of 17-ft in the UMU Zoning District. Currently, the Project includes non-
residential use on the ground floor (PDR use), which does not possess a full 17-ft ground floor ceiling

SAN FRARGISCO 14
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height.  Although portions of ithe Project meets the ground floor ceiling height, the entire non-
residential ground floor space does not meet the requirementts of the Planning Code. Despite the lower
floor levels, the Project includes an architectural expression along the street frontage, which is
beneficial to the public realn: and adjacent sidewalks and which reinforces the concept of 4 tall ground
floor. The Commissien supports this exception, due to the overall quality of design and the streetscape
iniprovements along Folsom Street and Treat Avenue.

Under Planning Code Section 140, all dwelling units must face onto a public street, public alley or an
open area, which is at least 25-wide, The Project organizes the dwelling units to have exposire either
on one of the public strects (Folsom Street or Treat Avenue), the public mid-block alley, which ranges
in width from 24-ft to 27-ft, within Code-complying courtyard or facing the south lot line towards the
public park (Parque Ninos Unidos). Currently, forty-four dwelling units do not face onto a street,
alley or open area, which meet the dimensional requirements of the Planning Code. These dwelling
units still face onto an open area, since the pblic park is located directly adjacent to the project site;
therefore, these units are stitl afforded sufficient access to light and air. Given the overall design and
composition of the Project, the Commission is in support of this exception, due to the Project’s high
quality of design and mnount of open spacelopen areas.

8. 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 fo 117 new dwelling units in a
mixed-use area. The Project abuts residential uses and one-to-two-story industrial buildings, as well as a
public park. The project site was recently rezoned as part of a long range planning goal to create a cohesive
residential and mixed-use neighborhood. The Project includes 19 on-site affordable housing units for rent,
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which assist in meeting the City’s affordable housing goals. The Project is also in proximity to public
transportation options.

OBJECTIVE 4
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 meets the affordable housing requirements for the UMU Zoning District by providing for 19
on-site BMR units for rent. The Project will provide 117 dwelling units into the City’s housing stock.

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 community through architectural design, using features that promote
community interaction.

SAN *RANGICO 16
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Policy 11.8

Consider a neighborhood’s character when integrating new uses, and minimize disruption
caused by expansion of institutions into residential areas.

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.

The Project responds to the site’s mixed-character by providing new dwetling units, which appropriately
address the adjacent residential uses, nearby industrial uses and adjacent public park. The Project
appropriately responds to the varied character of the larger neighborhood. The Project’s facades provide a
unique expression not commonly found within the surrounding aren, while providing for a contrasting
material palette.

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

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

Policy 4.5:
Require private usable outdoor open space in new residential development.

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

The Project will create a publically-nccessible mid-block alley and common open space in a new residential
development. The Project also incorporates private open space through balconies and terraces.

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.

SAR FRANCISCO 1 7
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Policy 24.3:

Install pedestrian-serving street furniture where appropriate.

Policy 24.4:
Preserve pedestrian-oriented building frontages.

The Project includes new street trees along the public rights-of-way. In addition, the Project includes
streetscape elements, including new concrete sidewalks, linear planters along the street edge, and new
street trees. Frontages are designed with active spaces oriented at the pedestrian level. The new garage
entrancelexit is narrow in width and assists in minimizing pedestrian and bicycle conflicts.

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 160 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 14 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 to 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.

SAN FRANCISCO 18
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The Project adheres to the principally permitted parking amounts within the Planning Code. The parking
spaces are accessed by one ingress and egress point. Parking is adequate for the project and complies with
maximums prescribed by the Planning Code.

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:
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 districts.

The Project is located within the Mission neighborhood, which is characterized by the mix of uses. As such,
the Project provides expressive street facades, which respond lo form, scale and material palette of the
cxisting neighborhood, while also providing a new contemporary architectural vocabulary.

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:
Promote 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

The Project is consistent and compatible with the neighborhood, and appropriate responds to its unigue
location adjacent to a public park. The Project is setback from the south lot line to provide some relief
relative to the adjacent public park. In addition, the Project provides for a high guality design along the

park edge, in order to provide visual interest and activity.

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

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.

Although the project site has two street frontages, it only provides one vehicular access points for the off-
street parking, thus limiting conflicts with pedestrians and bicyclists. Numerous street trees will be planted
on each street. Along the project site, the pedestrign experience will be greatly improved.

MISSION AREA PLAN

Objectives and Policies
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
ENCOURAGED, 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 1.2.4
Identify portions of the Mission where it would be appropriate to increase maximum heights for
residential development.

Housing
SAH ERARGISCO 20
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OBJECTIVE 2.1

ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING CREATED
IN THE MISSION 1S AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF
INCOMES

Policy 2.1.1

Require developers in some formaily 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

Policy 2.3.3

Require that a significant number of units in new developments have twa or more bedrooms,
except Senior IHousing 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 TIHAT 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
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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.

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
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OBJECTIVE 5.3

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

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.

Community Facilities

OBJECTIVE 7.1
PROVIDE ESSENTIAL COMMUNITY SERVICES AND FACILITIES

Policy 7.1.2
Recognize the value of existing facilities, including recreational and cultural facilities, and
support their expansion and continued use.

OBJECTIVE 7.2
ENSURE CONTINUED SUPPORT FOR HUMAN SERVICE PROVIDERS
THROUGHOUT THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS

Policy 7.2.1
Promote the continued operation of existing human and health services that serve low-income
and immigrant communities in the Eastern Neighborhoods.

The Project includes the demolition of 21,060 sq ft of PDR space, which included a community-serving use
for a local non-profit. Both of these uses are encouraged to be retained within the Mission, as they provide
for blue-collar jobs, assist in diversifying the neighborhood economy, provide valued community resources,
ard add cultural diversity to the neighborhood. However, the Project also includes a significant amount of
housing, including on-site BMR units as well as n diversity of housing types (from small studios to larger
family-sized units). The Project has provided relocation assistance to the existing PDR tenant, and the
community serving use vacated the site in March 2016. Overall, the Project features an appropriate use
encouraged by the Area Plan for this location. The Project provides 117 new dwelling units, which will be
available for rent. In nddition, the Project is located within the prescribed height guidelines, and includes
the appropriate dwelling unit mix, since more than 40% or 47 units are two- or three-bedroom dwellings.
The Project infroduces a contemporary architectural vocabulary that is sensitive to the prevailing scale and
neighborhood fabric. The Project provides for a high quality designed exterior, which features a variety of
materials, colors and textures, including fiber cement board horizontal lap siding in two tones, metal
siding, aluminum storefront, iron railings and gates, and dark bronze frame aluminum windows. The
Project provides a publically-accessible mid-block alley, ample common open space and also improves the
public rights of way with new streetscape improvements, street trees and landscaping. The Project
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minimizes the impact of off-street parking and is in proximity to public transit options. The Project is also
respectful of the adjacent public park. 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.

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

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

The project site does not possess any neighborhood-serving retail uses. The Project provides 117 new
dwelling units, which will enhance the nearby retail uses by providing new residents, who may patron
and/or own these businesses.

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 does possess any existing housing. The Project would provide 117 new dwelling units,
thus resulting in an overall increase in the neighborhood housing stock. In addition, the Project would
add PDR use (arts activity), which adds to the public realm and neighborhood character by
highlighting local artists. The Project is expressive in design, and velates well to the scale and form of
the surrounding neighborhood. For these reasons, the Project would protect and preserve the cultural
and economic diversity of the neighborhood,

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 19 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 transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.

The project site is served by nearby public transportation options. The Project is located along a Muni
bus line (12-Folsom/Pacific), and is within walking distance of the BART Station at 24* and Mission

treets. In addition, the Project is within one block of 24" Street and the 48-Quintara/24% Street bus
route. Future residents would be afforded proximity to a bus line. The Project also provides off-street
parking at the principally permitted amounts and sufficient bicycle parking for residents and their

guests.

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.
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10.

11.

The Froject does not include conunercial office development. Although the Project would remove a
PDR use, the Project does provide new Jiousing, which is a top priority for the City. The Project
incorporate new PDR use, thus assisting in diversifying the neighborhood character.

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 will be constructed to conform to the structural and scismic 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.
Currently, the project site does not 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.

Although the Project does have shadow impacts on the adjacent public park, the adjacent public park
(Parque Ninos Unidos) is still afforded access to sunlight, which should not dramatically affect the use
and enjoyment of this park. Since the Project is not more than 40-ft tall, additional study of the shadow
impacts was not required per Planning Code Section 255.

First Source Hiring. The Project is subject to the requirements of the First Source Hiring Program
as they apply to permilts 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.

The Project Sponser submitted a First Source Hiring Affidavit and prior fo issuance of a 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.

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.

The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Large Project 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 Large Project
Authorization Application No. 2014-000601ENX under Planning Code Section 329 to allow the new
construction of a four-story, 40-ft tall, residential building with 117 dwelling units, and a modification to
the requirements for: 1) rear yard (Planning Code Section 134); 2) dwelling unit exposure (Planning Code
Section 140); 3) street frontage (Planning Code Section 145.1); 4) off-street freight loading (Planning Code
Section 152.1); and, 5) horizontal mass reduction (Planning Code Section 270.1), within the UMU (Urban
Mixed Use), RFH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family), and RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family)
Zoning Districts and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The project is subject to the following conditions
attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans on file, dated August 30, 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 329
Large Project Authorization to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of this
Motion. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of adoption of this Motion if not appealed
(after the 15-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Appeals if appealed to
the Board of Appeals. For further information, please cantact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880,
1660 Mission, Room 3036, San Francisco, CA 94103.

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 Letter 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.
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I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOFTED the foregoing Motion on September 22, 2016.

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES: Fong, Hillis, Johnson, Koppel and Richards
NAYS: Melgar and Moore

ADOPTED:  September 22, 2016
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EXHIBIT A

AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a Large Project Authorization to allow for the new construction of a four-story,
40-ft tall, residential building with 117 dwelling units, and exceptions to the requirements for rear yard,
dwelling unit exposure, street frontage, off-street loading, and horizontal mass reduction, located at 2675
Folsom Street, Lots 006, 007 and 024 in Assessor’s Block 3639, pursuant to Planning Code Section 329,
within the UMU (Urban Mixed Use), RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family), RH-3 (Residential, House,
Three-Family) Zoning Districts, and a 40-X Height and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans,
dated August 30, 2016, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Case No. 2014-000601ENX
and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on September 22, 2016
under Motion No. 19744. 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 Zoning
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
Commission on September 22, 2016 under Motion No. 19744,

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 19744 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 Office
Development 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.

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 authorization.
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting

PERFORMANCE

1,

p‘l

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-
year period.

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

plauning.org

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
Commission 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-

lanning.or,

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 three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was approved.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcentent, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, wwunsf-

planning.org

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

lanning.or

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, wwiw.sf-

planning.org

Additional Project Authorization. The Project Sponsor must obtain a Conditional Use
Authorization, under Planning Code Sections 209.1 and 303 and Planning Commission Resolution
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No. 19548, to allow dwelling unit density at a ratio of one dwelling unit per 1,000 square feet of lot
area in the RH-3 Zoning District and construct a “Large Project” as defined in the Mission 2016
Interim Zoning Controls, and satisfy all the conditions thereof. The conditions set forth below are
additional conditions required in connection with the Project. If these conditions overlap with any
other requirement imposed on the Project, the more restrictive or protective condition or
requirement, as determined by the Zoning Administrator, shall apply.

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

planning.org

7. Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures described in the MMRP for the Eastern Neighborhoods
Plan EIR (Case No. 2014-000601ENV) 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 Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org

DESIGN - COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE

8. Final Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with 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 Planuer, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, wwuw.sf-

planning.org

9. Publically-Accessible Open Space. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 135(h), the Project shall
provide publically-accessible mid-block alley, as required by Planning Code Section 270.2. This open
space shall follow the standards, maintenance and signage requirements specified in Planning Code
Section 135(h).

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

11. 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:
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*=  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;

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

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

= Publicright-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;

s On-site, in a ground floor facade (the least desirable location).

¢ 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 Strect Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works at

415-554-5810, attp.ilstdpur.org

12. 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
for each building. Rooftop mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is
required to be screened so as not to be visible from any point at or below the roof level of the subject
building.

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

13. Streetscape Plan. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1, the Project Sponsor shall continue to
work with Planning Department staff, in consultation with other City agencies, to refine the design
and programming of the Streetscape Plan so that the plan generally meets 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, www .sf-
planning.org

PARKING AND TRAFFIC

14. 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
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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

15. Parking Maximum. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1, the Project shall provide no more than
65 off-street parking spaces for the 117 dwelling units in the UMU, RH-2 & RH-3 Zoning Districts.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, wuny.sf-

planning.org

16. Car Share. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 166, no fewer than one car share space shall be made
available, at no cost, to a certified car share organization for the purposes of providing car share
services for its service subscribers.

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

planning.org

17. Bicycle Parking, Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 155.1, 1554, and 155.5, the Project shall
provide no fewer than 104 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 6 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for the
117 dwelling units.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planuning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org

18. 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 compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, wurw.sf-

planning.org

19. 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 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

SAN FRANCISTO 32
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Motion No. 19744 CASE NO. 2014-000601ENX
September 22, 2016 2675 Folsom Street
PROVISIONS

20. Anti-Discriminatory Housing. The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the Anti-

21.

22,

23.

24,

Discriminatory Housing policy, pursuant to Administrative Code Section 1.61.
For infermation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, wwrw.sf-
planning.org

Transportation Sustainability Fee. The Project is subject to the Transportation Sustainability Fee
(TSF), as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 411A.

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

Child Care Fee - Residential. The Project is subject to the Residential Child Care Fee, as applicable,
pursuant to Planning Code Section 414A.

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

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee. Pursuant to Planning 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, wwi.sf-

planning.org

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 Administrator,
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 al 415-581-2335,
www.onestopSF.org

MONITORING

25.

26.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING

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 dty
departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.

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

planning.org

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
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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 at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org

OPERATION

27. Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Garbage, recycling, and compost containers shall
be kept within the premises and hidden from public view, and placed outside only when being
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, http://sfdpw.org

28. 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, hitp:/isfdpw.org

29. 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 concem 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, wuwn.sf-

planning.org

30. Lighting. All Project lighting shall be directed onto the Project site and imiediately 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
$0 as to constitute a nuisance to any surrounding property.

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

planning.org

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING

31. Affordable Units. The following Inclusionary Affordable Housing Requirements are those in effect
at the time of Planning Commission action. In the event that the requirements change, the Project
Sponsor shall comply with the requirements in place at the time of issuance of first construction
document.
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i

ifi.

iv.

vi.

SAN FRANCISED
PLANNING

Number of Required Units. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.3, the Project is required to
provide 16.4% of the proposed dwelling units as affordable to qualifying households. The Project
contains 117 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 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”).

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

www.sf-nioh.org.

Unit Mix. The Project contains 24 studios, 46 one-bedroom, and 45 two-bedroom, and 2 three-
bedroom units; therefore, the required affordable unit mix is 4 studios, 8 one-bedroom, and 7
two-bedroom units. 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,

www.sf-planing.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development ai 415-701-5500,
wuw.sf-moh.org.

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 nbout compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
wune.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500,

www.sfnoh.oryg,

Phasing. If any building permit is issued for partial phasing of the Project, the Project Sponsor
shall have designated not less than 16.4 percent (16.4%), or the applicable percentage as discussed
above, of the each phase’s total number of dwelling units as on-site affordable units.

For information about complignce, 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.sg—moh.org.

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, Pianning Department at 415-558-6378,
wuww.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500,

www.sfF-moh.org.

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
35
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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 Planning
Department or MOHCD websites, including on the internet at:

http://st-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.

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.org.

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 interior 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 ouflined in the Procedures
Manual.

b. If the units in the building are offered for rent, the affordable unit(s) shall be rented to low-
income households, as defined in the Planning Code and Procedures Manual. 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.

c. 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
vesponsible for overseeing and monitoring 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 initial buyers or 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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f. The Project Sponsor has demanstrated that it is eligible for the On-site Affordable Housing

SAH FRAHCISCO
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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 Scciion 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 density 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 compliance. 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 law.,

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.
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EXHIBIT 1:

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures)

File No. 2014-000601ENV
2675 Folsom Street
September 13, 2016

Page 10of 3

1. MITIGATION MEASURES Responsibility for Mitigation Monitoring/Report Status/Date

ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Implementation Schedule Responsibility Completed
MEASURES DEEMED FEASIBLE
F. Noise
Mitigation Measure F-5: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses Project Sponsor Prior to first San Francisco Planning | Considered complete
To reduce potential confiicts between existing sensitive receptors and new along with Project approval action, | Department and the upon first project
noise-generating uses, for new development including commercial, industrial | Contractor of each noise analysis Department of Building | approval action.
or other uses that would be expected to generate noise levels in excess of subsequent must be done. Inspection
ambient noise, either short-term, at nighttime, or as a 24-hour average, in the development project | Design

proposed project site vicinity, the Planning Department shall require the
preparation of an analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to
identify potential noise-sensitive uses within 900 feet of, and that have a
direct line-of-sight to, the project site, and including at least one 24-hour
noise measurement (with maximum noise level readings taken at least every
15 minutes), prior to the first project approval action. The analysis shall be
prepared by persons qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering and
shall demonstrate with reasonable certainty that the proposed use would
comply with the use compatibility requirements in the General Plan and in
Police Code Section 2909, would not adversely affect nearby noise-sensitive
uses, and that there are no particular circumstances about the proposed
project site that appear to warrant heightened concern about noise levels
that would be generated by the proposed use. Should such concerns be
present, the Department may require the completion of a detailed noise
assessment by person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering
prior to the first project approval action.

undertaken pursuant
to the Eastern
Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area
Plans Project.

measures to be
incorporated into
project design
and evaluated in
environmental/
building permit
review.

J. Archeological Resources

Mitigation Measure J-2: Accidental Discovery

The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse
effect from the proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or
submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5(a) and (c). The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning
Department archeological resource “ALERT" sheet to the project prime
contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation,
grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils
disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils disturbing
activities being undertaken each contractor is responsible for ensuring that

Project
Sponsor/project
archeologist

Upon discovery
of a buried or
submerged
historical
resource

Project sponsor and
ERO

Upon determination of
the ERO that resource is
not present or adversely
impacted; or upon
certification of Final
Archeological Resources
Report (FARR)
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures)
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1. MITIGATION MEASURES
ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Responsibility for
Implementation

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Report
Responsibility

Status/Date
Completed

the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, machine
operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project
sponsor shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed
affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and
utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received
copies of the Alert Sheet.

Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during
any soils disturbing activity of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or
project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately
suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the
ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken.

If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within
the project site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an
archaeological consultant from the pool of qualified archaeological
consultants maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. The
archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is
an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential
scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is
present, the archeological consuitant shall identify and evaluate the
archeological resource. The archeological consultant shall make a
recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this
information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures
to be implemented by the project sponsor.

Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource;
an archaeological monitoring program; or an archeological testing program.
If an archeological monitoring program or archeological testing program is
required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental Planning (EP) division
guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project
sponsor immediately implement a site security program if the archeological
resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions.

The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological
Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical
significance of any discovered archeological resource and describing the
archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological
monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at
risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures)
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1. MITIGATION MEASURES
ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Responsibility for
Implementation

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Report
Responsibility

Status/Date
Completed

insert within the final report.

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval.
Once approved by the ERO, capies of the FARR shall be distributed as
follows: Califomnia Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center
{NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the
transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division
of the Planning Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound
copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD three copies of the
FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523
series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of
Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of
high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different
final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.

L. Hazardous Materials

Mitigation Measure L-1—Hazardous Building Materials

The City shall condition future development approvals to require that the
subsequent project sponsors ensure that any equipment containing PCBs or
DEPH, such as fluorescent light ballasts, are removed and properly disposed
of according to applicable federal, state, and local laws prior to the start of
renovation, and that any fluorescent light tubes, which could contain
mercury, are similarly removed and properly disposed of. Any other
hazardous materials identified, either before or during work, shall be abated
according to applicable federal, state, and local laws.

Project
Sponsor/project
archeologist of each
subsequent
development project
undertaken pursuant
to the Eastern
Neighborhoods
Areas Plans and
Rezoning

Prior to approval
of each
subsequent
project, through
Mitigation Plan.

Planning Department,
in consultation with
DPH; where Site
Mitigation Plan is
required, Project
Sponsor or contractor
shall submit a
monitoring report to
DPH, with a copy to
Planning Department
and DBI, at end of
construction.

Considered complete
upon approval of each
subsequent project.
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HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 22, 2016 415.558.6400
Pianning
Information:
Cuse No.: 2014-000601CUA 415.558.6377
Project Address: 2675 FOLSOM STREET
Zoning: UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District;

RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District;
RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 3639/006, 007 and 024

Project Sponser:  Muhammed Nadhiri, Axis Development Group
580 California Street, 16* Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104

Staff Contact: Richard Sucre — (415) 575-9108

richard .sucre@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 2091 AND 303 AND
PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 19548 TO ALLOW DWELLING UNIT DENSITY AT
A RATIO OF ONE DWELLING UNIT PER 1,000 SQUARE FEET OF LOT AREA WITHIN THE RH-3
ZONING DISTRICT, AND NEW CONSTRUCTION OF MORE THAN 75 DWELLING UNITS PER
THE MISSION 2016 INTERIM ZONING CONTROLS FOR THE PROJECT LOCATED AT 2675
FOLSOM STREET, LOTS 006, 007 AND 024 IN ASSESSOR’'S BLOCK 3639, WITHIN THE UMU
(URBAN MIXED-USE), RH-2 (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE, TWO-FAMILY), AND RH-3 (RESIDENTIAL,
HOUSE, THREE-FAMILY) ZONING DISTRICTS AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE

On April 30, 2015, Muhammed Nadhiri of Axis Development Group Company (hereinafter "Project
Sponsor”) filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Conditional
Use Authorization under Planning Code Sections 209.1 and 303 to permit dwelling unit density at a ratio
of one dwelling unit per 1,000 square feet of lot area on Assessor’s Block 3639 Lot 007 within the RH-3
(Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District.

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

www sfolanning.org
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California Environmental Quality Act (Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., (hereinafter “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, ()
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
mmpact 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 September 20, 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
importénce 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.

Planning 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 Commission Secretary is the custodian of records, located in the File for Case
No. 2014-000601CUA at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California.
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On January 14, 2016, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 19548, which defines the Mission
2016 Interim Zoning Controls and its procedures,

On September 22, 2016, the Commission adopted Motion No. 19744, approving a Large Project
Authorization for the Proposed Project (Large Project Authorization Application No. 2014-000601ENX).
Findings contained within said motion are incorporated herein by this reference thereto as if fully set
forth in this Motion.

On September 22, 2016, the San Francisco Planning Commission {(hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting or: Conditional Use Application No. 2014-
000601CUA.

The Comimission 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 requested in Application No. 2014~
000601CUA, 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 proposed project is located on three lots (with a lot area of
approximately 35,734 square feet), which have approximately 242-ft of frontage along Folsom
Street and 40-ft of frontage along Treat Avenue. The project site contains three existing buildings:
a two-story industrial building, a one-story industrial building, and a one-story temporary
building. Collectively, these three buildings measure 21,599 square feet. Royal, Inc., a non-profit
organization that provides counseling to youth, recently vacated the second floor of the two-story
industrial building. Currently, the existing buildings are occupied by Charyn Auctions, a reseller
of food service equipment.

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The project site is located within the UMU Zoning
Districts in the Mission Area Plan. The immediate context is mixed in character with residential,
industrial, and institutional uses. The immediate neighborhood includes two-to-three-story
residential development to the north, Cesar Chavez Elementary School to the west, a series of
one-to-two-story industrial properties to the east across Treat Avenue, and a public park (Parque
Ninos Unidos) to the south, Parque Ninos Unidos occupies the entire block face on the north side
of 23 Street between Folsom Street and Treat Avenue. The project site is located within the
boundaries of the Proposed Calle 24 Special Use District, which was established as part of the
interim controls by the Board of Supervisors per Ordinance No. 133-15, and the Calle 24 Latino

SAK FRANCISCO 3
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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), NC-3
(Neighborhood Commercial-Moderate Scale), and the 24*-Mission NCT (Neighborhood
Comumercial Transit) Zoning District.

4. Project Description. The proposed Project includes demolition of the three existing buildings on
the project site, and new construction of a four-story, 40-ft tall, residential building
(approximately 109,917 gross square feet) with 117 dwelling units, approximately 5,291 square
feet of PDR use, 65 below-grade off-street parking spaces, 1 car-share parking space, 160 Class 1
bicycle parking spaces, and 14 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The Project indludes a dwelling
unit mix consisting of 2 three-bedroom units, 45 two-bedroom units, 46 one-bedroom units, and
24 studio units. The Project includes 4,775 square feet of public open space, 5,209 square feet of
common open space via ground floor courtyard and roof deck, and 3,356 square feet of private
open space via balconies and terraces. The Project would also include a lot merger of Lots 006,
007 and 024 on Block 3639.

5. Public Comment. The Department has received a few public correspondences regarding the
proposed project. This correspondence has primarily expressed opposition to the project, though
the Department has received a few letters in support.

From Lucia Bogatay, the Department received correspondence expressing positive sentiment for
the architecture of the Project.

From Ronald Charyn of Charyn Auctions (existing tenant), the Department received a letter in
support of the project. They noted that the Project Sponsor (Axis Development) has provided
them with in-kind and financial assistance to relocate the existing business.

From Emily Kuehler, the Department received correspondence questioning the location of the
garage entrance on Treat Avenue.

From the Mission Kids Co-Op, the Department received correspondence, which advocated for
childcare, rather than a local artist galley, particularly in this location given its proximity to a
public park.

From Juliana Sloane, the Department received correspondence expressing concern over parking
and traffic.

From Edward Stiel, the Department received correspondence, which requesting a full
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project. This correspondence stated that the Project
would cast additional shadow on Parque Ninos Unidos and Cesar Chavez Elementary School,
increase traffic and vehicle emissions, and have a wind tunnel effect. In addition, this letter stated
that the development would lead to further involuntary displace with increased no fault
evictions and landlord harassment.
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From J. Scott Weaver on behalf the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District (LCD), the Department
received a letter expressing concern over the project and its impact on the existing businesses,
residents, and non-profits within the Calle 24 LCD. This letter noted that the proposed market
rate housing, along with the other development occurring in the Mission, will affect the
neighborhood and create a climate of gentrification. This letter also questions the Community
Plan Exemption (CPE) published for the Project, and requests additional environmental review of
the project’s impacts. Finally, the letter concludes with a request to analyze the project, bott
individually and cumulatively, with respect to the potential impacts of market rate development
on the Calle 24 Latino Cultural Disirict.

In addition, the Department has engaged with on-going dialogue between community members
and the Project Sponsors to review the various aspects of the project, including the inclusion of
on-site PDR space, the amount of affordable housing, and the project’s larger public benefits.

6. Planning Code Compliance: The Planning Code Compliance findings set forth in Motion No.
19744, Case No. 2014-000601ENX (Large Project Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code
Section 329) apply to this Motion, and are incorporated herein as though fully set forth.

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

1. 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.

Ouerall, the Project is necessary and desirable for the neighborhood and surrounding community. The
Project proposes construction of 117 dwelling units for rent, which includes 19 on-site below-market
rate (BMR) units. Housing production is a high priority for the City of San Francisco, and the
production of new rental housing is a desirable use across the City. Since the project site is located in
three distinct zoning districts, the Project includes construction of 108 dwelling units in the UMU
Zoning District, 7 dwelling units in the RH-3 Zoning District, and 2 dwelling units in the RH-2
Zoning District. Given the aggregation of the three lots, the increased residential density on the RH-3
portion of the project site will not have an adverse impact upon the surrounding neighborhood or
communily. The Project does not displace any existing housing, and develops an underutilized site
with new public amenities, including a publically-accessible mid-block alley, new landscaping and
improved streetscapes. The Project exceeds the amount of open space reguired for the future residents,
and appropriately responds to the adjacent public park. Although the Project would remove an existing
PDR use, the Project provides new market-rate and below-market rate housing, which is in high
demand across Sau Francisco. In addition, the Project features new PDR use (arts activity)
highlighting local artists, which will assist in enlivening the street and publically-accessible mid-bleck
alley thus adding to the diversity of uses along this portion of Folsom Street.

2. Such use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or
general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property,
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improvements or potential development in the vicinity, with respect to aspects including but
not limited to the following:

a) The nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape
and arrangement of structures;

The Project is located on an irregularly-shaped site with 242-ft of frontage on Folsom Street, 40-f
of frontage on Treat Avenue, and approximately 299-ft of froninge against Parque Ninos Unidos.
The Project is designed as a four-story, 40-ft tall, residential development, which incorporates
sunken residential entryways along Folsom Street, as well as massing setbacks. This massing is
appropriate given the larger neighborhood context, which includes ong-and-two-story industrial
buildings, and two-and-three-story residential buildings. The surrounding neighborhood is
extremely varied with many exmnples of smaller-scale residential properties along Folsom Street
and larger-scale industrial properties to the east of Treat Avenue. The Project’s overall mass and
scale are further refined by the building modulation, which incorporates projecting bays and
sunken entryways. In addition, the Project incorporates a 25-ft wide publically-accessible mid-
block alley, which provides an appropriate mass break and entry court. Overall, these features
provide variety in the building design and scale, while providing for features that strongly
complement the neighborhood context. Thus, the Project is appropriate and consistent with the
mass and scale of the surrounding neighborhood.

b) 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 and of
proposed alternatives to off-street parking, including provisions of car-share parking
spaces, as defined in Section 166 of this Code;

For the 117 duwelling units, the Project is allowed to have a maximum of 90 off-street parking
spaces. Currently, the Project provides 54 off-street parking spaces via mechanical lifts, 3 ADA
parking spaces, 1 ADA van spaces have been identified, and 8 standard parking spaces (which
include five spaces for electrical vehicles), as well as one car-share parking spaces. Therefore, the
Project provides off-street parking well below the maximum permitted amounts. Further, the
Project incorporates only one garage entrances consisting of a 12-ft wide entrance on Treat
Avenue. The Project complies with the requirements for off-street parking, bicycle parking and
car-share.

¢) The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare,
dust and odor;

The Project is primarily residential in nature with 117 dwelling units. The proposed residential
density is not anticipated to produce noxious or offensive emissions.

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

In compliance with Planning Code Section 138.1, the Project includes new streetscape elements,
such as new concrete sidewalks, linear planters along the street edge, and new street trees. The
Project also incorporates a publically-accessible mid-block alley. These improvements would vastly
improve the public realm and surrounding streeiscape.

Such use or feature as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning
Code and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

The Project complies with all relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code, and is
secking exceptions under the Large Project Authorization to address the Planning Code requirements
for: 1) rear yard (Planning Code Section 134); 2) dwelling unit exposure (Planning Code Section 140);
3) street frontage (Planning Code Section 145.1); 4) off-street freight londing (Planning Code Section
152.1); and 5) horizontal mass reduction (Planning Code Section 270.1). Overall, the Project is
consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan (See Below).

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

The Project is consistent with the intent and requirements of the UMU (Urban Mixed-Use), RH-2
(Residentinl House, Two-Family), and RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District. The
Project includes new residential units, which are principally permitted within the RH-2, RH-3 and
UMU Zoning Districts.

8. General Plan Compliance. The General Plan Compliance Findings set forth in Motion No. 19744,
Case No. 2014-000601ENX (Large Project Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 329),
apply to this Motion, and are incorporated herein as though fully set forth.

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

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future

SAN FRANCISCO
P
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opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.

The project site does not possess any neighborhood-serving retail uses. The Project provides 117 new
dwelling units, which will enhance the nearby retail uses by providing new residents, who may patron
and/or own these businesses.

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 does possess any existing housing. Tne Project would provide 117 new dwelling units,
thus resulting in an overall increase in the neighborhood housing stock. In addition, the Project would
add PDR (arts activity) use, which adds to the public realm and neighborhood character by
highlighting local artists. The Project is expressive in design, and relates well to the scale and forni of
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the surrounding neighborhood. For these reasons, the Project would protect and preserve the cultural
and economic diversity of the neighborhood.

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 19 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 transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.

The project site is served by nearby public transportation options. The Project is located along a Muni
bus line (12-Folsom/Pacific}, and is within walking distance of the BART Station at 24% and Mission
Streets. In addition, the Project is within one block of 24t Street and the 48-Quintaral24% Street bus
route. Future residents would be afforded proximity to a bus line. The Project also provides off-street
parking at the principally permitted amounts and sufficient bicycle parking for residents and their
guests.

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. Although the Project would remove a
PDR use, the Project does provide new housing, which is a top priority for the City. The Project
incorporate new PDR use, thus assisting in diversifying the neighborhood character.

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 will be 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.
Currently, the project site does not 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.

Although the Project does have shadow impacts on the adjacent public park, the adjucent public park
(Parque Ninos Unidos) is still afforded access to sunlight, which should not dramatically affect the use
and enjoyment of this park. Since the Project 1s not more than 40-ft tall, additional study of the shadow
impacts was not required per Planning Code Section 295.

AN FRANCISCO 8

DtHd-



~ -~

Motion No. 19745 CASE NO. 2014-000601CUA
September 22, 2016 2675 Folsom Street

16. 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.

SAN FAANCISCH 9
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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. 2014-000601CUA, under Planning Code Sections 209.1 and 303 and Planning
Commission Resolution No. 19548, to allow dwelling unit density at a ratio of one dwelling unit per 1,000
square feet of lot area in the RH-3 Zoning Disfrict, and allow the new construction of more than 75
dwelling units per the Mission 2016 Interim Zoning Controls, subject to the following conditions attached
hereto as “EXHIBIT A” which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No.
19745. 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 94012.

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 Letter 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.

I hereby, certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on September 22, 2016.

i

Jonas P. Ionin

Commission Secretary

AYES: Fong, Hillis, Johnson, Koppel and Richards
NAYS: Melgar and Moore

ADOPTED: September 22, 2016

Sl FRANGISCD 10
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EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a conditional use to allow the dwelling unit density at a ratio of one dwelling
unit per 1,000 square feet of lot area, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1 and 303, within the RH-3
Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District, and allow new construction of more than 75
dwelling units per the Mission 2016 Interim Zoning Controls; in general conformance with plans, dated
August 30, 2016, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Case No. 2014-000601CUA and
subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on September 22, 2016
under Motion No. 19745. This authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property
and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator.

COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER REQUIREMENTS

The Conditions of Approval set forth in Exhibit A of Motion No. 19744, Case No. 2014-000601ENX (Large
Project Authorization under Planning Code Section 329) apply to this approval, and are incorporated
herein as though fully set forth, except as modified herein.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
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
Commission on September 22, 2016 under Motion No. 19745.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the "Exhibit A’ of this Planning Commission Motion No. 19745 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 Office
Development 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, sentenices, 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.

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 authorization.

SAN FRANCISCO 11
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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-
year period.

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

planning.org

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
Commission 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

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 three (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

Extension. All time 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

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, www.sf-

planning.org

Additional Project Authorization. The Project Sponsor must obtain a project authorization under
Planning Code Section 329 for a Large Project Authorization with modifications to the requirements
for rear yard, dwelling unit exposure, off-street loading and horizontal mass reduction, and satisfy all
the conditions thereof. The conditions set forth below are additional conditions required in

SAR FRANCISCO 12
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connection with the Project. If these conditions overlap with any other requirement imposed on the
Project, the more restrictive or protective condition or requirement, as determined by the Zoning
Administrator, shall apply.

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

planning.org

7. Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures described in the MMRP for the Eastern Neighborhoods
Plan EIR (Case No. 2014-000601ENV) 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 Department at 415-575-6863, wwuw.sf-

planning.org

SAN FRANGISCO 13
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Link to San Francisco Planning Commission Hearing on August 4, 2016
Beginning at Approximately 3:45

http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view id=20&clip id=25948

Link to San Francisco Planning Commission Hearing on September 22,
2016

Beginning at Approximately 5:38

http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view id=208&clip id=26199

oU57-



EXHIBIT C

EXHIBIT C

EXHIBIT C

k-



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/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/3991-EN Final-EIR Part-1 Intro-

Sum.pdf

Motion and Findings:
http://sf-planning.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/1268-
EN BOS Vol4 CEQA Part7 Web.pdf -

Ordinance on Monitoring Program:
https://law.resource.org/pub/us/code/city/ca/SanFrancisco/Administrative Code/chapter|0e.pdf
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West Bay Law
Law Office of J. Scott Weaver

July 29, 2016

Commissioners,

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Room 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Case No. 2014-000601ENV — 2675 Folsom St. and 790 Treat

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 2675 Folsom Street consists of 117 units, 98 of which are
“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:
1515 South Van Ness (140 “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
BbbY-



Planning Commission
July 29, 2016
Page Two

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 lock 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 L.CD 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 LCD 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/LCD-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. It is 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. http://missionlocal.org/2015/09/sf-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 ().

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 lower 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.
With a 12% inclusionary ratc, 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
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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(j))

The PEIR was prepared 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.

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

0bb>-



Planning Commission
July 29, 2016
Page Six

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 employces
exacerbating the already high demand for housing. The anti-eviction mapping project
has documented the connection between shuttle stops and higher incidences of no

1 et | T O N Py SN PIS T ORIV UPINITISUIY SEIL SRR B FUROIERNS TS SIS N
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- 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 forcgoing, 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
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
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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 arc 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,

TPV S AU U T TE T SN TN PR YOS SNONS SNNURPRCEL SNE SR TP
EILEIDL 7 W AW WL CUC. 20U, 0 LY AU OS5 HICwi b LD IO S B0 it m-st'mm.mm)

There is substantial evidence that continued disproportionately luxury development in the
L.CD (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. Proposed projects located within the boundaries of the LCD are: 1515 South Van Ness
(140 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). Additional proposed projects are likely to be
added to the pipeline as planning continues to give the green light to market rate developers.

-087-
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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 fisture 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 (a) (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 Condition
Use authorization. The proposed project involves the consolidation of three lots, each zoned
differently (RH-2, RH-3 and UMU). Conditional Use is being sought for exemption from 1) rear
yard requirements (PC Sec. 134), 2) dwelling unit exposure (PC Sec. 140), 3) off-street freight
loading (PC Sec. 152.1, and 4) horizontal mass reduction (PC Section 270.1). 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
Neighborheeds 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:

003
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* Reflect Local Values: To develop a rezoning proposal that reflects the land use needs
and priorities of each neighborhoods’ stakeholders and that meets citywide goals for residential
and industrial land use.

* 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.

e 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) the proposed project’s removal
of 25,000 square feet of PDR, 2) the provision of 98 luxury units as against only 19 affordable,
3) the impacts on the LCD, and 4) the merits, or lack of merits of the 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

-B069-



Planning Commission
July 29, 2016
Page Ten

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.

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 that reason, the Commission should require
evaluation of these impacts in light o

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.
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- 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
[.CD 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
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.

Y
W Qs>
. Scott Weaver ’

JSW:sme
cc Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Community Council
bce  numcrous

B



Exhibit 1: Resolution Establishing Calle 24 Latino Cultural District
http:/fwww.stbos.org/fip/uploadediiles/bdsupvrs/committees/materials/LU051914 140421 .pdf

Exhibit 2: Report Prepared by Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Community Council
http://www.calle24sf.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/1.CD-final-report.pdf

Exhibit 3: Why Creating and Preserving Affordable Homes Near Transit is an Effective Climate
Change Strategy
http://chpc.net/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/4-Affordable TODRescarchUpdate070114.pdf




West Bay Law
Law Office of J. Scott Weaver

June 23, 2016

Via U.S. Mail and email

Richard Sucre

Jeff Joslin

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Richard.sucre@sfgov.org
Jeff.joslin@sfgov.org

Re: Case No. 2014-000601ENV — 2675 Folsom St. and 790 Treat

Dear Mr. Sucre and Mr. Joslin,

[ am writing on behalf of the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District, an organization consisting
of businesses, residents, and nonprofits living and working along the 24" Street corridor. In May
of 2014, the Mayor and Board of Supervisors designated the geographic area between Mission
and Potrero Avenue, 22" Street and Cesar Chavez Blvd. as the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District.
For clarity sake, this geographic area will hereafter be referred to as the “LCD.” I am writing to
express my concern regarding the likely impact that the project proposed for 2675 Folsom Street
will have on the existing businesses, residents, and nonprofits in the LCD, both short term and
over time.

The proposed project cannot be considered solely inside the bubble in shich it is built. It
will add 98 “market rate” households to the neighborhood, households many of whose incomes
will exceed 200% AMI - that’s 4 times the AMI of adjoining census tracts. In so doing, it would
put in place economic forces that will adversely affect 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 landlords with incentives to displace residents
using various means at their disposal (including Ellis Act Evictions, OMI evictions, or more
commonly, threats and harassment).

4104 24th Street # 957 » San Francisco, CA 94114 « (415) 317-0832
JP3-
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Compounding this problem is the fact that several other projects are now proposed that
are either in or adjacent to the LCD. This proposed development is one of several that will bring
into the Mission approximately 500 high earning households and create an economic force that
will be impossible for commercial and residential landlords to resist. 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. Thus, the
cumulative impacts of these proposed projects must be assessed.

We know that those displaced residents and businesses will no longer be able to afford
residential or business leases in the Mission. We have seen displaced residents forced to move to
far reaches of Northern California, Vallejo, Antioch, Tracy, Sacramento and even Modesto.
Many with ties to the community must make long commutes to their places of employment, their
children’s schools, and to services that are not otherwise available in these further locales. At the
very least, the cumulative impacts ol these projects creates an indirect physical impact on the
environment in terms of greenhouse gases and traffic congestion, and thus implicates a CEQA
analysis.

These likely impacts 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 (o 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.

Substantial New Information Negates the Exemption From Environmental Review.

The Department has issued a Community Plan Exemption which allows the Department
to usc 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. It is 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.ora/2015/09/sf-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

Dta-
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residents and buisinesses which will affect air quality, traffic and transportation, as well as
negative impacts on the Cultural District. (See CEQA guidelines, 15604 (e).

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 lower 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. 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 unanticipated additional demand for affordable housing as described above.

- 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(j))

- The PEIR was prepared 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 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.

- 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
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housing. This goal has not come close to materializing, further exacerbating the
problems of displacement.

- 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
nofault evictions. ( see

http://www.antievictionmappingproject.net/techbusevictions.htm! )

- Finally, the production of housing in the Mission both 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 EIR envisioned 782 units,
Option B 1,118 units and Option C 2054 units, with a Preferred Project at 1696 units.
As such, the environmental impacts of the proposed project has not been evaluated

. from a cumulative standpoint.

These changed circumstances render the current PEIR obsolete. 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.

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 eg. 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 both “physical” in terms of the buildings, its residents,
the businesses, and the nonprofits, and (2) it is “historic” as defined in the Public Resources
Code and the CCR. Further, the indirect impacts of displacement are “environmental” in that the
displacement causes greenhouse gas emissions and exacerbates already strained transportation
infrastructure.

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
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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 we do not

believe was contemplated in the PEIR for the Eastern Neighborhoods.

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
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.

The businesses and nonprofits in the LCD have been recognized as an important cultural -
and commercial resource for the City. The Ordinance creating the LCD noted that “The Calle 24
Latino Cultural District memorializes a place whose richness of culture, history and
entrepeneurship 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.”

Unfortunately, we have begun to see the impact of demographic changes along the LCD,
without significant market rate development, the proposed project, along with the 540 other units
in the pipeline will make the intersection of class, race, and culture, further impair the viability of
the LCD. 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 against neighboring Latino owned businesses from
the owner and residents of the Vida on Mission Street. A group of new residents on



Richard Sucre
Jeff Joslin
June 23, 2016
Page Six

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. 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.

The proposed project itself will result in the influx of approximately 98 households
earning 200% AMI. In the pipeline are projects proposing over 200 units within the LCD (in
addition to the 98 units proposed), and 350 proposed market rate units adjacent to the LCD. Itis
no leap of faith to anticipate that the proposed project will, both individually and cumulatively,
result in higher rents on properties within the LCD . High wage earners have much more
disposable income than most residents of the area. According to 2009-2013 census estimates,
the median income for residents in the census tract on which the proposed project site is situated
was $51,510 (or 50% Median Income for a family of four). In addition to having significantly
more disposable incomes and ability to purchase higher priced goods and services, these
newcomers are more likely to have different consumer preferences, affecting both price and the
nature of the goods and services provided by businesses in the 24" Street corridor. We might
ask “how can the City provide economic opportunities for Latinos if its land use policies and
practices price Latinos out of the market?” We only need look at Valencia Street to see how,
with only modest market rate development (currently, about 100 units) fortifies the influx of
higher wage earners and impacts a commercial corridor, substituting for mom and pop
businesses with high end restaurants and clothing stores. Envisioning a similar result along 24"
Street is reasonably foreseeable and must be guarded against.

Cumulative Impacts of Market Rate Development on the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District
Shouid 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. Proposed projects located within the boundaries of the LCD are: 1515 South Van Ness
(140 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). Additional proposed projects are likely to be
added to the pipeline as planning continues to give the green light to market rate developers.
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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 (a) (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 586 units would
have on the LCD.

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
proposed project and from the standpoint of the cumulative impact of the projects
listed above.
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- 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.

I have nol had the opportunity 1o thoroughly discuss all the potential issues that would
inform the impacts of the proposed project both individually and cumulatively and may request
that you add to this inquiry in the future.

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. At your convenience, please let me know if the
Department intends to undertake this evaluation as requested.

S incerely,
\i [\

Jsw:sme

cc. Calle 24 Latino Cultural District
Our Mission No Lviction
PODER
MEDA
John Rahaim
Members, San Francisco Planning Commission
Members, San Francisco Board of Supervisors
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FYI: Sup Campos Request for Continuance of Latino Cultural District Projects

From: Chung Hagen, Sheila (BOS) <sheila.chung.hagen@sfgov.org>
To: jscottweaver <jscottweaver@aol.com>
Date: Wed, Aug 3, 2016 4:47 pm

From: Chung Hagen, Sheila (BOS)

Sent: Wednesday, August 03, 2016 3:59 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions {CPC} <commissions.secrelary@sigov.org>

Cc: Campos, David (BOS) <david comuos@sfsov.crgs; Rahaim, John (CPC) <jchinrghaim@elsnve srg>
Subject: Sup Campos Reguest for Continuance of Latino Cultural District Projects

Please see letter below from Supervisor David Campos.

Sheila Chung Hagen

Legislative Aide

Office of Supervisor David Campos
415-554-5144 | sheila.chung.hagen@sfgov.org

Planning Commission

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

SENT VIA EMAIL TO Commissions.Secrelary@siaov.org

August 3, 2016
Re: Request for continuance of Latino Cultural District projects

Dear Commissioners:

As the lead sponsor of the Board of Supervisors resolution that created the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District, 1 have worked with the Calle 24
Council and other community stakeholders to strengthen and preserve the Cultural District. Currently, there are three market rate development projects
that the Commission will be considering within the next two weeks. They are 2675 Folsom Street (August 4), 1515 South Van Ness Avenue, and 2600
Harrison Street (both on August 11). These and several market rate projects in and next to the cultural district could transform the district and threaten to
displace long-time residents, businesses, and non-profits.

The Calle 24 Latino Cultural District is a recognized treasure of this City and was created to preserve and enhance the vibrancy of Latino culture
there. Before approval, the Planning Department should consider the impacts of these projects on the Latino Cultural District and develop measures that
will mitigate those impacts.

The Interim Control Reports prepared by project sponsors do not discuss the short- and long-term demographic impacts of their projects in the
context of the Latino Cultural District. First, the project sponsors are not asked to address impacts on the Cultural District, but rather the Mission as a
whole. Second, there are no recognized studies evaluating impacts on the Cultural District in particular, and therefore a sponsor is unable to discuss
impacts in the immediate area. This is a significant shortcoming. The recent study by the U.C. Berkeley Urban Displacement Project concluded that more
detailed analysis is needed “to clarify the complex relationship between development, affordability, and displacement at a local scale.” It concluded by
stressing the importance of stabilizing vulnerable communities as well as producing affordable and market rate housing. Finally, and perhaps most
importantly, the Interim Control Reports do not address cumulative demographic changes that multiple market rate projects in the area would have on the
Cultural District.

The Planning Department has already recognized the importance of strengthening and preserving the socioeconomic diversity of the Mission
neighborhood through its leadership on the Mission Action Plan 2020 (MAP 2020). I have requested that the Planning Department, in collaboration with
MAP 2020 stakeholders, evaluate the impacts of these demographic changes on the Latino Cultural District and suggest mitigations that will ensure the
long-term stability of the District. In particular, I have asked for an analysis of the potential impact of the pipeline projects within the Cultural District on:

existing, neighborhood-serving businesses

the displacement of current residents

the affordability of rents for low- and middle-income residents
the Latino community living and working in the Cultural District

believe that it is crmcal for the Planmng Commlsswn, the Planmng Department and the Board of Supervxsors to understand thenmpact of its decxslons on
the Cultural District.
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Sincerely,

David Campos
Supervisor, District 9
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Overall:

No-Fault Evictions increased 42% between 2011 and 2012.
No-Fault Evictions increased 57% between 2012 and 2013.

69% of No-Fault Evictions each year occurred
within four blocks of known shuttle stops.

Sources: San Francisco Rent Board & data.sf.gov.org
Anti-Eviction Mapping Project, Mar 2014 Shuttle stops from Stamen Design 2012 study &
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SAN FRANCISGO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Certiﬁcéte of Determination

EXEMPTION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
Case No.: 2014-000601ENV
Project Address: 2675 Folsom Street
Zoning: RH-3 (Residential - House, Three Family)
UMU (Urban Mixed Use)
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 3639/006 and 3639/007
Lot Size: 25,322 sq ft
Plan Area: Bastern Neighborhoods Area Plan
Project Sponsor:  Muhammad Nadhiri, Axis Development Corporation, (415) 992-6997
Staff Contact: Justin Horner (415) 575-9023, justin.horner@sfgov.org
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project site is located on three lots between 22nd Street and 23rd Streets along Folsom Street and
Treat Avenue in the Mission neighborhood, adjacent to Parque Ninos Unidos. The project site is
occupied by three (3) 25-foot-tall, two-story warehouse and storage structures totaling 21,599 square feet
with surface parking and storage areas. The existing buildings were constructed in 1952 and are
currently a restaurant supply warehouse. The proposed project involves the demolition of the existing
structures and the construction of a 4-story-over-basement, 40-foot-tall residential building. The
proposed building would include 117 residential units. The proposed mix of units would be 24 studio
units, 46 1-bedroom units, 45 two-bedroom units and 2 3-bedroom units. The proposed building would
include 118 Class 1 bicycle spaces on the basement level. Ninety off-street parking spaces are proposed.
Pedestrian and bicycle access would be from Folsom Street and Treat Avenue and the proposed project
includes a dawn-to-dusk publically-accessible mid-block connection between Folsom Street and Treat
Avenue. The proposed project would involve excavation of up to approximately 23.5 feet below ground
surface and 21,335 cubic yards of soil is proposed to be removed. The project proposes a common roof
deck, a 2,681 square foot private inner courtyard and a 20 foot wide public dawn-to-dusk midblock
passage between Folsom Street and Treat Avenue. The project site is located within the Mission area of
the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area.

EXEMPT STATUS

Exempt per Section 15183 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and California
Public Resources Code Section 21083.3

DETERMINATION

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements.

e
Jug 4 Lor— o /23/1y
SARAH B. JONES Date | '

Environmental Review Officer

c¢: Muhammad Nadhiri, Project Sponsor; Supervisor Campos, District 9; Rich Sucre, Current Planning
Division; Virna Byrd, M.D.F.; Exemption/Exclusion File

Ob¥h-

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378
Fax:
415.558.6409
Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
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Certificate of Exemption 2675 Folsom Street
2014-0C0601ENV

PROJECT APPROVAL

The proposed project requires Large Project Authorization from the City Planning Commission, pursuant
to Planning Code Section 329. The granting of such Authorization shall be the Approval Action for the
proposed project. The Approval Action date establishes the start of the 30-day appeal period for this
CEQA exemption determination pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

COMMUNITY PLAN EXEMPTION OVERVIEW

California Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provide an
exemption from environmental review for projects that are consistent with the development density
established by existing zoning, community plan or general plan policies for which an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) was certified, except as might be necessary to examine whether there are project-
specific significant 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 that were not discussed in the underlying EIR; or d) are
previously identified in the EIR, but which, as a result of substantial new information that was not known
at the time that the EIR was certified, 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 the project solely on the basis of that
impact.

This determination evaluates the potential project-specific environmental effects of the 2675 Folsom Street
project described above, and incorporates by reference information contained in the Programmatic EIR
for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (PEIR)!. Project-specific studies were prepared
for the proposed project to determine if the project would result in any significant environmental impacts
that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

After several years of analysis, community outreach, and public review, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
was adopted in December 2008. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was adopted in part to support
housing development in some areas previously zoned to allow industrial uses, while preserving an
adequate supply of space for existing and future production, distribution, and repair (PDR) employment
and businesses. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR also included changes to existing height and bulk
districts in some areas, including the project site at 2675 Folsom Street.

The Planning Commission held public hearings to consider the various aspects of the proposed Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans and related Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments. On
August 7, 2008, the Planning Commission certified the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR by Motion 17659 and
adopted the Preferred Project for final recommendation to the Board of Supervisors.23

In December 2008, after further public hearings, the Board of Supervisors approved and the Mayor
signed the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Planning Code amendments. New zoning districts

1 Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E and State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048

2San Francisco Planning Department. Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR),
Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E, certified August 7, 2008. Available online at: http://wivw,sf-
planning.orglindex.aspx?page=1893, accessed February 26, 2016.

3 San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco Planning Commission Motion 17659, August 7, 2008. Available online at:
hitp//wwiwasfplanningorgMedules/ShowDogumentasprdocumentid=1 268, accessed February 26, 2016.

SAMFRANDISCO T
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2

Dos-




Certificate of Exemption 2675 Folsom Street
2014-060601ENV

include districts that would permit PDR uses in combination with commercial uses; districts mixing
residential and commercial uses and residential and PDR uses; and new residential-only districts. The
districts replaced existing industrial, commercial, residential single-use, and mixed-use districts.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR is a comprehensive programmatic document that presents an analysis
of the environmental effects of implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans,
as well as the potential impacts under several proposed alternative scenarios. The Eastern Neighborhoods
Draft EIR evaluated three rezoning alternatives, two community-proposed alternatives which focused
largely on the Mission District, and a “No Project” alternative. The alternative selected, or the Preferred
Project, represents a combination of Options B and C. The Planning Commission adopted the Preferred
Project after fully considering the environmental effects of the Preferred Project and the various scenarios
discussed in the PEIR. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR estimated that implementation of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan could result in approximately 7,400 to 9,900 net dwelling units and 3,200,000 to
6,600,0000 square feet of net non-residential space (excluding PDR loss) built in the Plan Area throughout
the lifetime of the Plan (year 2025).

A major issue of discussion in the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process was the degree to which
existing industrially-zoned land would be rezoned to primarily residential and mixed-use districts, thus
reducing the availability of land traditionally used for PDR employment and businesses. Among other
topics, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR assesses the significance of the cumulative land use effects of the
rezoning by analyzing its effects on the City's ability to meet its future PDR space needs as well as its
ability to meet its housing needs as expressed in the City's General Plan.

As a result of the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process, the project site has been rezoned to a UMU
(Urban Mixed Use) District. The UMU District is intended to promote a vibrant mix of uses while
maintaining the characteristics of this formerly industrially-zoned area. It is also intended to serve as a
buffer between residential districts and PDR districts in the Eastern Neighborhoods. Within the UMU,
allowed uses include production, distribution, and repair uses such as light manufacturing, home and
business services, arts activities, warehouse, and wholesaling. Housing is also permitted, but is subject to
higher affordability requirements. The proposed project and its relation to PDR land supply and
cumulative land use effects is discussed further in the Community Plan Exemption (CPE) Checklist,
under Land Use. The 2675 Folsom Street site, which is located in the Mission District of the Eastern
Neighborhoods, was designated as a site with building up to 40 feet in height.

Individual projects that could occur in the future under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area
Plans will undergo project-level environmental evaluation to determine if they would result in further
impacts specific to the development proposal, the site, and the time of development and to assess
whether additional environmental review would be required. This determination concludes that the
proposed project at 2675 Folsom Street is consistent with and was encompassed within the analysis in the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, including the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR development projections. This
determination also finds that the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR adequately anticipated and described the
impacts of the proposed 2675 Folsom Street project, and identified the mitigation measures applicable to
the 2675 Folsom Street project. The proposed project is also consistent with the zoning controls and the
provisions of the Planning Code applicable to the project site.*5 Therefore, no further CEQA evaluation
for the 2675 Folsom Street project is required. In sum, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and this

4 Adam Varat, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Citywide Planning and
Policy Analysis, 2675 Folsom Street, Mar 18, 2016. This document (and all other documents cited in this report, unless otherwise
noted), is available for review at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA, as part of Case No, 2014-000601ENV.

% Jeff Joslin, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Current Planning Analysis,

2675 Folsom Street, Feb. 2, 2015.
SAN FRANGISCO
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Certificate of Exemption 2675 Folsom Street
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Certificate of Exemption for the proposed project comprise the full and complete CEQA evaluation
necessary for the proposed project.

PROJECT SETTING

The project site is located on a block bounded by 23rd Street to the south, Folsom Street to the west, Treat
Avenue to the east and 22nd Street to the north. The project area along Folsom Street is characterized
primarily by residential land uses in two- to three-story buildings on the east side of Folsom Street, with
similar residential buildings and Cesar Chavez Elementary School on the west side. The project area
along Treat Avenue is characterized by a mix of industrial and commercial buildings and residential uses
in one- to three-story buildings. Buildings immediately adjacent to the project site include a 3-story
residential building and a 1-story residential building to the north. Adjacent to the project site to the
south is Parque Ninos Unidos, a San Francisco Recreation and Park facility. Parcels surrounding the
project site are within RM-2 (Residential — Mixed, Moderate Density), RH-3 (Residential-House, Three
Family) and UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Districts, all within a 40-X Height and Bulk district, with existing
buildings ranging from one to four stories.

The closest Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) stop is at 24th and Mission Streets, approximately
0.3 miles northeast of the site. The project site is within a quarter mile of several local transit lines,
including Muni Metro lines 12-Folsom/Pacific, 48-Quintara/24th Street and 67-Bernal Heights.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR included analyses of environmental issues including: land use; plans
and policies; visual quality and urban design; population, housing, business activity, and employment
(growth inducement); transportation; noise; air quality; parks, recreation and open space; shadow;
archeological resources; historic architectural resources; hazards; and other issues not addressed in the
previously issued initial study for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. The proposed
2675 Folsom Street project is in conformance with the height, use and density for the site described in the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and would represent a small part of the growth that was forecast for the
Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas. Thus, the plan analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
considered the incremental impacts of the proposed 2675 Folsom Street project. As a result, the proposed
project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Significant and unavoidable impacts were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR for the
following topics: land use, historic architectural resources, transportation and circulation, and shadow.
The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified feasible mitigation measures to address significant impacts
related to noise, air quality, archeological resources, historical resources, hazardous materials, and
transportation. Table 1 below lists the mitigation measures identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
and states whether each measure would apply to the proposed project

Table 1 - Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure Applicability Compliance
F. Noise
F-1: Construction Noise (Pile | Not Applicable: pile driving N/A
Driving) not proposed
F-2: Construction Noise Not Applicable: no particularly | N/A

noisy construction methods

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4
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Certificate of Exemption 2675 Folsom Street
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Mitigation Measure Applicability Compliance

would be anticipated during
the project’s construction
phase.

F-3: Interior Noise Levels

Not Applicable: CEQA
generally no longer requires
the consideration of the effects
of the existing environment on
a proposed project’s future
users or residents.

N/A

F-4: Siting of Noise-Sensitive Uses

Not Applicable: CEQA
generally no longer requires
the consideration of the effects
of the existing environment on
a proposed project’s future
users or residents.

N/A

F-5: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses

Not Applicable: the project
does not include any noise-
generating uses.

N/A

F-6: Open Space in Noisy

Environments

Not Applicable: CEQA
generally no longer requires
the consideration of the effects
of the existing environment on
a proposed project’s future
users or residents.

N/A

G. Air Quality

G-1: Construction Air Quality

Applicable: project involves

Compliance with San Francisco

construction activity Dust Control Ordinance
G-2: Air Quality for Sensitive Land | Not Applicable: superseded by | N/A
Uses applicable Article 38
requirements
G-3: Siting of Uses that Emit DPM Not Applicable: the proposed N/A
residential use is not expected
to emit substantial levels of
DPMs
G-4: Siting of Uses that Emit other | Not Applicable; project would | N/A
TACs not include sources that emit
DPM or other TACs
J. Archeological Resources
J-1: Properties with Previous Studies | Not Applicable: no N/A

archeological research design

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Mitigation Measure Applicability Compliance
and treatment plan on file
J-2: Properties with no Previous | Applicable: project site hasno | Preliminary Archeological

Studies

archeological assessment on file

Sensitivity Study completed;
Project Mitigation Measure 1
(Accidental Discovery) agreed
to by sponsor

J-3: Mission Dolores Archeological
District

Not Applicable: project site not
in Mission Dolores
Archeological District

N/A

K. Historical Resources

K-1: Interim Procedures for Permit
Review in the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan area

Not Applicable: plan-level
mitigation completed by
Planning Department

N/A

K-2: Amendments to Article 10 of
the Planning Code Pertaining to
Vertical Additions in the South End
Historic District (East SoMa)

Not Applicable: plan-level
mitigation completed by
Planning Commission

N/A

K-3: Amendments to Article 10 of
the Planning Code Pertaining to
Alterations and Infill Development
in the Dogpatch Historic District
(Central Waterfront)

Not Applicable: plan-level
mitigation completed by
Planning Commission

N/A

L. Hazardous Materials

L-1: Hazardous Building Materials

Applicable: project includes
demolition of existing
structures

Project Mitigation Measure 2
(Hazardous Building Materials)
agreed to by sponsor

E. Transportation

E-1: Traffic Signal Installation Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SFMTA

E-2: Intelligent Traffic Management | Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SFMTA

E-3: Enhanced Funding Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SFMTA & SFTA

E-4: Intelligent Traffic Management | Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SFMTA &
Planning Department

E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding Not Applicable: plan level N/A

mitigation by SEMTA

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Mitigation Measure Applicability Compliance
E-6: Transit Corridor Improvements | Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SFMTA
E-7: Transit Accessibility Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SFMTA
E-8: Muni Storage and Maintenance | Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SEMTA
E-9: Rider Improvements Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SFMTA
E-10: Transit Enhancement Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SEMTA
E-11: Transportation Demand | Not Applicable: plan level N/A
Management mitigation by SFMTA

Please see the attached Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the complete text of
the applicable mitigation measures. With implementation of these mitigation measures the proposed
project would not result in significant impacts beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR.

PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT

A “Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review” was mailed on August 12, 2015 to adjacent
occupants and owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site. Overall, concerns and issues raised
by the public in response to the notice were taken into consideration and incorporated in the
environmental review as appropriate for CEQA analysis. Comments received included concerns about
the height and bulk of the proposed project; increased traffic; the location of the proposed driveway on
Treat Avenue; increases in transportation-related pollution; loss of Production Distribution and Repair
uses; possible shadow impacts, particularly on Parque Ninos Unidos; the cost of the proposed units and
the need for affordable housing; possible wind impacts; parking; noise and dust impacts during
construction; impacts on Cesar Chavez Elementary School; and the future of the mural on the current
building. The proposed project would not result in significant adverse environmental impacts associated
with the issues identified by the public beyond those identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Public comments related to the height and bulk of the proposed project, loss of PDR uses, traffic, air
quality, shadow, parking, and wind impacts have been addressed in the CPE Checklist. Any future
residents’ noise levels, from either interior or exterior areas of the proposed project, are subject to the
noise regulations in the San Francisco Police Code.

Impacts on the mural are not considered an environmental impact under CEQA.

CEQA generally does not require the analysis of economic impacts. While there could potentially be an
impact to property values or rents in the area, such an occurrence would be a socioeconomic impact,
which is beyond the scope of CEQA. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a), “[e]Jconomic or
social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a
chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or social
changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes.

SAN FRANCISCO
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Certificate of Exemption 2675 Folsom Street
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The intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to
trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes.” In general,
analysis of the potential adverse physical impacts resulting from economic activities has been concerned
with the question of whether an economic change would lead to physical deterioration in a community.
The construction of 2675 Folsom Street would not create an economic change that would lead to the
physical deterioration of the surrounding neighborhood.

CONCLUSION

As summarized above and further discussed in the CPE Checklist:¢

1. The proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the project site in
the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans;

2. The proposed project would not result in effects on the environment that are peculiar to the
project or the project site that were not identified as significant effects in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR;

3. The proposed project would not result in potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts
that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR;

4. The proposed project would not result in significant effects, which, as a result of substantial new
information that was not known at the time the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was certified,
would be more severe than were already analyzed and disclosed in the PEIR; and

5. The project sponsor will undertake feasible mitigation measures specified in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR to mitigate project-related significant impacts.

Therefore, the proposed project is exempt from further environmental review pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.

¢ The CPE Checklist is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, in Case File

No. 2014.000601ENV.
$AH FRANGISCO
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File No. 2014-000601ENV
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June 21, 2016
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EXHIBIT 1: :
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures)

-¢600-

distribute the Planning Department archeological resource "ALERT”
sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor

(including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc.

firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities within the
project site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities being undertaken
each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the "ALERT” sheet is
circulated to all field personnel including, machine operators, field
crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, efc. The project sponsor
shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed
affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor,
subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field
personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet.

Should any indication of an archealogical resource be encountered
during any soils disturbing activity of the project, the project Head
Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and
shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity
of the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional
measures should be undertaken.

If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present
within the project site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of
an archaeological consultant from the pool of qualified archaeological
consultants maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist.
The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the
discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and
is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an
archeological resource is present, the archeological consuitant shall
identify and evaluate the archeological resource. The archeological
consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is

1. MITIGATION MEASURES Responsibility for Mitigation Monitoring/Report Status/Date
ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Implementation Schedule Responsibility Completed
MEASURES DEEMED FEASIBLE
J. Archeological Resources
Mitigation Measure J-2: Accidental Discovery Project Upon discovery Project sponsor and Upon determination of
The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential Sponsor/project of a buried or ERO the ERO that resource is
adverse effect from the proposed project on accidentally discovered archeologist submerged not present or adversely
buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA historical impacted; or upon
Guidelines Section 15064.5(a) and (c). The project sponsor shall resource certification of Final

Archeological Resources
Report (FARR)
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed improvement Measures)
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Page 20of 3

1. MITIGATION MEASURES
ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Responsibility for
Implementation

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Report
Responsibility

Status/Date
Completed

warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if
warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the
project sponsor.

Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological
resource; an archaeological monitoring program; or an archeological
testing program. If an archeological monitoring program or
archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with
the Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines for such
programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor
immediately implement a site security program if the archeological
resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions.
The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological
Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical
significance of any discovered archeological resource and describing
the archeological and historical research methods employed in the
archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken.
Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be
provided in a separate removable insert within the final report.

Capies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and
approval. Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be
distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest
Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO
shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The
Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall
receive one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked,
searchable PDF copy on CD three copies of the FARR along with
copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series)
and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of
Historic Places/Califoria Register of Historical Resources. In
instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may
require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that
presented above.
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EXHIBIT 1:

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval and Proposed Improvement Measures)

1. MITIGATION MEASURES Responsibility for Mitigation Monitoring/Report Status/Date
ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Implementation Schedule Responsibility Completed
L. Hazardous Materials
Mitigation Measure L-1—Hazardous Building Materials Project Prior to approval | Planning Department, Considered complete
The City shall condition future development approvals to require that the Sponsor/project of each in consultation with upon approval of each
subsequent project sponsors ensure that any equipment containing PCBs or | archeologist of each | subsequent DPH; where Site subsequent project.
DEPH, such as fluorescent light ballasts, are removed and properly disposed | Subsequent project, through | Mitigation Plan is

of according to applicable federal, state, and local laws prior to the start of
renovation, and that any fluorescent light tubes, which could contain
mercury, are similarly removed and properly disposed of. Any other
hazardous materials identified, either before or during work, shall be abated
according to applicable federal, state, and local laws.

development project
undertaken pursuant
to the Eastern
Neighborhoods
Areas Plans and
Rezoning

Mitigation Plan.

required, Project
Sponsor or contractor
shall submit a
monitoring report to
DPH, with a copy to
Planning Department
and DBI, at end of
construction.

3144




SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination
Current Planning

Case No.: 2014-000601ENV
Project Title: 2675 Folsom Street and 790 Treat Avenue
Zoning: RH-3 (Residential-House, Three Family)

RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family)
UMU (Urban Mixed Use)

Mission Alcohol Restrict Special Use District
40-X Height and Bulk Districts

Block/Lot: 3639/006, 007, 024
Lot Size: 35,734 square feet
Plan Area: Mission Subarea of the Eastern Neighborhoods

A PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The 35,734 square foot project site is located between 22nd and 23rd Streets with frontage along
both Folsom Street and Treat Avenue in the Mission neighborhood. The project site is adjacent to
Parque Ninos Unidos park. The proposal is to demolish the existing 22,111 sf, two story, 25-foot
tall warehouse building and construct a 98,831 sf, four-story, 40-fool-tall residential building. The
existing building on the project site was constructed in 1952. The proposed new building would
include 117 dwelling units located on Floors 1 through 4 (49 of the units are 2- and 3-bedroom
units, and 17 units are Below Market Rate (BMR) units), and 90 off-street parking spaces at the
basement level accessed via Treat Avenue. The proposed project also includes a mid-block
passageway, which would be publicly-accessible during daylight hours.

B. PRELIMINARY PLAN CONSISTENCY REVIEW

Section 15183(a) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines states that
“...projects which are consistent with the development density established by the existing zoning,
community plan, or general plan policies for which an EIR was certified shall not require
additional environmental review, except as may be necessary to examine whether there are
project-specific significant effects which are peculiar to the project or its site.”

The proposed project satisfies this requirement with regard to Planning ves®  nNo[J
Code consistency.

Comments

The Eastern Neighborhoods rezoned the project site located at Lot 006, (UMU) Urban Mixed Use
District. The project site located at Lot 007 is zoned (RH-2) Residential-House, Two Family and the
lot located at Lot 024 is zoned (RH-3) Residential House, Three Family. All lots have a Height and
Bulk District designation of 40-X. The 40-X Height and Bulk District permits buildings up to 40
feet in height with no bulk restrictions. The (UMU) District permits dwelling units with no

Case No. 2014-000601ENV T 2675 Folsom Street

1650 Mission St.

Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
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density limitations, allowing physical controls such as height, bulk, and setbacks to control
dwelling unit density. At least 40% of all dwelling units must contain two or more bedrooms or
30% of all dwelling units must contain three or more bedrooms in the (UMU) District. The RH-2
District permits up to two dwelling units per lot or up to one unit per 1,500 sf of lot area with a
Conditional Use Authorization. The RH-3 District permits up to three dwelling units per lot or up
to one unit per 1,000 sf of lot area with a Conditional Use Authorization.

The project proposes 117 new dwelling units, 41% of which are 2-bedroom and 3-bedroom units.
The project is consistent with the dwelling unit mix requirements within the (UMU) Urban Mixed
Use District and consistent dwelling unit density requirements within the RH-2 and RH-3 Districts
with the approval of a Conditional Use Authorization and a Large Project Authorization pursuant
to Sections 303 and 329, respectively. The project would not exceed the applicable 40-foot height
limit, except for certain rooftop features such as open space features, mechanical screens, and stair
and elevator penthouses as allowable by Planning Code Section 260(b).

As proposed, the project would be permitted with the approval of a Conditional Use and a Large
Project Authorization in the (UMU) District and RH-2 and RH-3 Districts, and is consistent with
the development density as envisioned in the Mission (EN) Plan.

Determination

For the purposes of the Current Planning division, the project is eligible for consideration of a
Community Plan Exemption under California Public Resources Code Sections 21159.21, 21159.23,
21159.24, 21081.2, and 21083.3, and/or Section 15183 of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines. '

ZZ NS

Jeff IOSN \Q Date
Director of CurrentPlanning

The determination above is intended to be used solely for the purpose of determining eligibility for
a Community Plan exemption, and does not indicate conformity with all General Plan and
Planning Code requirements applicable to the proposed project, or any intent on the part of the
Planning Department to recommend approval or disapproval of the project as proposed.
Elements that were reviewed in relation to the foregoing determination only included Plaming
Code analysis of project height, bulk, use permissibility, use sizes, floor area ratio, and dwelling
unit density.

Case No. 2014-000601ENV 2 2675 Folsom Street
Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination
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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)
Cultura, Manatgemen
Net |Institution ' Retall and
Address Case No. ,.Dm of ,? tatus of Housing al, Medical '"f°:::“°"' PDR Entertalnm
Units Edm;?ﬁon Professiona ent
] Services
3418 26th Street 2009.0610E 8-Nov-10 Published CPE 13 0] (1] 0| 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
450 South Van Ness Avenue 2010.0043E 24-jun-14 Published CPE 72| 0 0 0 -1,618 1,123
3420 18th Street 2012.1572€ 16-Oct-13 Published CPE 16} 0 0 0 -4,675 1,000
1875 Mission Street 2010.0787¢ 14-Oct-10 Published CPE 38} 0 0 0 -43,695 2,523
17th Street and Folsom Street Park 2009.1163€ 24-Jan-11 Published CPE 0 [3) [)) 0 0 0
1501 15th Street 2008.1395E 27-Jan-11 Published CPE 40, [y [ [ -1,740; 9,681
480 Potrero Avenue 2011.0430E 26-Sep-12 Published Other 84 0] 0] 0] 0 O
626 Potrero Avenue/ 2535 18th Street 2011.1279E 16-Jul-12 Published CPE 0 0] 15,200 [y -15,000] Y
2550-2558 Mission Street 2005.0694E 21-Nov-12  |Published Other 114 0 [1] 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 20,040
346 Potrero Avenue 2012.0793E 3-Feb-14 Published CPE 0 0 0 ~1,500 2,760
1785 15th Street 2012.0247€ 1-May-13 Published CPE 0 0 0 ~765] [
1801/1863 Mission Stre 2009.1011E 19-Mar-15  |Published CPE 0 0 740 0 2,125
'|2600/Harrison St - -12014.0503E 5+ |19-Aug-15:: | Published CPE: 0] 0) 0] -7,506 [y
%l1§24 Mission St. 2014.0449E 2-Apr-15 Published CPI Oj O O -1,180 2,315
600 South Van Ness Avenue 2013.0614E 9-Apr-15 Published CPE 0 0 0 -1,750 3,060
e Biiblshed CPES ) T4|7 0 0 -3,540, -64,450 4,105
iblishec g 0l 0| 3] -2,000 3,770
, oA E e S e [ i 75a] 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 0 0 -34,350 0
1979 Mission.Street 2013.1543E 28-jan-15 Active Other 331 0| 0 0| 0] -18,239
2675IFoISoTSEEEE 2014:000601ENY ACHV, 4 o 0 o -22,111 0
1900 Mission Street 2013.1330E Active CPE l_ 0| 0 0| -2,064 844
645 Valencia St 2013.1339¢ Active CPE 9 0 0 [ 0) -4,382
1800 Mission 2014,0154€ Active CPE 0] O] ) 139,607, -138,742 39,000
2750 19th St. 2014.0999E O] 0| [y -10,934 10,112
1515°Solith VamNéssavess: 1| 2034{1020E A2 o 0 0 0| -29,940]
3140 16th St 2014.1105ENV Y 0| O -20,428 7,284
2799724th St.11.2 :12014,1258ENV:5s: e 0] [ [ 0 -269|
2435 16th St. 2014.1201ENV ™" Aclive’CPE 0 [Y) 0] -10,000 4,992
3357-3359 26th St. 2013.077CENV Active CPE 0O [ 0] 0 5,575
1726-1730 Mission St. 2014-002026ENV |TBD Active CPE 0] [ 0] -3,500 900;
2100 Mission Street 2009.0880E T8D Active CPE 29 0 0 0 -7,630 2,640
200 Potrero Ave. 2015-C047S6ENV 0 [ 0 [y} -27,716 30,034,
3314 Ceasar Chave: *[2014:603160ENV, 52|% 0 0 ~2,500, 0 1,740
1798 Bryant St. “|2015-008511ENV 131] O] 0| -5,179| 0 3,514
2918-2924 ' Mission:St: ST 2|2014:0376ENV ! i 38FF Of O [ 0 7,400
793 South Van Ness 2015-001360ENV 54 0 0] [« -1,966 4,867
1850 Bryant St. 2015-011211ENV  |TBD Active CPE [ 0 0, 0, 188,994 0|
953 Treat Ave 2015-006510ENV  |[TBD Active CPE 8| 0 0 [y [ 0]
3620 Cesar Chavez 2015-0094SSENV | TBD Active CPE 28 Oj 0 -3,200! 0 940
344 14th 5t. & 1463 Stevensan St. 2014.0948ENV TBD |Active CPE 45| 0 0| 18,995 5,849
1950 Mission St. 2016-001514ENV Active CPE 157| 1,236 0| 0 0 3,415
1295 Shotwell'S! | 2015-0180S6ENV:: | JActive CRE - £ () [ 850} -11,664 0
2,451| 45,836| 31,200| 126,778| -237,073} 152,028
Preferred Project (approved 2008) 1696

Option A 782 104,400 37,200 422,021 422,021 114,000

OptionB 1,118 150,300 36,900 597,242 597,242 143,400

Option C - 2,054 609,480 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 contai:
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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Death of the Mission by 2000 Cuts

2000 Luxury Units in Plannmg S Plpelme
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It's a Gentrification Crisis - Not a Housing Crisis In the Mission
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September 20, 2016

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: Eastern Neighborhoods Citizen Advisory Committee (EN CAC) Response to the EN
Monitoring Reports (2011-2015)

Dear President Fong and Members of the Planning Commission:

At your September 22, 2016 Regular Meeting, you will hear a presentation on the Eastern
Neighborhoods Five Year Monitoring Report (2011 — 2015). Attached, please find the statement
prepared by the Eastern Neighborhoods Citizen Advisory Committee (EN CAC) in response to this report.

As you know, we are a 19 member body created along with the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans in

2009. We are appointed by both the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors and are made up of wide
range of residents, business and property owners, developers, and activists. Our charge is to provide
input on many aspects of the EN Plans’ implementation including but not limited to: (1) how to program
funds raised through impact fees, (2) proposed changes in land use policy, and {3) the scope and content
of the Monitoring Report.

We have been working closely with staff over the course of the last year to assure the Monitoring
Report is accurate and contains all of the material and analysis required by the Planning and
Administrative Codes. At our regular monthly meeting in August, we voted to endorse the Monitoring
Report that is now before you. We understand that while the Monitoring Report is to provide data,
analysis, and observations about development in the EN, it is not intended to provide conclusive
statements about its success. Because of this, we have chosen to provide you with the attached
statement regarding the where we believe the EN Plan has been successful, where it has not, and what
the next steps should be in improving the intended Plans’ goals and objectives.

Several of our members will be at your September 22 hearing to provide you with our prospective. We
look forward to having a dialog with you on what we believe are the next steps.

Please feel free to reach out to me, Bruce Huie, the CAC Vice-Chair or any of our members with
questions or thoughts through Mat Snyder, CAC staff. (mathew.snyder@sfgov.org; 415-575-6891)

Sincerely,

7

Chris Block
Chair
Eastern Neighborhoods Citizen Advisory Committee
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Eastern Neighborhoods Citizen Advisory Committee
Response to the Five-Year EN Monitoring Report (2011-2015)

INTRODUCTION

The Eastern Neighborhoods Citizen Advisory Committee (EN CAC) is comprised of 19
individuals appointed by members of the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor to represent the
five neighborhoods included in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan (EN Plan) - Mission, Showplace
Square/Potrero Hill, Central Waterfront, East SoMa and Western SoMa.

The EN CAC has prepared this document in response to the five-year monitoring report, which
was prepared under the specifications of the EN Plan adopting ordinance and approved for
submittal to the Planning Commission by the EN CAC on September 22, 2016. This response
letter was prepared to provide context and an on-the-ground perspective of what has been
happening, as well as outline policy objectives and principles to support the community members
in each of these neighborhoods who are most impacted by development undertaken in response
to the Plan.

BACKGROUND

High Level Policy Objectives and Key Planning Principles of the EN Plan:

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 referenced above, all plans
are guided by four key principles divided into two broad policy categories:

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

People and Neighborhoods:
1. Encourage new housing at appropriate locations and make it as affordable as possible to a
range of city residents.

-69760-
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2. Plan for transportation, open space, community facilities and other critical elements of
complete neighborhoods.

The ordinances that enacted the EN Plan envision an increase of 9,785 and over 13,000 new jobs
in the Plan Area over the 20 year period - 2009 to 2029.

The Eastern Neighborhood’s approval included various implementation documents including an
Interagency Memorandum of Understand (MOU) among various City Departments to provide
assurances to the Community that the public benefits promised with the Plan would in fact be
provided.

COMMENTARY FROM THE EN CAC

The below sections mirror the four key principles of the EN Plan in organization. Below each
principle are the aspects of the Plan that the EN CAC see as “working” followed by “what is not
working”.

PRINCIPLE 1. Reserve sufficient space for production, distribution and repair (PDR) activities,
in order to support the city’s economy and provide good jobs for residents.

What Seems to be Working:
PDR has been preserved and serves as a model for other cities
A hallmark of the EN Plan is that the City preserved and protected industrial space and
land in the newly created PDR Districts. In fact, many other cities with robust real estate
markets often look to San Francisco to understand how the protections were implemented
and what the result have been since protections were put in place. While other cities
struggle with preserving land for industrial uses, the EN Plan actually anticipated the
possible changes and growth we are now facing and provided specific space for industrial
uses.
Job Growth in the EN, including manufacturing, is almost double the amount that was
anticipated in the EN Plan.

What Seems to Not be Working
Loss of PDR jobs in certain sectors.
There is much anecdotal evidence of traditional PDR businesses being forced out of their
long-time locations within UMU zones. In certain neighborhoods, the UMU zoning has
lead to gentrification, as long standing PDR uses are being replaced with upscale retail
and other commercial services catering to the large segment of market rate housing.

-09761-
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The relocation and displacement of PDR has been especially severe in the arts and in auto
repair businesses.

Outside of the PDR zoning, there is no mechanism to preserve the types of uses that
typified existing light industrial neighborhoods, such as traditional PDR businesses that
offered well-paying entry level positions, and arts uses. This has resulted in a
fundamental loss of the long-time creative arts community character of the South of
Market, and now also in the Mission District and Dogpatch Neighborhood, with more to
come. Traditional PDR businesses cannot afford the rents of new PDR buildings and do
not fit well on the ground floor of multi-unit residential buildings. The CAC suggests that
the City develop mechanisms within the Planning Code to encourage construction of new
PDR space both in the PDR-only zones and the mixed-use districts suitable for these
traditional uses, including exploring mandatory BMR PDR spaces.

PRINCIPLE 2: Take steps to provide space for new industries that bring innovation and
flexibility to the city’s economy.

What Seems to be Working:

The Mixed Use Office zone in East SOMA has produced a number of ground-up office projects
which provide space for new industries that can bring innovation and flexibility to the City’s
economy.

There has been a substantial growth in jobs (approx 32,500 jobs) between 2010-2015 - this far
exceeds what was expected over the 20 year term (13,000 jobs). The EN Growth rate appears to
be much higher than most other areas of SF.

In other PDR areas, the focus of the EN Plan was to preserve land and industrial space (as
opposed to constructing new industrial space) in the various PDR zones within the Plan. Based
in part on the robust amount of job growth including job growth within the PDR sector and the
need for new industrial space, the City did amend some of the PDR zoning controls on select
sites to encourage new PDR space construction in combination with office and/or institutional
space. One project has been approved but not yet constructed and features approximately 60,000
square feet of deed-restricted and affordably priced light industrial space and 90,000 square feet
of market rate industrial space, for a total of 150,000 square feet of new PDR space.

What Seems to Not be Working

The EN Plan includes a Biotechnology and Medical Use overlay in the northern portion of the
Central Waterfront that was put in place to permit expansion of these types of uses resulting from
the success of Mission Bay. As of the date of this document, no proposal has been made by the
private sector pursuant to the Biotechnology and Medical Use overlay. It’s the CAC’s view that
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the residential uses of the UMU zoning in this specific area supports greater land values then
those supported by the Overlay. In addition, the relatively small parcel sizes that characterize the
Central Waterfront / Dogpatch area are less accommodating of larger floorplate biotechnology or
medical use buildings.

PRINCIPLE 3: Encourage new housing at appropriate locations and make it as affordable as
possible to a range of city residents.

What Seems to be Working:

Affordable Housing has been created beyond what would have otherwise:

Throughout San Francisco and certainly in the Eastern Neighborhoods, San Franciscans are
experiencing an affordable housing crisis. That being said, the EN Plan’s policy mechanisms
have created higher levels of inclusionary units than previously required by the City (see
Executive Summary, pg. 7). For example, at the time of enactment, UMU zoning required 20% more
inclusionary where density controls were lifted, and higher where additional heights were granted. In
this regards, UMU has shown to be a powerful zoning tool and is largely responsible for the EN
Plan’s robust housing development pipeline & implementation. At the same time, community
activists and neighborhood organizations have advocated for deeper levels of affordability and
higher inclusionary amounts contributing to the creation of additional affordable housing.

Affordable housing funds for Mission and South of Market have been raised:
Some of the initial dollars of impact fees (first $10M) were for preservation and rehabilitation of
existing affordable housing that would not have otherwise existed if not for the EN Plan.

A new small-sites acquisition and rehab program was implemented in 2015, and has been successful in
preserving several dozen units as permanent affordable housing, protecting existing tenants, and
upgrading life-safety in the buildings.

After a few slow years between 2010-2012, the EN Plan is now out-pacing housing production
with 1,375 units completed, another 3,208 under construction and 1,082 units entitled with
another 7,363 units under permit review (in sum 13,028 units in some phase of development).

What Seems to Not be Working

There is a growing viewpoint centered on the idea that San Francisco has become a playground
for the rich. Long-established EN communities and long-term residents of these neighborhoods
(people of color, artists, seniors, low-income and working class people,) are experiencing an
economic disenfranchisement, as they can no longer afford to rent, to eat out, or to shop in the
neighborhood. They see the disappearance of their long-time neighborhood-serving businesses
and shrinking sense of community.
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Insufficient construction of affordable housing

Although developments have been increasing throughout the Eastern Neighborhoods, we have
seen a lack of affordable housing included in what is being built compared to the needs of the
current community members. Market-rate development, often regarded as “luxury,” is
inaccessible to the vast majority of individuals and families living in the city. The demand for
these units has been the basis for a notable level of displacement, and for unseen pressures on
people in rent controlled units, and others struggling to remain in San Francisco. A robust
amount of affordable housing is needed to ensure those with restricted financial means can afford
San Francisco. We have yet to see this level of development emulated for the populations who
are most affected by the market-rate tremors. It is time for an approach towards affordable
housing commensurate with the surge that we have seen for luxury units.

High cost of housing and commercial rents

Due to the high cost of housing in San Francisco, many long-term residents are finding it
increasingly difficult, if not outright impossible, to even imagine socioeconomic progress. As
rents have entered into a realm of relative absurdity, residents have found it ever more
challenging to continue living in the city. The only way to move up (or even stay afloat, in many
cases), is to move out of San Francisco. This situation has unleashed a force of displacement,
anxiety, and general uneasiness within many segments of the Eastern Neighborhoods.

Pace of Development

The pace of development within the Eastern Neighborhoods has far exceeded the expectations
originally conceived by the City. Since the market is intended to ensure situations are harnessed
to maximize profit, we have seen development unaffordable to most. With a few thousand units
in the pipeline slated for the Eastern Neighborhoods, much yet needs to be done to ensure that
the city can handle such rapid change without destroying the essence of San Francisco.

PRINCIPLE 4: Plan for transportation, open space, community facilities and other critical
elements of complete neighborhoods.

What Seems to be Working:

The EN Plan leverages private investment for community benefits by creating predictability for
development.

With a clear set of zoning principles and codes and an approved EIR, the EN Plan has
successfully laid a pathway for private investment as evidenced by the robust development
pipeline. While in some neighborhoods the pace of development may be outpacing those benefits
— as is the case in the throughout the Eastern Neighborhoods, there are community benefits being
built alongside the development — and a growing impact fee fund source, as developments pay
their impact fees as required by the EN Plan.
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Funds have been raised for infrastructure that would not otherwise be raised. To date $48M has
been raised and $100M expected in the next five years (see Tables 6.2.3; 6.2.2)

Priority Projects have been incorporated into the City’s Ten Year Capital Plan and the
Implementing Agencies’ Capital Improvement Plans and work programs.

The Plan has lead to the development of parks and open space recreation. Streetscape
improvements to 16" Street, Folsom and Howard, 6"‘, 7" and 8™ Streets are now either fully
funded or in process of being funded.

It is expected that more street life will over time support more in-fill retail and other community
services.

New urban design policies that were introduced as part of the EN Plan are positive. The creation
of controls such as massing breaks, mid-block mews, and active space frontages at street level
create a more pedestrian friendly environment and a more pleasant urban experience. In Western
Soma, the prohibition of lot aggregation above 100" has proven useful in keeping the smaller
scale.

What Seems to Not be Working

A high portion of impact fees (80%) is dedicated to priority projects, such as improvements to
16" Street and, Folsom and Howard Streets. The vast majority of impact fees have been set
aside for these large infrastructure projects that might have been better funded by the general
fund. This would allow for more funding for improvements in the areas directly impacted by the
new development. This also limits the availability of funds for smaller scale projects and for
projects that are more EN-centric. There are very limited options in funding for projects that
have not been designated as “priority projects”.

In-kind agreements have absorbed a significant percentage of the discretionary fees collected as
well.

Absence of open space

The Eastern Neighborhoods lag behind other neighborhoods in San Francisco and nationwide in
per capita green space (see Rec and Open Space Element Map 07 for areas lacking open space).
Although the impact fees are funding the construction of new parks at 17th and Folsom in the
Mission, Daggett Park in Potrero Hill and the rehabilitation of South Park in SOMA, there is a
significant absence of new green or open space being added to address the influx of new
residents. The Showplace Square Open Space Plan calls for four acres of new parks in the
neighborhoods where only one is being constructed.
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As a finite and valuable resource, we believe the City has an obligation to treat the waterfront
uniquely and should strive to provide green and open waterfront space to the residents of the
Eastern Neighborhoods and all City residents in perpetuity.

The pace of infrastructure development is not keeping up with development

There is a lag time between development and the implementation of new infrastructure,
seemingly with no clear plan for how to fund the increased infrastructure needs. The plan is now
8 years old: the number of housing units that were projected to be built under the Plan is being
exceeded, and we have to date not identified additional infrastructure funds to make up the
funding gap. This appears to be a clear failure in the EN Plan implementation, especially because
we now have little chance to fill that gap with higher development fees.

The data contained in the Monitoring Report indicates that the EN Plan has been successful in
the development of new housing. However, the pace of development appears to have far
exceeded the pace of new infrastructure. This is true in each of the EN areas. There is a
deficiency in transit options and development of new open space within all plan neighborhoods.
A single child-care center in the Central Waterfront has been built as a part of the Plan. As of this
time, not one new open space park has opened within the Plan area. The deficiency in public
transportation is especially apparent. Ride services have become an increasingly popular option.
However, their use contributes to the traffic congestion that is common throughout the city of
San Francisco.

The impact fees inadequate

Although the amount of impact fees currently projected to be collected will exceed the sums
projected in the Plan, the funding seems inadequate to address the increasing requirements for
infrastructure improvements to support the EN Plan. The pace of development has put huge
pressure on transportation and congestion and increased the need and desire for improved bike
and pedestrian access along major routes within each Plan neighborhood. There is a striking
absence of open space, especially in the Showplace/Potrero neighborhood. There has been a
significant lag time in the collection of the Plan impact fees and with the implementation of the
community benefits intended to be funded by the fees.

Large portions of impact fees are dedicated, which limits agility with funding requests from
discretionary fees. The CAC has allocated funding for citizen-led initiatives to contribute a
sustainable stream of funding to the Community Challenge Grant program run out of the City
Administrators’ office. Our past experience is that this program has doubled capacity of local
“street parks” in the Central Waterfront from 2 to 4 with the addition of Tunnel Top Park and
Angel Alley to the current street parks of Minnesota Grove and Progress Park.

-80366-
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Impacts of non-EIR projects

Data in the report does not properly reflect the impacts of non-EIR projects, such as Pier 70,
recent UCSF expansion into Dogpatch and the Potrero Annex. These very large projects are not
required to provide impact fees; the public must rely on the developers working with the
community to add benefits to their projects.

Upcoming non-EIR projects such as the Warriors arena, Seawall 337 / Pier 48, continued
housing development in Mission Bay and UCSF student housing further increase the pressures of
density on the neighborhoods. The square footage included in these various projects may equal
or exceed all of the projects under the EN Plan. Although these projects are not dependent on the
EN Plan to provide their infrastructure, their impacts should be considered for a complete EN
approach to infrastructure and other improvements.

Deficiency in Complete Neighborhoods

Complete neighborhoods recognize the need for proximity of daily consumer needs to a home
residence. Combining resources to add shopping for groceries, recreation for families, schools
for children will create a complete neighborhood. This will then have the additional benefit of
reducing vehicle trips.

Many new developments have been built with no neighborhood -serving retail or commercial
ground floor space. The UMU zoning has allowed developers to take advantage of a robust real
estate market and build out the ground floor spaces with additional residential units, not
neighborhood services such as grocery and other stores.

Evictions and move-outs

There are many reports of long-term residents of the neighborhoods being evicted or forced or
paid to move out of the area. Younger, high wage-earning people are replacing retirees on fixed
incomes and middle and low wage earners.

Traffic congestion and its impact on commercial uses

Transportation improvements have not kept pace with the amount of vehicular traffic on the
streets, leading to vehicular traffic congestion in many parts of the Eastern Neighborhoods.
While the slow movement of traffic has affected all residents, it has become a serious burden for
businesses that rely on their ability to move goods and services quickly and efficiently. The
additional transit that has been implemented through MUNI Forward is welcome but not
sufficient to serve new growth. There does not seem to be sufficient increase in service to meet
the increase in population.

-09267-
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Loss of non-profit and institutional space
There are many reports of non-profits and institutions being forced to relocate due to rent
pressures.

Urban Design Policies and Guidelines

While the EN Plans did provide urban design provisions to break up building and provide active
frontages, additional urban design controls are warranted. New buildings would be more
welcome if they provided more commercial activity at the ground level. Other guidelines should
be considered to further break down the massing of new structures.

PROPOSED STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS WHAT’S NOT WORKING:

Retaining PDR:

» Study trends of specific PDR sectors, such as repair and construction to see what is
happening to them.

e Implement temporary or permanent relocation assistance programs for displaced PDR
tenants through the OEWD.

e Consider implementing programs to transition workers from PDR sectors being lost.

¢ Potentially preserve additional land for PDR - both inside and outside of the EN (i.e.
Bayshore).

o [Establish new mechanisms and zoning tools to encourage construction and establishment
of new and modern PDR space within the PDR districts.

e The EN Plan should consider making a provision for temporary or permanent relocation
assistance for PDR uses displaced by implementation of the EN Plan and/or use impact
fees to assist in the acquisition/development of a new creative arts facility similar to other
city-sponsored neighborhood arts centers like SOMArts.

Retaining Non-Profit Spaces:
o Study impacts of rent increases on non-profit office space.
o Where preservation/incorporation of PDR uses will be required (i.e. Central Waterfront),
consider allowing incorporation of non-profit office as an alternative.
o Consider enacting inclusionary office program for non-profit space, PDR, and similar
uses.

Housing
o Consider increases in affordability levels.
* More aggressively pursue purchasing opportunity sites to ensure that they can be
preserved for affordable housing before they are bought by market-rate developers.

-§018s-
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Infrastructure / Complete Neighborhoods

Work with Controller’s Office, Capital Planning Office, and the Mayor’s Budget Office
to solve the existing known funding gap for EN Infrastructure Projects.

Deploy impact fees more quickly or find ways to use impact fees to leverage other
sources that could be deployed sooner (i.e. bond against revenue stream).

Consider increasing impact fee levels.

Increase amount of infrastructure, such as additional parks, given that more development
has occurred (and will likely continue to occur) than originally anticipated.

Study how to bring infrastructure improvements sooner.

Study new funding strategies (such as an IFD or similar) or other finance mechanisms to
supplement impact fees and other finance sources to facilitate the creation of complete
neighborhoods, a core objective of the EN Plan.

Improve the process for in kind agreements.

Consider allocation of waterfront property to increase the amount of green and open
space for use by the general public, as illustrated by the successful implementation in
Chicago.

Review structure of the EN CAC. Consider how the CAC can deploy funds faster.
Possibly broaden the role of the CAC to include consideration of creation of complete
neighborhoods.

Consider decreasing the number of members on the EN CAC in order to meet quorum
more routinely. Impress on the BOS and the Mayor the importance of timely
appointments to the CAC.

Consider legislation that would enable greater flexibility in spending between
infrastructure categories so that funds are not as constrained as they are currently set to be
by the Planning Code.

Explore policies that maximize the utilization of existing and new retail tenant space for
neighborhood serving retail, so that they are not kept vacant.

Non EN-EIR Projects

Encourage the City to take a more holistic expansive approach and analysis that include
projects not included in the current EN EIR or the EN Geography.

-00P8o-
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1. Introduction: Mission Area Plan

San Francisco’s Eastern Bayfront neighborhoods
have historically been the home of the city's indus-
trial economy and have accommodated diverse
communities ranging from families who have

lived in the area for generations to more recent
immigrants from Latin America and Asia. The
combination of a vibrant and innovative industrial
economy with the rich cultural infusion of old

and new residents is central to San Francisco’s
character. Among many of the components that
contributed to the economic and cultural character
of the eastern part of the San Francisco were the
wide availability of lands suitable for industrial
activities (whether or not they were zoned for
such} and the affordability of these neighborhoods’
housing stock, relative to other parts of the city.
Industrial properties continue to be valuable assets
to the city's economy as they provide space for
innovative local businesses; large, flexible floor-
plans for a wide range of tenants; and living wage
career opportunities to residents without advanced
degrees.

Over the past few decades, and particularly during
the series of “booms” in high technology industries
since in the 1990s, the Eastern Bayfront neigh-
borhoods have experienced waves of pressure

on its industrial lands and affordable housing
stock. Due to their proximity to downtown San
Francisco and easy access (via US-101, 1-280,
and Caltrain) to Silicon Valley, industrially-zoned
properties in the Eastern Bayshore, particularly in
neighborhoods like South of Market (SoMa), Mis-
sion, Showplace Square, and Central Waterfront
became highly desirable to office users who were
able to outbid traditional production, distribution,
and repair (PDR) businesses for those spaces.
The predominant industrial zoning designations in
these neighborhoods until the late 2000s—C-M,
M-1, and M-2—allowed for a broad range of uses,
which enabled owners to sell or lease properties
to non-PDR businesses as well as to develop
them into “live-work” lofts serving primarily as a
residential use.

Moreover, much of the Eastern Neighborhoads is
well-served by public transportation, have vibrant
cultural amenities, and feature many attractive

MISSION AREA PLAN MURITORING REPORT

older buildings. These neighborhood assets and
employment opportunities have served as magnets
for high wage earners and housing developers,
creating an influx of new, more affiuent residents.

Beginning in the late 1990s, the City, residents,
community activists, and business owners recog-
nized the need for a comprehensive, community-
based planning process to resolve these conflicts
and stabilize the neighborhoods into the future,
The Eastern Neighborhoods community planning
process was launched in 2001 to determine how
much of San Francisco's remaining industrial
lands should be preserved and how much could
appropriately be transitioned to other uses.

The planning process also recognized the need
to produce housing opportunities for residents

of all income levels, which requires not just the
development of new units at market rates, but
also opportunities for low and moderate income
families.

In 2008, four new area plans for the Mission, East
SoMa, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and Central
Waterfront neighborhoods were adopted. Respect-
ing the Western SoMa community’s request for
more time to complete their planning process, the
area plan for that neighborhood was undertaken

in parallel and completed in 2013. The resulting
area plans contained holistic visions for affordable
housing, transportation, parks and open space,
urban design, and community facilities.

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 ameni-
ties for the existing and new residents.

The challenges that motivated the Eastern
Neighborhoods community planning process

-0d%79-
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were evident in the Mission when the plans were
adopted and continue to be relevant today. The
boundaries of the Mission Area Plan Area, shown
in Mzp 1, run along Duboce/13th to the north,
Potrero Avenue to the east, Guerrero Street to the
west, and Cesar Chavez Street to the south.!

The Mission is highly dense with neighborhood
amenities, including a variety of shops and
restaurants, an architecturally rich and varied
housing stock, vibrant cultural resources, and
excellent transit access. Traditionally a reservoir of
affordable housing relatively accessible to recent
immigrants and artists, housing affordability in
the Mission has significantly declined in the past
decade as demand has rapidly outpaced new
housing supply and due to statewide restrictions
on tenant protection laws (such as the Ellis Act),
which allows landlords to evict residents from
rent controlled apartments. Despite inclusionary
housing requirements that mandate that a certain
percentage of new units be affordable to low and
moderate income households, new housing has
been largely unaffordable to existing residents.

Mission residents and business owners highlighted
a number of policy goals, in addition to the East-
ern Neighborhoods-wide objectives, that should be
considered for the Area Plan:

» Preserve diversity and vitality of the Mission

» Increase the amount of affordable housing

» Preserve and enhance the existing Preduction,
Distribution and Repair businesses

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

» Promote alternative means of transportation to
reduce traffic and auto use

» |mprove and develop additional community
facilities and open space

» Minimize displacement

1 Unless olherwise noted, this report will refer to ihe Mission Area Plan Ares, Mission
neightiornond, and “the Mission™ interchangeably, as the area shawn on Map 1. Other
offieai and community definitions of the boundaries of the Mission neighborhood exist.
Where those are used within {rig report, they will be specifically referenced.

HISSION AREA FLAN MONITORING REPORT

1.1 Summary of Ordinance and Monitoring
Requirements

The ordinances that enacted the Eastern Neigh-
borhoods Area Plans (including Western SoMa),
adopted by the Board of Supervisors, include a
requirement that the Planning Department pro-
duce 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.? ~::omi A includes the language
in the Administrative Code mandating the Monitor-
ing Reports. The first set of monitoring reports for
Mission, East SoMa, Showplace Square/Potrero
Hill, and Central Waterfront were published in
2011, covering the period from January 1, 2006
through December 31, 2010.

The ordinances require the monitoring reports to
track all development activity occurring within
Plan Area boundaries during the five-year period,
as well as the pipeline projecting future develop-
ment as of the end of the reporting period. Some
of this development activity was considered under
the Eastern Neighborhoods Environmental impact
Report (EN PEIR), certified in 2008; and Western
SoMa EIR, certified in 2012. However, a few of
the developments that have been completed dur-
ing this period and some of the proposed projects
in the pipeline did not (or will not) receive their
environmental clearance through these two EIRs,
for these four reasons:

1) The developments were entitled prior to the
adoption of the Plans, under zoning desig-
nations that were subsequently changed by
the Plans.

2) Under the Eastern Neighborhoods Amnesty
Program that expired in 2013, legalization
of conversions from PDR to office space
that took place prior to Plan adoption was
aliowed.

3) Some large-scale developments and Plan
Areas that are within or overlap Project Area
boundaries (such as Central SoMa and Pier
70) will undergo separate environmental
review processes.

Pians, or just Area Flans, as encompassing the Mission, East SoMa, Central Waterfront,

Showplace Sauare/Potrero Hill as well as Weslern SoMa. References ta Plan Areas {or to
the narnes of the individual areas) viill describe the areas within the boundaries oullined
by the individual plans.

-09121-
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4) Certain smaller projects did not rely on the
rezoning under the EIRs and are therefore
excluded.

This report analyzes all development activity
within the Eastern Neighborhocds, whether or not
projects rely on the EN PEIR. For a list of projects
relying on the EN PEIR, please refer to Appo
=

The Mission Area Plan Monitoring Report 201 1-
2015 is part of the set of Eastern Neighborhoods
monitoring reports covering the period from Janu-
ary 1, 2011 to December 31, 2015. Because
Western SoMa was adopted in 2013, no monitor-
ing reports have been produced for that Area Plan.
However, due to its geographic proximity and
overlapping policy goals with the other Eastern
Neighborhoods, Planning Department staff, in
consultation with the CAC, has shifted the report-
ing timeline such that the Western SoMa Area
Plan Monitoring Report 2011-2015 will be the
first five-year report and set the calendar so that
future monitoring reports are conducted alongside
the other Eastern Neighborhoods. Subsequent
time series monitoring reports for the Mission

area and other Eastern Neighborhoods (including
Western SoMa) will be released in years ending in
1 and 6.

While the previous Monitoring Report covered only
the small amount of development activities in the
years immediately preceding and following the
adoption of the Mission Area Plan in 2008, this
report contains information and analysis about a
period of intense market development and political
activity in the Mission. This report relies primarily
on the Housing Inventory, the Commerce and
Industry Inventory, and the Pipefine Quarterly
Report, all of which are published by the Planning
Department. Additional data sources include: the
California Employment and Development Depart-
ment (EDD), the U.S. Census Bureau's American
Community Survey, the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SFMTA), Co-Star Realty
information, Dun and Bradstreet business data,
CBRE and NAI-BT Commercial real estate reports,
and information gathered from the Department of
Building Inspection, the offices of the Treasurer
and Tax Collector, the Controller, and the
Assessor-Recorder.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

2. Commercial Activity and
Job Creation

One of the defining characteristics of the Mission
neighborhood is its remarkable mix of uses and
diversity of businesses, including manufacturing,
restaurants and bars, a broad range of retail activi-
ties, institutional and educational uses, hospitals,
and more. The neighborhood commercial corridors
along Mission, Valencia, and 24th Streets support
a variety of retail activities including shops and
services, housing, and small offices, which serve
their immediate neighborhood and also residents
from throughout the city and region. Indeed, these
commercial corridors have become part of San
Francisco's tourism circuit, attracting visitors from
around the world.?

The primarily residential portions of the Mission,
which occupy the blocks on the southeast and
western edges of the neighborhood, are also
peppered with neighborhood serving businesses
including corner stores, dry cleaning services,
restaurants, cafes, and bars. Lastly, the Mission is
home to a thriving collection of PDR businesses.
The Northeast Mission Industrial Zone (NEMIZ)
clusters many of these industrial activities and
spaces, but a variety of smaller PDR businesses
(such as auto repair garages, light manufacturing
work, and the like) are scattered throughout the
neighborhood. This mix of uses is an important
source of employment opportunities for neighbor-
hood, city and Bay Area residents; contributing to
the overall vitality and culture of the Mission.

2.1 Commercial Space Inventory

i © 11 illustrates the mix of non-residential
space in the Mission as of 2015. The table
reflects the balanced mix of uses described above,
as office, retail, and PDR activities each occupy
roughly a quarter of the commercial space in

the neighborhood. Cultural, institutional, and
educational and medical uses make up roughly
another 20% of non-residential buildings and
tourist hotels take up about another 1%. The table

atbzcrions 1o visit on a 36-hour stay in the cily included 6 sitos within the Mission Arey
Plan Area and anciner 3 wahin 2 its boundaries. See MiD:Ayeww.pyiimes.
com/201 31 10 Arevelwhat-togic-n-36-hours: i

-in-sanefrancisco.pimi? =0
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Produce Market on Mission Street

also shows the importance of the Mission in the discussed in the sections below, in recent decades
San Francisco's stock of industrial lands. Though PDR space has been subject to intense pressures
the neighborhood only accounts for 5% of the from uses that are able to pay higher land rents,
City's overall commercial space, its share of PDR such as office and market-rate residential.

space is much higher, at 8%. However, as will be

Commercial Building Space Square Footage, Mission and San Francisco, 2015

Cultural,

Institution, 1,760,105 15% 29,898,514 13% 6%
Educatianal

Medical 698,877 6% 17,468,039 7% 4%
Office 3,079,231 27% 107,978,954 45% 3%
PDR / Light .

Pegeiand; 2,896,338 25% 36,265,832 15% 8%
Retail 3.022,780 26% 42,259,526 18% 7%
Visitor / Lodging 92,560 1% 4,053,422 2% 2%
Total 11,549,891 100% 237,964,287 100% 5%

Soume: San Francisco Planning Denartment Land Use Datatase, March 2016.
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shows commercial and other non-
residential development activity in the Mission
Area Plan area between January 1, 2011 and
December 31, 2015 while ¢ shows
corresponding figures for San Francisco. These
tables count newly developed projects (on vacant
properties or redevelopment of existing properties)
as well as conversions from one use to another.
Between 2011 and 2015, 206,000 square feet of
PDR land was converted to other uses, especially
housing, equivalent to roughly 6% of PDR space
in the Mission.

Two properties account for more than 75% of the
PDR conversion during this period. In 2012, the
Planning Department legitimized a conversion

of roughly 95,000 square feet of PDR to office

at 1550 Bryant; the actual conversion occurred
prior to the enactment of Eastern Neighborhoods
without the benefit of a permit. The legitimization
program (see section 2.3.1), which was enacted

1880 Mission Street

- "y

——

Photo by SF Planning, Pedro Paier
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concurrently with Eastern Neighborhoods, enabled
the space to be legally permitted as office. Another
property at Mission Street and 15th Street, a
vacant and non-functioning former printing
shop, accounted for another 63,000 square feet
of PDR conversion. This project was approved
prior to adoption of the Mission Area Plan, but
completed construction in 2013. The building was
demclished to build a 194-unit residential build-
ing, shown in Photo 2.1.1, which includes 40
affordable units (21% of the total). The property is
zoned neighborhood commercial transit (NCT) and
urban mixed-use (UMU), designations created by
the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans specifically
to transition struggling industrial properties in
transit-rich corridors to dense residential uses.
also shows the loss of 25,000
square feet of institutional space in 2015, which
took place because the San Francisco SPCA
demolished a building on their campus to convert
into a dog park in order to better meet their animal




rescue activities. The table also shows a modest
gain of office and retail space during the reporting
period. One illustrative project is the development
at 1501 15th Street, which redeveloped a vacant
lot of a former gas station intc a mixed-use build-
ing with 40 residential units (7 of them below
market rate) and roughly 8,000 square feet of
ground floor commercial space.

For comparison purpeses, - shows
the commercial development activity throughout
San Francisco. Overall, while the Mission saw a
decrease of roughly 68,000 square feet, the city
gained 2.8 million square feet, mostly serving
office and medical uses. The Mission accounted
for about 20% of the city's loss of PDR and

g+

‘Il""‘t . I-_. J ril
Net Change In Commerc:al Space Built, Mission 201 1-2015

2011 = E -
2012 = - 108,400
2013 3 N x
2014 = 15,200 =
2015 (25.211) = -
Total (25,211) 15,200 108,400

Sgurce: San Francisco Planning Degartment.
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slightly more than 7% of citywide office develop-
ment between 2011 and 2015.

shows the location of the larger-scale
non-residential developments. (See “ ]
for detailed information about completed develop-
ments.)

(10,800) - —

(10,800}

(98,326) 4,320 - 14,394
(70,762) = = {70,762)
(26,423) {3.696) = (14,519)
- 39,495 - 14,284
(2086,311) 40,119 - (67,803)

Naote: Includes all developments in the Plan Arsa duning reporting periot. including Ihose that did not receive CEQA clearanca under Castern Ne'ghtiorhocds EIR.

40,019

2011 10,477 0

2012 (52,937) 0 24,373
2013 66417 0 335,914
2014 446803 1,815,700 603,997
2015 (21,456) 20,000 460,508
Total 449304 1,835,700 1,464,811

Sourc: San Francisto Planning Departmeant.

e, San Franclsco 2011-2015

16,854 0 49 275

(18,075)
(164,116) 32,445 0 (160,235)
(236,473) 5941  (69,856) 101,943
(422,157) 11,875 63,286 2,519,504
(183,775) 65,419 0 340,696
(1,024,596) 132,534 (6,570) 2,851,183
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2.2 Commercial Development Pipeline

The development pipeline is best understood as
two separate subcategories, shown in

as “Under Review” and “Entitled"”. Entitled projects
are those that have received Planning Department
approvals and are under construction or awaiting
financing or other hurdles to break ground. Such
projects can be expected to be completed with
some confidence, although some of them may
take years to finally complete their construction
and receive certificates of occupancy. Projects
that are under review projects are those that have
filed application with the Planning and/or Building
Departments, but have not been approved. These
projects have to clear several hurdles, including
environmental (CEQA) review, and may require
conditional use permits or variances. Therefore,
under review projects should be considered more
speculative.

The commercial development pipeline in the Mis-
sion shows a continuation of the trends that have
taken place during the reporting period of 2011-
151 ). The Mission will continue to see
some of its PDR space converted to other uses,

TABLE 2

Commercial and Other Non-Residential Development Pipeline, Mission Q4 2015

Under Construction - -

- (12,461)

MISSION AREA PLAN MORITORING REFORT

particularly residential, as well as the development
of some office, medical, and institutional space.
However, the City continues to enforce PDR
protection policies in specially designated zones in
the Mission, such as PDR-1 and PDR-2.

The projects in the pipeline that have received
entitlements show a slight net gain (5,000 square
feet) of non-residential uses in the Mission in the
near future. If all of these developments are com-
pleted, the Planning Department expects a loss

of about 360,500 square feet of PDR space and
concomitant gain of roughly 175,000 square feet
in ather commercial space, including institutional,
medical, office and retail uses. Entitled projects
that propose to convert PDR to other uses are
mostly small spaces (up to about 6,000 square
feet) that will be redeveloped as residential or
mixed-use residential huildings. One representa-
tive project is at 346 Potrero Avenue, currently
under construction, where 3,000 square feet of
PDR has been converted to a mixed use building
with approximately 1,600 square feet of ground
floor retail and 70 residential units, 11 of which
are affordable.

(5,065

7,396 -

Planning Entitled 3,957 16,000 4,672 (18,607) 4,682 = 10,704
Planning Approved 2,757 - B (2,214} - - (157)
Building Permit Filed - - - (1,539) 844 - (1,095)
Building Permit
Approved, Issued/ 1,200 16,000 4,672 (13,754) 3,838 - 11,956
Reinstated
Under Review 282,932 - 160,591 (329,490) 51,672 - 169,219
Planning Filed 282,932 - 159,388 (303,687) 55,186 = 182,933
Building Permit Filed - - 1,203 (25,793) 10,876 = 13,714
Total 286,889 16,000 165,263 (360,558) 67,264 - 174,858
Source: Sén Francisco Planning Department
Note: Inciudes all developmenis In the pipeling as of Decermber 31, 2015, mcluding these that did not (or will not) raoeive CEDA clearance under Eastern Nelghborhoods EIR

-041%7-
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One example of & project that is currently under
review, the “Armory Building” at 1800 Mission,
has requested to convert roughly 120,000 square
feet of PDR space into office use. Another large-
scale project currently under review would build
176,000 square feet of non-profit service delivery
office space at 1850 Bryant Street. If all projects
that are under review come to fruition, the Mission

shows the commercial development
pipeline for San Francisco for comparison. The
development pipeline in the Mission represents
less than 1% of the citywide pipeline. |
? shows the locations of the larger proposed
commercial developments in the plan area. (See

- for detailed information about pipeline

projects.)

will see roughly 360,000 square feet of PDR
transition to other uses.

Construction 1,098,708 (58,871) 3,894,055
Planning
Entitled 312,600 20,665 5,576,249
Planning ;
Appraved 1,942 4,665 4,571,993
Building § ~
Permit Filed 4,343 ~ (36,555)
Building
Permit
Appraved/ 306,315 16,000 1,040,811
Issued/
Reinstated
Under 4 04 013 1,875 7,459,214
Review : : » ) ’
Planning _ .
Filed 1,084,228 1,875 5,955,541
Building ~ B
Permit Filed (42,218) e 1,503,673
Total 2,453,321  (36,331) 16,929,518
Setre: San Francisen Planning Deparnient

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Commercial and Other Non-Residential Development Pipeline, San Francisco Q4 2010

(290,327) 491,366 (189,563) 4,945,368
332,662 1,268,623 519,906 8,030,705
311,417 1,084,828 458,554 6,433,399
(33,939} 8086 = (65,345)

55,184 182,989 61,352 1,662,651
(1,046,009) 1,594,639 418,557 9,470,289

(994,050) 1,652,310 200,747 7,800,651

(51,959} 42,329 217,810 1,669,638
(1,003,674) 3,354,628 “ .7.48,900 22,445,3Eé
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MAP 3
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Commercial and Other Non-Residential Development Pipeline, Mission Q4 2015

w
(&3
~4
(1)1

13,300
o

170,733
o

30,656
(@

@ Entitled
© Under Construction

O Under Review

Mote: Only inchuces prajects that will edd or remova 5,000 net squats fael
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2.3 Changes in PDR Uses

As discussed above, the Mission (and the Eastern
Neighborhoods more broadly), have experienced
economic changes that have made many areas
highly attractive to residential and office develop-
ment. These types of uses are generally able to
afford higher land costs, and therefore can outbid
PDR businesses for parcels that are not specifi-
cally zoned for industrial use. Prior to the adoption
of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, the pri-
mary industrial zoning designations — M-1, M-2,
and C-M — permitted a broad range of uses, which
led to the conversion of a significant amount of
PDR space to other activities. Of the 2.9 millicn
square feet in PDR space in the Mission in 2015,
more than half was scattered throughout zoning
districts not specifically geared towards industrial
uses, such as neighborhood commercial (NC)
zones. Roughly 770,000 (26%) were located in
PDR protection districts (PDR-1 and PDR-2) and
20% were in the mixed use UMU district. By
comparison, the split between PDR space in PDR
protection, mixed use, and other districts in the
Eastern Neighborhoods is 38%, 34%, and 29%,
respectively. According to Co-Star data, asking
lease rates for PDR space in the Eastern Neighbor-
hoods are currently $22 per square foot (NNN)
and vacancy rates are 4.4%.°

4 Data provided by tha City of San Franciszo's Real Estate Divis'on.

PDR Protection (1)

Sqqarg Footage of PDR Space by Zoning District Type, Mission and Eastern Neighborhoods, 2015

Since the adoption of the Mission Area Plan, PDR
space has continued to be converted to other uses
in the neighborhood, as , and
illustrate. A detailed investigation of the conversion
of PDR space in the Mission shows that such
conversions have occurred largely outside of the
zoning districts created specifically to protect PDR
uses (in the case of the Mission, PDR-1 and PDR-
2). The only project that recorded a loss of PDR
space in a PDR protection zone during this period,
1550 Bryant, involved the legitimization of office
conversion undertaken prior to adoption of the
plan under an amnesty program that expired in
2013 (discussed in subsection 2.3.1, below). In
addition to the project at 1880 Mission, detailed
above, other completed projects in the Mission
that have converted PDR space have done so in
order to build new housing, either with a higher
percentage of inclusionary units than required

by the City's inclusionary housing ordinance or

by paying in-lieu fees, as shown in :
These projects have all been built in either the
transitional UMU district or in districts like NCT
and RH-3, which were not intended as PDR
protection areas under the Mission Area Plan.

The Planning Department has also undertaken
some legislative action to strengthen PDR zoning
and enable to location, expansion, and operation
of PDR businesses. In addition to some “clean

767,087 26% 3,465,888 38%

Mixed Use (2) 582,510 20% 3,098,198 34%

Other (3) 1,546,741 53% 2,669,555 29%

TOTAL 2,896,338 100% 9,233,641 100%

i. Districis that primarily allow PDR activities and restrict most other uzes. In Central Walerfront, Mission, @nd Shawplase Square/Patrera Hill, these disiridts indlude PDR-1 and POR-2. In
£ast SoMa and West ScMa, they are the SLI and SALI districts, rapactively.

2. Transitional districts that allow industial uses mixed with non-PDR activities such as housing, affice,ard retail, clten with additional requiremants on affordzbllity and PDR replacement

Inclices UMU In Central Waterfront, Mission, and Showplace Square/Polre

MUG, MUQ, and MUR in East SoMa; ang WIAUG and WRMUD in Westarn SoMa,

3. Varlous districts designated for non-industrial uses ke residential, nelghborosd commertial, ang the like.

Source: San Francisco Planning Depariment Land Use Dalabase, Marcn 2016

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Projects Converting PDR Space in Mission Area Plan Area, 2011-2015

l

A e e e S ERE S

108,400 0

AREA PLAN MONITORING REPORT

MISSIOR

1550 Bryant Street PDR-1-G {93,400)
1880 Mission Street NCT/UMU (63,512) 0
. Fee
2652 Harrison Street umu (7,250) 0 0 20 payment N/A
2660 Harrison Street UMU (11,423) 0 11423 3 Below N/A
¢ =l threshold
Below
3135 24th Street NCT (15,000) 0 1,360 9 threshold N/A
§ : Below
1280 Hampshire Streat RH-3 (1,060) 0 0 3 tirsehald N/A

Source: San Francisco Planning Department

Note: Only developments wilh ten or more unils are subiect 10 the City's inclusionary housing requirements,

up” language making it easier for PDR businesses
to receive permits and share retail spaces, the
Department also created a program to allow mare
office development in certain parcels as a way

to subsidize more development of PDR space.
Recognizing the financial difficulties of develop-
ing new industrial buildings in large “soft site”
lots, this program gives developers the ability to
construct office space in parcels zoned PDR-1 and
PDR-2, located north of 20th Street. The parcels
must be at least 20,000 square feet as long as
existing buildings are not developed to more than
0.3 floor-to-area (FAR) ratio. At least 33% of the
space in the new developments must be dedicated
to PDR uses. To date, only one development at
100 Hooper Street in the Showplace Square/
Potrero Hill Plan Area has taken advantage of this
program.

TARIE D9 1
LADLE £.9.9

Closed - Violation 3

Closed - No Violaticn 6
Under Review 1
Pending Review 10
TOTAL 20

Sowrce: San Frarcisco Planning Departrment

Enforcement Cases for lllegal PDR Conversions, Mission, 2015

PDR Protection Policies and Enforcement

lllegal conversions from Production, Distribution
and Repair (PDR) uses have more recently
become an issue in the Eastern Neighborhood
Plan areas that the City has sought to resolve. In
2015, the Planning Department received abqut
44 complaints of alleged violation for illegal
conversions of PDR space. Most of these cases
(42) are in the Eastern Neighborhoods, 20 of
which are in the Mission Area Plan Area. Of these
cases, six were found to not be in violation of PDR
protection rules, 11 are under or pending review,
and three have been found to be in violation. The
three cases are on Alabama Street between 16th
and Mariposa Streets on parcels zoned PDR-1-G.
Owners were issued notices of violation and office
tenants were compelled to vacate the properties,
as shown in -

6

4
23 24
42 44

-59%31-
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Most of these complaints describe large ware-
houses converting into office uses. Many of these
office tenants are hybrid uses where PDR also
takes place, but may not be the principal use of
the space. If an office use is confirmed to be in
operation, Planning encourages the company o
alter their business practice to fit within the PDR
zoning categories or vacate the property. The table
in Aznenc F shows the enforcement cases that
were closed and that were actually found to be in
violation of the code. Generally, the complaints
filed with the Planning Department are regarding
the conversion of PDR uses to office space, not
permitted within these zoning districts. However,
some complaints that are filed are either not valid,
meaning that the tenant is either a PDR complying
business or the space was legally converted to
office space, prior to the Eastern Neighborhoods
rezoning. For these enforcement cases, there

is no longer a path to legalization to office use;
additionally, many of these office conversions are
not recent, and they did not take advantage of the
Eastern Neighborhoods Legitimization Program.
The program was an amnesty program that
established a limited-time opportunity whereby
existing uses that have operated without the ben-
efit of required permits may seek those permits.
However, this program expired in 2013.

In investigating the alleged violations, the Planning
Department discovered that the building permit
histories often included interior tenant improve-
ments without Planning Department review. These
permits do not authorize a change of use to office.
To prevent future unauthorized conversion of PDR
space the Planning Department worked proactively
with the Department of Building Inspection (DBI).
Over the course of 2015, Planning worked with
DBI during project intakes to better understand

the routing criteria and how to ensure Planning
review. Both departments’ IT divisions worked
together to create a flag in the Permit Tracking
System (PTS) to alert project intake coordinators
of potential illegal conversions. This is a pilot
program that can be expanded at a later date to
include other zoning districts if necessary. Plan-
ning and DBI continue to work together to monitor
this process and plan to meet regulariy to discuss
additional steps to prevent future conversions.

SAN FRANCISCO PLARNING DEPARTMENT

Planning also works collaboratively with the
Mayor's Office of Economic Workforce and
Development (OEWD). When Planning receives
inquiries or complaints related to either vacant
spaces in PDR zones or possible unauthorized
spaces, Planning informs the property owner
about PDR complying uses and refers them to
OEWD. OEWD currently has a list of PDR comply-
ing businesses that are looking to lease spaces
within San Francisco. Additionally, a training
session for real estate brokers was conducted in
2015. The purpose of the voluntary training was
to help explain what PDR is and what resources
Planning has available for them to utilize prior to
leasing a property. The training also outlined the
enforcement process, including the process for
requesting a Letter of Determination. Future train-
ings will be held based on interest.

2.4 Employment

The Mission Area Plan Area added employment
across all land use types tracked by the Planning
Department between 2011 and 2015, following
a trend that has taken place in San Francisco and
the Bay Area. This growth in employment reflects
a rebound in the regional economy following the
“Great Recession” of the previous decade, but
also the robust growth in high technology sectors
and related industries in recent years.’ Altogether,
employment in the Mission grew from roughly
18,000 jobs in 2010 to almost 24,000 with a
related increase from 2,700 to 3,000 establish-
ments, according to the California Employment
and Development Department (EDD). The next
subsections discuss job growth in the Mission by
land use category.

The largest increase in jobs in the Mission
between 2010 and 2015 was in office occupa-
tions. According to EDD, the neighborhood
experienced an almost 70% increase in office
jobs in those 5 years. However, the number of
office establishments only increased by about
25%, indicating a shift towards office firms with a

b See annual San Frangisco Planning Department Cammerce & Industry Inventory,
2008 - 2018,

-0d$32-



Employment, Mission and San Francisco, Q2 2015

Cultural,

Institutional, 119 4%
Educational

Medical 1,223 41%
Office 511 17%
PDR / Light

Industrial 349 12%
Retail 605 20%
Visitor / o

Lodging a 0%
Other 187 6%
Total 3,004 100%

Soure. Californla Employment Devalopment Dapariment

larger number of employees or occupying formerly
vacant space. In 2015 the Mission held about
3% of all of the City's office jobs and 2% of its
establishments (see ).

As discussed above, the Mission has also emerged
as an important retail destination in San Fran-
cisco, with the restaurants, cafes, bars, and shops
in the main commercial corridors (particularly
Mission, Valencia, 16th,and 24th Streets) attract-
ing visitors from throughout the City, region, and
beyond. The number of retail jobs in the Mission
increased by 24% between 2010 and 2015 to
about 8,800 in more than 600 establishmeants.
The neighborhood represents 7% of the city’s
retail jobs and establishments.

PDR continues te play a critical role in the City's
economy, providing quality jobs to employees with
a broad range of educational backgrounds, sup-
porting local businesses up- and downstream (for
example, many of the city's top restaurants source
products from local PDR businesses), and infusing
the region with innovative products. Though the
trends in loss of PDR space have been widely
documented, the City and the Mission both added

17,454
2,409
6,344
3,723

8,802

254
39,027

MISSION AREA PLAN MONITORING REPORT

45% 2,010 3% 73,182
6% 21,833 37% 60,214
16% 15,628 27% 293,014
10% 5,280 9% 88,135
23% 8,241 14% 130,550
0% 311 1% 16,688
% 4,961 9% 6,953
100% 58,264 100% 668,736

PDR jobs since 2010. The Mission experienced a
7% increase in PDR employment (to 3,700 jobs)
between 2010 and 2015 and 9% increase in
number of firms (to 350). Within the three-digit
NAICS classifications that make up the Planning
Department’s definition of PDR, employment
increased across several occupational categories,
including “other manufacturing”, “film and sound
recording”, and “printing and publishing” occupa-
tions and decreased in “construction”, “apparel
manufacturing” and “transportation and warehous-
ing” occupations, as shown in Appendix F.

As with other occupations, these increases likely
reflect a recovery from the recession as well as the
emergence of “maker” businesses and praoduction
of customized and high-end consumer products,
such as the firm shown in . The suc-
cess of the Plan in curbing large-scale conversion
of PDR space has likely played a key role in ensur-
ing that these re-emergent industrial activities are
able to locate within San Francisco. The Mission
has roughly 4% of the PDR jobs and 7% of the
establishmenis within the City.

Over the past five years, the Mission has added
a substantial number of jobs, more than 30%

-59%33-
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FIGURE 2.4.1

Jobs by Land Use, Mission, @3 2010 and 2015
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FIGURE 2.4.2

Establishment by Land Use, Mission, @3 2010 and 2015

1,500
1,200
900
600

300

CIE MEDICAL  OFFICE

Source: California Employment Devaiopment Depanmen:

PDR

RETAIL

VISITOR

OTHER

Note: Starting in 2G13, the Bueau of Labor Statistics reclassifien In-Home Supportive Sanvices (rsughly 20,000 jobs citywits) from the Private
Household categery {classified 25 “Other™) 1o other classifications, mast of which are captured In this report under “Medical™,
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growth, even as its commercial space square foot-
age increased by a small amount (4,000 square
feet). In part, many of these new jobs are likely
located in commercial space that was vacant at
the end of the recession of the previous decade,
leading to lower vacancy rates.® Another trend
that has been underway that may explain the
gain in employment without a parallel increase

in commercial space is an overall densification

of employment (in other words, allowing more
jobs to be accommodated within a given amount
of space). With the increasing cost of land in
locations close to city centers and accessible by
transportation infrastructure (as is the case with
the Eastern Neighborhoods), real estate research-
ers have tracked an overall densification of
employment across several sectors throughout the
country? This kind of densification can be caused
by employees who work from home for some or all

6 Although data 16 show vacancy rates for the Mission Area Plan Arca ‘s not gvailabie.
commercial real estale brokerage firms like Cushman & Wakedield show that vacancy
ralis for different types of land uses decreased substantially in San Francisco botween
2011 and 2515 across dilferent seclors. See Cushman & Wakefield San Francisco Office
Snapshat Q< 2015 and Retail Snapshot G4 2015

7 See Gensier, 2013, US Workpiace Sunvay Hey Findings.

FIGURE 2.4.3
Dandelion Chocolate, 2600 16th Street

MISSION AREA PLAK MONITORING REPDRT

days of the week (and therefore may share office
space with colleagues) or firms that accommodate
more employees within a given amount of space.

4
)
5

Since the Eastern Neighborhood Area Plans were
adopted, the City has also seen sharp increases

in collections of sales and property taxes. In the
Mission, sales tax collections increased every

year from 2011 to 2014, going from $4.5 mil-
lion to $6.2 million in five years, an increase of
almost 40%. By comparison, sales tax collections
citywide increased by 26% during this period.
Property tax collection also increased substantially
in the Eastern Neighborhoods. In the Mission, the
city collected roughly $38 million in property taxes
in 2008, the year before the plan was adopted. By
2015, property taxes in the Mission increased by
56% to $59 million, as shown on ;

Phala by SF Planning, Pedro Pelerson

-63%3s-
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2011 $4,486,667

2012 $4,913,267
2013 $5,292,732
2014 $5,598,902
2015 $6,227,719
TOTAL $26,519,287

Source: San Francisco Controller’s Office.

g R 575:1‘38.021 -

9.5% $80,708,201 7.3%
1.7% $84,261,806 4.4%
5.8% $89,605,413 6.3%
11.2% $94,546,142 5.5%

$424,320,583

Property Taxes Collected in the Eastern Neighborhoods, 2008 and 2915

_Mi‘ss-iun
Central Waterfront

East SoMa

Showplace Square/Potrero Hill
Western SoMa

Total

$58,957,413

$37,908,346

$5,704,111 $10,338,391
$46,831,664 $63,172,434
$29,446,594 $47,803,586
$17,146,718 $24,348,243
$137,037,433 $204,620,067

Source: BF Assessor's Office for 2008 data (assessed values times tax rata of 1.3563%) and Tax Collectar's Office for 2015,

3. Housing

The provision of adequate housing to residents

of all incomes has long been a challenge in San
Francisco. Over the past five years, however, San
Francisca epitomized the housing affordability cri-
sis afflicting American cities and coastal communi-
ties throughout California. As discussed in the
previous section, the Bay Area, city, and Mission
neighborhood have all seen robust employment
growth since the “Great Recession” triggered by
the financial crisis in 2007. During this period,
the city has added housing units much more
slowly than new employees. As a result, a growing
and more affluent labor force has driven up the
costs of housing, making it increasingly difficult
for low and moderate income families to remain in
San Francisco.

In the past five years, the Mission has been a

focal point of struggles over housing as well as
efforts by the City to ensure that its residents can

SAN FRANCISCO PLANMING DEPARTMENT

continue to live there. One of the main goals of the
Mission Area Plan is to increase the production
of housing affordable to a wide-range of incomes.
The environmental analysis conducted for the

EN EIR estimated that between 800 and 2,000
additional units could be developed as a result

of the rezoning associated with the Mission Area
Plan.® The Plan also recognizes the value of the
existing housing stock and calls for its preserva-
tion, particularly given that much of it is under
rent control. Dwelling unit mergers are strongly
discouraged and housing demolitions are allowed
only on condition of adequate unit replacement.

8 Eastern Neighborhooos Rezoning and Area Plans Environmental Impact Report
{20G5!
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3.1 Housing Inventory and
New Housing Production

The Planning Department’s latest housing inven-
tory, using US Census and permit data, shows
that the Mission has roughly 25,000 housing
units as of the end of 2015; this represents 6.6%
of the citywide total.® shows a net
gain of approximately 564 units in the past five
years in the Mission, compared with 861 net
units added between 2006 and 2010. Of the new
units produced, 76 were conversions from non-
residential uses and the rest were completed from
new construction.

During the first two years of the reporting period,
2011 and 2012, the construction sector was still
recovering from the slow-down of the recession,
and only 47 new units were built. Between 2013
and 2015, however, the Mission added 518 new
units, or 173 units per year. This yearly average

g 2015 San Francisco Housing Inveniory.

Mission, 2011-2015

SEpttacastrat ey

2011 . -

MISSIOR AREA PLAN MOKITORING REFORT

is almost identical to the average between 2006
and 2010, when the Mission added 164 units per
year. shows the citywide figures for
comparison. Nearly 6% of the net increase in the
City's housing stock in the last five years was in
the Mission area.

shows the location of recent housing
construction. The vast majority of new units
added during the 2011-2015 reporting pericd are
located north of 16th Street and west of Mission
Street. All of the new residential development in
the sourther portion of the Mission during this
period has been in projects adding one or two net
units. Additional details about these new develop-
ment projects can be found in

14 (1) (15)
2012 47 - 11 58
2013 242 1 16 257
2014 75 1 2 76
2015 140 - 48 188
TOTAL 504 16 76 564
Scurca: San Franciseo Planring Department
Note: Includes all develonments in the Pian Arca duning reperiing period. induding those that did not receive CEQA dzarance under Easten Neighborncods EIR

New Housing Production, San Francisco, 2011-2015

2011

2012 796
2013 2,330
2014 3,455
2015 2,472
TOTAL 9,401

Source. San Francisca Planning Department

84 5

269

127 650 1,319
429 39 1,960
95 156 3,516
25 507 2,954
760 1,377 10,018
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Map A
WAP 4

New Housing Production Mission 2011-2015

O Net Units

Note: Projects that 2died 5 or more net new «
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3.2 Housing Development Pipeline

As discussed above in the Commercial Activity
chapter, the pipeline should be analyzed along
two different categories: projects that have
submitted planning and building applications
(under review) and projects that have received
entittements and are either awaiting or are under
construction. The latter (particularly those under
construction) are considered much more likely to
add residential or commercial capacity fo the city's
building stock in the short-to-medium term, while
under review projects may require clearance from
environmental review, variances to planning code
restrictions, and discretionary review. In general,
the Planning Department estimates that projects
that are currently under construction can take up
to two years to be ready for occupancy, entitled
projects can take between two and seven years,
while projects under review can take as many as
ten years, if they are indeed approved.

The pipeline for new housing development in the
Mission as of the end of 2015 is 1,855 units, of

TABLE 8.2.1

Hopsing Development Pipeline, Mission, and San Francisco, Q4 2015

Construction

200 22
Planning
Entitled e 28
Planning
Approved 14 -
Building 16
Permit Filed ) N
Building
Permit
Approved/ 158 18
Issued/
Reinstated
Under Review 1,467 43
Planning Filed 909 37
Building &
Permit Filed S8 5
Total 1,855 83

Seurce: San Frarcisco Planring Department

MISSIDN AREA PLAN MONITORING REPGRT

which 1,467 are under review. Roughly 400
units are entitled, of which half are currently
under consiruction, as shown on .

The pipeline for the Mission accounts for 9% of
the total number of projects in the City, though
only 3% of the number of units, which suggests
that new projects are of a smaller scale than hous-
ing developments in the pipeline for San Francisco
as a whole.

The current housing pipeline is much more robust
than it was at the end of 2010, shown in the
previous Monitoring Report. In that year, only
seven projects (with a total of nine units) were
under construction, 25 projects with 422 units
were entitled, and 53 projects with 585 units
were under review. As of the end of 2015, twice
as many projects were under review for more than
three times the number of units, reflecting a much
stronger market and willingness by developers to
build new housing.

shows the location of these proposed hous-
ing projects by development status. By-and-large,

17 8,816 979 232
29 31,546 6,141 353
5 27,617 12 80

5 1,529 73 36
19 2,400 5,056 237
65 21,752 1,797 708
25 17,575 1,574 206
40 4,177 223 502
111 62,114 8,917 1,293

Note: Inzludes all resigential devalopmanis in the pipaline as of Decembar 31, 2015, including those that did not {or will not} receive CEQA clearance under Eastamn Neighborhoods iR,
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MAP &

Housing Development Pipeline by Development Status, Mission, Q4 2015
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projects that are entitled and under construction
are located north of 20th Street. The sourthern
portion of the Mission Area Plan Area has a
number of proposed projects that are currently
under review, although only one project is under
constructlon at 1050 Valencia Street. #

C provides a detailed list of these housing ptpehne
projects.

3.3 Affordable Housing in the Mission

San Francisco and the Mission Area Plan Area
have a number of policies in place to facilitate the
development of affordable housing. This section
describes some of these policies and discusses
affordable housing development in the Plan Area
over the pasts five years.

EIN O3t iy
B IYWIGE,

The City of San Francisco has a number of pro-
grams to provide housing opportunities to families
whose incomes prevent them from accessing
market-rate housing. The San Francisco Housing
Authority (SFHA) maintains dozens of properties
throughout the City aimed at extremely low (30%
of AMI), very low (50% of AMI) and low (80%

of AMI) income households. Households living

in SFHA-managed properties pay no more than
30% of their income on rent, and the average
household earns roughly $15,000. Four of these
properties are located within the Eastern Neighbor-
hoods boundaries: two in the Mission and two in
Potrero Hill.

The City has also launched HOPE SF, a partner-
ship between the SFHA, the Mayor's Office of
Housing and Community Development (MOHCD),
community organizations, real estate developers,
and philanthropies to redevelop some of the

more dilapidated public housing sites into vibrant
mixed-income communities with a central goal of
keeping existing residents in their neighborhoods.
One of the Hope SF projects, Potrero Terrace/
Annex is located in the Eastern Neighborhoods
(Showplace Square/Potrero Hill). MOHCD also
maintains a number of funding programs to pro-
vide capital financing for affordable housing devel-
opments targeting households earning between 30

WISSION AREA PLAN MONITORING REPDRT

and 60% of AMI, low-income seniors, and other
special needs groups. In most cases, MOHCD
funding is leveraged to access outside sources of
funding, such as Federal Low Income Housing
Tax Credits, allocated by the State.

One of the most powerful tools to promote afford-
able housing development in San Francisco is the
inclusionary housing program specified in Section
415 of the Planning Code. This program requires
that developments of 10 or more units of market
rate housing must restrict 12% of the units to
families earning below 55% of AMI (for rental
units) or 90% of AMI (for ownership units). Devel-
opers can opt to build the units “off-site” (in a
different building), within a 1-mile radius from the
original development, as long as units are sold to
households earning less than 70% of AMI. In this
case, the requirement is increased to 20% of the
total number of units in the two projects. Proposi-
tion C, approved by San Francisco voters in June
2016, increases the minimum inclusionary hous-
ing requirement to 25% on projects larger than 25
units. The Board of Supervisors may change this
amount periocdically based on feasibility studies by
the Controller's Office. The income and rent limits
for housing units managed by the Mayors Office
of Housing are included in A; G

i1,

)-‘l‘a e

The Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning
Department, and Mayor’s Office of Housing

have recently passed or introduced legislation to
further expand the supply of affordable housing
throughout the City. The Board recently adopted
an ordinance to encourage accessory dwelling
units (ADUs) throughout the City, expanding on
previous legislation allowing such units in Supervi-
sor Districts 3 and 8. These ordinances remove
obstacles to the development of ADUs, including
density limits and parking requirements, in
order to incentivize a housing type that has been
identified as a valuable option for middle-class
households that do not require a lot of space.!?

Another policy that has the potential to add
thousands of units of affordable housing to the
city’s stock is the Affordable Housing Bonus

i0 ﬁcgr'\ann——.!.uv and Karen Chapple. “Hidden density in single-family neighboriooads:
Lackyard cortages as an ecuitabie smart gruwth strategy.” Journal of Urbanise:
Internaticnal Research on Flac ing ard Urban Sustainability 7.3 (2014): 307-329.
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Program, which is currently under review by the
City. The Board recently approved the portion of
the program that allows developers to build up

to three stories above existing height limits in
100% affordable projects. Another component

of the program that is under consideration would
allow developers in certain areas to build up to

an additional two stories of market rate housing
above what is allowed by their height limit district,
in exchange for providing additional affordable
housing, with a special focus on middle-income
households. With the exception of 100% afford-
able projects, the local Bonus Program would not
apply to parcels in the Eastern Neighborhoods,

as most do not currently have density restrictions.
The program is intended to expand housing
development options outside of the Eastern Neigh-
borhoods, where housing development has been
limited in recent decades.

In addition to the Citywide programs described
above, the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans
also placed a high priority on the production and
protection of affordable housing, and created poli-
cies to expand access to housing opportunities to
low and moderate-income families. For example,
market-rate housing developments in the Urban
Mixed Use (UMU) district are required to restrict
between 14.4 and 17.6% of their units to families
at or below 55% of AMI for rental and 90% of
AMI for ownership, depending on the amount of
“upzoning” given to the property by the Plans. If
these units are provided off-site, the requirement
ranges from 23 to 27%. In the UMU and Mission
NCT district, developers also have the option of
dedicating land to the City that can be developed
as 100% affordable projects.

Developers also have the option of paying a fee

in lieu of developing the units themselves, which
the City can use to finance the development of
100% affordable projects. Funds collected through
these “in-lieu fees” are managed by the Mayor's
Office of Housing and Community Development
and can be spent anywhere in the City. However,
75% of fees collected in the Mission NCT and
East SoMa MUR districts are required to be spent
within those districts themselves. The Plans also
require bedroom mixes in its mixed use districts to
encourage 2- and 3-bedroom units that are suit-

SAN FRAHCISCO PLARNING DEPARTMENT

able to families, including the units sold or leased
at below-market rates. Lastly, in order to reduce
the costs and incentivize housing production,

the Plans removed density controls and parking
requirements in many of its zoning districts,
particularly those well-served by public transit and
pedestrian and bike infrastructure.

3.4 New Affordable Housing Production,
2011-2015

As discussed in this report’s introduction, expand-
ing access to affordable housing opportunities was
a high priority for the communities in the Eastern
Neighborhoods during the planning process, and

it has only gained more urgency in recent years.
The Mission in particular has been a symbol of the
pressures of exploding housing costs on neighbor-
hood stability and character.

As Tzl 2.4 1 shows, 56 income-restricted
affordable units were built during the 2011-15
five-year monitoring period, compared to 446
developed over the previous five years (2006-
2010). The main difference between the two
periods is that no publicly subsidized develop-
ments were built in the Mission in the most recent
five-year stretch, while two large, fully affordable
projects were built in 2006 and 2009 (Valencia
Gardens and 601 Alabama, respectively) with a
total of 411 units.

The 56 units built between 2011 and 2015 make
up 11% of the 504 newly constructed units built
in the Mission (shown on Tailz 3.1.1), slightly
lower than the inclusionary housing minimum of
12%. The percentage is lower than the minimum
because seven projects (shown on T.:lie 3.4.3)
chose to pay a fee to the City in lieu of building
the units on-site. These fees raised $7.3 million
for the City's housing development program
managed by MOHCD. New affordable units are
estimated to cost roughly $550,000 in construc-
tion costs (not including land), towards which
MOHCD contributes about $250,000, requiring
the developer to raise the rest from Federal, State,
and other sources. Therefore, it is estimated that
the “in-lieu fees” collected in the Mission in this
period, if successfully leveraged into additional
external funding and used to build projects on

80922



publicly controlled land, could yield an additional
30 units.** Moreover, projects with fewer than 10
units are exempt from the inclusionary housing
requirement.

Out of the 56 inclusionary units, 40 were rental
units targeted to low-income households (55%
of AMI) at the 194-unit development at 1880
Mission Street. The rest were ownership units
restricted to moderate-income households (90%
AMI). An additional 20 secondary or “granny”
units, which are not restricted by income, but are

11 The ceveiopment casts of affordable housing units e rough estimates based an
recent projects that have received assistance trom MOHGD.

TABLE 3.4.1
Affordabie Housmg Productlan Mlssmn 201 1—2015

MISSION AREA PLAN MONITORING REPORT

generally considered “more affordable by design to
moderate-income households were added in the
Plan Area. - = lists the affordable housing
developments completed between 2011 and
2015,

The inclusionary housing preduction in the Mis-
sion accounts for 7% of the citywide production
(853 units, as shown in table 3.4.2 between
2011 and 2015). Because no publicly subsidized
developments were completed in this period,

the Mission only built 2% of the city's income-
restricted units (2,497) during the period.

Scurce: San Francisco Planning Department and Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development

Nole: Secarctary units are considereds "naturally affordable” and are not income restricled like unils praduced through the inclusionary Bousing pregram of thicugn public subsidies,

TABLE 3.4.2

Affordable Hnusmg Productmn, San Francnsco, 201 1—2015

- Coar e
2011
2012 377
2013 464
2014 449
2015 213
TOTAL 1,644

98 - 513
216 30 710
249 57 755
286 53 552
853 238 2,735

Scurce: San Francisco Planning Departrnent and Mayer's Offica of Housing and Community Develspman

Note: Secondary units are considered “riaturaily affordable” and are not income restricted like units zroduced through the inciusionary housing program or thiough public subsidies.
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] F
HULL

Housing

3500 19TH ST
3418 26TH ST
2652 HARRISON ST
899 VALENCIA ST
1050 VALENCIA ST
3420 18TH ST
1450 15TH ST
GRAND TOTAL

Source: Departmant of Building Inspoction

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

‘ 2012
2012
2012
2013
2013
2015
2015

-90744-

$1,119,972
$685,574
$975,504
$1,119,260
$756,939
$1,001,589
$1,654,354
$7,313,592
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New Affordable Housing, Mission, 2011-2015
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3.5 Housing Stock Preservation

A key component in promoting neighborhood
affordability and stability is to preserve the existing
stock of housing. New housing development in
San Francisco is costly and preserving homes can
prevent displacement of families and disruption in
tight-knit communities such as the Mission. The
Mission Area Plan supports the preservation of the
area's existing housing stock and prohibits resi-
dential demalition unless this project ensures suffi-
cient replacement of housing units. Restrictions on
demolitions also help fo preserve affordable and
rent-controlled housing and historic resources,

A neighborhood's housing stock can also change
without physical changes to the building structure.
Conversions of rental housing to condominiums
can turn housing that is rent controlled and
potentially accessible to those of low to moderate
income households to housing that can be cccu-
pied by a narrower set of residents, namely, those
with access to down payment funds and enough
earning power to purchase a home. Lastly, rental
units can be “lost” to evictions of various types,
from owners moving in to units formerly occupied
by tenants to the use of the Ellis Act pravisions in
which landlords can claim to be going out of the
rental business in order to force residents to vacate

AplE

2011
2012 - =) =
2013
2014
2015
TOTAL

Szurce: §an Francisco Planning Degertment

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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their homes.

One important priority of the Plan’s housing stock
preservation efforts is to maintain the existing
stock of single room occupancy (SRO) hotels,
which often serve as a relatively affordable option
for low income households. “ 1 1 includes
a list of SRO properties and number of residential
units.

The following subsections document the trends
in these various types of changes to the housing
stock in the Mission Area Plan Area and San
Francisco between 2011 and 2015 and compar-
ing the most recent five years with the preceding
5-year period.

In this most recent reporting period, 30 units
were demolished or lost through alteration in the
Mission (Taule ) or less than 3% of units
demolished citywide. In the previous reporting
period, 15 units were lost to demolition or altera-
tion. T shows San Francisco figures for
comparisen. lllegal units removed also result in
loss of housing; corrections to official records, on
the other hand, are adjustments to the housing
count.

i g 1 1
= 1 4
e - 4
- 14 16 30
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TABLE 3.5.2
Units Lost, San Francisco, 2011-2015

2010 3 22

1

2012 2 23 1
2013 70 38 2
2014 24 20 1
2015 00 12 1
TOTAL 235 115 6

Source: San Francisco Planning Depanmen)

3.5.2 Conde Conversions

Condo conversions increase San Francisco's
homeownership rate, estimated to be at about
37% in 2014. However, condo conversions also
mean a reduction in the City's rental stock. In
2014, an estimated 76% of households in the
Mission were renters. According to the American
Community Survey, there was no change in

the owner/renter split in the Mission or in San
Francisco between 2009 and 2014. Almost 8%
of San Francisco's rental units are in the Mission
as of 2014, the same figure as in 2009.%?

12 San Franoisce Neighhorhood Profites, American Comnmunity Survey 2010-2014. San
Frangisco Planning Cepartment 2016. Accerding 1o the Census, there are roughly 19,000
tenter-gocupred units in the Mission. Tne noighberhood boundaries for the Mission in the
Neighoorhood Profiles da nol maich perfectly with tha Plan Area boundaries. though they
are very closs. Therelore, these percentages should be read as approximaticns,

TABLE 3.5.3
Condo Conversion, Mission, 2011-2015

2011 23 N 55

2012 18 43
2013 17 42
2014 29 81
2015 18 63
Totals 105 284

Souice: DPW Bureau of Street Use and Mapping

MISEION AREA PLAK MONITORING REPORT

149

3 65 84

1 27 127 154
s 110 427 537
b a5 95 140
3 116 25 141
7 | 363 758 1,121

[20o 2. = shows that in the last five years,

284 umts in 105 buildings in the Mission were
converted to condominiums, compared to 307
units in 133 buildings between 2006 and 2010,
In all, approximately 0.6% of all rental units in the
Mission were converted to condominiums between
2011 and 2015. This represents 11% of all
condo conversions citywide.

12%

200 472

201 488 9% 9%
147 369 12% 11%
239 727 12% 11%
149 500 12% 13%
936 2,556 1% 11%

-9047-
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Evictions by owners that choose to move in te
their occupied rental units or use the Ellis Act
provisions to withdraw their units from the rental
market also cause changes to the housing stock.
These evictions effectively remove units from

the rental housing stock and are, in most cases,
precursors to condo conversions.

) shows that owner move-ins led to
ewcnons in 103 units (compared to 73 units
between 2006 and 2010). The annual trend
from 2011 and 2014 (between 13 and 22) was
similar to the annual evictions for the previous
5-year reporting pericd, but these types of evic-
tions surged to 35 in 2015. Similarly, Ellis Act
withdrawals led to 113 evictions during the most
recent reporting period (compared to 71 in the

TABLE 3.5.4

Evnctlons M|ssmn 2011—2015

previous period). Owner move-in evictions in the
Mission accounted for 8% of the citywide total
while the Plan Area accounted for 18% of Ellis
Act evictions in San Francisco between 2011
and 2015.

During these five years, an estimated 1% of rental
units in the Mission experienced owner move-in
and Ellis Act evictions. However, this number
may not capture buy-outs or evictions carried out
illegally without noticing the San Francisco Rent
Board Other types of evictions, also tabulated in

> 1, include evictions due to breach of
rental contracts or non-payment of rent; this could
also include evictions to perform capital improve-
ments or substantial rehabilitation.

‘;i.v!?n S
123 54 1102 11% 7% 6%
2012 19 23 74 172 99 1343 11% 23% 6%
2013 22 51 95 275 229 1368 8% 22% 7%
2014 14 16 120 315 101 1550 4% 16% 8%
2015 35 19 100 425 142 1518 8% 13% 7%
Totals 103 113 453 1310 625 6,881 8% 18% 7%

Sourcn: San Fiancisco Renl Beard

Note: Evictions classified under "Other” include “at taull”™ avictions such as breach of contrast or filure to pay rent.

SAN FRANCISCD PLANNING DEPARTMERT
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3.6 Jobs Housing Linkage Program (JHLP)

Prompted by the Downtown Plan in 1985, the
City determined that large office development, by
increasing employment, attracts new residents
and therefore increases demand for housing. In
response, the Office of Affordable Housing Produc-
tion Program (OAHPP) was established in 1985 to
require large office developments to contribute fo a
fund to increase the amount of affordable housing.
In 2001, the OAHPP was re-named the Jobs-
Housing Linkage Program (JHLP) and revised to
require all commercial projects with a net addition
of 25,000 gross square feet or more to contribute
to the fund. Between fiscal year 2011-12 and
2015-16, commercial developments in the Mis-
sion Area Plan Area generated roughly $900,000
to be used for affordable housing development by
the city.

TABLE 3.6
Jobs Housing Linkage Fees Collected, Mission,
FY 2011/12-2015/16

2011-12 e

2012-13 $893,542
2013-14 $-
2014-15 $6,205
2015-16 -

Total $899,747

*Department of Building Inspection as of 6/1/16

TABLE 4.1.1
Commute Mode Split, Mission and San Francisco
I - RS

iR

Car 9,057

29%

Drove Alone 7.809 25%
Carpooled 1,248 %
Transit 12,942 41%
Bike 2,852 9%
Walk 3,632 11%
Other 844 3%
Worked at Home 2,410 8%
Total 31,637 100%

Source: 2014 American Community Survey 5-year estimate

CCITN AT A Bl AR MAKITARING SESART
MISSION AREA PLAN MOKITORING REPORT

4., Accessibility and Transportation

The Mission Area Plan Area is characterized by

a mulfitude of mobility options and its residents
access employment and other destinations
through a variety of transport modes. A much
lower share of commuters in the Mission travel to
work by car than the rest of San Francisco (29%
to 44%, respectively), a comparison that is true
for people who drive alone as well as those who
carpool. As shows, the most widely
used commute mode in the Mission is public tran-
sit, which is used by 41% of residents (compared
to 33% citywide), and other alternative commute
modes also play an important role, including bik-
ing at 9% (more than twice the citywide share),
walking at 11%, and working at home at 8%.

in order to maintain this characteristic and move
towards lower dependency on private automobiles,
the Mission Area Plan’s objectives related to
transportation all favor continued investments

in public transit and improving pedestrian and
bicycle infrastructure rather than facilitating auto
ownership, circulation, and parking.

199,470

165,151 36% 5%
34,319 % 4%

150,222 33% 9%
17,356 4% 16%
46,810 10% 8%
10,579 Yo 8%
32,233 7% 7%

456,670 100% 7%

-9d74o-
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4.1 Eastern Neighborhoods TRIPS Program

The Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation
Implementation Planning Study (EN TRIPS)
Report assessed the overall transportation needs
for the Eastern Neighborhoods and proposed a set
of discreet projects that could best address these
needs in the most efficient and cost beneficial
manner. EN Trips identified three major projects
for prioritization:

(1) Complete streets treatment for a Howard
Street / Folsom Street couplet running
between 5nd and 11th Street

(2) Compiete streets and transit prioritization
improvements for a 7th Street and 8th
Street couplet running between Market and
Harrison Street in East Soma

(3) Complete streets and transit prioritization
improvements for 16th Street (22-Fillmore)
running between Church Street and 7th
Street.

Other broader improvements were also discussed
including street grid and connectivity improve-
ments through the northeast Mission and
Showplace Square, bicycle route improvements
throughout particularly along 17th Street, and
mid-block signalizations and crossings in South
of Market.

4.2 Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements

The Mission Area Plan calls for the creation of a
network of “Green Connector” streets with wider
sidewalks and landscaping improvements that
connects open spaces and improves area walk-
ability. The Plan proposes improvements in the
vicinity of 16th Street, in the center of the Mission
around 20th Street and through the southern part
of the Mission including Cesar Chavez Street.
Additionally north-south connections are suggested
for Potrero Avenue and Folsom Streets. Numerous
pedestrian improvements have also been proposed
in the Mission Public Realm Plan.

The Mission District Streetscape Plan furthered the
Mission Area Plan and EN Implementation Docu-

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

ment by identifying general district-wide strategies
for improving streets and by providing conceptual
designs for 28 discreet projects. The Plan looked
to create identifiable plazas and gateways,
improve aliey and small streets, provide traffic
calming in the predominately residential neighbor-
hoods, re-envision the Districts throughways, and
mixed-use (i.e. light industrial) streets; and further
enliven the commercial corridors at key locations.
Several of the Mission District Streetscape Plan
projects have been implemented including, but not
limited to, the Mission District Folsom Street road
diet improvements, Bryant Street streetscaping,
and the Bartlett Street Streetscape Improvement
Project.

In January 2011, San Francisco's Better

Streets Plan, adopted by the Board of Supervi-
sors in December 2010, went into effect. The
plan contains design guidelines for pedestrian

and streetscape improvements and describes
streetscape requirements for new development.
Major themes and ideas include distinctive,
unified streetscape design, space for public life,
enhanced pedestrian safety, universal design and
accessibility, and creative use of parking lanes.
The Better Streets Plan only describes a vision for
ideal streets and seeks to balance the needs of all
street users and street types. Detailed implementa-
tion strategies will be developed in the future.

in 2014, San Francisco adopted Vision Zero, a
commitment to eliminating traffic-related fatalities
by 2024. The City has identified capital projects to
improve street safety, which will build on existing
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit-rider safety pro-
grams. The first round will include 245 projects,
including several in the Mission, shown on Tabie
<.7.1. Pedestrian safety improvements such as
new crosswalks and "daylighting” (increasing
the visibility of pedestrian crossings) will be
constructed along Mission Street between 18th
and 23rd Streets. Additionally, a variety of mul-
timodal improvements, such as daylighting and
vehicle turn restriction, are being implemented
at the intersection of Valencia Street and Duboce
Avenue. A new traffic signal has also recently
been installed at the intersection of 16th and
Capp Streets.

-96180-



Lastly, the southwest Bart plaza was reconstructed
in 2014 to emphasize flexible open space over the
previous cluttered configuration; elements include
removed fencing, new paving, landscaping and
street furniture.

16th Street at Capp
Street — New Traffic
Signal

Winter 2013/2014

Cesar Chavez SR2S

Project Spring 2014

Valencia St./Dubcce
Ave Multimodal
improvements

11th St./13th St/
Bryant St. Bicycle
and Pedestrian Spot
Improvements

Winter 2014/2015

Winter 2014/2015

Potrero Ave., from
Division to Cesar
Chavez Streetscape
Project

Winter 2014/2015

Mission Street,
from 18th to
23rd (Pedestrian
Safety Intersection
Improvements}

Winter 2014/2015

Pedestrian
Countdown Signal
{3 Signals)

Spring 2015

Saurce: San Francisen Municipal Transportation Agency

5. Community Improvements

The Eastern Neighborhoods Plan included Public
Benefits a framework for delivering infrastructure
and other public benefits. The public benefits
framework was described in the Eastern Neighbor-
hoods “Implementation Document”, which was
provided to the public, the Planning Commission,
and the Board of Supervisors at the time of the
original Eastern Neighborhoods approvals. This
Implementation Document described infrastructure
and other public benefits needed to keep up

with development, established key funding
mechanisms for the infrastructure, and provided

a broader strategy for funding and maintaining
newly needed infrastructure. Below is a descrip-

Falt 2016

Winter 2016/17

Summer 2015

Fall 2015

Winter 2017/18

Summer 2015

Winter 2016/17

MISSION AREA PLAN MONITORING REPORT

Complete $350,000

Design $385,000

Design $5,000,000

Design $150,000

Design $4,100,000

Design $86,000

Cesign $417,000

tion of how the public benefit policies were origi-
nally derived and expected to be updated.
shows the location of community improvements
underway or completed in the Mission Area Plan
Area between 2011 and 2015.

-889%51-
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Community Improvements in the Mission, 2011-2015

Eagle Plaza (In-Kind)

N
L 11 g il
et "'%,&m_

Franklin Square Par-Course

17th and Folsom Park Potrera Avenue Streetscape

“%.. Mission Recreation Genter

Jose Coronado Playaround |

Bartlett Street Pedestrian Improvements /
Mission Mercado

Garfield Square Aquatic Center -

Juri Commons

Project Status Project Size
7N
. CamEE 5%% ) Major
Construction / 7N

Near Construction Community

: Planned
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5.1 Need, Nexus and Feasibility

To determine how much additional infrastructure
and services would be required to serve new
development, the Planning Department conducted
a needs assessment that looked at recreation

and open space facilities and maintenance,
schools, community facilities including child care,
neighborhood serving businesses, and affordable
housing.

A significant part of the Eastern Neighborhoods
Plans was the establishment of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Community Impact Fee and

Fund. Nexus Studies were conducted as part

of the original Eastern Neighborhoods effort,

and then again as pan of a Citywide Nexus and
Levels-of-Service study described below. Both
studies translated need created by development
into an infrastructure cost per square foot of new
development. This cost per square foot determines
the maximum development impact fee that can
be legally charged. After establishing the absolute
maximum fee that can be charged legally, the
City then tests what maximum fee can be charged
without making development infeasible. In most
instances, fees are ultimately established at lower
than the legally justified amount determined by
the nexus. Because fees are usually set lower than
what could be legally justified, it is understood
that impact fees cannot address all needs created
by new development.

Need for transportation was studied separately
under EN Trips and then later under the Transpor-
tation Sustainability Program. Each infrastructure
or service need was analyzed by studying the
General Plan, departmental databases, and facility
plans, and with consultation of City agencies
charged with providing the infrastructure or need.
As part of a required periodic update, in 2015, the
Planning Department published a Citywide Needs
Assessment that created levels-of-service metrics
for new parks and open space, rehabilitated parks
and open space, child care, bicycle facilities, and
pedestrian facilities (“San Francisco Infrastructure
Level of Service Analysis”).

Separate from the Citywide Nexus published in
2015, MTA and the Planning Department also

MISSION AREA PLAN MONITDRING REPORT | 2016

produced a Needs Assessment and Nexus Study
to analyze the need for additional transit services,
along with complete streets. This effort was to
provide justification for instituting a new Trans-
portation Sustainability Fee (TSF) to replace the
existing Transit Development Impact Fee (TDIF).
In the analysis, the derived need for transit from
new development is described providing the same
amount transit service (measured by transit service
hours) relative to amount of demand (measured
by number of auto plus transit trips).

Between the original Needs Assessment, and the
Level-of-Service Analysis, and the TSF Study the
City has established metrics that establish what

is needed to maintain acceptabie infrastructure
and services in the Eastern Neighborhoods and
throughout the City. These metrics of facilities and
service needs are included in Appcidic f

5.2 Recreation, Parks, and Open Space

The Mission Area Plan also calls for the provision
of new recreation and park facilities and main-
tenance of existing resources. Some portions of
the Mission historically have been predominantly
industrial, and not within walking distance of

an existing park and many areas lack adequate
places to recreate and relax. Moreover, the Mis-
sion has a concentration of family households with
children (27% of Mission households), which is
higher than most neighborhoods in the city. Spe-
cifically, the Pian identifies a need for 4.3 acres

of new open space to serve both existing and new
residents, workers and visitors. The Plan proposes
to provide this new open space by creating at least
one substantial new park in the Mission.

A parcel at 2080 Folsom Street (at 17th Street)
owned by the San Francisco Public Utilities Com-
mission was identified as a suitable site for a new
park in an underserved area of the Mission. After
a series of community meetings in 2010, three
design alternatives were merged into one design.
The new Q.8 acre park, shown in figure 5.2.1,
will include a children’s play area, demonstration
garden, outdoor amphitheater and seating, among
other amenities. The project is under construction
and is expected to be completed by winter 2017.

-36933-

39



40

FIGURE 5.2.1

Rendering of Park at 17th and Folsom Streets and Adjacent New Housing Development

Seurce: San Francisce Recreation & Parks.

Another facility planned for the Plan Area, still

in conceptual phase, is the Mission Recreation
Center. Located on a through block facing both
Harrison Street and Treat Avenue between 20th
and 21st Street, the facility includes an interior
gymnasium and fitness center, along with an out-
door playground located in an interior courtyard.
Recreation and Park staff is planning for a major
renovation and reconfiguration of the facility that
could include relocating the play equipment so
that it is visible from the public right-of-way and
adding additional courts to the building.

Lastly, Garfield Pool is scheduled to be rehahili-

tated through the 2012 Park Bond. Recreation
and Park staff plan to further enhance the facility

SAN FRANGISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

to a higher capacity Aquatics Center, which,
besides refurbishing the pool, would also include
adding amenities such a multi-purpose room

and a slide. Other possible improvements could
include a redesign of the pool structure. Design for
the pool rehabilitation is expected to be complete
by late 2016 with construction bid award and the
construction planned fo begin in 2G17.

5.3 Community Facilities and Services

As a significant amount of new housing develop-
ment is expected in the Mission, new residents
will increase the need to add new community
facilities and to maintain and expand existing
ones. Community facilities can include any type
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of service needed to meet the day-to-day needs
of residents. These facilities include libraries,
parks and open space, schools and child care.
Community based organizations also provide
many services to area residents including health,
human services, and cultural centers. Section 5.3
describes efforts to increase and improve the sup-
ply of recreation and park space in the Mission.
Section 6, below, discusses the process of imple-
mentation of the community benefits program,
including the collection and management of the
impact fees program.

Fap & shows existing community facilities in the
Mission. Community based organizations currently
provide a wide range of services at over 50 sites
throughout the Mission, ranging from clinics

and legal aid, to job and language skills training
centers and immigration assistance. Cultural and
arts centers are also prominent in the Mission.

-9613s-
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MAE 8
Community Facilities in the Mission

© Hospitals © Schoals
© Libraries © Fire Stations
@ Community Based Organizations @ Churches

O Chilg CareFacilites
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5.4 Historic Preservation

A number of Planning Code amendments have
been implemented in support of the Historic
Preservation Policies within the Eastern Neighbor-
hoods Plan Areas. These sections of the Planning
Code provide for flexibility in permitted uses, thus
encouraging the preservation and adaptive reuse
of historic resources. The most effective incentive
to date is the application of Section 803.9 of

the Planning Code within the East and Western
SoMa Plan Areas. Approximately 10 historic
properties have agreed to on-going maintenance
and rehabilitation plans in order to preserve these
significant buildings.

[ | /~ ol E v b D amaboniny B o
£ 1 Commercial Usas in Certain Mixed-L e

Districts

Within Certain Mixed-Use Districts, the Planning
Code principally or conditionally permits various
commercial uses that otherwise are not be permit-
ted. The approval path for these commercial uses
varies depending on the (1) zoning district, (2)
historic status, and (3) proposed use. The table in
Apriendix K shows Planning Code Section 803.9.
Depending on the proposed use, approval may be
received from either the Zoning Administrator (ZA)
or with Conditional Use Authorization from the
Planning Commission. Depending on the zoning
district, the historic status may either be: Article
10 Landmark (A10}, Contributing Resources to
Article 10 Landmark Districts (A10D), Article

11 Category I, U, lll and IV (A11), Listed in or
determined eligible for National Register (NR),

or Listed in or determined eligible for California
Register (CR).

For use of this Planning Code section, the Historic
Preservation Commission must provide a recom-
mendation on whether the proposed use would
enhance the feasibility of preserving the historic
property. Economic feasibility is not a factor in
determining application of the code provision.
The incentive acknowledges that older buildings
generally require more upkeep due to their age,
antiquated building systems, and require interven-
tion to adapt to contemporary uses. The property
owner commits to preserving and maintaining the

building, restoring deteriorated or missing features,

KSSION AREA PLAN MONITORING REPORT !

providing educational opportunities for the public
regarding the history of the building and the dis-
trict, and the like. As a result the owner is granted
flexibility in the use of the property.

Department staff, along with advice from the
Historic Preservation Commission, considers

the overall historic preservation public benefit in
preserving the subject property. Whether the reha-
bilitation and maintenance plan will enhance the
feasibility of preserving the building is determined
on a case-by-case basis. Typically, the Historic
Preservation Maintenance Plan (HPMP) from the
Project Sponsor will outline a short- and long-term
maintenance and repair program. These plans
vary in content based on the character-defining
features of the property and its overall condition.
Maintenance and repair programs may include
elements, like a window rehabilitation program,
sign program, interpretative exhibit, among others.

5.5 Neighborhood Serving Establishments

Neighborhood serving businesses represent a
diversity of activities beyond typical land use
categories such as retail. This section defines
neighborhood serving as those activities of an
everyday nature assocuated with a high “purchase
frequency (see ~;:penchix L for a list of business
categories used). Grocery stores, auto shops

and gasoline stations, banks and schools which
frequently host other activities, among many other
uses, can be considered “neighborhood serving.”

”

By this definition, the Mission is home to almost
600 neighborhood serving businesses and estab-
lishments employing over 8,000 people. Although
these tend to be smaller businesses frequented

by local residents and workers, some also serve

a larger market (such as popular restaurants). As
shown in Table 4.5.1, the top 10 neighborhood
serving establishments in the Mission include
eating places (full- and limited-service restaurants,
bakeries, etc.), schools, grocery stores, bars, and
pharmacies. These businesses are typically along
the Mission, Valencia, and 24th Street neighbor-
hood commercial districts, as shown on Magp S.

-86957-
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TABLE &.5.
Neighborhood Serving Establishments, Mission

Snack and Nenalcoholic Beverage Bars

Limited-Service Restaurants

Supermarkets and Other Grocery (except Convenience) Stores 35 521
Elementary and Secondary Schools 20 516
Drinking Places (Alcoholic Beverages) . 36 388
Electronics Stores - 13 246
Retail Bakeries 12 143
Commercial Banking 7 139
Pharmacies and Drug Stores 10 129
Sporting Goods Stores 7 125
Junior Colleges 2 110
Used Merchandise Stares 6 96
All Other Specialty Food Stores 3 87
Fitness and Recreational Sports Centers 5 85
Discount Department Stores 1 76"
Civic and Social Organizations 9 64
Drycleaning 2nd Laundry Services (except Coin-Operated) 7 61
General Automotive Repair 20 57
Pet Care (except Veterinary) Services 10 52
Women's Clothing Stores 9 50
Nail Salons 8 48
Office Supplies 2nd Stationery Stores 2 48
Child Day Care Services 10 47
Shoe Stores 5 41
Savings Institutions 4 40
Book Stores 5 39
Men's Clothing Stores 6 38
All Other General Merchandise Stores 6 38
Religious Organizations <] 34
Family Clothing Stores 3 34
Beauty Salons 9 34
Pet and Pet Supplies Stores 3 32
Barber Shops 1 30
Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores 3 28
Clothing Accessories Stores 5 26
Meat Markets i 6 24
Beer, Wine, a“ﬁd Liquor Stores 767 20
Sewing, Nééd!“éwurk, and Piece Goods étores 27 19
Fruit and Vegetable Markets 4 12

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Cosmetics, Beauty Supplies, ad Perfume Sto

Food (Health) Supplement Stores 1 i 9
Ofﬁer Automotive M-tacﬁa;-nfcal and Electrical Repair and Maintenance 3“_ 9
Convenience Stores - 4 . 8
Hobby, Toy, and Game Stares 1 ‘ 8 '
Other Clothing Stores 3_ 8
Coin-Operated LaundnTes and Drycleaners 3 6
Cafeterias, Grill Buffets, and Buffets : 1 L
Video Tape and Disc Rental 5 2
Other Personal and Household Goods Repair and Maintenance 2- 2
Automotive Transmission Repair 1 1
Libraries and Archives 1 - 1
TOTAL ’ 578 8,018

Source: Calitnia Employment Davelopment Depatment
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MAP 9

Neighborhood Serving Businesses in the Mission

® © 0O © © 0 @

311 - Food Manufacturing

443 - Electronics and Appliance
445 - Food and Beverage

446 - Health and Personal Care
447 - Gas Stations

448 - Clothing and Accessories

451 - Sporting gocds, Habby,
Musical Instrument and Books

452 - General Merchandise
453 - Miscellaneous

518 - Other Information

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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522 - Credit Intermediation

532 - Rental and Leasing Services

611 - Educational Services

624 - Social Assistance

713 - Amusement, Gambling and Recreation
722 - Food Services and Drinking Places
811 - Repair and Maintenance

812 - Personal and Laundry Services

813 - Religious and Civic Organizations

Note: Rased on 3-igit NAICS code accupation

-3618o-



6. Implementation of Proposed
Programming

Along with establishing fees, and providing a
programmatic framework of projects, the EN
approvals included amendments to the City’s
Administrative Code establishing a process to
choose infrastructure projects for implementation
on an ongoing basis.

6.1 Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens
Advisory Committee

The Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory
Committee (EN CAC) started meeting on a
monthly basis in October 2009. The CAC is
comprised of 19 members of the public appointed
by the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor. The
CAC focuses on implementation of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Implementation Program and
priority projects. Together with the IPIC, discussed
below, the CAC determine how revenue from
impact fees are spent. The CAC also plays a key
role in reviewing and advising on the Five-Year
Monitoring Reports.

TABLE 6.2.1
Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees per Square Foot, 2009 and 2016

$8.00

Tier 2 $12.00
Tier 3 $16.00

MISSION AREA PLAN MOKITORING REPORT

The EN CAC has held monthly public meetings
since QOctober, 2009. For more information on the
EN CAC, go to http:/fencac.sfplanning.org.

6.2 Eastern Neighborhoods Community
Facilities and Infrastructure Fee and Fund

The Eastern Neighborhoods Community Facilities
and Infrastructure Fee includes three tiers of
fees that are based on the amount of additional
development enabled by the 2009 Eastern
Neighborhoods rezoning. In general, Tier 1 fees
are charged in areas where new zoning provided
less than 10 feet of additional height. Tier 2 fees
are for those areas that included between 10
and 20 feet of additicnal height, and Tier 3 fees
are for areas that included for 20 feet or more of
additional height. Fees are adjusted every year
based an inflation of construction costs.

Below is a chart of the original fees (2009) and
the fees as they exist today.

$6.00 $7.65

© $10.19
$10.00 $15.29 $12.74
$14.00 $20.39 $17.84

Source: San Francisco Planning Department

The fees established above are oroportionally divided into five funding categories as determined by the needs assessment, nexus studies,
and feasibilities studies, including housing, transportation/transit, complete streets, recreation and open space, and child care. In the
Mission District NCT and MUR (Mixed-Use Residential) Districts, 75% of fees collected from residential development is set aside for

affordable housing for the two respective Plan Areas. The first $10,000,000 collected are targeted to affcrdable housing preservation and

rehabilitation. To date, the City has caollected more than $48 million in impact fees, as shown on

-05161-

i 2018

47



48

TABLE 6.2.2
Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees
Collected to Date

0,000

HOUSING $4,
TRANSPORTATION /

it $16,940,000
COMPLETE STREETS $6,730,000
RECREATION AND

OPEN SPACE $17,520,000
CHILDCARE $2,420,000
Total $48,350,000

Saurce: San Francisce Planning Departrnent

Note: Amount coliecled inciudes in-kind improvements,

Over the 2016-2020 period, the City is projected
to collect $145 million from the Eastern Neighbor-
hoods impact fee program, as shown on |

TABLE 6.2.3
Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees
Projected, 2016-2020

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
Total $145,098,000

As shown in Taiic , approximately $5.4 mil-

lion have been collected from 58 projects in the
Mission Area Plan Area to date. Overall, roughly
$48.4 million has been collected in all of the
Eastern Neighborhoods, including Western SoMa.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees
Collected, 2011-2015

Mission $5,357,000 58
East SoMa $14,635,000 35
Western SoMa $6,940,000 15
Central .

Waterfrant $10,034,000 19
Showplace/

Potrera $11,384,000 23
TOTAL $48,350,000 150

6.3 IPIC Process

The Infrastructure Plan Implementation Committee
was established in Administrative Code Chapter
36, Section 36.3; the IPIC's purpose is to bring
together City agencies to collectively implement
the community improvement plans for specific
areas of the City including the Eastern Neighbor-
hood Plan Areas. The IPIC is instrumental in
creating a yearly expenditure plan for impact

fee revenue and in creating a bi-annual “mini”
Capital Plan for the Eastern Neighborhoods. The
annual Expenditure Plan is specific to projects
that are funded by impact fees. The bi-annual
Eastern Neighborhoods Capital Plan also includes
infrastructure projects that are funded by other
sources, and projects where funding has not been
identified.

6.4 Eastern Neighborhood MOU

In 2009, the Planning Department entered into
a Memorandum of Understanding with SF Public
Works, SFMTA, Rec and Park, and MOHCD to
assure commitment fo implementing the EN
Plans. A key component of the agreement was
the establishment of a list of priority projects:

» Folsom Street

» 16th Street

» Townsend Street

» Pedestrian Crossing at Manalo Draves Park
» 17th and Folsom Street Park

» Showplace Square Open Space

G#Héo-



6.5 First Source Hiring

The First Source Hiring Program was first adopted
in 1998 and modified in 2006. The intent

of First Source is to connect low-income San
Francisco residents with entry-level jobs that are
generated by the City’s investment in contracts or
public works; or by business activity that requires
approval by the City's Planning Department or
permits by the Department of Building Inspection.
CityBuild works in partnership with Planning
Department and DBI to coordinate execution of
First Source Affidavits and MOUSs.

CityBuild is a program of the Office of Economic
and Workforce Development and is the First
Source Hiring Administrator. In accordance to
Chapter 83: First Source Hiring Program, develop-
ers must submit a First Source Affidavit to the
Planning Department prior fo planning approval.
In order to receive construction permit from DB,
developers must enter into a First Source Hiring
MOU with CityBuild. Developers and contraciors
agree to work in good faith to employ 50% of its
entry-level new hiring opportunities through the
CityBuild First Source Hiring process.

Projects that qualify under First Source include:

» any activity that requires discretionary action
by the City Planning Commission related to a
commercial activity over 25,000 square feet
including conditional use authorization;

» any building permit applications for a residen-
tial project over 10 units;

» City issued public construction contracts in
excess of $350,000;

» City contracts for goods and services in excess
of $50,000;

» leases of City property;

» grants and loans issued by City departments in
excess of $50,000.

Since 2011 CityBuild has managed 442 place-
ments in 72 First Source private projects in the
three zip codes encompassing the Eastern Neigh-
borhoods Plan Areas (94107, 94110, 94103),
not including projects in Mission Bay, approved
under the former Redevelopment Agency. They
have also placed 771 residents from the three-zip
code area in projects throughout the city.

KISSION AREA PLAN MOKITGRING REPORY | 2016

In 2011, the City also implemented a first of

its kind, the Local Hire Policy for Construction
on publicly funded construction projects. This
policy sets forth a mandatory hiring requirement
of local residents per trade for construction work
hours. This policy superseded the First Source
Hiring Program on public construction contracts.
Since 2011, a cumulative 37% of the overall 6.2
million work hours have been worked by local
residents and 58% of 840,000 apprentice work
hours performed by local residents.

7. Ongoing Planning Efforts

As this report has shown, market pressures and
evictions affecting the neighborhood intensified in
the Mission District over the six years that followed
the adoption of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area
Plans and the recovery from the Great Recession.
This has necessitated a focused effort to help
protect and alleviate the impact on those most
affected by the affordability crisis. As a result,

the Mission Action Plan 2020 (MAP2020) was
launched in early 2015 to take a closer look at the
pressures affecting the neighborhood and generate
a set of solutions for implementation 1o help stabi-
lize housing, arts, nonprofits, and businesses.

MAP2020 will also set targets and define solu-
tions for neighborhoad sustainability for 2020
and beyond. The solutions may encompass land
use and zoning, financing, and identification

of opportunity sites and programs; monitoring
mechanisms will also be put into place. This first
phase of MAP 2020 - solutions development

- will be completed by end of Summer 2016.
Implementation of certain measures is already
underway, with additional implementation {writing
legislation, launching new studies, ramping up
programs, etc.) scheduled to commence this fiscal
year (FY2016) now that a MAP2020 budget has
been approved by the Mayor and the Board.

To date, the MAP 2020 collaboration includes a
broad range of non-profit and advocacy groups
as well as public agencies including the Dolores
Street Community (DSCS), the Cultural Action
Network {(CAN), the Mission Economic Develop-
ment Agency (MEDA), Calle 24, Pacific Felt
Factory, members of the Plaza 16 coalition, the

-38163-
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Planning Department, the Mayor's Office of Hous-
ing and Community Development (MOHCD), the
Office and Economic and Workforce Development
(OEWD), the Health Services Agency (HSA),
Department of Building Inspection (DBI), and the
Fire Department. The Mayor's Office and District
Supervisor Campos have also supported this effort.

These stakeholders are collaborating through
working groups co-led by a both City and com-
munity leads. A robust community outreach

and engagement process has incorporated

focus groups and individual presentations to
organizations and coalitions such as: tenants’
rights organizations, SRO tenants, Mission Girls,
PODER, United to Save the Mission, real estate
developers, SPUR, San Francisco Housing Action
Coalition (SFHAC), San Francisco Bay Area Rent-
ers Federation (SFBARF), and others, with the
goal of informing and including relevant stakehold-
ers affected by and/or responsible for potential
solutions.

Topic-specific working groups have collectively
drafted short, medium, and long term strategies,
including tenant protections and housing access,
housing preservation, housing production, eco-
nomic development, community planning, SRO
acquisition and/or master leasing, and homeless-
ness. The Plan will be presented to the Planning
Commission, for endorsement in early Fall 2016.

50 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

-38184-



Mayor
Edwin M. Lee

Board of Supervisors

London Breed, President
Eric Mar

Mark Farrell
Aaron Peskin
Katy Tang
Jane Kim
Norman Yee
Scott Wiener
David Campos
Malia Cohen
John Avalos

Planning Commission

Rodney Fong, President

Dennis Richards, Vice President

Michaet Antonini
Rich Hillis

Christine D. Johnson
Kathrin Moore
Cindy Wu

PIEHHIHE

John Rahaim, Director of Planning

Gil Keltey, Director of Citywide Planning

Teresa Ojeda, Manager, Information & Analysis Group
Pedro Peterson, Project Manager/Planner

Paula Chiu, Planner

Audrey Harris, Planner

Adrienne Hyder, Graphic Design/Cartography

Paolo lkezoe, Planner

Mathew Snyder, Planner

Michael Webster, Carfography

Citizens Advisory Committee of the
Eastern Neighborhoods Plan

Current Members:

Chris Block, Walker Bass, Chirag Bhakta, Joe Boss,
Don Bragg, Marcia Contreras, John Elberling,

Keith Goldstein, Oscar Grande, Bruce Kin Huie,
Henry Kamilowitz, Toby Levy, Robert Lopez,
Fernando Marti, Dan Murphy, Kristian Ongoco,
Abbie Wertheim

Previous Mernbers:
Alisa Shen, Arthur Reis, Maureen Sedonaen, Kate Soiis,
Cyndy Comerford, Julie Leadbetter

The Planning Departiment would also like to acknowledge the efforts of community
organizations and the thousands of community members who have worked with us
over the years to develop the Eastern Neighborhioods Community Plans.

For Information on the Eastern Neighhorhoods Area Plans, visit:

hitp:/feasternneighborhgods sfplanning.org

-06185-



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE: 5 April 2016 — Corrected 11 April 2016
TO: Honorable Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors

FROM: John Rahaim
Director of Planning

RE: HOUSING BALANCE REPORT No. 3

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 meeting 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 commence 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, 23% 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 to 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.

It 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

Memo
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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; c) 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 loss 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; f) 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
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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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 Housing 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 Ordinance. Additional
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
(Q4).

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.

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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Expanded Cumulative Housing Balances for 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
Affordable Removed Entitled Total Net Total Housin
Bos Districts Ho; - from | Affordable | New Units | Entitled Ba,ancz
ot E | protected | units Bullt Units
Status Permitted
BoS District 1 172 (439) 4 374 98 -55.7%
BoS District 2 6 (353) 40 350 605 | -32.1%
BoS District 3 224 {430) 14 1,207 221 | -13.4%
BoS District 4 10 (395) 1 103 88 | -201.0%
BoS District 5 589 (402) 217 1,230 730 ] 20.6%
BoS District 6 3,116 (190) 602 13,921 5,564 18.1%
B80S District 7 96 {200) - 384 160 | -19.1%
B80S District 8 313 (616) 170 1,078 626 -7.8%
BoS District 9 226 (568) 20| 342 255| -23.0%
BoS District 10 758 {215) 442 2,631 2,676 18.6%
BoS District 11 22 (310) 26 111 117 | -114.9%
TOTALS 5,532 (4,118) 1,536 22,531 11,140 8.8%
SAN FRANCISCO 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

-68189-



Table 1B
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2006 Q1 - 2015 Q4
Net New Units Total
o Affordable Acquisitions Removed | Entitled | Total Net Total Housing
BoS Districts Housing & Rehabs | RAD Program from Afforc.lab!e New Units Entit_led Balance
Built Completed Protected Units Built Units
Status Permitted
BosS 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%
B80S District 7 96 - 110 (200) - 384 160 1.1%
BoS District 8 313 - 132 (616) 170 1,078 626 -0.1%
BoS District 9 226 319 118 (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) 1,536 22,531 11,140 | 17.8%

PROJECTED HOUSING BALANCE

Table 2 below summarizes residential projects that have received entitlements from the Planning

Commission or the Planning Department but have not yet received a site or building permit.

Overall 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.

In addition, three entitled major development projects — Treasure Island, ParkMerced, and
Hunters Point — are not included 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.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

-68¢%0-




Table 2
Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2015 Q4
o Very Low Low Total Net New Total Affordable
BoS District income Income Moderate | Middle ¥BD Affordabie Units Unitsas % of
Units Net New Units
BoS District 1 - - - - - - 14 0.0%
Bo5 District 2 - - - - - - 46 0.0%
BoS District 3 - - - 16 16 301 5.3%
BoS District 4 - - - - 2 0.0%
BoS District 5 - - - - 5 S 58 8.5%
BoS District 6 439 74 129 29 25 6386 3,320 21.0%
B0S District7 - - - - - - 147 0.0%
BoS District 8 - - 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 29 214 898 5,906 15.2%

CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE ELEMENTS

Because the scope covered by the Housing Balance calculation is broad, each element — or group
of elements - will be discussed separately. The body of this report will account for figures at the
Board of Supervisor district level. 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 uncluttered 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, including 5,530 affordable
units. A majority of net new housing units and 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
. Total Total Net Affordable Units
BoS District Very Low Low Moderate | Middle | Affordable Units as % of Total
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 SO 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 40 438 226 1,142 19.8%
BoS District 10 105 291 362 758 2,631 28.8%
BoS District 11 - 10 12 22 111 19.8%
TOTAL 3,295 1,104 1,110 23 5,532 22,531 24.6%

It 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

SAH FAANCISCO
PLANNING
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L. No. of .
BoS District Buldings No. of Units
BoS District 2 1 24
BoS District 5 2 290
BoS District 6 11 926
BoS District 9 2 319
TOTALS 16 1,559
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RAD Program

The San Francisco Housing Authority’s Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) program
preserves at risk public and assisted housing projects. 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
BoS District 1 2 144
BoS District 2 1 113
BoS District 3 2 143
BoS District S 3 263
BoS District 6 2 189
BoS District 7 1 110
BoS District 8 2 132
BoS District9 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 calculation 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 notices 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 Out from Protected
Conversion Mave-In
Status
BoS District 1 1 26 132 280 439
B80S District 2 8 13 136 196 353
BoS District 3 6 12 289 123 430
BoS District 4 i 94 66 234 395
BoS District 5 16 23 140 223 402
BoS District 6 2 80 65 43 190
BoS District 7 2 24 39 135 200
BoS District 8 12 33 268 303 616
BoS District 9 4 71 219 274 568
Bo$ District 10 2 36 35 142 215
Bo$S 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.

Lia]
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Table 7
Permitted Units, 2015 Q4
o Very Low Low Total Net New Total Affordable
BoS District Income Income Moderate | Middle |Affordable Units Units as % of
Units Net New Units
BoS District 1 - - 4 - 4 98 4.1%
B0S District 2 - - 40 - 40 605 6.6%
BoS District 3 - - 14 - 14 221 6.3%
BoS District4 - - 1 - 1 38 1.1%
BoS District S 181 8 28 - 217 730 29.7%
BoS District 6 166 417 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 Depariment
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: httpy//www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=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 titning 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-
lative 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
Units Yotal
:;:t New Acquisitions | Removed | Entitled | Total Net Total
. ordabtle . N Housing
BoS Districts H & Rehabs from Affordable { New Units | Entitled
ousing ) Balance
. Completed | Protected Units Built Units
Built
Status | Permitted
BoS District 1 186 - (442) 4 401 79| -52.5%
BoS District 2 6 24 (368} 9 358 41| -41.2%
BoS District 3 262 - {441) 2 1,332 507 -8.6%
B80S District 4 10 - (354) - 116 66 | -185.0%
BoS District 5 587 290 {412) 216 1,257 761 | 33.7%
BoS District 6 3,316 926 (215) 717 12,886 5,915 25.2%
BoS District 7 26 - (196) 36 260 273 | -25.1%
BoS District 8 309 - {659) 174 1,034 744 -9.9%
BoS District 9 240 319 (556) 1 1,023 125 0.3%
BoS District 10 770 - (130) 419 2,504 2,260 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%
New o Units Total Total
Planning Affordable Acquisitions | Removed | Entitled | Total Net Entitled Housing

& Rehabs from Affordable | New Units

Districts Housing Permitted | Balance

Built Completed | Protected Uni.ts Built Units
Status | Permitted
1Richmond 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 | 38.9%
5 Western Addition 489 250 {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 Bayshore 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 Ingleside 26 - (166) 53 227 254| -18.1%
14 Inner Sunset - - {196) - 93 74| -117.4%
15 Outer Sunset 10 - (354) - 111 66| -194.4%
TOTALS 5,758 1,559 (4,104) 1,604 21,346 11,302 | 14.8%
mm DEPARTMENT
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Table A-2
Projected Housing Balance, 2014 Q4
o Very Low Low Total Net New Total' Affordable
BoS District Income Income Moderate | Affordable Units Units as % o.f
Units Net New Units
BoS District 1 - - 4 4 59 6.8%
BoS District 2 - - - - 130 0.0%
BoS District 3 2 12 14 545 2.6%
BoS District 4 - - - 0.0%
BoS District 5 - - - - 4 0.0%
BosS District 6 47 164 211 1,992 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 47 5 252 304 3,270 9.3%
Very Low Low Total Net New Total. Affordable
Planning District Income Income Moderate | Affordable Units Units as % of
Units Net New Units
1 Richmand - - 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%
S 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 - 48 96 1,518 6.3%
10 South Bayshore - 60 60 pi] 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 a7 5 252 304 3,270 9.3%
L J—
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Table A-3
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2005 Q1 - 2014 Q4
Total Total Net Affordable Unrits
BoS District Very Low Low Moderate | Affordable Units as % of'l:otal
Units Net Units
BoS District 1 184 2 - 186 401 46.4%
BoS District 2 - ~ 6 B 358 1.7%
BoS District 3 193 15 54 262 1,332 19.7%
BaS District 4 - - 10 10 116 8.6%
BoS District 5 422 77 88 587 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 17 308 1,034 29.9%
BoS District 9 158 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%
Total Total Net Affordable Units
Planning Districts Very Low Low Moderate | Affordable Units as % of 'l:otal
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 24.4%
4 Downtown 1,183 283 132 1,598 4,802 33.3%
S 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 9390 404 558 1,952 9,638 20.3%
10 South Bayshare 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%
13 Ingleside 26 26 227 11.5%
14 Inner Sunset - 93 0.0%
15 Quter Sunset 10 10 111 9.0%
TOTALS 3,629 1,110 1,020 5,759 21,346 27.0%

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

dix.
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Table A-6
Units Removed from Protected Status, 2005 Q1 - 2014 Q4
Condo Owner Units Removed
BoS District . Demolition Ellis Out from Protected
Conversion Move-In
Status
BoS District 1 1 25 141 275 442
BoS District 2 8 14 160 186 368
BoS District 3 6 11 320 104 441
BoS District4 1 90 55 208 354
BoS DistrictS 14 22 158 218 412
BoS District 6 2 85 S0 38 215
B80S 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 Z—ZL
TOTALS 50 504 1,581 1,869 4,104
Total Units
Planning District Condc_x Demolition Ellis Out Owner Permanently
Conversion Move-in Lost

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
S 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 S9 114
10 South Bayshore 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 Inner Sunset 8 16 62 110 196
15 Outer Sunset 1 90 55 208 354
TOTALS 50 504 1,581 1,969 4,104
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Table A-7
Permitted Units, 2014 Q4
Very Low Low Total Net New Total Affordable
BoS District Income Income 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 District3 - 2 - 2 507 0.4%
B80S District4 - - - - 66 0.0%
BoS District S 181 8 27 216 761 28.4%
BoS District 6 47 338 332 717 5915 12.1%
BoS District7 - 36 36 273 13.2%
BoS District 8 - 170 4 174 744 23.4%
BoS District9 - - 1 1 125 0.8%
BoS District 10 - 358 61 419 2,260 18.5%
BoS District11 - - 26 26 131 19.8%
TOTALS 228 876 500 1,604 11,302 14.2%
) Very Low Low Total Net New Tota[ Affordable
Planning District Income Income Moderate | Affordable Units Unitsas % o'f
Units Net New Units
1 Richmond 83 - a4 87 139 62.6%
2 Marina - - - - 245 0.0%
3 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 S 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 20.9%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - 74 0.0%
15 Outer Sunset - - - - 66 0.0%
TOTALS 228 876 500 1,604 11,302 14.2%
m‘iﬁc& DEPARTMENT
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Table B-1
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2005 Q3 — 2015 Q2
‘ ] URits | ¢ otal Entitled Total Net
Bosoisuics | Attomtate | Ronabs | | rom | Arersabie | (CH L | enstedana | ousig
Housing Built| Completed Prataected Permitted Built Units
Status
BoS District 1 186 - (432) 4 387 92 -50.5%
BoS District 2 6 24 {358) 40 363 603 -29.8%
BoS District3 334 72 {429) 1S 1,382 109 -0.5%
BoS District 4 10 - {379) 1 100 83] -201.1%
BoS District S 587 430 {411) 217 1,263 733 41.2%
BoS District 6 3,406 1,014 (205) 424 13,323 4,765 | 25.6%
BoS District 7 96 - {199) - 354 240 -17.3%
BoS District 8 313 - {638) 170 1,072 625 -9.1%
BoS District 9 226 319 {575) 26 1,178 296 -0.3%
BoS District 10 669 - (207) 418 2,406 2,309 | 18.7%
BoS District 11 15 - (288) 13 116 126 | -107.4%
TOTALS 5,848 1,859 {4,121) 1,328 21,944 8,981 15.4%
New . Units To.tal Total
Vi
pranning Disrcts [*Er40te | “GGl | Mom | aftordable | ewnis | 0269, | Housing
Built Completed | Protected Units Built Units
Status Permitted
1 Richmond 186 - (548) 87 527 192 | -38.2%
2 Marina 2 24 (190) - 113 143 | -64.1%
3 Northeast 310 72 (447} 15 1,056 92| -4.4%
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 5,212 17.4%
10 South Bayshore 355 - {52) 236 927 508§ 37.6%
11 Bernal Heights 2 - {181) - 113 31| -124.3%
12 South Central 22 - (296) 20 166 202 | -69.0%
13 Ingleside 101 - (170) 4 319 248 1 -11.5%
14 Inner Sunset - - (195) - 91 39| -150.0%
15 Outer Sunset 10 - (379) 1 56 82 | -206.7%
TOTALS 5,848 1,859 (a,121) 1,328 21,944 9,981 15.4%
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Table B-2
Projected Housing Balance, 2015 Q2
Total Total Affordable
BoS District Very Low Low Moderate | Affordable Nzt l:ew Units as % of
income income Units nits Net New Units
BoS District 1 - - - - 11 0.0%
BoS District 2 - - - - 42 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%
B80S 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 New Total Affordable
Planning Districts le ry tow " ow Moderate | Affordable ‘L ‘te Units as % of
ncome ncome Units nits Net New Units
1 Richmond - - - - 12 0.0%
2 Marina - - - - 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 Misston - - - - 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%
1S Outer Sunset - - - - 2 0.0%
TOTALS 170 209 282 661 5,180 12.7%
SAN FRARCISCO
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Table B-3
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2005 Q3 - 2015 Q2
Total Affordable
BoS District Very Low Low Moderate Affzuilable To;ili::et o'::i::'i?:t
nits Units
BoS District 1 184 2 - 186 387 | 48.1%
BoS District 2 - - 6 6 363 1.7%
BoS District 3 267 15 52 334 1,382 1 24.2%
BoS District 4 - - 0 10 100 | 10.0%
BoS District 5 422 77 88 587 1,263 | 46.5%
BoS District 6 2,289 674 443 3,406 13,323 | 25.6%
BoS District 7 70 26 - 26 3541 27.1%
BoS District 8 260 32 21 313 1,072 | 29.2%
BoS District 9 138 40 48 226 1,178 { 19.2%
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 21,944 | 26.6%
o Totsl | et | One 0%
Planning Districts | VeryLow Low Moderate Affou.iable Units  |of Total Net
Units Units _|
1 Richmond 184 2 - 186 527 | 35.3%
2 Marina - - 2 2 113 1.8%
3 Northeast 267 11 32 310 1,056 | 29.4%
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%
9 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 (ngleside 70 26 5 101 319 | 31..7%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - 91 0.0%
15 Outer Sunset - - 10 10 86| 10.4%
TOTALS 3,655 1,158 1,035 5,848 21,944 | 26.6%

Please 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
. . Owner Condo Units
BoS Districts |Demolition| Ellis Out Move-In |Conversion| Removed
BoS District 1 1 25 121 285 432
BoS District 2 8 14 150 186 358
BoS District 3 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 32 289 305 638
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 Demalition | Ellis Qut h‘:::’";i:‘ Coﬁ::fsgon Retr‘:‘:vse d

1 Richmond 2 32 193 321 548
2 Marina 4 4 61 121 130
3 Northeast 9 12 286 130 447
4 Downtown - 69 26 ) 104
S Western Addition 8 11 78 118 215
6 Buena Vista 4 11 110 122 247
7 Central 9 23 160 212 404
8 Mission 2 44 289 237 572
9 South of Market 2 17 37 65 121
10 South Bayshore 1 11 8 32 52
11 Bernal Heights 4 30 51 86 181
12 South Central - 89 34 173 296
13 Ingleside - 41 18 111 170
14 lnner Sunset 8 13 57 117 195
15 Quter Sunset 1 92 62 224 379
TOTALS 54 499 1,480 2,088 4,121
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AMENDED‘,.IIlgI?sOMMIWEE
FILE NO. 150029 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, Planning Code, Section 302 findings, and findings of
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code,

Section 101.1.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in mgle-underhne ztalxcs Times New Roman ion

Deletions to Codes are in

Board amendment additions are in double— ined Ari
Board amendment deletions are in }
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

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

Section 1. Findings.

(@) 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 Board 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 Supervisors in File No. 150029, and is incorporated herein by reference.

(c¢) Pursuantto Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that this Planning Code
Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth
in Planning Commission Resolution No. 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
types, to preserve the mixed income character of the City and its neighborhoods, to offset the

hotel units, 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 community, to ensure that daia on meeting affordable

housing targets City-wide and within neighborhoods 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 enacted Proposition K, which established Ci

policy 1o 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 track performance toward the City's Housing Element goals and the near-
term Proposition X goal that 33% of all new housing shall be affordable housing, as defined herein.

(2) The City’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 Citv seeks to achieve and maintain an appropriate balance between m t rate housing and

affordable housing Citv-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

respond to the unigue needs of each neighborhood where housing will be locaied.

(3) For tenants in unsubsidized housing, affordability is often preserved by the
Residential 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 Analysis 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-fault

regain possession of the unit). 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 to
116 in Rent Board Year 2013. These numbers do not capture the large number of owner buyouts of
tenanis, which contribute further to the loss of rent-stabilized units from 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 lo Government Code Section 65584, the Association of Bay Area
Governmenis (ABAG), in coordination with the California State Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD), 'determines the Bay Area's regional housing need based on regional
Irends, projected job growth, and existing needs. The regional housing needs assessment (RHNA)
determination includes production targets addressing housing needs of a range of household income
categories. For the RHNA period covering 2015 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 limits or special requirements

attached,

5) The Housing Element of the City’s General Plan states: "Based on the growin

population, and smar! growth goals of providing housing in ceniral areas like San Francisco, near jobs
and transit, the State Department of Housing and Community Development (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 development adequate sites to 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 10E.4, to require Planning
Department staff to regularly report data on progress toward meeting San Francisco’s quantified

Supervisor Kim
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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 number of units in all stages of the housing production
rocess 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 reporis to the Planning Commission. The

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

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 upon, and government officials have urged, an
ambitious program to produce significant amounts of new housing in the City, the limited 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 deployment of
resources {0 provide such housing.

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

rtion 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 time to time, to the total number of all new housing units for a
10 year Housing Balance Period.

(2) The Housing Balance Period shall begin with the first quarter of year 2005 to the
last quarter of 2014, and thereafter for the ten years prior to the most recent calendar guarter.

(3) For each year that data is available, beginning in 2005, the Planning Department
shall report net housing construction by income levels, as well as units that have been withdrawn firom

rofection afforded by City law, such as laws providing for rent-controlled and single resident

occupan RO) 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 acquired for

Supervisor Kim
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preservation as permanently affordable housing as determined by the Mayor s Office of Housing and
Community Development (MOHCD) (not including refinancing or other rehabilitation under existing

ownership), protected by deed or regulatory agreement for a minimum of 35 vears. The report shall
include, by year. and for the latest quarter, all units that have received Temporary Certificates of
Occupancy within that year, 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 yet obtained 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 such areas as Treasure Island, Hunters Point
Shipyard and Park Merced, shall not be included in this latter category until individual building
entitlements or site permits are approved for specific housing projects. For each year or approval
status, the following categories shall be separately reported:

(4) Extremely Low Income Units, which are units available to individuals or
families making between 0-30% Area Median Income (AM]) as defined in California Health & Safety
Code Section 501006, and are subject to price or rent restrictions between 0-30% AMI:

(B) Very Low Income Units, which are units available to individuals or families
making between 30-50% AMI as defined in California Health & Safety Code Section 50105, and are
subject to 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 restrictions between 50-80% AMI:

(D) Moderate Income Units. which are units 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 to price or rent restrictions between 120-150% AMI:

Supervisor Kim
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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 protected status, including units withdrawn

firom 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 rbitration Ordinance but that a propverty owner removes permanently from the

rental market through condominium conversion pursuant to Administrative Code Section 37.9(a)(9).
demolition or alterations (including dwelling unit mergers), or permanent removal pursuant to

Administrative Code Section 37.9(a or removal pursuant to the Ellis Act under Administrative

Code Section 37.9(a)(13);
(H) Public housing replacement units and substantially rehabilitated units

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

substantial rehabilitation programs managed by MOHCD.

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

cummulative total of extremely low,_very 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 Cumulative Housing Balance, consisting of housing units that have
already been constructed (and received a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy or other certificate that
would allow occupancy of the units) within the 10-vear Housing Balance Period, plus those units that
have obtained a site or building permit. A separate calculation of the Cumulative Housing Balance
shall also be provided. which includes HOPE SF and RAD public housing replacement and

substantially rehabilitated units (but not including general rehabilitation / maintenance of public
housing or other affordable housing units) that have received Temporary Certificates of Occupancy

Supervisor Kim
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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 Balgnce, which shall include any residential project

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

housing project has not yet obtained a site or building permit fo commence construction (except any

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 permits are approved.
(d) Bi-annual Housing Balance Reports. \Within-30-days-of-the-effective-date-of-this

Seection103By June 1, 2015, the Planning Department shall calculate the Cumulative and Projected
Housing Balance for the most recent two quarters City-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 Isr and February March Ist of each year, the
Planning Department shall publish and update 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

by 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 of 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
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including the goal of a minimum 33% affordable housing to low and moderate income households, as
well as the City’s General Plan Housing Element housing production goals by income category. The
first hearing shall occur no later than 30 days afler the effective date of this ordinance. and by April 1
of each year theredfier.

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

the latest Housing Balance Report City-wide and by Supervisorial District and Planning District; the
Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development, the Mayor 's Office of Economic and

Workforce Development, the Rent Stabilization Board, 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 production goals. If the Cumulative Housing Balance has fallen below 33% in

any vear. MOHCD shall determine how much funding is required to bring the City inta a minimum
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 at minimum report on the following
issues relevant fo the annual Housing Balance hearing: MOHCD shall report on the annual and
projected progress by income category in accordance with the City’s General Plan Housing Element
housing production goals, projected shortfalls and gaps in funding and site control, and progress
toward the City's Neighborhood Stabilization goals for acquiring and preserving the affordability of
existing rental units in neighborhoods with high concentrations of low and moderate income
households or historically high 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

Supervisor 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
City 's General Plan Housing Element.

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

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

Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after
enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor retums 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:
DENI}I_I§\ J. HERRERA, City Attorney

By: ; Z%g ;L"‘\
MARLENA BYRNE

Deputy City Attormey

n\leganalas2015\1500366\01006068.doc
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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
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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 3 Total .
) o Affordable Removed Entitled Total Nfat Entitled Cumulative
Planning Districts from Affordable | New Units Housing
Housing Permitted
. Protected Units Built . Balancel
Built Units
Status Permitted
1Richmond 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%
S Western Addition 491 (217) 168 987 1,000 | 22.2%
6 Buena Vista 119 {236) 176 570 595 5.1%
7 Central 21 {395) - 351 48| -93.7%
8 Mission 593 (553) 41 1,724 386 3.8%
9 South of Market 1,707 (113) 681 | 10,183 6,033 | 14.0%
10 South Bayshore 444 (59) 229 1,153 782 3L.7%
11 Bernal Heights 2 (179) - o5 33| -138.3%
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 Quter Sunset 10 (395) 1 98 88 | -206.5%
Totals 5,532 {4,118) 1,536 22,531 11,140 8.8%

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING OEPARTMENT
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Table 1B
Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2006 Q1 - 2015 Q4
i To
Ao o |Acauisitions R:::::ed entives | Total Net E:;:; o |cumuiative
Planning Districts Housing & Rehabs RAD from Affordable | New l_Jnits permitted Housing
Built Completed Protected Units Built Units Balance2
Status Permitted
1 Richmond 172 - 144 (552) 87 514 198 [ -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 491 290 376 (217) 168 987 1,000 | 55.8%
6 Buena Vista 115 - 132 (236) 176 570 595 | 16.4%
7 Central 21 - - {395) - 351 48 | -93.7%
8 Mission 593 319 - (553) 41 1,724 386 19.0%
9South of Market 1,707 200 - (113) 681 | 10,183 6,033 | 15.3%
10 South Bayshore 444 - 213 {58) 229 1,153 782 | 42.7%
11 Bernal Heights 2 - 118 (179) - 95 33| -46.1%
12 South Central 22 - - (313) 10 142 131 | -102.9%
13 Ingleside 108 - - (179) 17 359 154| -10.5%
14 Inner Sunset - - 110 (192) - 91 41| -62.1%
15 Quter Sunset 10 - - (395) 1 98 88| -206.5%
Totals 5,532 1,559 1,425 | (4,118) 1,536 | 22,531 11,140| 17.6%
34
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Table 2
Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2015 Q2
o Very Low Low Total Net New Total Affordable|
BosS District Income Income Moderate Middle TBD Affon.!able Units Unlts as % o‘f
Units Net New Units
1Richmond - - - - - 15 0.0%
2 Marina - - - - - 44 0.0%
3 Northeast - - - - 207 0.0%
4 Downtown 439 74 58 29 32 632 2,054 30.8%
5 Western Addition - - - - - 8 0.0%
6 Buena Vista 3 5 8 139 5.8%
7 Central - - - - - 8 0.0%
8 Mission - - - - - 38 0.0%
9 South of Market - - 81 ] S0 1,537 5.9%
10 South Bayshore - 168 168 1,691 9.8%
11 Bernal Heights - - - - - 3 0.0%
12 South Central - - - - - 12 0.0%
13 ingleside - - - - - 110 0.0%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 38 0.0%
15 Outer Sunset - - - - - 2 0.0%
TOTALS 439 74 142 29 214 838 5,906 15.2%
Table 3
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2006 Q1 - 2015 Q4
. Total Affordable Units
Planning Districts Very Low Ltow Moderate :\: ;:::2 Affordahble T°$:::t as % of Total
Units Net Units
1 Richmond 170 2 - - 172 514 33.5%
2 Marina - - 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 - 491 987 49.7%
6 Buena Vista S5 14 50 - 119 570 20.9%
7 Central 18 3 - 21 351 6.0%
8 Mission 474 40 79 -~ 593 1,724 34.4%
9 South of Market 845 403 459 - 1,707 10,183 16.8%
10 South Bayshore 105 234 105 - 444 1,153 38.5%
11 Bernal Heights - - 2 - 2 95 21%
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 QuterSunset - - 10 - 10 98 10.2%
TOTALS 3,295 1,104 1,110 23 5,532 22,531 24.6%
35
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Table 4

Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing, 2606 Q1 - 2015 Q4

Planning District B:&;;s T;:i:
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 1,559
Table S
RAD Affordable Units
Planning District p:::;i:: a;::;f
1 Richmond 144 | 10.1%
3 Northeast 143 | 10.0%
4 Downtown 189§ 13.3%
S Western Addition 376 | 26.4%
6 Buena Vista 132 9.3%
10 South Bayshore 213} 14.9%
11 Bernal Heights 118 8.3%
14 Inner Sunset 110 7.7%
TOTALS 1,425 | 100.0%

SAH FRANCISCO
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Table 6
Units Removed from Protected Status, 2006 — 2015
. Condo Owner Rt
Planning District Conversion Demalition | Ellis Out Move-in Permanently
Lost

1 Richmond 2 32 199 319 552
2 Marina : 4 52 128 188
3 Northeast 9 13 292 133 447
4 Downtown - 68 24 8 100
S Western Addition 8 11 75 123 217
6 Buena Vista 4 12 98 122 236
7 Central 9 24 154 208 395
8 Mission 2 35 280 236 553
9 South 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 Innher Sunset 8 14 57 113 192
15 Outer Sunset 1 94 66 234 395
Totals 54 505 1,432 2,127 4,118

L S——
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Table 7
Entitled and Permitted Units, 2015 Q4
. o Very Low Low Total Net New Total- Affordable
Planning District Income Income Moderate | Affordable Units Units as % of
Units Net New Units
1 Richmond 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 Inner Sunset - - - - 41 0.0%
15 Quter Sunset - - 1 1 38 1.1%
TOTALS 577 772 187 1,536 11,140 13.8%
SAH FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

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
i New Units Entitled by | ot NA Goals
Production : Planning in 2
Built Built and
Gosle to 2016 Q1 aleide Entitled b
2015 - 2022 o Pipeline* i
Planning
Total Units 28,869 4,564 18,242 79.0%
Above 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 to 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).

ll MEMO.

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409
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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 toenten | sl | i s

uilt
Total Units 31,193 20,455 65.6%
Above Moderate ( > 120% AMI ) 12,315 13,391 108.7% (OS 070
Moderate Income ( 80 - 120% AMI ) 6,754 1,283 19.0% C’ 7"
Low Income ( < 80% AM! ) 12,124 5,781 47.7% 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 Department and is updated quarterly in coordination with the Quar-
terly Pipeline Report. Publicly subsidized housing units (including maderate and low income units)
and inclusionary units are tracked by the Mayor’s Office of Housing; these are also updated quar-
terly.

Percent of
2014 Qs et | Spmenty | R Tt

Planning
Total Units 28,869 13,860 48.0%
Above Moaderate ( > 120% AMI ) 12,536 11,996 95.7% 8 (\9 ‘ G
Moderate income ( 80 - 120% AMI ) 5,460 676 12.4% L( 70
Low Income ( < 80% AMI ) 10,873 1,188 10.9% 8 7@

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

Memo
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The Eviction Defense Collaborative strives to prevent homelessness, preserve affordable
housing and protect the diversity of San Francisco. We work toward these goals by providing
emergency rental assistance and by helping low-income tenants gain equal access to the law in order

to assert their rights at court.
The Anti-Eviction Mapping Project is a data visualization, data analysis, and oral history E V l C T I

collective documenting the displacement and resistance of Bay Area residents. With numerous
partner organizations including the EDC, we seek to empower community knowledge production
through our collaborative visvalizations.

EDC 1338 MISSION ST 4' FLOOR | SF CA 94103 | 415.947.0797 | evictiondefense.org

_,aj,j/u srparites, W Sk

as of January 2016

4% FLOOR | SFCA 94103 | 415.947.0797

12000
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C O I I a b O l'a tIVe stnves to prefvént‘ -homelessness _. .

preserve affordable housing, and protect the diversity of :
San Francisco by providinq emergency rental assistance and -

3 advocatlng for low- mcome tenants to gain equal access to the law.
* a— _ —y 4

T

Drop-In Clinlc

EDC’s drop-in clinic welcomes any San Francisco tenant facing an eviction. Open every
weekday, services include guidance in the brief legal process of evictions; help in preparing
papers to file in court; referrals to other legal resources; and hands-on negotiation, quidance,
and support during the settiement conference.

Trial Project

The Trial Project offers ongoing and full-scope representation for tenants who do not settle
thelr cases at a settlernent conference, Eviction cases are heard In civil court where no public
defenders are provided, bul it is generally impossible for people in low-income households to
afford a private attorney. The EDC charges a sliding scale fee and arranges payment plans for
its sorvices on an as-neoded basis. No one is turned away due to lack of funds.

LEGAL DEFENSE

RADCo - Rental Assistance Disbursement Component

Starting in 1999, the EDC began developing a more plete preventative package of services
for families and individuals dealing with an eviclion lawsuil. A crucial part of this package is
financial relief for renters. We provide rental assistance, grants, and interest-free loans to
approximately 500 households per year, enabling families to pay overdue rent and keep their
homes, RADCO works with tenants who have fallen behind in rent because of a crisis such as

2 family health emergency, an injury at work, or the theft of rent money. One does not need to
have received an eviction notice to qualify for RADCo funds.

g EE [\
Shelter Client Advocates

EDC also assists those who are homeless and in need of advocates in the City's homeless
sheiters. San Francisco Is unique in the country to have a formal grievance process for those
who have been denied services from City-funded shelters. Our Shelter Client Advocates work
with residents of homeless shelters to monitor conditions and rules, acting as informal conflict
resolvers between the shelters and their clients and assisting ¢lients in appealing denials of
service, A recent evaluation of our program shows that the EDC's involvement leads to a 70%
positive outcome for clients—elther the denial of service is overturned or the deinal of service is
positively modified.

RENTAL
ASSISTANCE

SHELTER CLIENT
ADVOCATES

B

3258

San Francisco is experiencing a crisis of affordability.

1n 2014 & 2015, the cily ranked second in the natlon in income inequality, with the fastest growing gap
belween rich and poor'. This year, the poorest household incomes are finally going up. However, with the
median rent for a one-bedroom apartment at $3,100, and for a two-bedroom at $4,125 this shift may
be a result of tenants being priced out of the city. This is the landscape that SF tenants are navigating. In
partnership with many others, the Eviction Defense Collaborative is fighting for tenants to stay.

1 Broohings I titute snslyais of Amisicen Commuynity Service Cits
------ 2 Data secording to Rert Jungle, ACS Contul Dela, and San Francsice Rent Board Date

‘Medlan Famllv Incom (MET).

% of WFI sa123 94111
D aa— 52,140 131,932

S increase over MFI growth, 2G11-20147 +52,765
Sdecrbased MF1, 2011-2014 ; )

4121 . — 94105
95,995 'f_ ;

+53,740

151,698
-8$756

-00208-



Over 90% of San Francisco tenants who respond to their
eviction lawsuit do so with EOC's help. Each year, tenants of
coler are disproportionately represented in those we serve.

TENANT
SEebiyeoc J1=

829,072

SF Population

6,720 Individuals
Served by EDC in 2015 &
o
Q‘O

Wlthout EDC."I would have had to return to my parents’

 home in Tulsa, Oklahoma, where they have no

protections for transgender rights, EDC saved both =
‘my own and my son’s lives from very radlcal chang

For ten years, Octavia Reising had beensharing a home in the Mission
District with.her son when she fell behind an her rent. Herlandlord
assured her thatshe could taketime to make up payments as she
organized her finances. In the meantime, the landiord had filed an
gviction lawsult against her tor Iate rent. Ms. Relsing realized

tha pitfalls af trying to self=represant and came to the EDC for
haip. Staff attorneys acted on her behalf onthe day of her trial,
negetiating a settlement in which she and herson could remain
in their home. The impact of the successful settiement for Ms,
Relsing, @ transgender woman, and her son was enormous.
The resclution of their case allowed them to continue living

in their home and remainin San Francisco with its inclusive
cullure and pratections for the transgender community.

=

a4 EVICTION DEFENSE COLLABORATIVE

3259

2% compared to the city
popuiation in 2015,
African-Americans
were overrepresented
in our clientele by over

300%

TENANTS
SERVED BY EDC

RACE/

ETHNICITY

Arcordiag s 2014 ACS Conaun Dats

380,518

0.5%
& To’s.a! Hol:Sinq
& Units in SF

EDC's help was a blessing. | see a lot of homeless
people on the streets and | feel for them. | came.

very close—that was a scary feeling. | wouldn’t
have been able to survive being homeless.

Deborah McDonald was living in public housing that was poorly managed
by the San Francisco Housing Authority. In the spring 0f 2014, SFHA
sued her for nonpayment of rent. She came to the EDC where statf }
attorneys discovered that SFHA's ledgers were in a shambles and

that her case could not be resolved until the account was reconciled.

Ms. McDonald's apartment was also falling into disrepair, including

a cockroach infestation that was so bad she could not handle the
eradication herself, At the trial, the EDC's attorney pushed for

financial recognition that she had been living in terrible conditions {
for years because of SFHA's negligence. Ms. McDonald received
a 20% reducticn in her rental balance, lifting a huge financial
burden, She was able to stay in her hame, have répairs made to
her unit, and pay off a much smaller balance of rent owed.

i
|

EVICTION REPORT 2015 —
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Households Facing/Eviction in 2015

24 8 Total EDC SF Eviction Cases in 48l

% INCREASE OF EVCTION CASES BY ZIP CODE, 2014-2015
*all zip codes without indication of change saw little to no variation in eviction rates

31  TENDERLOIN 14% 9jiomaczos,
- 94102

27 gOl;;A 12.2%
41

1 7 E‘lAI\Z':IEW 71.8%

-l 9 INNER MISSION 8.8%
94110

24 . POLK /NOB HILL 11%
24109

3260
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In 2013, EDC followed up with a random sample
of our clients from the previous year.
This Is where they ended up.

21% seniors SEL 118

25% Minors EL 110

Moved within SF //320 Tcmu./ 3T% Disabled %, 3413
RACE /ETHNICITY : AMI: M

White 120 Black 73

Black 73 “Latino 52 Asian 41 Other / Nat, Am. -
JELT2 27% Seniors
EL 53 33% Minors

Stayed in Home /153 vour / -~ 44% Cisabled

AMI: M ©

EENEETER R

White 31 Asian 20 Latino 17 Nat. Am. 3

RACE / ITHNICITY

Black 69

N
Moved within Bay Area / 81 1o /
RN

RACE/ETHNICITY

Black 20 White 20 Latlm: 21 Amn C Oth,

\Smicrs 32% Minors 32% Disabled

\Moved within CA /130 o /

/ 15% seniors  15% Mi 39% opisabled
RACE / ETHNICITY : FUGE;
White 53 Black 27 Latino 26 Asian | C Other

-~

g{;}'@z% Minors 379§fmm

\_35 om. \ Moved outside CA
1 —J

»EL13 RACE .
€L 14 IETHNIC;;.
VL S _- 2
L 3 White 18  Asian 7
s Other 4 Black 3
Amn: M O Latino 3

EVICTION DEFENSE COLLABORATIVE

3261

155 92

* Childrenwe Seniors we
kept hﬁused assisted

257

Rent Controlled
Units we Preserved

257 Rental
Control Units
[ 62% of clients ]

230 Clients
with Disabliities
[55% of clients ]

28 Heuseholds 246 Households on 87 Households
with chiidren Public Assistance  with seniors
[21% of clients] [59%ofclients] [20%ofclients]

£ m 95%
oB , White 121
: % m Hispanlc or Latino 80 Clients remained in their
o iy ; homes after 3 months
E momr 18
w [ American Indian 15 8 1 %
‘&’ 1 Asian 15
@ | Native Hawalian / Pacific Islandera Clients remained in their

homes after 9 months

g

| Budgeting 102

= HiE ~ Temporary loss of work income 72
O " Temporary loss of benefits 43

Gi | Other40

= . Health, hospital bills or unable to work 34

- N/A 30

o= m Crime against tenant 27

t. [ Family emergency 27

g [ Rent money lost 14

& | Onetime expense 11

ﬁ | Security deposit for homeless / sheiter resident 10
o [Landlord tenant dispute 5

(o]

EVICTION REPORT 2015
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The number of evictions carried out by the SF Sheriffs Department each year
represents only 3 fraction of the number of San Francisco tenants forced out
of their hemes. Many people leave their homes before any formal eviction
procedure is carried cut in response to sudden rent hikes, harassment

from landlords, and buyouls intended to undermine rent control.

[ L' 111 ¥ ‘ i

()

NouEMBéR@ 6

ST —— T, ‘- ks

JANUARY
FEBRUARY

SEPTEMBER 9

OCTOBER

EDC's work to have a Stay of Eviction (outlined in the chart on the
follewing page) granted in many cases accounts for the difference
innumber of scheduled and completed evictions shown here.

el
g

We were so stressed because we didn’t know what to do.

. There was a time when we were going to give up, going

. to move out. But EDC said don't worry abouta thing,
we're going to help you. EDC gave us 130% effort.”

Earl Abad and his family emigrated from the Philippines, settling in an
apartment building in San Francisco’s SOMA district that his grandparents
had moved intoin the 1970s, Through the years, there were no signs
that the family would be indanger of lozing their lang-time home until
the spring 61 2015 when a new landlord purchased the buikding,
. Within weeks of the purchase, the landlard served the family
and fwo other tenants with a notice to move out because -
of nuisance and ilegal activitiés. Caught completely by
surprise at the accusations, Mr. Abad sought the EDC's
- help.Staff attorneys counseled the family, helping to
bring their case to trial, The settiement atlowed them
toremain in the apartment bullding with the added
agreemont by the landlord to waive recovery of all
-unpaid rent. Mr. Abad and his family were able to return
- to the peaceful enjoyment of their home.

EVICTION DEFENSE COLLABORATIVE

3262

30- or 60-Day Notice |
Terminating Tenancy

30 or60Days | |
= i

4
Tenant DOES pay rent or Tenant DOES NOT pay rent
Cures Violation of Rental or Cure Violation of Rental
Agreement Agreement
v A

v

Landlord Files Summons + Complaint for
UNLAWFUL DETAINER at Court and Serves Tenant

~ Tenant has only 5 calendar
— Days days - including weekends
‘: - to respond to the lawsuit
NO Response filed Response filed: Preliminary Motions:
w i e Demurrer / Motion to Strike s |
S Motion to Quash
: ” .
Default Judgement: File Answer: ;
Tenant loses Jury Demand and Discovery ¥
v v
Except in San Francisco -
4 usually Weds.or Thrs,
v 2 -3 weeks after Answer
% 5 Mandatory Settiement Conference » @
»,
" Fi =
Motion to Vacate _ < Sherriff's Notice E:uc:lil':ll:f.f:ll;;mﬁ:u.
M 3 v but sometimes have to
= W inSanFrancisco - : = _wait for a courtroom
| Sherriti's Eviction set for 2 @ gt
RO  -3weeks after Judgement : et
~ and on a Weds. he it :
< - i
; 3 >
; ¥ SHERRIFE ~ + Tenant stays in Possession
Stay of Eviction * EVICTIGNS w + Tenant must pay all back

rent (at rate determined by

« jury if defense is habitability)

=

In San Francisco, courts will often grant a1 + Tenant recovers Cost of Suit
week stay and possibly additional stays, with + Tenent recovers Attorney
each additional stay progressively less likely Fees if Provided in Rental

to be granted. Agreement

-00212-
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Evictions Near Shuttle Stops 2011-2013 :

~

@ 2012 Evictions
@ 2011 Evictions
Shuttle Stops

?,(. e S /;" @ 2013 Evictions
2 /

0 08 9 2 Miles
1 T D S

Overall:

No-Fault Evictions increased 42% between 2011 and 2012.
No-Fault Evictions increased 57% between 2012 and 2013.

69% of No-Fault Evictions each year occurred
within four blocks of known shuttle stops.

Sources: San Francisco Rent Board & data.sf.gov.org

Anti-Eviction Mapping Project, Mar 2014 Shuttle stops from Stamen Design 2012 study &
*Na-Fault Fvictinn incliida Fllie NDamnlitinne & Ownar Mfggg? QFMTA 2N12 rannrt
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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 2006. 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 generated by the residents of the units.

Context and Purpose

The City of San Francisco is undertaking a comprehensive program of analyses to update its
programs and supporting documentation 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 Assoclates 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 altemative to building units within market rate projects, is not
subject to the requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act, Government Code Sections 66000 and
following. The City does 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.

San 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 or more provide a share of units affordable to lower income
households. The San Francisco program, which was amended in the summer of 2008, is
contained in Planning Code Sections 315 and following (the “Inclusionary Program”). Briefly
summarized, 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, entittement process, and administration of the
program.

12715.001/001-018.dac; 4/5/2007 Keyser Marston Assaclates, Inc.

-36547-



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 administration 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 goals and objectives.

Impact 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 meodel, a model widely 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 Associatas, 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 model 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 impacts - direct, indirect and
induced impacts. Consistent with other nexus analyses that have used the IMPLAN model 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 entitied 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 work 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
canservative 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
demolitions or loss of existing housing inventory. However, the rate of housing unit removal is
so low as to not warrant an adjustment or offset.

12715.001/001-018.doc:; 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
consumption expenditures, the analysis quantifies net new demands for affordable units to
accommodate new worker households. As such, the impact results do not address nor in any
way include existing deficiencies in the supply of affordable housing.

Nexus Findings

Nexus analyses were conducted separately for condeminium units (or other for-sale product)
and for rental units since the occupants have different income levels which resuilt in
differentiated 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 little 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 Sensitivity Analysis work program is also 800
square feet and rents for $2,500 per month or a little 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.
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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%
Cross Househaold income $138,400 $102,000

Disposable Income

A second step is to determine Disposable Housshold 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 body 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:
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100 Condo | 100 Rental
Units Units
Disposable Income $9.6 M $74M
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 industry per the IMPLAN output to a distribution of jobs
by occupation. State of California data on compensation Jevel in San Francisco is applied to
each accupation. Workers are allocated into households of sizes ranging from ane 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 Francisco 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.

Output 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:
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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
households 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 rate 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 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 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/Cammute 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 Contra Costa) were included, resuits would be a third higher inclusive of Direct,
Indirect and Induced Impacts. In summatry, 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 households 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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Overlap / 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 City'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 15% 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 to the IMPLAN model described in Section 1l of this
report. These are the initial starting points of the chain of linkages that connect new market rate
units to incremental 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
products including apartments and condominiums {ar other forms of ownership units) in building
types from low-rise wood-frame construction to steel high-rise buildings. The least expensive
construction 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 priar work program on proposed
changes to the San Francisco inclusionary 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 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 to establish pro forma feasible projects. A summary of the
prototypes and the analysis of inclusionary impacts on them was assembiled 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 condominium units, followed by rental units.
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Prototypical 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:

Prototypical 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.
Smalter one-bedrooms and studios 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 will
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.

Income of Condominium Purchasers

The next step in the analysis is to determine the income of the purchasing 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 mortgage, property taxes,
and homeowners or condominium association dues. The mortgage rate assumption was
selected to cover a future average rate, 7% Iinterest, recognizing that at the current time
mortgages are available at lower rates. Also lesser 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 Association 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, histarically
low mortgage rates have propelled 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 not been rapidly refilled due to weak job growth.

Over the past year, the number 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 Commiittee, 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 constructed 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 to 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 occur.

Itis 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 to 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 |-2.

The conclusion with respect to the Prototype 5§ 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 household 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 to
disposable income for purposes of the model 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 intemally 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 16% of gross income for federal taxes. State taxes are estimated at 7% of gross income
based on tax rates per the Califomia 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 taxes).

Savings represent another adjustment from gross income to 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 Insight a
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 condominium
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 results indicated below:

New Condo Units | New Apartment Units
Average Gross Household $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 activity 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 built in the City 10% to 20% in a few individual
projects represents a share closer to 2% to 4% of the total 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 attributable 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 I-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 household, 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 -1
CONDOMINIUM UNITS
CONDO SALES PRICE TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
Prototype ’
Condo Unit
Sales Price $725 /SF 800 SF $580,000
Mortgage Payment
Daownpayment @ 20% 20% $116,000
Loan Amount $464,000
Interest Rate 7.0%
Term of Morigage 30 years
Annual Mortgage Payment $37,044
Other Costs
HOA Dues $400 per month $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 to Income Ratio 42

Source: KMA 2006 sensitivity analysis, prototype 1.

Keyser Marston Assoclates, inc.
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TABLE |2

RENTAL UNITS

ANNUAL RENT TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
Prototype
Market Rent :
Monthly 53.18 /SF 800 SF $2,544
Annual $30,528
% of Income Spent on Rent 30%
{excludes utilities)
Annual Househe!d Income Required $101,760
Annual Rent to Income Ratio 3.3

Source: KMA 2006 sensitivity analysis, prototype 5.

Keyser Marston Assoclates, inc,
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TABLE 13
DISPOSABLE INCOME"
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
ECONOMIC NEXUS ANALYSIS
Residents of Residents of
Prototypical Protatypical
Condoe Units Rental Units
Gross Income 100% 100%
(Less) Average Federal Income Tax Rate? 15.3% (for AG! of 100k-200k) 11.6% (for AGI of 75k-100K)
{Less) FICA Tax Rate® 7.7% 7.7%
(Less) Average State Income Tax Rate® 7.0% 6.0%
(Less) Savings® 1.3% 1.3%
Disposable Income 69% 73%
{Input to IMPLAN model)
Nates:
* As defined within the IMPLAN model. Includes all income except income taxas and savingt
2 Per tha Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center {joint venture between the Brockings Institution and the Urban Institute)
3 Conservatively assumes all households will be below the ceiling applicable to sacial security taxes, currently $94,200.
4 Estimated by KMA based on marginal rales per the Califomia Franchise Tax Board.
8

Projected based on the forecast of average U.S. household savings rate included in the RREEF publicationPraspects for the US Economy
and Property Seclors. Page 7. November 8, 2006, Savings sate Is consistent with the average U.S. household savings rate in 2000 per
Maki, Dean M. and Palumbo, Michael G. Federal Resarve System Working Paper No. 2001-21. Disentangling the Wealth Effsct: A Cohort
Analysis of Household Savings in the 1980s. April 2001,

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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TABLE 14

RESIDENTIAL HOUSEHOLD SUMMARY
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
ECONOMIC NEXUS ANALYSIS

400 Unit
PerUnit PerSq.Ft. Building Module

Low-Rise Market Condominium Prototype

Units 100 Units
Building Sq.Ft. (net renlable or salable area 800 1 80,000
Sales Price $580,000 $725 $58,000,000
Sales Price to Income Ratio’ 4.2 42
Gross Household Incoms $138412  $173.01 $13,841,000
Disposable Household Income* 69% of gross $95,500 $119.38 $9,550,000

Low-Rise Market Apartment Prototype

Units 100 Units
Bullding Sq.Ft. (net rentable or salable area 800 1 80,000
Rent
Monthly $2,544 $3.18 $254,400
Annual $30,528 $38.16 $3,052,800
Gross Household Income 30% allocated to rent $101,760 $127.20 $10,176,000
Disposable Household Income* 73% of gross $74,286  $92.85 $7,428,000
Notes:
' See Table I-1

¢ Estimated income available after deduction of federal income, state incoma, payroll taxes and savings. (Per discussions with the Minnesota
IMPLAN group, sales tax and property tax are not deducted from disposahle household incame). See Table [-3.

Keyser Marston Asscclates, Inc.
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SECTION Il - THE IMPLAN MODEL

Consumer spending by residents of new residential buildings will create jobs, particularly in
sectors such as restaurants, health care, and retail that are driven by the expenditures of
residents. The widely used economic analysis tool, IMPLAN (IMpact Analysis for PLANnNIng),
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 use 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. Assumptions 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 one 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 avallable for each county and state, so the madel 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:

= Dijrect 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.

= |ndirect Impaclts — 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, kitchen suppliers, and producers of
agricultural products. Since the analysis has been run for San Francisco, only jobs
located in San Francisco are counted.

e /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 their 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 applied to link household consumption expenditures to job growth occurring
in San Francisco. Employment generated by the consumer spending of residents has been
analyzed in our prototypical 100-unit buildings. The IMPLAN model distributes 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
Condos Rental
Disposable Household Income $9,550,000 $7,428,000
Employment Generated Per IMPLAN (jobs)
Direct 49.4 384
Indirect & Induced 38.3 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 alane.

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 to the City
and County of San Francisco.
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TABLE Il

IMPLAN MODEL OUTPUT
EMPLOYMENT GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO

Disposable Income of New Residents{after laxes & savings')

Employment Genarated by Iﬂdustryz
Food services and drinking place:
Offices of physicians- dentists- and other healll
Hospitals
Private household:
Soclal assistance- excepl child day care service
Wholesale trade
Nursing and residential care facilitie:
Automotive repalr and maintenance- except car was
Food and beverage store
Hotels and motels
Religious organizationt
General merchandise store:
Miscellaneous store retailen
Elementary and secondary schaool
Clothing and clothing accessories store:
Child day care service:
fnsurance carriers
Other ambulatory health care service
Health and personal care store
Other educational servicet
Sporting goods- hobhy- book and music store
Nonstore retailers
Other amusement- gambling- and recreatio
Legal services
Bullding material and garden supply store
State & Local Educatior
State & Local Non-Educatiot
Fitness and recreational sports center
Custom computer programming sefvice:
Employment services
Services to buildings and dwelling:
Olher industries

Per 100 Market Rate Units

Direct iImpacts Only

Diract, Indirect & Induced impacts

Condos Rentals % ofJobs® Condos  Rentals % of Jobs®
$9,550,000 $7,428,000 $9,560,000 $7,428,000

7.4 5.7 15% 10.0 78 11%
34 24 6% 39 31 4%
3.0 23 6% 37 29 4%
2.3 1.8 5% 28 22 3%
22 1.7 4% 2.7 2.4 3%
1.8 14 4% 3.0 24 3%
1.8 14 4% 22 1.7 2%
1.8 14 4% 23 1.8 3%
1.8 14 4% 24 1.8 3%
1.7 1.3 3% 22 1.7 2%
15 1.2 3% 19 1.5 2%
1.2 0.9 2% 15 1.2 2%
1.0 0.8 2% 14 14 2%
1.0 0.8 2% 1.2 0.9 1%
1.0 0.7 2% 1.3 1.0 1%
0.9 0.7 2% 1.1 0.8 1%
08 06 2% 13 1.0 1%
0.8 0.6 2% 1.0 0.8 1%
0.7 0.6 2% 1.0 0.8 1%
0.6 05 1% 0.0 0.0 0%
0.6 0.5 1% 0.0 0.0 0%
06 0.4 1% 0.0 0.0 0%
0.5 0.4 1% 0.0 0.0 0%
0.5 0.4 1% 1.2 0.9 1%
0.5 0.4 1% 0.0 0.0 0%
0.0 0.0 0% 43 34 5%
0.0 0.0 o% 2.2 1.7 3%
0.0 0.0 0% 1.6 1.3 2%
0.0 0.0 0% 14 1.1 2%
0.0 0.0 0% 1.0 0.8 1%
0.0 0.0 0% 1.0 0.8 1%
10.5 8.2 21% 294 226 33%
49.4 384 100% 88.7 69.0 100%

' The IMPLAN mode! tracks liow increases in consumer spending creates jobs in the local econamy. See Tables I-4 for estimates of the disposable incame available

to rasldents of tha prototypical 100 unit bulldings.

2 For Industries roprasenting mare than 1% of tolal employment.
3 Applies to both rental and condominium units.

Keyser Marston Asscciates, Inc.
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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 i) to the estimated
number of lower income housing units required.

Analysis Approach and Framewaork

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
related to the 100-unit building module.

The analysis addresses affordable unit demand associated with both condominium and rental
units 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
definition 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 82% 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 Program 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:

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 developed for application in many other
jurisdictions for which the firm has conducted similar 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 HI-1 through 11I-5 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 Hi-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 madel. The 100-unit condo building is
associated 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 ili-1) converts the number of employees to the number of employee households.
This step recognizes that there is, on average, more than one worker per household, and thus the
number 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 retired persons,
students, and those on public assistance. The San Francisco average of 1.63 workers per worker
househalds (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 households. (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 preduces greater demand for housing units.)

Step 3 - Occupational Distribution of Employees

The occupational breakdown of employees is the first step to amive at income level. The output
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 cades 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 level. Employment for
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IMPLAN sectors where matching NAICS codes were only at the two 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 empioyment distribution projected using the IMPLAN model.
Occupational composition within each industry was held constant. The result is the estimated
accupational mix of employees.

As shown on Table lil-1, new jobs will be distributed across a variety of occupational 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 lll-1) indicate both the percentage of total employee households
and the number of employee househaolds 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 to calculate the number of lower income households by
assuming that multiple eamer households are, on average, formed of individuals with similar
incomes. Employee househalds not falling into one 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.

Step 6 - Estimate of Households that meet Size and Income Criteria

For this step KMA built a cross-matrix of household size and income ta 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 muitiplied by the number of householids. Table lIl-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 llI-2 are for rental projects. The methodolagy is repeated for condo projects (See
Table 111-3). At the end of these steps we have counted the worker households generated by our
100-unit prototypical residential buildings.

Summary Findings

Table fli-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 IlI-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 cccupations including food preparation,
administrative, and retail sales occupations as well as jobs in the service sectors.

Many of the higher paying occupations 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 Northem 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 result. For rental projects,
demand for 19.44 housing units is generated or 33.68 units including indirect and induced
employees.

Comparison of Analysis Resuits 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 into 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
12716.001/001-018.doc; 4/5/2007 Keyser Marston Assaciates, Inc.
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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 in-lieu 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 affordability 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 aflowable 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 faot prototype units. Smaller or larger prototypes
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 inclusionary 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 affordable units.
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TABLE lil-1
NET NEW HOUSEROLDS AND OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTIO
EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS GENERATE!

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANGISCO

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 - Employees ' 49 38 89 69

Step 2 - Adjusiment for Number of Households (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%
Architecture and Engineering 0% 0% 1% 1%
Life, Physical, and Social Science 0% 0% 1% 1%
Community and Social Services 3% 3% 2% 2%
Legal 1% 1% 1% 1%
Education, Tralning, and Libran 6% 6% 7% %
Arts, Design, Entertalnment, Sports, and Medi: 1% 1% 1% 1%
Heallhcare Practitioners and Technica 8% 8% 6% 8%
Heatthcare Support 4% 4% 3% 3%
Protective Service 1% 1% 2% 2%
Food Preparation and Serving Relates 16% 16% 12% 12%
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maint 3% 3% 3% 3%
Personal Care and Service 5% 5% 4% 4%
Sales and Relatec 13% 13% 1% 11%
Office and Administrative Suppori 14% 14% 16% 16%
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 0% 0% . 0% 0%
Construction and Extractior 0% 0% 2% 2%
Installation, Maintenance, and Repal 4% 4% 4% 4%
Praduction 3% 3% 2% 2%
Transportation and Material Moving 5% §% 5% 5%
Qther/ Not Identified % 1% % %
Totals 100% 100% 100% 100%
Management Occupations 1.0 08 2.2 1.7
Business and Financial Operations 0.6 0.5 1.8 1.5
Computer and Mathematica 0.2 0.2 1.2 0.9
Architeclure and Engineering 0.0 0.0 05 0.4
Life, Physical, and Social Science 0.1 0.1 04 0.3
Community and Social Services 0.9 0.7 1.3 1.0
Legal 0.2 0.1 0.5 04
Education, Training, and Libran 18 14 38 3.0
Arls, Design, Entertainment, Sponts, and Mediz 04 03 0.8 0.6
Healthcare Practitioners and Technica 24 1.8 3.2 25
Healthcare Suppo 1.2 0.9 1.6 1.2
Protective Service 0.2 0.2 0.9 0.7
Food Preparation and Serving Relatet 4.8 38 6.7 52
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maint 0.8 0.6 1.7 1.4
Personal Care and Service 1.6 1.2 2.1 1.7
Sales and Relatec 40 31 6.1 4.8
Office and Administrative Suppori 44 3.4 8.5 6.8
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Construction and Extractior 0.1 0.1 0.8 Q.7
Instaliation, Maintenance, and Repaii 1.2 0.9 20 16
Production 0.8 06 1.3 1.0
Transpartation and Material Moving 1.6 1.3 28 2.2
Other / Not Identified 21 16 38 2.0
Totals 30.3 236 54.4 42

Notas;

! Estimated employmen) generated by heusehold expenditures within the protolypical 100 unit market rate bulldings. Employment estimates are based on the IMPLAN Group's
aconomic model, IMPLAN, for San Francisco City and County, See Tabte II-1,

? See Appendix Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4 for additional Infermation from which the percentage distibulions were derived.
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TABLE lil-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 Income Households' within Major Occupation Categories *

Management 0.13 0.23
Business and Financial Operations 0.25 0.87
Computer and Mathematical - 0.18
Architecture and Engineering - -
Life, Physical and Social Science - -
Community and Sccial Services 0.66 0.98
Legal - -
Education Training and Library 1.36 2.80
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media - 0.54
Healthcare 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 21
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 22.25 38.54
Lower Income Households' - "afl other” occupations 2.75 4.17
Total Lower Income Households' 25,00 43.31

! Includes households eaming from zero through 120% of San Francisco Median Income.
¢ See Appendix Tables 1 and 3 for additional information on Major Occupation Categories.
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TABLE Hl-3

LOWER INCOME EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS' GENERATED - RENTAL
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO

PER 100 MARKET RATE RENTAL UNITS

Direct impacts
Only

Direct, Indirect &
Induced Impacts

Step 4, 5, & 6 - Lower Income Households' within Major Occupation Categories 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 Sccial Science - -
Community and Social Services 0.52 0.76
Legal - -
Education Training and Library 1.06 217
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media - 0.42
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 0.41 0.55
Healthcare Support 0.91 1.24
Protective Service - 0.57
Food Preparation and Serving Related 3.75 822
Building Grounds and Maintenance 0.60 1.34
Personal Care and Service 1.21 1.64
Sales and Related 2.99 4,56
Office and Admin 3.18 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 2.16
Total Lower income Househalds - Major Occupations 17.30 29.98
Lower Income Households' - "all other” occupations 2.14 3.71
Total Lower income Households' 19.44 33.68

! Inciudes households eaming from zero through 120% of San Francisca Median income.
? See Appendix Tables 1 and 3 for additional information on Major Occupation Categories.
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TABLE 114

IMPACT ANALYSIS SUMMARY
EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO

RESIDENTIAL UNIT DEMAND IMPACTS
PER 100 MARKET RATE UNITS

Number of New Lower Income Households'
Per 100 Market Rate Condo Units

Per 100 Market Rate Rental Units

Notes:

! Includes households eaming from zero through 120% of San Francisco Median Income.
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TABLE {iI-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 Income Households *
Condos 20.0% 30.2%
Rentals 16.3% 25.2%

Notes:

! Calculated by dividing affordable unit demand impacts shown on Table 1114 by the total number of units including both the affordable unils and the
100 market rate units in the prolotyplcal buildings which creates demand for the affordable units.

2 Includes households earning from zero thraugh 120% of San Francisca Median Income.
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SECTION IV - NON-DUPLICATION OF JOBS HOUSING LINKAGE FEE

Since the mid 1980's San Francisco 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 to 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 enough for the new worker housshalds 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 theoretically a set of canditions 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 flcor of a new
condominium building and entirely dependant upon customers from the condominiums in the
floors above. The commercial space on the ground floor pays the housing impact fee and the
condominiums are subject to the Inclusionary Pragram. 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 mitigation requirements do not exceed nexus

12715.001/001-018.dac; 4/5/2007 Keyser Marston Asscciates, Inc,

-9624s-



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
1996 (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 1990’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 to rise more or less together. Tables V-3 through
V-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. It is important 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 46% 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 {otal 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% to 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 IV-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 117.85 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 housing 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 logic, 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 counted {or double counted) all the same demand for
affordable housing.

12715.601/001-018.doc; 4/5/2007 Keyser Marston Assoclates, Inc.
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TABLE V-1

JOBS HOUSING LINKAGE FEE AS A PERCENT OF NEXUS
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO

1987 JOBS HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS WITH UPDATED AFFORDABILITY GAPS

Employee Households Updated Nexus Cost
Per 100,000 SF of Building Area Affordability Gap Per Square Foot of Bullding Area

Office Retall Hotel Per Unit Office Retall Hotsl
Very Low (<50% Median) 11 10 8 $341,000 ! $37.51 $34.10 $27.28
Low (50% - 80% Median) 16 16 12 $217000 2 $34.72 $34.72 $26.04
Moderate (80% - 120% Median) 25 18 15 $233000 ° $58.25 $44.27 $34.95
Total through 120% of AMI 52 45 35 $130.48 $113.09 $88.27
Current Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee $14.96 $13.95 $11.21

Current Fee as Percent of Nexus 1% 12% 13%

Note;;

' Assumes rental housing (apartment unit). Gap based on 35% SF Median. See Table V.

¥ Assumes rental housing (apartment unit). Gap based on 70% SF Median, Sse Table IV-

3 Assumes ownership housing {condominlum unit). Gap based on 100% SF Median. See Table V-3,

Source: Keyser Marntson Associates and Gabrlel Rochs, Inc. 1997 Jobs Housing Nexus Analysis, Clly of San Francisco. Prepared for the Office of Affordable
Housing Production Program (OAHPP) Cily and Counly of San Francisco.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: 12715.001/001-018 84 Tables.xls; IV-1 ; 4/6/2007; dd
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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

Mitigation: Required Affordable Units (15%) '

Nexus Supported: Number of Lower Income Households

Mitigation as Percent of Nexus

Notes:

100 Market Rate Units 85 Market Rate Units

Condos  Rental  Condos Rental
17.65 17.65 16.00 15.00
43.31 33.68 36.81 28.63

1% 52% 41% 52%

' A 15% Incluslonary requirement equates to 17.65 affordable unils for every 100 market rate units (17,66 / 117.65 = 15%).

2 See Tablo Ii-4, based on direct, indirect and Induced.

Prepared by: Kayser Marston Assaciates, Inc.
Filename:12715.001/001-018 S4 Tables.xis; IV-2; 4/5/2007; dd
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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 Blended Condo Prototype 5
Low Rise Condos Mid Rise Condos 50% Low. 50% Mid  Low Rise Rental
Development Cost
Average Unit Size 2 800 SF 800 SF 800 SF 800 SF
Development Cost per Net Sq. Ft. $550 /SF $6589 /SF $570 /ISF $412 ISF
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 $340,685
70% SF Rledian
Affordable Unit Value / Sales Price * $113,120
Gap $216,880
Median Income (100% SF Median)
Affordable Sales Price * $222,645
Gap [ $232,855 |
Notes:

' Based on KMA sensitivity analysis prototypes 1, 2, and 5 with costs adjusted to reflect affordable units.

2 KMA sensilivity analysis prototype 2 modified {o reflect the same square footage as the low-rise unit.
% See Tables Iv-4 and IV-5.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: 12715.001/001-018 S4 Tables.xls; IV-3; 4/56/2007
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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
Studio 1Bedroom 2Bedrgom  Average Rental

Unit Mix 15% 60% 25% 100%

Low Income (35% SF Median)
Annual Income Limit ' 21,400 24,450 27,500 $24,755
30% of Household Income $6,420 $7,335 $8.250 $7,427
Per Month $535 $611 5688 $619
<Lass> Ulifity Allow: {862) 71 (881} {872)
Affordable Rent $473 $540 $607 $547
Affordable Rent, Annual $5,676 $6,483 $7.278 $6,561
<Less> Operating Expanses (S7.200) ($7.200) (§7.200) ($7.200)
Net Revenue per Unit ($1.524) $717) 878 ($639)
Capitalized Value (@ 6.0%) ($25,400) ($12,000) $1,300 {$10,685)

70% SF Median
Annual Incame Limit * 42,800 48,800 55,000 $49,510
30% of Household income $12,.840 $14,670 $18,500 $14,853
Per Month $1,070 $1,223 $1.375 $1,238
<Less> Utility Allowance ¢ ($62) {$71) ($81) (8§72)
Affordable Rent $1,008 $1,152 $1.294 $1,166
Affordable Rent, Annuat $12,096 $13,818 $15,528 $13,987
<Less> Operating Expenses ($7.200) {87,200} ($7.200) (87.200)
Net Revenue per Unit $4,886 $6,618 $8,328 $6,787
Capitalized Value (@ 6.0%) $81,600 $110,300 $138,800 $113,120

Notes:

' Household size based on number of bedrooms plus ane.
2 Utility aflowance assumes tenant pays for heat, water, hot water, cooking, range, and electricity.

Source: KMA Sensitivity Analysis, City of San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: 12715.001/ 001-018 S4 Tables.xls; IV-4; 4/5/2007
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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 1Bedroom  2Bedroom Average Condo
100% SF Median
Unit Mix 20% 35% 45% 100%
Annual Income Limit * 61,110 69,840 78,570 $72,023
33% of Househaold Income $20,166 $23,047 $25,928 $23,767
Annual Condo Assaciation Fee $450 $5.400 $5.400 $5.400 $5,400
Property Taxes 1.144% $2,048 $2,447 $2,847 $2,547
Available for P+l $12,719 $15,200 $17.681 $15,820
Supportable Marigage (10 yr avg rate®) 6.89% $161,084 $192,523 $223,952 $200,380
Down Payment 10%  $17,899 $21,391 $24,884 $22,264
Affordable Sales Price $178,993 $213,914 $248,836 §222,645
Notes:

' Household size based en number of bedrooms plus one.
2 Per the City of San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing

Seurce: KMA, City of San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: 12715.001/001-018 S4 Tables.xls; 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 FRANCISCO

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 financial operations occupations 2.1%
Community and soclal services occupations 2.9%
Education, training, and fibrary occupations 5.9%
Healthcare practitioners and technical occupations 7-8%
Healthcare 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 related occupations 13.2%
Office and administrative support occupations 14.4%
Installation, maintenance, and repair accupations 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%

! pistribution of employmant by Industry is per the IMPLAN model and the distribution of oceupational employment within those industries is
based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Survey.

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Minnaesota IMPLAN Group
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Assaciates, inc.
Fllename: 001-018 Tables Ap1-2.xls; Ap th1 Major Occupations Matrix; 4/5/2007; dd
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APPENDIX TABLE 2

AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2006

RESIDENT SERVICES WORKER OCCUPATIONS

DIRECT 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 1of4
Management occupations
Chief executives $172,200 4.7% 0.2%
General and operations managers $120,400 31.6% 1.0%
Sales managers $119,400 4.7% 0.2%
Administrative services managers §91,500 4.4% 0.1%
Financial managers $122,600 5.8% 0.2%
Food service managers $49,300 8.4% 0.2%
Medica) and health services managers $108,800 8.1% 0.3%
Social and community service managers $61,000 6.3% 0.2%
All other Management Occupations $110,000 26.4% 0.9%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $108,300 100.0% 3.3%
Business and financial operations accupations
Wholesale and retail buyers, except farm products $52,600 4.8% 0.1%
Clalms adjusters, examiners, and investigators $58,000 10.2% 0.2%
Teaining and development specialists $62,000 4.7% 0,1%
Management analysts $30,300 4.3% 0.1%
Business operations specialists, all other $65,100 16.5% 0.3%
Accountants and auditors $67,800 16.9% 0.4%
Financial analysts $98,900 5.0% 0.1%
Insurance underwriters 562,800 4.4% 0.1%
All Other Business and financial operations cccupations (Avg. All Categories) $67.600 3.3% 0.7%
Welghted Mean Annual Wage $67,600 100.0% 21%
Communily and social services occupaltions
Substance abuse and hehavicral disorder counselors $37,100 4.4% 0.1%
Educational, vocational, and school counselors $52,000 4.9% 0.1%
Mental heaith counselors $52,100 5.5% 0.2%
Rehabllitation counselors $43,800 4.8% 0.1%
Child, family, and schoo! social workers $46,300 12.0% 0.3%
Medical and public health social workers $55,600 5.5% 0.2%
Mental health and substanca abuse social workers $38,800 74% 0.2%
Sodlal and human service assistants $32,900 16.6% 0.5%
Community and social service specialists, all other $39,700 4.7% 0.1%
Clergy $53,700 14.7% 0.4%
Directors, religious activities and education §43,600 8.1% 0.2%
All Other Community and sacial services occupations (Avg, All Categories) $44,500 11.3% 0.3%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $44,500 100.0% 2.5%

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Empioyment Development Department, Minnesota IMPLAN Group

Prepared by: Kayser Marston Associates, inc.
Filename: 001-018 Tables Ap1-2.xIs; Ap b2 Compensation; 4/5/2007; dd
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APPENDIX TABLE 2

AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 20606

RESIDENT SERVICES WORKER OCCUPATIONS

DIRECT EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS WITHIN THE CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CA
% of Total % of Total
2006 Avg. Occupation Resldent Services
Occupation * Compensation ' Group ? Workers
Page 2 of 4
Education, training, end library occupations
Preschool teachers, except spacial education $30,700 14.0% 0.8%
Elemeniary school teachers, except special education $55,700 15.6% 0.9%
Middle schoal teachers, except special and vocational education $60,800 8.1% 0.4%
Secondary school teachers, except special and vocational education §61,600 9.7% 0.6%
Self-onrichment 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%
All Other Educatian, training, and library occupations (Avg. All Categories) $45,300 26.7% 16%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $45,300 100.0% 5.9%
Healthcare practitioners and technical accupations
Physicians and surgeons, all other $114,200 4.2% 0.3%
Registered nurses $82,100 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 Heallhcare practitioners and lechnical accupations (Avg, All Categories) $75,300 44.3% 3.5%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $75,300 100.0% 7.8%
Heallhcare support occupations
Home health aides $22,600 22.6% 0.9%
Nursing aides, orderiles, and attendants $32,700 37.5% 1.5%
Medioal assistants $36,300 21.1% 0.8%
Heaslthcare support workers, afl other 40,200 4.3% 0.2%
All Other Healthcare suppart occupations (Avg. All Categories) $31,300 14.5% 0.6%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $31,300 100.0% 3.9%
Foad preparation and serving related ceeupations
First-line supervisors/managers of food preparation and serving workers $29,700 6.9% 11%
Cogks, fast food $20.200 6.4% 1.0%
Coaks, restaurant $25,600 7.6% 1.2%
Food preparation workers $21,500 7.4% 1.2%
Bartenders $21,100 4.6% 0.7%
Combined food preparation and serving workers, including fast food $20,600 22.0% 3.5%
Counter attendants, cafeteria, focd concession, and coffee shop $20,000 4.3% 0.7%
Waiters and waitresses $19,100 21.6% 3.4%
Dishwashers $19,400 4.7% 0.7%
All Other Food preparation and serving related occupatians (Avg. All Categories) $21.400 14.5% 23%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $21,400 100.0% 15.9%

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Califomia Employment Development Depantment, Minnesota IMPLAN Group

Propared by: Keyser Marston Assoclales, inc.
Filename: 001-018 Tables Ap1-2.xis; Ap tb2 Compensation; 4/5/2007; dd
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APPENDIX TABLE 2

AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2006

RESIDENT SERVICES WORKER OCCUPATIONS

DIRECT 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 2 Workers
Page 3aof4
Building and grounds cleaning and maintenance occupations
First-line supervisors/managers of housekesping and janilorial workers $43,600 4.7% 0.1%
Janitors and cleaners, except maids and housekeeping cleaners $25,300 48.0% 1.2%
Maids and housekeeping cleaners $26,500 30.0% 0.8%
Landscaping and groundskeeping workers $32,800 14.0% 0.4%
All Other Building and grounds cleaning and maintenance occupations (Avg. All Cat 27,600 3.3% 0.1%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $27,600 100.0% 2.6%
Personal care and service accupations
Amusement and recreation attendants $19,800 7.9% 0.4%
Hairdressers, halrstylists, and cosmetologists $34,000 15.9% 0.8%
Child care workers $26,200 19.8% 1.0%
Personal and home care aides $22,000 22.2% 1.2%
Recreation workers $29,700 5.7% 0.3%
All Other Personal care and service accupations (Avg. All Categaries) $26,200 28.6% 1.5%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $26,200 100.0% 5.2%
Sales and relatad occupations
First-fine supervisors/managers of retail sates workers $41,800 9.5% 1.3%
Cashlers $23,400 30.9% 4.1%
Caunter and rental clerks $28,100 5.1% 0.7%
Retail salespersons $27,100 39.4% 52%
Sales representatives, wholesale and manufecturing, except technical and scientific $68,800 5.5% 0.7%
All Cther Sales and related occupations {Avg. All Categories) $30,000 9.7% 1.3%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $30,000 180.0% 13.2%
Office and administrative support occupations
First-line supervisors/managers of office and administrative support workers $56,000 5.6% 0.8%
Bookkeeping, sccounting, and audiling clerks $40,200 8.3% 1.2%
Customer service representalives $37,600 74% 1.1%
Receptionists and information clerks $30,200 8.2% 1.2%
Stock clerks and order fillers $28,200 10.1% 1.5%
Executive secretsries and administrative assistants $47,200 5.7% 0.8%
Medical secretaries $39,700 4.5% 0.6%
Secrotaries, except legal, medical, and executive $39,100 8.0% 1.3%
Office clerks, general $29,900 13.5% 1.9%
All Other Office and administrative suppon occupations (Avg. All Categories) $36,800 27.6% 4.0%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $36,800 100.0% 14.4%

Sources: U.S, Bureau of Labar Stalistics, Califomia Employment Development Departmen!, Minnesota IMPLAN Group
Prapared by: Keyser Marston Associatas, Inc.
Fllename: 001-018 Tables Ap1-2.xis; Ap th2 Compansation; 4/6/2007; dd
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APPENDIX TABLE 2

AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2006

RESIDENT SERVICES WORKER OCCUPATIONS

DIRECT 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 2 Workers
Pagedof4
Installation, maintenance, and repair occupations
First-line supervisors/managers of mechanics, installers, and repairers $71.200 8.5% 0.3%
Automotive body and related repairers $50,300 12.2% 0.5%
Automotive service technicians and mechanics $51,500 30.5% 1.2%
Bus and truck mechanics and diesel engine specialists $46,800 §.1% 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 2L.1% 1.1%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $51,700 100.0% 4.0%
Production occupalions
First-line supervisors/managers of production and operating 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 ralated 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 Categories) $29,800 46.3% 1.2%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $29,800 100.0% 2.5%
Transportation and material moving occupations
Bus drivers, school $28,200 9.8% 0.5%
Driver/sales workers $30,500 8.5% 0.5%
Truck drivers, heavy and tractor-traiter $41,900 8.3% 0.4%
Truck drivers, light or delivery services " $31,800 10.2% 0.5%
Taxl drivers and chauffeurs $25,500 4.1% 0.2%
Parking lot aftendants $26,200 5.5% 0.3%
Cleaners of vehicles and equipment $24,500 12.6% 0.7%
Laborers and freighl, stock, and material movers, hand $27,800 16.0% 0.8%
Packers and packagers, hand $19,100 7.4% 0.4%
All Other Transportation and material moving occupations (Avg. All Categories) $28,500 18,5% 1.0%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $28,500 100.0% 5.4%
89.0%
* The mathodology ulilized by the Califarnia Employment Davelopment Depaniment (EOD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed full-time. Annual

compensalion is calculated by EDD by mulliplying hously wages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks.

2 Occupation percentages are based on the 2005 National Industry - Specific Cccupational Employment survey complled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Wages
ara based on the 2005 Occupational Employment Survay data for San Francisco-San Matec-Redwosd City MD, Califernla (San Francisco, San Mateo, and Marin

Countles) updated by the California Employment Development Depariment to 2006 wage lavels.
3 Including occupatiens repressnting 4% or more of the major otcupation group

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Developmeni Department, Minnesota IMPLAN Group

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: 001-018 Tables Ap1-2.xis; Ap 1b2 Compensation; 4/5/2007; dd
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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 accupations 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 library occupations 7.1%
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 accupations 12.4%
Building and grounds cleaning and maintenance occupations 3.2%
Personal care and service occupations 3.9%
Sales and related occupations A 11.2%
Office and administrative support occupations 16.7%
Construction and extraction occupations 1.7%
Installation, maintenance, and repair occupations 3.7%
Production occupations 2.3%
Transportation and material moving cccupations 5.2%
All Other Resident Services Related Occupations 8.7%
INDUSTRY TOTAL 100.0%

" Distribution of employment by industry is per the IMPLAN model and the distribution of cccupational employment within those industries is
based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Survey.

Source: Buraau of Labor Statistics, Minnesota IMPLAN Group
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc,
Fllename: 001-018 Tables Ap3-4.xis; Ap th3 Major Occupatlons Matrix; 4/6/2007; 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 1of §
Management accupations
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 4A% 0.2%
Computer and information systems managers $133,3C0 4.4% 0.2%
Financial managers $122,600 6.7% 0.3%
Education administrators, elementary and secondary school $101,700 4.4% 0.2%
Foed service managers $49,300 5.4% 0.2%
Medical and health services managers $108,800 5.4% 0.2%
Property, real estate, and communily association managers $56,500 4.1% 0.2%
Managers, all other $110,000 54% 0.2%
All Other Management occupations {Avg. All Categories) $111.800 23.0% 0.9%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $111,800 100.0% 4.0%
Business and financlal operations occupalions
Claims adjusters, examiners, and investigators $58,000 6.5% 0.2%
Mznagement analysts $90,300 7.9% 0.3%
Business operatians specialists, all other $65,100 17.4% 0.6%
Accountants and auditers $67,800 19.6% 0.7%
Financial analysts $98,900 4.3% 0.2%
All Cther Business and financial operations occupations {Avg. All Categories) $71,400 44.2% 16%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $71,400 100.0% 3.5%
Computer and mathematical occupations
Computer programmers $88,500 14.6% 0.3%
Compuler software engineers, applications $99,400 15.9% 0.3%
Compuler software engineers, systems software $98,600 9.5% 0.2%
Computer suppart speciafists 361,600 17.0% 0.4%
Computer systems analysts $83,600 17.7% 0.4%
Network and computer systems administrators $81,100 8.5% 0.2%
Network systems and dala communications analysts $79,900 6.0% 0.1%
All Other Computer and mathematical cccupations (Avg. All Categories) §84,100 10.7% 0.2%
Welghted Mean Annual Wage 884,100 100.0% 2.2%

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Califernia Employment Development Depariment, Minnesota IMPLAN Group
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Assaciates, Inc.
Fllename: 001-018 Tables Ap3-4.xis; Ap thd 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 20of5
Communily and soclal services accupations
Educational, vacational, and school counselors $52,000 74% 0.2%
Mental health counselors $52,100 4.8% 0.1%
Rehabilitation counselors $43,900 4.8% 0.1%
Child, family, and school sacial workers $48,300 13.5% 0.3%
Maedical and public health social workers 355,600 5.0% 0.1%
Mental health and substance abuse social workers $38,800 6.7% 0.2%
Sccial and human service assistants $32,900 16.5% 0.4%
Community and social service specialists, all other $39,700 4.9% 0.1%
Clergy $53,700 12.2% 0.3%
Directars, religicus activities and education $43,600 6.7% 0.2%
All Other Community and social services occupations (Avg. All Categories) 344,800 17.4% 0.4%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $44,800 100.0% 2.8%
Education, training, and library occupations
Preschoa) teachers, except special education $30,700 8.4% 0.6%
Elementary school teachers, except special education $565,700 17.6% 1.2%
Middle school teachers, except special and vocational education $60,800 7.2% 0.5%
Secondary schaol teachers, except special and vacationa! education $61,600 11.4% 0.8%
Teachers and instructors, all ather $60,000 6.2% 0.4%
Teacher assistants §31,800 16.5% 1.2%
All Other Education, training, and library occupations (Avg, All Categories) $47.700 32.9% 23%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $47,700 100.0% 71%
Arts, design, enteriainment, sports, end media occupations
Floral designers $39,500 64% 0.1%
Graphic designers $60,700 5.2% 0.1%
Coaches and scouts $34.600 9.1% 0.1%
Public relations specialists $61,500 12.1% 0.2%
All Other Arts, design, entertainment, sports, & media (Avg. All Categories) * $49.600 67.3% 1.0%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $49,600 100.0% 14%
Healthcare practitioners and technical occupations
Physicians and surgeans, afl other $114,200 4.3% 0.3%
Registered nhurses $82,100 36.1% 2.1%
Pharmacy technicians $40,500 4.8% 0.3%
Licensed practical and licensed vocational nurses ’ $53,200 11.1% 0.7%
All Other Healthcare practitioners and technical accupations (Avg. All Categories) $75,400 43.9% 2.6%
Welghted Mean Annual Wage $75,400 100.0% 5.9%

Scurces: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Califomia Employment Development Department, Minnesola IMPLAN Group
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associales, Inc.
Filaname: 001-018 Tables Ap3-4.xis; 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

% of Total % of Total
2006 Avg. Occupation Reslident Services
Qccupation * Compensation ' Group ? Workers
Page 3 of §
Healthcare support occupations
Home health aides $22,600 22.2% 0.6%
Nursing aides, orderlies, and attendants $32,700 37.8% 1.1%
Medical assistants $36,300 20.5% 0.6%
Healthcare support workers, all cther $40,200 4.7% 0.1%
Alf Other Heallhcare support occupations (Avg. All Categories) $31.300 14.9% 0.4%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $31,300 100.0% 2.9%
Prolective service accupations
Caorrectional officers and jallers - $69,300 17.6% 0.3%
Palice and sheriff's patrol officers $61,200 8.8% 0.1%
Security guards $26,400 47.9% 0.8%
Lifeguards, ski patrol, and other recrealional protective service workers $24,800 4.3% 0.1%
Protective service workers, alt other $55,600 5.3% 0.1%
All Other Protective service occupations (Avg, All Categories) $38.700 18.1% 0.3%
Welighted Mean Annuat Wage $38,700 100.0% 1.7%
Food preparation and serving related occupations
Firstline supervisars/managers of food preparation and serving workers $29,700 6.9% 0.9%
Cooks, fast food $20,200 6.3% 0.8%
Cooks, restaurant $25,600 7.5% 0.9%
Food preparation workers $21,500 7.5% 0.9%
Bartenders §21,100 4.7% 0.8%
Combined food preparation and serving workers, including fast food $20,600 21.9% 2.7%
Counter altendants, cafeteria, food concession, and coffee shop $20,000 4.4% 0.5%
Waiters and waitresses $19,100 214% 2.6%
Dishwashers $19,400 4.6% 0.6%
All Other Food preparation and serving related occupations (Avg. All Categories) $21,400 14.8% 18%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $21,400 100.0% 12.4%
Building and grounds cleaning and maintenance occupations
First-line supervisors/managers of housekeeping and janitorial workers $43,600 4.4% 0.1%
Janitors and cleaners, except maids and housekeeping cleaners $25,300 51.1% 1.6%
Maids and housekeeping cleaners $26,500 20.8% 0.7%
Landscaping and groundskeeping workers §32,800 18.1% 0.6%
All Other Bullding and grounds cleaning and maintenance occupations (Avg. All Gati $27.900 55% 0.2%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage 827,900 100.0% 3.2%

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Callfornia Employment Development Departmant, Minnesota IMPLAN Group
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Assaclates, inc.
Fllename: 001-018 Tablas Ap3-4.xis; Ap tb4 Compensaticn; 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 2 Workers
Page dof5
Personal care and service occupations
First-line supervisors/managers of personal senvice workers $47,100 4.0% 0.2%
Ushers, lobby aitendants, and ticket takers $19,600 4.5% 0.2%
Amusement and recreation attendants $19,800 7.8% 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 workers $29,700 6.1% 0.2%
All Other Personal care and service occupations (Avg. All Categories) $26.900 22.2% 0:.9%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $26,900 100.0% 3.9%
Sales and related occupations
First-line supervisors/managers of retail sales workers $41,800 8.6% 1.0%
Cashiars $23,400 27.6% 3.1%
Caunter and rental clerks $28,100 52% 0.6%
Retall 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 17.5% 2.0%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $30,600 100.0% 11.2%
Office and administrative support occupations
First-line supervisors/managers of office and administrative support workers $56,000 5.6% 0.9%
Bookkeeping, accounting, and audiling clerks $40,200 8.3% 1.3%
Customer service representatives $37.600 7.9% 1.2%
Receptionists and information clerks $30,200 6.5% 1.0%
Stock clerks and order flllers $28,200 7.4% 1.2%
Executive secretaries and administrative assistants $47,200 8.7% 1.0%
Secrataries, except legal, medical, and executive $39,100 9.2% 1.4%
Cffice clerks, gensral $29,900 14.1% 2.2%
All Other Office and administrative suppori occupations (Avg. All Categories) $37,200 34.3% 54%
Weightad fMean Annual Wage $37,200 100.0% 18.7%
Construction and extraction occupations
First-line supervisors/imanagers of construction trades and extraction workers $82,800 12.8% 0.2%
Carpenters $52,300 31.7% 0.5%
Construction laborers $42,700 18.5% 0.3%
All Other Censtruction and extraction accupations {Avg. All Categories) §55.700 37.0% 0.6%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $55,700 100.0% 17%

Sources: U.S. Buraau of Laber Statisties, Califomia Employment Development Department, Minnesota IMPLAN Group
Prepared by: Keyser Marslon Associatss, Inc.
Filename: 001-018 Tables Ap3-4.xis; Ap thd Compensaticn; 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 50f 5
installalion, maintenancea, and repair occupations
First-line supervisors/managers of mechanics, installers, and repairers $71,200 8.6% 0.3%
Automotive body and related repalrers $50,300 9.7% 0.4%
Automotive sesvice techniclans and mechanics $61,500 24.8% 0.9%
Bus and truck mechanics and diesel engine speclalists $46,800 4.8% 0.2%
Maintenance and repair workers, general $44,400 22.7% 0.8%
All Other Installation, maintenance, and repair occupations (Avg. All Categories) $51,100 29.4% 1.1%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $51,100 100.0% 3.7%
Production occupations
First-line supervisors/managers of production and operating workers $57.800 5.9% 0.1%
Team assemblers $25,600 5.8% 0.1%
Bakers $25,800 5.9% 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%
Inspacters, testers, sorlers, samplers, and weighers $34,600 4.7% 0.1%
Helpers—production workers $25,400 4.3% 0.1%
All Other Production occupations (Avg. All Categories) $29,000 40.9% 0.9%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $29,000 100.0% 23%
Transporiation and material moving occupations
Bus drivers, school $28,200 10.4% 0.5%
Driver/sales workers $30,500 7.0% 0.4%
Truck drivers, heavy and tractor-trailer $41,900 8.9% 0.5%
Truck drivers, fight 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%
Laborers and freight, stock, and material movers, hand $27,800 182% 0.9%
Packers and packagers, hand $19,100 7.1% 0.4%
All Other Transpartation and material moving occupalions {Avg. All Categories) $29.000 24.0% 1.2%
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $29,000 100.0% 5.2%
80.3%

7 The methodalogy utilized by the California Employment Davelopment Department (EOD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed futl-ime. Annual
compensation is calculated by EBD by multiplying hourdy wages by 40 hours per work waek by 52 weeks.

2 Occupation percentages are based on the 2005 Natlonal Industry - Specific Occupationa! Employment survey compiiad by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Wages
are ba_ced on the 2008 Occupational Employment Survey data for San Francisco-San Mateo-Redwood City MD, Califomia {San Francisco, San Mateo, and Marin
Counties) updated by the California Employment Development Depariment to 2006 wage levels.

3 Including occupatlons representing 4% ar more of the major occupation group
¢ Inciudes (\lﬁ?ls a!-u? Mus?fian_s w‘!\ieh represent 5% and 16% of the occupation group raspectively. The Cccupational Employment Survey did not ealculate annual

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department. Minnesota IMPLAN Greup
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: 001-018 Tables Ap3-4.1s; Ap th4 Compensation; 4/5/2007; do
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AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2006
RESIDENT SERVICES WORKER OCCUPATIONS

DIRECT, INDIRECT & INDUCED EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS WATHIN THE CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY QF SAN FRANCISCO, CA
% of Total % of Total
2006 Avg. Occupation Resident Services
Occupation Compensation ' Group * Workers

wage and satary information for these occupati

Sources: U.S, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Califomia Employment Devalopment Department, Minnesota IMPLAN Group
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Assoclates, Inc.
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Quantifying the Changing Face of San Francisco
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Quantlfylng 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://priceonomics.com/quantifying-the-changing-face-of-san-francisco/[ 5!6f2§8 i‘%l 9:26 AM]
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Quantifying the Changing Face of San Francisco

‘recipe 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 hyperbole? 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 1o 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.
it

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. '

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 Francisco, and a housing supply that has barely budged,
means change at a striking scale.
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Que:ntit‘ying the Changing Face of San Francisco

Workers at Google’s offices near San Francisco

From Working 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.

http:I/priceonomics.comlquantit}ring-me-changing—face—of-san-frmcisco/[ﬁ/ﬁlﬁggy 19:26 AM]
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Quantifying the Changing Face of San Francisco

The Annual Migration In and Out of SF
by Education Attainment: Ages 22-49

Based on American Community Suz a: 2010-2014

;Ddeot Graduate High Schoo

High School Graduate 87,200 -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 graduat