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FILE NO. 170834 
AMENDED IN BOARD 

7/25/2017 ORDINANCE NO. 

[Planning Code - lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Dwelling Unit Mix Requirements] 

3 Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the lnclusionary 

4 . Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternatives 

5 and other lnclusionary Housing requirements; adding reporting requirements for 

6 densi~' bonus projects to require minimum dwelling unit mix in most residential 

7 districts; to clarify lnclusionary Housing requirements in the Transbay C-3 Special Use 

8 District; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 

g Environmental Quality Act; making findings of public necessity. convenience, and 

1 O welfare under Planning Code, Section 302; and making findings of consistency with the· 

11 General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 
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NOTE: Unchanged Gode text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethmugh italics Times New Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 

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

Section 1. General Findings. 

(a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this 

ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 

Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

Supervisors in File No. 170834 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms 

this determination. 
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(b) On April 27, 2017, and on July 6, 2017, the Planning Commission, in Resolution 

No~. 19903 and 19956, adopted findings thatthe actions contemplated in this ordinance are 

· consistent, on balance, with the City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning 

Code Section 101.1. The Board adopts these findings as its own. Acopy of said Resolution~ 

is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 170834, and tS are incorporated 

herein by reference. 

(c) Pursuant to 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~. 19903 and 19956, and the Board incorporates such 

reasons herein by reference. A copy of Planning Commission Resolution No.§,. 19903 and 

19956 is on file with the Board of Supervisors in File No. 170834. 

Section 2. Findings About lnclusionary Affordable Housing Requirements. 

(a) The purpose of this ordinance is to adopt inclusionary or affordable housing 

obligations following voter approval of Proposition Cat the June 7, 2016 election to revise the 

City Charter's inclusionary affordable housing requirements, which won overwhelming support 

with 67.9% of the vote, and to update the provisions of the Planning Code that became 

effective after the Charter Amendment passed, consistent with the process set forth in Section 

415.10 of the Planning Code, and elaborated upon further outlined in Ordinance No. 76-16, 

which required that the City study how to set inclusionary housing obligations in San 

Francisco at the maximum economically feasible amount in market rate housing development 

to create affordable housing. The inclusionary affordable housing obligations set forth in this 

ordinance will supersede and replace any previous requirements. 

(b) The San Francisco residential real estate market is one of the most expensive in 

the United States. In February 2016, the California Association of Realtors reported that the 
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median priced home in San Francisco was $1,437,500. This price is 222% higher than the 

State of California median ($446,460), and 312% higher than the national average 

($348,900). While the national homeownership rate is approximately 63.8%, only 

approximately 37% of San Franciscans own their own home. The majority of market-rate 

homes for sale in San Francisco are priced out of the reach of low;;; and moderate~income 

households. In 2015, the average rent was $3,524, which is affordable to households earning 

over $126,864. 

(c) The Board of Supervisors adopted San Francisco's General Plan Housing Element 

in March 2015, and the California Housing and Community Development Department certified 

it on May 29, 2015. The Housing Element states that San Francisco's share of the regional 

housing need for years 2015 through 2022 includes 10,873 housing units for very-low;;; and 

low-income households and -5,450 units for moderate/middle income households, and a total 

production of 28,870 net new units, with almost 60% to be affordable for very-low, low- and 

moderate/middle-income San Franciscans. 

(d) In November 2016, the City provided the updated Residential Affordable Housing 

Nexus Analysis that confirms and quantifies the impact of new market rate housing 

development on the demand for affordable housing for households earning up to 120% of 

area median income. The study demonstrates a need of 31.8% affordable housing for rental 

housing, and 37 .6% affordable housing for ownership housing, and a need of 24.1 % onsite 

affordable housing for rental housing, and 27.3% onsite affordable housing for ownership 

housing for households with incomes up to 120% of Area Me_dian Income. When quantifying 

affordable housing impacts on households making up to 150% of area median income. the 

study demonstrates a need of 34.9% affordable housing for rental housing. and a need of 

41.3% affordable housing for ownership housing. 
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1 (e) In February 2017, the Office of the Controller presented a study of the economic 

2 feasibility of increased inclusionary housing requirements, entitled "lnclusionary Housing 

3 Working Group: Final Report." The Controller's Office, supported by a contracted consulting 

4 team of three firms and advised by a Technical Advisory.Committee (TAC) with 

5 representatives appointed by the Mayor and Board of SupervisorsController, developed 

6 several policy recommendations, including: (1) that the City should impose different 

7 inclusionary housing requirements on rental and for-sale (condominium) properties; (2) that 

8 the City SG1::HGcan set the initial or,site requirements at a maximum feasible amount of 18% for 

9 . rental projects and 20% for ownership projects; (3) that the City may adoptshould commit to a 

1 O 15-year schedule of increases to the inclusionary housing rate, at a rate of 0.5% increase 

11 each year; and (4) that the City should revise the schedule of lnclusionary housing fees to 

'2 provide a more equivalent cost for developers as the on-site requirements. The Controller's 

13 Office recommended updating the fee percentage to 23% and 28% to create an equivalency 

14 to the recommended 18% and 20% on-site requirements, with the City conducting the specific 

15 calculation of the fee itseif. 

16 (f) The Controller's Report further acknowledged that if either the state density bonus 

· 17 or a local bonus program were widely implemented in San Francisco, the likely result would 

18 be higher residual land values in many locations, which would support a higher inclusionary 

19 requirement. application of the state provided density bonos could make a difference in the 

20 financial feasibility of housing development projects. 

21 (g) The City's lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program is intended to help address the 

22 demonstrated need for affordable housing in the City through the application of the City's land 

23 use controls 

24 

'.5 

Supervisors Breed; Kim, Peskin, Safai, Tang 
BOARD OF SUPERVISbRS 51 

Page4 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

1'7 

18 

19 

·20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(h) As rents and sales prices outpace what is affordable to the typical San Francisco 

family. the City faces a continuing shortage of affordable housing for not only very low- and 

low-income residents. but also for moderate, middle and upper-middle income families. 

(i) In order to maximize the benefit of state and federal funds supporting affordable 

housing construction. which are typically restricted to very low- and low-income households. 

and to maximize the amount of affordable units constructed. the maiority of the City's new 

affordable housing production is likely to continue to focus on households at or below 60% of 

area median income. 

(j) The Board of Supervisors recognizes that this lnclusionary Housing Program is only 

one small part of the City's overall strategy for providing affordable housing to very low-, low-, 

moderate-, and middle-income households. The City will continue to acquire, rehabilitate and 

produce units through the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development, provide 

rental subsidies, and provide homeownership assistance to continue to expand its reach to 

households in need of affordable housing. 

(k) The City will also continue to pursue innovative solutions to provide and stabilize 

affordable housing in San Francisco, including programs such as HOME-SF that incentivize 

projects that set aside 30% of on-site units as permanently affordable, and 40% of units as 

family-friendly multiple bedroom units. 

!!Lin an effort to support a mix of both ownership project and rental projects, the City is 

providing a direct financial contribution to project sponsors who agree to rent units for a period 

of 30 years. The direct financial contribution is in the form of a reduction in the applicable 

affordable housing requirement. 

Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 415.2, 415.3, 

415.5, 415.6, aoo 415.7, and 415.10, and adding a new Section 415.11, to read as follows: 

Supervisors Breed; Kim, Peskin, Safai, Tang 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 52 Page5 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

'.5 

SEC. 415.2. DEFINITIONS. 

See Section 401 of this Article. For purposes of Sections 415.3et seq., "low income" 

.households shall be defined as households vvhose total household income does not exeeed.55% ·. 

is 40% to 80% of Area Median Income for purposes of renting an affordable unit, or 80% to 

100°Ai of /\rea Median Income for purposes of purchasing an affordable unit, and "moderate 

income" and "middle income" households shall mean households whose total household 

income does not exceed 100% is 80% to 120% of Area Median Income for purposes of renting 

an affordable unit, or 120% 100% to 14 0% of /\rea Median Income for purposes of purchasing 

an affordable unit. The Small Sites Fund, defined in Section 415.5(f)(2), and the Small Sites 

Program may use Affordable Housing Fees to acquire sites and buildings consistent with the 

income parameters of the Programs, as periodically updated and administered by MOH CD. 

"Owned Unit" shall mean a dwelling unit that is a condominium, stock cooperative. community 

apartment or detached single family home. The owner or owners of an owned unit must occupy the unit 

as their primary residence. 

"Rental Housing Pro;ect" shall mean a housing profoct consisting solely of Rental Units. as 

defined in Section 401. which meets the following requirements: 

(1) The units shall be rental housing for not less than 3 0 years from the issuance oft he 

certificate of occupancy pursuant to an agreement between the developer and the City. This agreement 

shall be in accordance with applicable State law governing rental housing. All such agreements 

entered into with the City must be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director and the City 

Attorney's Of/ice. and may be executed by the Planning Director; 

(2) The agreement shall be recorded against the property prior to issuance ofthe 

certificate of occupancy. 
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SEC. 415.3. APPLICATION. 

* * * * 

(b) Any development project that has submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation 

application prior to January 4, ~ 12,. 2016 shall comply with the Affordable. Housing Fee 

requirements, the on-site affordable housing requirements or the off-site affordable housing 

requirements, and all other provisions of Section 415.1 et seq .• as applicable, in effect on 

January 12, 2016. For development projects that have submitted a complete Environmental 

Evaluation application on or after January 1, 2013, the requirements set forth in Planning 

Code Sections 415.5, 415.6, and 415.7 shall apply tq certain development projects consisting 

of 25 dwelling units or more during a limited period of time as follows. 

(1) If a development project is eligible and elects to provide on-site affordable 

housing, the development project shall provide the following amounts of on-site affordable 

housing. l\11 other requirements of Planning Code Sections 415.1 et seq. shall apply. 

(A) Any development project that has submitted a complete 

Environmental Evaluation application prior to January 1, 2014 shall provide affordable units in 

the amount of 13% of the number of unjts constructed on-site. 

(B) Any development project that has submitted a complete 

Environmental Evaluation application prior to January 1, 2015 shall provide affordable units in 

the amount of 13.5% of the number of units constructed on-site. 

(C) Any development project that has submitted a complete 

Environmental Evaluation application on or prior to January 12, 2016 shall provide affordable · 

units in the amount of 14.5% of the number of units constructed on-site. 

{D) Any development project that submits an Environmental Evaluation 

application after January 12, 2016, shall comply with the requirements set forth in Planning 

Code Sections 415.5, 415.6 and 415.7, as applicable. 
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(E) Notwithstanding the provisions set forth in subsections (b)(1 )(A), (B) 

and (C) of this s~ection 415.3, if a development project is located in a UMU Zoning District or 

in the South of Market Youth and Family. Zoning District, and is eligible and elects to provide 

on-site units. pursuant to Section 415.5(g), such development project shall comply. with the on­

site requirements applicable within such Zoning Districts, as they. existed on January. 12, 

2016, plus the following additional amounts of on-site affordable units: (i) if the development 

project has submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application prior to January. 1, 

2014, the P~oject Sponsor shall provide additional affordable units in the amount of 1 % of the 

number of units constructed on-site; (ii) if the development project has submitted a complete 

Environmental Evaluation application prior to January. 1, 2015, the Project Sponsor shall 

provide additional affordable units in the amount of 1.5% of the number of units constructed 

on-site; or (iii) if the development project has- submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation 

application on or prior to January. 12, 2016, the Project Sponsor shall provide additional 

affordable units in the amount of 2% of the number of units constructed on-site. 

(F) Any. development project that has submitted a complete 

Environmental Evaluation application on or before January. 12, 2016 and seeks to utilize a 

density. bonus under State Law shall use its best efforts to provide on-site affordable units in -

the amount of 25% of the number of units constructed on-site and shall consult with the 

Planning Department about how to achieve this amount of inclusionary. affordable housing. 

AnyprojectAn applicant seeking a density. bonus under the provisions of State Law shall 

provide reasonable documentation to establish eligibility for a requested density bonus. incentives or 

concessions, and waivers or reductions of development standards. prepere a repor1 analyzing ho-w the 

concessions and incentives requested ere necessary in order to provide the required on site effor~able 

housing. 
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(2) If a development project pays the Affordable Housing Fee or is eligible and 

elects to provide off-site affordable housing, the development project shall provide the 

following fee amount or amounts of off-site affordable housing during the limited periods of 

time set forth below. /\II other requirements of Planning Code Sections 415.1 et seq. shall. 

apply. 

(A) Any development project that has submitted a complete 

Environmental Evaluation application prior to January 1, 2014, shall pay a fee or provide off­

site housing in an amount equivalent to 25% of the number of units constructed on-site. 

(B) Any development project that has_ submitted a complete 

Environmental Evaluation application prior to January 1, 2015, shall pay a fee or provide off­

site housing in an amount equivalent to 27.5% of the number of units constructed on-site. 

(C) Any development project that has submitted a complete 

Environmental Evaluation application on or prior to January 12, 2016 shall pay a fee or 

provide off-site housing in an amount equivalent to 30% of the number of units constructed 

on-site. 

(D) Any development project that submits an Environmental Evaluation 

application after January 12, 2016 shall comply with the requirements set forth in Sections 

415.5, 415.6, and 415.7, as applicable. 

(E) Notwithstanding the provisions set forth in subsections (b)(2)(A), (B) 

and (C) of this Section 415.3, for development projects proposing buildings over 120 feet in 

height, as measured under the requirements set forth in the Planning Code, except for 

buildings up to 130 feet in height located both within a special use district and within a height 

and bulk district that allows a maximum building height of 130 feet, such development projects 

shall pay a fee or provide off-site housing in an amount equivalent to .J-5-30% of the number of 

units constructed on-site. Any buildings up to 130 feet in height located both within a special 
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use district and within a height and bulk district that allows a maximum building height of 130 

feet shall comply with the provisions of subsections (b)(2)(A), (B) and (C) of this Section 415.3 

during the limited periods of time set forth therein. 

(F) Notwithstanding the provisions set forth in subsections (b)(2)(A), (B) .. 

and (C) of this s~ection 415.3, if a development project is located in a UMU Zoning District or 

in the South of Market Youth and Family Zoning District, and pays the Affordable Housing Fee 

or is eligible and elects to provide off-site affordable housing pursuant to Section 415.5(g), or 

elects to comply with a land dedication alternative, such development project shall comply 

with the fee, off-site or land dedication requirements applicable withi"n such Zoning Districts, 

as they existed on January 12, 2016, plus the following additional amounts for the Affordable 

Housing Fee or for land dedication or off-site affordable units: (i) if the development project 

has submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application prior to January 1, 2014, the 

Project Sponsor shall pay an additional fee, or provide additional land dedication or off-site 

affordable units, in an amount equivalent to 5% of the number of units constructed on-site; (ii) 

if the development project has submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application 

prior to January 1, 2015, the Project Sponsor shall pay an additional fee, or provide additional 

land dedication or off-site affordable units, in an amount equivalent to 7.5% of the number of 

units constructed on-site; or (iii) if the development project has submitted a complete 

Environmental Evaluation application on or prior to January 12, 2016, the Project Sponsor 

shall pay an additional fee, or provide additional land dedication or off-site affordable units, in 

an amount equivalent to 10% of the number of units constructed on-site. Notwithstanding the 

foregoing, a development project shall not pay a fee or provide off-site units in a total amount 

greater than the equivalent of JJ-30% of the number of units constructed on-site. 

(G) Any develo·pment project consisting- of 25 dwelling units or more that 

has submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application on or prior to January 12, 
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2016, and is eligible and elects to provide off-site affordable housing, may provide off-site 

affordable housing by acquiring an existing building to fulfill all or part of the requirements set 

forth in this Section 415.3 and in Section 415.7 with an equivalent amount of units as specified 

in this Section 415.3(b)(2), as.reviewed and approved by the Mayor's Office of Housing and 

Community Development and consistent with the parameters of its Small Sites Acquisition 

and Rehabilitation Program, in conformance with the income limits for the Small Sites 

Program. 

* * * * 

(d} Notwithstanding the provisions set forth in Section 415.3(b}. or the inclusionary 

affordable housing requirements contained in Sections 415.5, 415.6, and 415.7, such 

requirements shall not apply to any proiect that has not submitted a complete Environmental 

Evaluation Application on or before January 12. 2016., if the proiect is located within the 

Eastern Neighborhoods Mission Planning Area, the North of Market Residential Special Use 

District Subarea 1 or Subarea 2, or the SOMA Neighborhood Commercial Transit District. 

because inclusionary affordable housing levels for those areas will be addressed in 

forthcoming area plan processes or an equivalent community planning process. Until such 

planning processes are complete and new inclusionary housing requirements for projects in 

those areas are adopted. projects shall (1) pay a fee or provide off-site housing in an amount 

. equivalent to 30% or (2) provide affordable units in the amount of 25% of the number of 

Rental Units constructed on-site or 27% of the number of Owned Units constructed on-site. 

For Rental Units. 15% of the on-site affordable units shall be affordable to low-income 

households, 5% shall be affordable to moderate-income households and 5% shall be 

affordable to middle-income households. For Owned Units, 15% of the on-site affordable 

units shall be affordable to low-income households, 6% shall be affordable to moderate­

income households and 6% shall be affordable to middle-income households. 
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(~ The City may continue to enter into development agreements or other similar 

binding agreements for projects that provide inclusionary affordable housing at levels that may 

be different from the levels set forth in Sections 415.1=et seq. 

(f) Section 415.1 et seq., the lnclusionary Housing Program, shall not apply to: 

(1) That portion of a housing project located on property owned by the United 

States or any of its agencies or leased by the United States or any of its agencies, for a period 

in excess of 50 yea.rs, with the exception of such property not used exclusively for a 

governmental purpose; 

(2) That portion of a housing project located on property owned by the State of 

California or any of its agencies, with the exception of such property not used exclusively for a 

governmental or educational purpose; or 

(3) That portion of a housing project located on property under the jurisdiction of 

the San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure or the Port of San 

Francisco where the application of Section 415.1 et seq. is prohibited by California or local 

law. 

(4) A 100% affordable housing project in which rents are controlled or regulated 

by any government unit, agency or authority, excepting those unsubsidized and/or unassisted 

units which are insured by the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development must represent to the Planning 

Commission or Planning Department that the project meets this requirement. 

* *' * * 

(5) A Student Housing project that meets all of the following criteria: 

* * * * 

(C) The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 

(MOHCD) is authorized to monitor this program. MOH CD shall develop a monitoring form and 
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annual monitoring fee to be paid by the owner of the real property or the Post-Secondary 

Educational Institution or Religious Institutions, as defined in Section 102 of this Code. The 

owner of the real property and each Post-Secondary Educational Institution or Institutions 

shall agree to submit annual documentation to MOHCD and the Planning Department, on or 

before December 31 of each year, tRat which addresses the following: 

* * * * 

(iii) The owner of th.e real property records a Notice of Special 

Restrictions (NSR) against fee title to the real property on which the Student Housing is 

located that states the following: 

* * * * 

d. The Post-Secondary Educational Institution is required to 

report annually as required in ~~ubsection (ef)(5)(C) above; 

* * * * 

SEC. 415.5. AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE. 

* * * * 

(b) Amount of Fee. The amount of the fee whieh that may be paid by the project 

sponsor subject to this Program shall be determined by M9HCD utilizing the following factors: 

(1) The number of units equivalent to the applicable off-site percentage of the 

number of units in the principal housing project. 

(A) For housing development pro;ects consisting of] 0 dwelling units or more, 

but less than 25 dwelling units. tToe applicable percentage shall be 20% for housing dc'.Jclopmcnt 

prerjects consisting of! 0 dwelling units or more, but less th® 25 dwelling units. 

(JlJ. The applicable percentage for For development projects consisting of 

25. dwelling units or more. the applicable percentage shall be 33% if such units are Owned Units. 
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(C) For development pro;ects consisting of25 dwelling units or more, the 

applicable percentage shall be 30% if such units are Rental Units in 'a Rental Housing Pro;ect. In the 

event one or more· ofthe Rental Units in the principal Rental Housing Proiect become ownership units, 

for each Rental Unit or for the principal Rental Housing Proiect in its entirety, as applicable, the 

Project Sponsor shall pay to either (A) reimburse the City the difference in the proportional 

amount of the applicable inclusionary affordabl.e housing fee so that the total fee lnclusionary 

Affordable Housing Fee, which would be equivalent to the current lnclusionary Affordable 

Housing Fee requirement for Owned Units, which is 33% ofor (B) provide additional on-site or 

off-site affordable units equivalent to the current inclusionary requirements for Owned Units, 

apportioned among the required number oftotal-units at various income levels in compliance 

with the principal project, or such current percentage that has been adjusted annually by 

MOHCDrequirements in effect at the time of conversion. 

For the purposes of this Section 415. 5, the City shall calculate the fee using the 

directfractional result o.fthe total number o.funits multiplied by the applicable percentage, rather than 

rounding up the resultingfigure as required by Section 415. 6(a) 

(2) The affordability gape!, shall be calculated using data on the-MOHCD 's cost of 

construction of affordable residential of construction of to construct affordable residential 

housing= No later than January 31, 2018. the Controller. with the support of consultants as 

necessary. and in consultation with the lnclusionary Housin<l Technical Advisory Committee 

<TAC} established in Planning Code Section 415.10, shall conduct a study to develop an 

appropriate methodology for calculating. indexing. and applying the appropriate amount of the 

lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee. To support the Controller's study. and annually 

thereafter. MOHCD shall provide the following documentation: (1} schedules of sources and 

uses of funds and independent auditor's reports ("Cost Certifications") for all MOHCD-funded 

developments completed within three years of the date of reporting to the Controller: and. (~) 
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for any MOHCD-funded development that commenced construction within three years of the 

reporting date to the Controller but for which no Cost Certification is yet complete, the sources 

and uses of funds approved by MOHCD and the construction lender as of the date of the 

development's construction loan closing. Cost Certifications completed in years prior to the 

year of reporting to the Controller may be increased or decreased by the applicable annual 

Construction Cost Index percentage(s) for residential construction for San Francisco reported 

in the Engineering News Record. MOHCD, together with the Controller and TAC. shall 

evaluate the cost-to-construct data, including actual and appraised land costs, state and/or 

federal public subsidies available to MOHCD-funded projects, and determine MOHCD's , 

average costs. Following completion of this study, the Board of Supervisors, in its sole and 

absolute discretion, and within the legal allowances of the Residential Nexus Analysis, will 

review the analyses. methodology. fee application. and the proposed fee schedule; and may 

consider adopting legislation to revise the lnclusionary Affordable Housing fees. The method 

of calculating, indexing, and applying the fee shall be published in the Procedures Manual. fef 

three different building heights, as applicable: U\) up to 55 feet; (B) above 55 feet up to 85 

feet; and (C) above 85 feet and the }Jaximurn Pun:hase Price for the equivaknt unit size. The fee 

shall be calculated individually for these three different building types and t\vo types of tenure, 

ownership and rental, rather than a single fee calculation uniformly applied to all types of 

projects. The Department and MOHCD shall calculate the affordability gap within 6 months of 

the effective date of this ordinance and shall update the fee methodology and technical report 

every twe three years. with analysis from the Technical Advisory Committee, fro,m time to time 

as they deem appropriate in order to ensure that the affordability gap remains current= and to 

reflect current costs of constructionconsistent with the requirements set forth below in Section 

415.5(b)(3) and Section 415.10. 
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1 (3) Annual Fee Update. For all housing developments. no Ne- later than January 1 

2 of each year, MOHCD shall adjust the fee based on adjustments in the~ cost.of constructing 

3 affordable housing-:. including development and land acquisition costs. MOHCD shall provide 

4 the Planning. Department, DBI, and the Controller with current information on the adjustment 

5 to the fee so that it can be included in the Planning Department's and DBl's website notice of 

6 the fee adjustments and the Controller's Citywide Development Fee and Development Impact 

7 Requirements Report described in Section 409(a). MOHCD is authorized to shall develop an 

8 appropriate methodology for calculating and indexing the fee, in consultation with the 

9 Technical Advisory Committee consistent 'Nith the procedures set forth in Section 415.10, 

1 O based on adjustments in the cost of constructing housingbased on adjustments in the cost of 

11 constr7tcting housing and the }.1aximum Purchase Price for the equivalent unit size. The method of 

"2 indexing shall be published in the Procedures Manual and shall be provided to the Board of 

13 Supervisors •.vhen it is updated. 

14 (4) ·specific Geographic Areas. For any housing development that is located in an 

15 area with a specific affordable housing requirement set forth in a Special Use District, or in 

16 any other section of the Code such as· Section 419, the higher affordable housing requirement 

17 . shall apply. 

18 (5) The applicable amount of the inclusionary housing fee shall be determined based 

19 upon the date that the project sponsor has submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation 

20 . application. In the event the pro;ect sponsor does not procure a building permit or site permit for 

21 construction· oft he principal pro;ect within t\•10 years (24 30 months1 oft he pro;ect 's approval, the 

22 development pro;ect shall comply with the inclusionary affordable housing requirements applicable 

23 thereafter at the time when the proiect sponsor does proceed with pursuing a building permit. Such 

24 'time period shall be extended in the event of any litigation seeking to invalidate the City's approval of 

5 such pro;ect, for the duration ofthe litigation. 
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1 (6) The fee shall be imposed on any additional units or sguare footage 

2 authorized and developed under California Government Code Sections 65915 et seq. This 

3 subsection 415.5(b}(6) shall not apply to development projects that have submitted a 

4. complete Environmental Evaluation application on or before January 1, 2016. 

5 (7) lfthe principal project has resulted in demolition, conversion, or removal of 

6 affordable housing- units that are subject to a recorded covenant, ordinance, or law that 

7 restricts rents to levels affordable to persons and families of moderate-, low- or very low-

8 income, or housing that is subject to any form of rent or price control through a public entity's 

9 valid exercise of its police power and determined to be affordable housing, the Commission or 

1 O the Department shall require that the project sponsor pay the inclusionary Affordable Housing 

11 Fee equivalent for the number of affordable units remo_ved, in addition to compliance with the 

12 inclusionary requirements set forth in this Section. 

13 (c) Notice to Development Fee Collection Unit of Amount Owed. Prior to issuance 

14 of the first construction document for a development project subject to Section 415.5, MOO 

15 the Planning Department shall notify the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI 

16 electronically or in writing of its calculation of the amount of the fee owed. 

17 (d) Lien Proceedings. If, for any reason, the Affordable Housing Fee imposed 

18 pursuant to Section 415.5 remains unpaid following issuance of the first Certificate of 

19 Occupancy, the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI sha:11 institute lien proceedings to 

20 make the entire unpaid balance of the fee, plus interest and any deferral surcharge, a lien 

21 against all parcels used for the development project in accordance with Section 408 of this 

22 Article and Section 107A.13.15 of the San Francisco Building Code. 

23 · (e) If a housing project is located in an Area Plan with an additional or specific 

24 affordable housing requirements such as those set forth in a special use district or sSection~ 

· 25 416,417, and _419 or elsewhere in this code, the higher housing requireme_nt shall apply. m 
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1 specific provisions shall apply in lieu of or in addition to those provided in this Program, as 

2 applicable. 

3 (f) Use of Fees. All monies contributed pursuant to the lnclusionary Affordable 

4 Housing Program shall be deposited in the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund ("the Fund"), 

5 established in Administrative Code Section 10.1.00-49. The Mayor's Office of Housing and 

6 . Community Development ("MOHCD") shall use the funds collected under this Section in the 

7 following manner: 

8 (1) Except as provided in subsection (2) below, the funds collected under this 

9 Section shall be used to: 

1 O (A) increase the supply of housing affordable to qualifying households 

11 subject to the conditions of this Section; and 

-12 (B) provide assistance to low;;; and moderate;;--income homebuyers; and 

. 13 (C) pay the expenses of MOHCD in connection with monitoring and 

14 administering compliance with the requirements of the Program. MOHCD is authorized to use 

15 funds in an amount not to exceed $200,000 every 5 years to conduct follow-up studies under 

16 Section 415.9(e) and to update the affordable housing fee amounts as described above in 

17 Section 415.S(b). All other monitoring and administrative expenses shall be appropriated 

18 through the annual budget process or supplemental appropriation for MOHCD. 

19 (2) "Small Sites Funds." 

20 (A) Designation of Funds. MOHCD shall designate and separately 

21 account for 10% percent of air fees that it receives under Section 415.1=et seq. that are 

22 deposited into the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, established in Administrative Code 

23 Section 10.100-49, excluding fees that are geographically targeted such as those referred to 

24 in Sections 415.5(b)(1) and 827(b)(1), to support acquisition and rehabilitation of Small Sites 

· '5 ("Small Sites Funds"). MOH CD shall continue to divert 10% of all fee$ for this purpose until 
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the Small Sites Funds reach a total of $15 million at which point, MOHCD will stop designating 

funds for this purpose. At such time as designated Small Sites Funds are expended and dip 

below $15 million, MOHCD shall start designating funds again for this purpose, such that at 

no time the Small Sites Funds shall exceed $15 million.. When the total amount of fees paid to 

the City under Section 415.1=et seq. totals less than $10 million over the precedin·g 12 month 

period, MOHCD is authorized to temporarily divert funds from the Small Sites Fund for other 

purposes. MOH CD must keep track of the diverted funds, however, such that when the 

amount of fees paid to the City under Section 415.1 =et seq. meets or exceeds $10 million over 

the preceding 12 month period, MOHCD shall commit all of the previously diverted funds and 

1 O~percent of any new funds, subject to the cap above, to the Small Sites Fund. 

(B) Use of Small Sites Funds. The funds shall be used exclusively to 

acquire or rehabilitate "Small Sites" defined as properties consisting of 2-25 units. Units 

support~d by monies from the fund shall be designated as housing affordable· to qualified 

households as set forth in Section 415.2 for the life of the project no less than 55 years. 

Properties supported by the Small Sites Funds must be: 

(i) rental properties that will be maintained as rental properties; 

(ii) vacant properties that were formerly rental properties as long 

as those properties have been vacant for a minimum of two years prior to the effective date of 

this legislation; 

(iii) properties that have been the subject of foreclosure; or 

(iv) a Limited Equity Housing Cooperative as defined in 

Subdivision Code Sections 1399.1=et seq. or a property owned or leased by a non-profit entity 

modeled as a Community Land Trust. 

(C) Initial Funds. If, within 18 months from April 23, 2009, MOHCD 

dedicates an initial one-time contribution of other eligible funds ~o be used initially as Small 
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Sites Funds, MOHCD may use the equivalent amount of Small Sites Funds received from 

fees for other purposes permitted by the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund until the amount of 

the initial one-time contribution is reached. 

(D) Annual Report. At the end of each fiscal year, MOHCD shall issue a 

report to the Board of Supervisors regarding the amount of Small Sites Funds received from 

fees under this legislation, and a report of how those funds were used. 

(E) Intent. In establis_hing guidelines for Small Sites Funds, the Board of 

Supervisors does not intend to preclude MOHCD from expending other eligible sources of 

funding on Small Sites as described in this Section 415.5, or from allocating or expending 

more than $15 million of other eligible funds on Small Sites. 

(3) For all projects funded by the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, MOHCD 

requires the project sponsor or its successor in interest to give preference as provided in 

Administrative Code Chapter 47. 

(g) Alternatives to Payment of Affordable Housing Fee. 

(1) Eligibility: A project sponsor must pay the Affordable Housing Fee unless it 

qualifies for and chooses to meet the requirements of the Program though an Alternative 

provided in this subsection (g). The project sponsor may choose one of the following 

· Alternatives: 

(A) Alternative #1: On-Site Units. Project sponsors may elect to 

construct units affordable to qualifying households on-site of the principal project pursuant to 

the requirements of Section 415.6. 

(B) Alternative #2: Off-Site Units. Project sponsors may elect to 

construct units affordable to qualifying households at an alternative site within the City and 

County of San Francisco pursuant to the requirements of Section 415.7. 
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1 (C) Alternative #3: Small Sites. Qualifying project sponsors may elect 

2 to fund buildings as set forth in Section 415. 7-1. 

3 (D) Alternative #4: Combination. Project sponsors may elect any 

4 · combination of payment of the Affordable Housing Fee as. provided in Section 415.5, 

5 c.onstruction of on-site units as provided in Section 415.6, or construction of off-site units as 

6 provided in Section 415. 7, provided that the project applicant constructs or pays the fee at the 

7 appropriate percentage or fee level required for that option. Development Projects that have 

8 submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application after January 12, 2016 that are 

9 providing on-site units under Section 415.6 and that qualify for and receive additional density 

1 O under California Government Code Section 65915 et seq. shall use Alternative #4 to pay the 

11 Affordable Housing Fee on any additional units or square footage authorized under Section 

12 65915. 

13 (2) Qualifications: If a project sponsor wishes to comply with the Program 

14 through one of the Alternatives described in subsection (g)(1) rather than pay the Affordable 

15 Housing Fee; they must demonstrate that they qualify for the Alternative to the satisfaction of 

16 the Department and MOHCD. A project sponsor may qualify for an Alternative by the 

17 following methods: 

18 (i) Method #1 - Ownership Units. All affordable units provided under 

19 this Program shall be sold as ownership units and will remain ownership units for the )ife of 

20 the project. Project sponsors must submit the 'Affidavit of Compliance with the lnclusionary 

21 Affordable Housing Program' to the Planning Department prior to project approval by the 

22 Department or the Commission; or 

23 (ii) Method #2 - Government Financial Contribution. Submit to the 

24 Department a contract demonstrating that the project's on- or off-site units are not subject to 

25 the Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act, California Ci.vii Code Section 1954.50 because, under 
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Section 1954.52(b), it 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 it 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 MOHCD and the City Attorney's Office. All contracts 

that involve 100% affordable housing projects in the residential portion may be executed by 

the Mayor or the Director of the Mayor's Office of Housing MOH CD. Any contract that 

involves less than 100% affordable housing in the residential portion, may be executed by 

either the Mayor, the Director' of the Mayor's Office of Housing MOHCD or, after review and 

comment by the Mayor's Office of Holising_MOHCD, the Planning Director. A Development 

Agreement under California Government Code Section~ 65864 et seq. and Chapter 56 of the 

San Francisco Administrative Code entered into between a project sponsor and the City and 

County of San Francisco may, but does not necessarily, qualify as such a contract. 

(3) The Planning Commission or the Department may not require a project 

sponsor to select a specific Alternative. If a project sponsor elects to meet the Program 

requirements through one of the Alternatives described in subsection (g)(1), they must choose 

it and demonstrate that they qualify 30 days pri_or to any project approvals from the Planning 

Commission or Department. The Alternative will be a condition of project approval and 

recorded against the property in an NSR. Any subsequent change by a project sponsor that 

results in the reduction in the number of on-site units shall require public notice for a hearing 

and approval from the Planning Commission. _Notwithstanding the foregoing, if a project 

sponsor qualifies for an Alternative described in subsection (g)(1) and elects to construct the 

affordable units on- or off-site, they the project sponsor must submit the ~Affidavit of 

Compliance with the lnclusionary Housing Program~ based on the fact that the units will be 

sold as ownership units. A project sponsor who. has elected to construct affordable ownership 

Supervisors Breed; Kim, Peskin, Safai, Tang 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

69 
Page 22 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

units on- or off-site may only elect to pay the Affordable Housing Fee up to the issuance of the 

first construction document if the project sponsor submits a new Affidavit establishing that the 

units will not be sold as ownership units. If a project sponsor fails to choose an Alternative 

before project approval by the Planning Commission or Planning Department or if a project · 

becomes ineligible for an Alternative, the provisions of Section 415.5 shall apply. 

(4) If at any time, the project sponsor eliminates the on-site or off-site affordable 

ownership-only units, then the project sponsor must immediately inform the Department and 

MOO MOHCD and pay the applicable Affordable Housing Fee plus interest and any 

applicable penalties provided for under this Code. If a project sponsor requests a modification 

to its conditions of approval for the sole purpose of complying with this Section, the Planning 

Commission shall be limited to considering issues related to Section 415 et seq. in 

considering the request for modification. 

SEC. 415.6. ON-SITE AFFORDABLE HOUSING ALTERNATIVE. 

The requirements set forth in this &ction 415. 6 will be re-viewed vithen the City cornpletes an 

Economic Feasibility Study. If a project sponsor is eligible and elects to provide on-site units 

pursuant to Section 415.S(g), the development project shall meet the following requirements: 

(a) Number of Units. The number of units constructed on-site shall be as follows: 

( 1) For housing development projects consisting of] 0 dwelling units or more. but less 

than 25 dwelling units. +the number of affordable units constructed on-site shall generally be 

12% of all units· constructed on the project site for housing de-velopmentprojects consisting a.fl 0 

dwelling units or more, but kss than 25 mvelling units. The affordable units shall all be affordable 

to low= and lower income households. Owned Units shall be atfordable to households earning 

W%1JR to 100% of Area Median Income. with an average affordable sales price set at OO§Q% of 

Area Median Income or less. Rental Units shall be affordable to households earning 40%-up to 

8005% of Area Median Income. with an average affordable rent set at 00~% of Area Median 
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Income or less. The number o.funits constructed on site shall generally be 25% ofall units constructed 

on. the project site for ho'blSing de'.•.elopmentprojects consisting o.f25 dwelling units or more, ·with a 
,, 

minimum o.f15% ofthe units affordable to lo·,y income households and 10% ofthe units affordable to 

low or moderate/middle income households. 

(2) For any housing development project consisting of 25 or more Owned Units. 

the number of affordable units constructed on-site shall generallx be 20% of all units 

constructed on the project site. A minimum of 10% of the units shall be affordable to low­

income households, 5% of the units shall affordable to moderate:--income households, and 5% 

of the units shall be affordable to middle-income households. In no case shall the total 

number of affordable units required exceed the number required as determined by the 

application of the applicable on-site requirement rate to the total project units. Owned Units 

for low-income households shall have an affordable purchase price set at 80% of Area 

Median Income or less, with households earning up to 100% of Area Median Income eligible . 

to apply for low-income units. Owned Units for moderate-income households shall have an 

affordable purchase price set at 105% of Area Median Income or less. with households 

earning from 95% to 120% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for moderate-income 

units. Owned Units for middle-income households shall have an affordable purchase price set 

at 130% of Area Median Income or less. with households earning frcim 120% to 150% of Area 

Median Income eligible to apply for middle-income units. For any affordable units with 

purchase prices set at 130% of Area Median Income or above.,_studio the units shall have a 

minimum occupancy of two persons. This unit requirement shall be outlined within the 

Mayor's Office of Housing Preferences and Lottery Procedures Manual no later than 6 months 

following the effective date of the Ordinance contained in Board of Supervisors File No. 

161351. MOHCD may reduce Area Median Income pricing and the minimum income required 

for eligibility in each ownership category . 
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(3) For any Rental Housing Project consisting of 25 or more Rental Units. the 

number of affordable units constructed on-site shall generally be 18% of all units constructed 

on the project site. with a minimum of 10% of the units affordable to low-income households. 

4% of the units affordable to moderate-income households. and 4% of the units affordable to 

middle-income households. In no case shall the total number of affordable units required 

exceed the number required as determined by the application of the applicable on-site 

requirement rate to the total project units. Rental Units for low-income households shall have 

an affordable rent set at 55% of Area Median Income or less. with households earning up to 

65% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for low-income units. Rental Units for moderate­

income households shall have an affordable rent set at 80% of Area Median Income or less. 

with households earning from 65% to 90% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for 

moderate-income units. Rental Units for middle-income households shall have an affordable 

rent set at 110% of Area Median Income or less. with households earning from 90% to 130% 

of Area Median Income eligible to apply for middle-income units. For any affordable units with 

rental rates set at 110% of Area Median Income or above"=studio the units shall have a . 

minimum occupancy of two persons. This unit requirement shall be outlined within the 

Mayor's Office of Housing Preferences and Lottery Procedures Manual no later than 6 months 

following the effective date of the Ordinance contained in Board of Supervisors File No. 

161351. MOHCD may reduce Area Median Income pricing and the minimum income required 

for eligibility in each rental category. 

(4) Notwithstanding the foregoing. Area Median Income limits for Rental Units 

and Owned Units. the maximum affordable rents or sales price shall be no higher than 20% 

below median rents or sales prices for the neighborhood within which the proiect is located. 

which shall be defined in accordance with the American Community Survey Neighborhood 

· Profile Boundaries Map Planning Department's· Neighborhood Groups Map. MOHCD shall 
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adjust the allowable rents and sales prices, and the eligible households for such units, 

accordingly. and such potential readjustment shall be a condition of approval upon project 

entitlement. The City shall review the updated data on neighborhood rents and sales prices 

on an annual basis . 

(5) Starting on January 1, 2018, and no later than January 1 of each year 

thereafter, MOHCD shall increase the percentage of units required on-site for projects 

consisting of 10 - 24 units, as set forth in Section 415.6(a)(1 }, by increments of 0.5% each 

year, until such requirement is 15%. For all development projects with 25 or more Owned or 

Rental Units, the required on-site affordable ownership housing to satisfy this Section 415.6 

shall increase by 1.0% annually for two consecutive years starting January 1. 2018. The 

increase shall be apportioned to units affordable to low-income households, as defined above 

in subsection 415.6(a)(3). Starting January 1, 2020, the increase to on-site rental and 

ownership developments with 25 or more units shall increase by 0.5% annually, with such 

increases allocated equally for rental and ownership units to moderate and middle income 

households, as defined above in subsection 415.6(a)(3). The total on-site inclusionary 

affordable housing requirement shall not exceed 26% for development proiects consisting of 

Owned Units or 24% for development projects consisting of Rental Units, and the increases 

shall cease at such time as these limits are reached. MOHCD shall provide the Planning 

Department, DBI, and the Controller with information on the adjustment to the on-site 

percentage so that it can be included in the Planning Department's and DBl's website notice 

of the fee adjustments and the Controller's Citywide Development Fee and Development 

Impact Requirements Report described in Section 409(a). 

(2) For any housing development project consisting of 25 or more Owned Units, 

the number of affordable units constructed on site shall be 27% of all units constructed on the 

project site, ,.vith a minimum of 15% of the units affordable to lm.v or lower income households 
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and 12% of the units affordable to moderate/middle income households. Owned Units for 

low and lmver income households shall be affordable to a range of households from 80% to 

100% of Area Median Income, with an average a~rdable sales price set at 90% of Area 

Median Income or less. Ovmed Units for middle/moderate income households shall be 

affordable to a range of households from 100% to 14 0% of Area Median Income, 1.vith an 

average affordable sales price set at 120% of Area Median Income or less; provided that a 
. . 

middle/moderate income unit shall have a maximum sales price set at 100% of Area Median 

Income for a single income household. MOHCD may reduce the average Area Median 

.f.A.some upon request by the project sponsor. 

(3) Far any Rental Housing Project consisting of 25 or more Rental Units, the 

number of affordable units constructed on site shall generally be 24% of all units constructed 

on the proj·ect site, vvith a minimum of 15% of the units affordable to lmv or lmver income 

households and 9% of the units affordable to moderate/middle income households. Rental 

Units for lmv and lower income households shall be affordable to a range of households 

earning from 40% to 80% of Area Median Income, with an average affordable rent set at 60% 

of Area Median Income or less. Rental Units for middle/moderate income households shall be 

affordable to a range of households earning from 80% to 120% of Area Median Income, ,.vith 

an average affordable rent set at 100% of Area Median Income or less; provided that a 

middle/moderate income unit shall have a maximum rent set at 100% of Area Median Income 

for a single income household. MOHCD may reduce the average Area Median Income upon 

request by the project sponsor. MOHCD shall set forth in the Procedures Manual the 

administration of rental units 1.vithin this range. 

(4) A minimum of 40% of the on site affordable units shall consist oft\vo 

bedroom units and a minimum of 20% of the on site affordable units shall consist of three 

bedrooms or larger. Units shall have minimum floor areas that conform to the standards 
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1 developed by the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (CTCAC) for affordable units. 

2 The total residential floor area devoted to the affordable units shall not be less than the. 

3 · applicable percentage applied to the total residential floor area of the principal project, 

4 provided that a 10% variation in floor. area is permitted. 

5 (5) In the event one or more of the Rental Units in the principal Rental Housing 

6 Project become ovmership units, each converted Rental Unit shall reimburse the City the 

7 proportional difference bet:v.•een the amount of the then current inclusionary affordable 

8 housing requirement for Rental Units and Owned Units. If a Rental Housing Project is 

9 converted to an ownership housing project in its entirety, an additional 3% of the units shall be 

1 O designated as affordable to qualifying households, apportioned betv,een the required number 

11 of lo\N and lmver income and moderate/middle income on site units in compliance with the 

~ 2 requirements currently in effect at the time of conversion. 

13 @_ The Department shall require as a condition of Department approval of a 

14 project's building permit, or as a conditlon of approval of a Conditional Use Authorization or 

15 . Planned Unit Development or as a condition of Department approval of a live/work project, 

16 that 12%, 24 % or 27% 25%, 18%. or 20%. as applicable, or such current percentage that has 

17 been adjusted annually by MOHCD, of all units constructed on the project site shall be 

18 affordable to qualifying households so that a project sponsor must construct .12, .24 or .27 or 

19 ~ .18, or .20 times, or such current number as adjusted annually by MOH CD, as applicable, 

20 · the total number of units produced in the principal project. If the total number of units is not a 

21 whole number, the project sponsor shall round up to the nearest whole number for any portion 

22 of .5 or above. In no case shall the total number of affordable units required exceed the 

23 number required as determined by the application of the applicable on-site requirement rate to 

24 the total project units. 

'.5 
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1 . (7) In the event one or more of the Rental Units in the principal Rental Housing 

2 Proiect become ownership units, for each converted Rental Unit, or for the principal Rental 

3 Housing Project in its entirety, as applicable, the project sponsor shall either (A) reimburse the 

4. City the proportional amount of the inclusionary affordable.housing fee, which would be 

5 equivalent to the then-current inclusionary affordable fee requirement for Owned Units, or (8) 

6 provide additional on-site or off-site affordable units equivalent to the then-current inclusionary 

7 requirements for Owned Units. apportioned among the required number of units at various 

8 income levels in compliance with the requirements in effect at the time of conversion. 

9 !fil Specmc Geographic Areas. For any housing development that is located 

1 O in an area with a specific affordable housing requirement set forth in a Special Use District or 

11 in any other section of the Code such as Section 419, the higher housing requirement shali 

12 apply. The Planning Department, in consultation with the Controller, shall undertake a study of areas 

13 greater than 5 acres in size, where an Area Plan. Special Use District, or other re-zoning is being 

14 considered for adoption, or has been adopted after January I. 2015, to determine whether a higher 

15 on-site inclusionary affordable housing requirement is feasible on sites that have received a 20% or 

16 greater increase in developable residential gross floor area or a 3 5% or greater increase in residential 

17 density over prior zoning, and shall submit such information to the Planning Commission and Board of 

18 Supervisors. 

19 (8fil If the principal project has resulted in demolition, conversion, or removal of 

20 . affordable housing units that are subiect to a recorded covenant, ordinance, or law that 

21 restricts rents to. levels affordable to persons and families of moderate-, low- or very-low-

22 income, or housing that is subject to any form of rent or price control through a public entity's 

23 valid exercise of its police power and determined to be affordable housing, the Commission or 

24 the Department shall require that the proiect sponsor replace the number of affordable units 

. 25 removed with units of a comparable number of bedrooms and sales prices or rents. in additior 
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to compliance with the requirements set forth in this Section. renting or selling to households 

at income levels and/or for a rental rate or sales price below corresponding income thresholds 

for units affordable to low income households, the Commission or the Department shall 

require that the project sponsor mp lace the number of affordable units removed 1Nith units of a .. 

comparable number of bedrooms in addition to compliance 1Nith the inclusionary requirements 

set forth in this Section 415.6 or provide that 25% ofall units constructed as part ofthe new project 

shall be affordable to low income or moderate/middle income households, whkhever is greater. 

· (9) Annual indexing._ The required on site affordable housing to satisfy this 

section 415.6 shall increase by 0-.75% annually for all development projects ,.vith 10 24 units 

of housing, beginning on January 1, 2018. 

(10) The applicable amount of the percentage required for the on-site housing 

units shall be determined based· upon the date that the project sponsor has submitted a 

complete Environmental Evaluation application. Any development project that constructs on-site 

affordable housing units as set forth in this Section 415.6 shall diligently pursue completion of such 

units. In the event the project sponsor does not procure a buildingpermit or site permit for 

construction ofthe principal protect within tv10 years (24 30 mof!,ths} of the prof ect's approval, the 

development project shall comply with the inclusionary affordable housing requirements applicable 

thereafter at the time when the project sponsor procures a building permit. Such deadline shall be 

extended in the event ofanv litigation seeking to invalidate the City's approval of such project, for the 

duration ofthe litigation. 

(b} Any On-site units provided through this Section 415.6 may be used to qualify for a 

density bonus under California Government Code Section 65915, any ordinance 

implementing Government Code Section 65915, or one of the Affordable Housing Bonus 

Programs currently proposed in an contained in the ordinance in Board of Supervisors File 

No. 150969 or its equivalent if such ordinance is adopted. An applicant seeking a density 
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bonus under State Law shall provide reasonable documentation to establish eligibility for a 

requested density bonus. incentive or concession. and waiver or reduction of development 

standards, as provided for under State Law and as consistent with the process and 

procedures detailed in a locally adopted ordinance implementing the State Law. 

(c) Beginning in January 2018. the Planning Department shall prepare an annual 

report to the Planning Commission about the number of density bonus projects under 

California Government Code Section 65915. the number of density bonus units. and the types 

of concessions and incentives and waivers provided to each density bonus project. 

(d) Unless otherwise specified in this Section 415.1 et seq., in the event the project 

sponsor is eligible for and elects to receive additional density under California Government 

Code Section 65915. the Sponsor shall pay the Affordable Housing Fee on any additional 

units or square footage authorized under that section in accordance with the provisions in 

Section 415.5(g)(1)(D). 

(~ Timing of Construction. On-site affordable housing required by this Section 

415.6 shall be constructed, completed, ready for occupancy. and marketed no later than the 

market rate units in the principal project. 

(sf) Type of Housing. 

(I) Equivalency of Units. All on-site. units constructed under this Section 415.6 

shall be provided as ownership units unless the project sponsor meets the eligibility 

requirement of Section 415.5(g). All on site units must be Eljfordable to lo,v income househokis. In 

general, affordable units constructed under this Section 4·15.6 shall be comparable in number 

of bedrooms, exterior appearance and overall quality of construction to market rate units in 

the principal project. A Notice of Special Restrictions shall be recorded prior to issuance of 

the first construction document and shall specify the number, location and sizes for all 

affordable units required under this subsection (ef). The affordable units shall be evenly 
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1 distributed throughout the building. For buildings over 120 feet in height, as measured under 

2 the requirements set forth in the Planning Code, the affordable units may be distributed 

3 throughout the lower 2/3 of the building, as measured by the number of floors. The interior 

4 features in affordable units should be generally the same as those of the market rate units in 

5 the principal project, but need _not be the same make, model or type of such item as long as 

6 they are of good and new quality and are consistent with then-current standards for new 

7 housing. The square footage of affordable units does not need to be the same as or 

8 · equivalent to that in market rate units in the principal project, so long as it is consistent 1.vith 

g then current standards for RO'N housing. The affordable units are not required to be the same 

1 o size as the market rate units, and may be 90% of the. average size of the specific unit type. 

11 For buildings over 120 feet in height, as measured under the requirements set forth in the 

• 2 Planning Code, the average size of the unit type may be calculated for the lower 2/3 of the 

13 building, as measured by the number of floors. Where applicable, parking shall be offered to 

14 the affordable units subject to the terms and conditions of the Department's policy on · 

15 unbundled parking for affordable housing units as specified in the .Procedures Manual and 

16 amended from time to time. On site ajfordabk units.s-haJZ be o,mership units unless the project 

17 applicant meets the.eligibility requirement a/Section 415.5(9). 

18 (2) Minimum Size of Affordable Units. The affordable units are not required to 

19 be the same size as the market rate units, and may be 90% of the average size of the specific 

20 unit type. For buildings over· 120 feet in height. as measured under the requirements set forth 

21 in the Planning Code. the average size of the unit type may be calculated for the lower 2/3 of 

22 the building, as measured by the number of floors. All units shall be no smaller than the 

23 minimum unit sizes set forth by the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee as of May 16. 

24 2017, and no smaller than 300 square feet for studios. For affordable dv.'elling units, 

5 individual unit square footage shall not be less than the follm.ving for each unit type: 
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Studios: 350 square feet 

1 Bedrooms: 550 square feet 

2 Bedrooms: 800 square feet 

3 Bedrooms: 1,000 square feet 

4 Bedrooms: 1,250 square feet 

Units priced to be affordable for households earning 100% of Area Median 

Income or above shall not include studios. The total residential floor area devoted to the 

affordable units shall not be less than the applicable percentage applied to the total residential 

floor area of the principal project, provided that a 10% variation in floor area is permitted. 

(2) Density Bonus Projects. An applicant seeking a density bonus under the 

provisions of State Lavv shall provide reasonable documentation to establish eligibility for a 

requested density bonus, incentives or concessions, and 'Naivers or reductions of 

development standards. The Planning Department shall provide information about the value 

of the density bonus, concessions and incentives for each density bonus project and include it 

in the Department's case report or decision on the application. In addition, beginning in 

January 2018, the Planning Department shall prepare an annual report to the Planning 

Commission about the number of density bonus projects, density bonus units and the kinds of 

density bonuses, concessions and incentives provided to each density bonus project, which 

should be presented at the same time as the Housing Balance Report. 

--fd}!g,LMarketing the Units. The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 

Development ("MOHCD") shall be responsible for overseeing and monitoring the marketing of 

affordable units under this Section 415.6. In gen~ral, the marketing requirements and 

procedures shall be contained in the Procedures Manual as amended from time to time and 

shall apply to the affordable units in the project. MOHCD may develop occupancy standards 

for units of different bedroom sizes in the Procedures Manual in order to promote an efficient 
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1 allocation of affordable units. MOHCD may require in the Procedures Manual that prospective 

2 purchasers complete homebuyer education training or fulfill other requirements. MOH CD 

3 shall develop a list of minimum qualifications for marketing firms that market affordable units 

4 under Section 415.6 415.5 et seq., referred to lD,_the Procedures Manual as Below Market 

5 Rate (BMR units). No developer marketing units under the Program shall be able to market 

6 affordable units except through a firm meeting all of the minimum qualifications. The Notice of 

7 Special Restrictions or conditions of approval shall specify that the marketing requirements 

8 and procedures contained in the Procedures Manual as amended from time to time, shall 

9 apply to the affordable units in the project. 

1 O (1) Lottery. At the initial offering of affordable units in a housing project 

11 and when ownership units become available for re-sale in any housing project subject to this 

~ 2 Program after the initial offering, MOHCD must require the use of a public lottery approved by 

13 MOH CD to select purchasers or tenants. 

14 (2) Preferences. MOHCD shall create a lottery system that gives 

15. preference according to the provisions of Administrative Code Chapter 47. MOHCD shall 

16 propose policies and procedures for implementing these preferences to the Planning 

17 Commission for inclusion as an addendum tom the Procedures Manual. Otherwise, it is the 

18 policy of the City to treat all households equally in allocating affordable units under this 

19 Program. 

20 {et !bl Individual affordable units constructed under Section 415.6 as part of an on-site 

21 project shall not have received development subsidies from any Federal, State or local 

22 program established for the purpose of providing affordable housing, and shall not be counted 

23 to satisfy any affordable housing requirement. Other units in the same on-site project may 

24 have received such subsidies. In addition, subsidies may be used, only with the express 

!5 
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1 written permission by MOHCD, to deepen the affordability of.an affordable unit beyond the 

2 level of affordability required by this Program. 

3 fFt fil Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 415.6(e) 415.6(h} above, a project may 

4 use California Debt Limit Allocation Committee (CDLAC) tax-exempt bond financing and 4% 

5 tax credits under the Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) to help fund its obligations 

6 under Section 415.1 et .seq.this ordinance as long as the project provides 20% percent of the 

7 units as affordable to households at 50% percent of Area Median Income for on-site housing 

8 or 10% of the units as affordable to households at 50% of Area Median Income. and 30% of 

9 the units as affordable to households at 60% of Area Median Income for on-site housing. The 

1 O . income table to be used for such projects when the units are priced at 50% or 60% percent of 

11 Area Median Income is the income table used by MOHCD for the lnclusionary Affordable 

12 Housing Program, not that used by TCAC or CDLAC. Except as provided in this subsection 

13 {il_, all units provided under this Section must meet all of the requirements of Section 415.1 et 

14 seq.this ordinance and the Procedures Manual for on-site housing. 

15 tm !lLBenefits. If the project sponsor is eligible for and elects to satisfy the affordable 

16 housing requirements through the production of on-site affordable housing in .this Section 

17 415.6, the project sponsor shall be eligible to receive a refund for only that portion of the 

18 housing project which is affordable for the following fees: a Conditional Use authorization or 

19 . other fee required by Section 352 of this Code, if applicable; an environmental review fee 

20 required by Administrative Code Section 31.46B 31.22, if applicable; a building permit fee 

21 required by Section 355 of this Code for the portion of the housing project that is affordable. 

22 The project sponsor shall pay the building fee for the portion of the project that is market-rate. 

23 An application for a refund must be made within six months from the issuance of the first 

24 certificate of occupancy. 

25 
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The Controller shall refund fees from any appropriated funds to the project sponsor on 

application by the project sponsor. The application must include a copy of the Certificate· of 

Occupancy for all units affordable to a qualifying household required by the lnclusionary 

Housing .Program. It is the policy of the Board of Supervisors to appropriate money for this 

purpose from the General Fund. · 

SEC. 415.7. OFF-SITE AFFORDABLE HOUSING ALTERNATIVE. 

The requirements set forth in this Section 415. 7 ·will be re.dewed when the City completes an 

Economic Feasibility Study. If the project sponsor is eligible and elects pursuant to Section . 

415.5(g) to provide off-site units to satisfy the requirements of Section 415.1 et seq., the 

project sponsor shall notify the Planning Department and the Mayor's Office of Housing and 

Community Development ("MOHCD") of its intent as early as possible. The Planning 

Department and MOH CD shall provide an evaluation of the project's compliance with this 

Section 415.7 prior to approval by the Planning Commission or Planning Department. The 

development project shall meet the following requirements: 

(a) Number of Units: The number of units constructed off-site shall be as follows: 

(1) For any housing development that is located in an area or Special Use District 

with a specific affordable hous1ng requirement, or in any other Planning Code provision, such 

as Sectitm 419. set forth in Section 419 or elsewhere in this Code, the higher off-site housing 

requirement shall apply. 

(2) For housing development projects consisting of 10 dwelling units or more 

but less than 25 units. the number of affordable units constructed off-site shall be 20%, so that 

a project applicant shall construct .20 times the total number of units produced in the principal 

project. If the total number of units is not a whole number, the project applicant shall round up 

to the nearest whole number for any portion of .5 or above. In no case shall the total number 
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of affordable units required exceed the number required as determined by the application of 

the applicable off-site requirement rate to the total project units. The off site affordable units 

shall be affordable to low and lower income households. Owned Units shall be affordable to 

households earning 80%-~ to 100% of Area Median Income, with an average affordable sales price 

set at 90-fil!% of Area Median Income or less. Rental Units shall be affordable to households earning 

40%-1J.R to 006,5% of Area Median Income, with an average affordable rent set at 0055% o(Area 

Median Income or less. 

(3) For housing development projects consisting of 25 dwelling units or more, 

the number of units constructed off site shall be 33%, 1.vith 20% of the units affordable to lmv 

income households and 13% of the units affordable to lov, or moderate/middle income 

households, so that a project applicant shall construct .33 times the total number of units 

produced in the principal project. If the total number of units is not a whole number, the project 

applicant shall round up to the nearest 1.vhole number for any portion of .5 or above. For any 

housing development proiect consisting of25 or more Owned Units. the number of affordable units 

constructed o(fsite shall be 33% of all units constructed on the proiect site. with a minimum of 15% of 

the units affordable to lmv or lo\Ner income households and 18% ofthe units affordable to 

moderate/middle income households. Owned Units for lov, · and lower low-income 

households"'shall be 8% of the units affordable to a range of moderate-income householdso1=frem 

80% to 100 of Area Median Income, 1.vith an average Area Median Income, with an average 

affordable sales price set at 90% of Area Median Income or less. Owned Units for and 7% of 

the units affordable to middle/moderate income households. shall be affordable to a range of 

households from 100% to 140% of Area Median Income, with an average affordable sales 

price set at 120% of Area Median Income or less; provided that a middle/moderate income 

unit shall have a maximum sales price set at 100% of Area Median Income for a single 

income household. MOHCD may reduce the average Area Median Income upon request by 
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the project sponsor. In no case shall the total number of affordable units required exceed the 

number required as determined by the application of the applicable off-site requirement rate to 

the total project units. Owned Units for low-income households shall have an affordable 

purchase price set at 80% of Area Median Income. or less. with households earning up to . 

100% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for low-income units. Owned Units for 

moderate-income households shall have an affordable purchase price set at 105% of Area 

Median Income or less. with households earning from 95% to 120% of Area Median Income 

eligible to apply for moderate-income units. Owned Units for middle-income households shall 

have an affordable purchase price set at 130% of Area Median Income or less. with 

households earning from 120% to 150% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for middle­

income units. For any affordable units with purchase prices set at 100% of Area Median 

Income or above, studio the units shall have a minimum occupancy of two persons. shall not 

be allowed. This unit requirement shall be outlined within the Mayor's Office of Housing 

Preferences and Lottery Procedures Manual no later than 6 months following the effective 

date of the Ordinance contained in Board of Supervisors File No. 161351. MOHCD may 

reduce Area Median Income pricing and the minimum income required for eligibility in each 

rental category. 

(4) For any Rental HousingProiect consisting of25 or more Rental Units, the number 

of affordable units constructed off-site shall generally be 30% of all units constructed on the proiect 

site, ·with a minimum of4e18% of the units affordable to low or lmver income households,. and 15% 

of the units affordable to moderate/middle income households. Rental Units for lmv and 

lov.ier income households shall be affordable to a range of households earning from 40% to 

80% of Area Median Income, with an average affordable rent set at 60% of Area Median 

Income or less. Rental Units for middle/moderate income households shall be affordable to a 

range of households earning from 80% to 120% of Area Median Income, with an average 
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1 affordable rent set at 100% of Area Median Income or less; provided that a middle/moderate 

2 income unit shall have a maximum rent set at 100% of Area Median Income for a single 

3 household. MOHCD may reduce the average Area Median Income upon request by the 

4· prcaject sponsor. 6% of the units affordable to moderate-income households, and 6% of the 

5 units affordable to middle-income households. In no case shall the total number of affordable 

6 units required exceed the number required as determined by the application of the applicable 

7 off-site requirement rate to the total project units. Rental Units for low-income households 

8 shall have an affordable rent set at 55% of Area Median Income or less, with households 

9 earning up to 65% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for low-income units. Rental Units 

1 O for moderate-income households shall have an affordable rent set at 80% of Area Median 

11 . Income or less, with households earning from 65% to 90% of Area Median Income eligible to 

12 apply for moderate-income units. Rental Units for middle-income households shall have an 

13 affordable rent set at 110% of Area Median Income or less, with households earning from 

14 90% to 130% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for middle-income units. For any 

15 affordable units with rental rates set at 100% of Area Medi~n Income or above, studio the 

16 units shall have a minimum occupancy of two persons. shall not be allowed. This unit 

17 requirement shall be outlined within the Mayor's Office of Housing Preferences and Lottery 

18 Procedures Manual no later than 6 months following the effective date of the Ordinance 

19 contained in Board of Supervisors File No. 161351. MOHCD may reduce Area Median 

20 Income pricing and the minimum income required for eligibility in each rental category. 

21 MOHCD shall set forth in the Procedures Manual the administration ofrental units within this range. 

22 (5) In the event one or more ofthe Rental Units in the principal Rental HousingPro;ect 

23 become ownership units, f2r each converted Rental Unit, or for the principal Rental Housing Pro;ect 

24 in its entirety, as applicable, the Project Sponsor shall either (A) reimburse the City the proportional 

25 amount ofthe inclusionary affordable housing feelnclusiona[Y Affordable Housing Fee. which 
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would be equivalent to the then- current inclusionary affordable feelnclusionary Affordable 

Housing Fee requirement for Owned Units, orjB) provide additional on-site or off-site affordable 

units equivalent to the then-current inclusionary requirements for Owned Units. apportioned among 

the required number of units at various income levels in compliance with the requirements in 

effect at the time of conversion. 

(6) The Department shall require as a condition of Department approval of a 

project's building permit, or as a condition of approval of a. Conditional Use Authorization or 

Planned Unit Development or as a condition of Department approval of a live/work project, 

that 20%, 30% or 33%, as applicable, of all units constructed on the project site shall be 

constructed off site and affordable to qualifying households so that a project sponsor must 

construct .20, ·.30 or .33 times, as applicable, the total number of units produced in the 

principal project. 

(7) A minimum of 4 0% of the off site affordabie units shall consist of two 

bedroom units and a minimum of 20% of the off site affordable units shall consist of three 

bedrooms or larger. Units shall have minimum floor areas that conform to the standards . 

developed by the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (CTCAC) for affordable units. 

The total residential floor area devoted to the affordable units shall not be less than the 

applicable percentage applied to the total residential floor area of the principal project, 

provided that a 10% variation in floor area is permitted. 

.@fil The applicable amount of the percentage required for the off-site housing 

units shall be determined based upon the date that the proiect sponsor has submitted a 

complete Environmental Evaluation application. Any development protect that constructs off-site 

affordable housing units as set forth in this Section 415. 6 shall diligently pursue completion of such 

units. In the event the protect sponsor does not procure a building permit or site permit for 

construction of the principal protect or the off-site affordable housing protect within t\vo years (2430 

Supervisors Breed; Kim, Peskin, Safai, Tang 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 87 

Page 40 



1 monthi): ofthe pro;ect's approval, the development pro;ect shall comply with the inclusionary 

2 affordable housing requirements applicable thereafter at the time when the pro;ect sponsor procures a 

3 building permit. Such deadline shall be extended in the event of any litigation seeking to invalidate the 

4 . City's approval o(the principal pro;ect or off-site affordable housing pro;ect for the duration ofthe 

5 litigation. 

6 (9 4) Specific Geographic Areas.(ZLFor any housing development that is 

7 located in an area vvith a specific affordable housing requirement set forth in a Special Use 

8 District, or in any other section of the Code such as Section 419, the higher affordable 

9 housing requirement shall apply. 

1 O (8) If the principal project or the off-site project has resulted in demolition. 

11 conversion, or removal of affordable housing units that are subject to a recorded covenant. 

12 ordinance, or law that restricts rents to levels affordable to persons and families of moderate-. 

13 low- or very low-income. or housing that is subject to any form of rent or price control through 

14 a public entity's valid exercise of its police power and determined to be affordable housing. the 

15 Commission or the Department shall require that the project sponsor replace the number of 

16 affordable units removed with units of a comparable number of bedrooms and sales prices or 

17 rents. in addition to compliance with the inclusionary requirements set forth in this Section. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

(e) Marketing the Units: MOHCD shall be responsible for overseeing and 

monitoring the marketing of affordable units under this Section 415.7. In general. the 

marketing requirements and procedures shall be contained in the Procedures Manual as 

amended from time to time and shall apply to the affordable units in the project. MOHCD may 

develop occupancy standards for units of different bedroom sizes in the Procedures Manual in 

order to promote an efficient allocation of affordable units. MOHCD may require in the 

Procedures Manual that prospective purchasers complete homebuyer education training or 
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fulfill other requirements. MOHCD shall develop a list of minimum qualifications for marketing 

firms that market affordable units under Section 415.1=et seq., referred to the Procedures 

Manual as Below Market Rate (BMR units). No project sponsor marketing units under the 

Program shall be able to market BMR units exceptthrough a firm meeting all of the minimum 

qualifications. The Notice of Special Restrictions or conditions of approval shall specify that 

the marketing requirements and procedures contained in the Procedures Manual as amended 

from time to time, shall apply to the affordable units in the project. 

* * * * 

(f) Individual affordable units constructed as part of a larger off-site project under this 

Section_415.7 shall not receive development subsidies from any Federal, State or local 

program established for the purpose of providing affordable housing, and shall not be counted 

to satisfy any affordable housing requirement for the off-site development. Other units in the 

same off-site project may receive such subsidies. In addition, subsidies may be used, only 

with the express written permission by MOO MOHCD, to deepen the affordability of an 

affordable unit beyond the level of affordability required by this I:rogram. 

(g) Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 415. 7 (f) above, a project may use 

California Debt Limit Allocation Committee (CDLAC) tax-exempt bond financing and 4% 

credits under the Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) to help fund its obligations under 

this ordinance as long as the project provides 25% p.ercent of the units as affordable at 50% 

percent of area median income for off-site housing. The income table to be used for such 

projects when the units are ·priced at 50% percent of area median income is the income table 

used by MOO MOHCD for the lnclusionary Housing Program, not that used by TCAC or 

CDLAC. Except as provided in this subsection, all units provided under this Section must 

meet all of the requirements of this ordinance and the Procedures Manual for off-site housing. 
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SEC. 415.10. REPORTING TO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY 

STUDY TO MAXIMIZE HOUSING /\FFORD/\BILITY. 

* * * * 
' 

(d) Fee Schedule Analysis. The City shall conduct an analysis to update the 

lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee, to analyze MOHCD's true costs of constructing an 

affordable unit, including development and land acquisition costs. The Controller, 1.vith the 

support of consultants as necessary, and in consultation with the lnclusionary Housing 

Technical Advisory Committee, shall conduct a study to examine the City's costs of 

constructing an affordable unit and the amount of the lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee by 

January 31, 2018. Following completion of this study, the Board of Supervisors 1.vill review the 

analyses and the proposed fee schedule; and may consider adopting legislation to revise the 

lnclusionary Affordable Housing fe'es. 

fegl Report to Board of Supervisors. The Board of Supervisors may review the 

feasibility analyses, as well as the periodic updates to the City's Nexus Study evaluating the 

necessary affordable housing in order to mitigate the impacts of market rate housing. The 

Board of Supervisors , in its sole and absolute discretion, will review the feasibility analyses 

within three months of completion and will may consider legislative amendments fo the City's 

lnclusionary Housing in-lieu fees, on-site, off-site or other alternatives, and in so doing will 

seek consultati_on from the Planning Commission, adjusting levels of inclusionary or affordable 

housing obligations and income ·levels up to maximums as defined in Section 415.2, based on 

the feasibility analyses, with the objective of maximizing affordable lnclusionary Housing in 

market rate housing production, and with guidance from the City's Nexus Study. Any 

adjustment in income levels shall be adjusted commensurate with the percentage of units 

required so that the obligation for inclusionary housing is not reduced by any change in 

income levels. The Board of Supervisors may also utilize the Nexus Study in considering 
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legislative amendments to the lnclusionary Housing requirements. Updates to the City's 

lnclusionary Housing requirements shall address affordable housing fees, on-site affordable 

housing and off-site affordable housing, as well as the provision of affordable housing 

available to low-income households at or below 55% of Area Median Income for rental units 

and up to 80% of Area Median Income for ownership units, and moderate/middle-income 

households from 80% to 120% of Area Median Income. 

SEC. 415.11. SEVERABILITY. 

If any subsection. sentence, clause, phrase, or word oft.ms Sections 415,.1 et seg .. or any 

application thereof to any person or circumstance, is held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a 

decision ofa court of competent ;urisdiction. such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining 

portions or applications of the Section. The Board of Supervisors hereby declares that it would have 

passed this ordinanceSections 415.1 et seq. and each and every subsection. sentence. clause, 

phrase. and word not declared invalid or unconstitutional without regard to whether any other portion 

ofthis Sections 415.1 et seq. or application thereof would be subsequently declared invalid or 

unconstitutional. 

Section 4. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Section 207.7 to read as 

follows: 

SEC. 207.7. REQUIRED MINIMUM DWELLING UNIT MIX. 

(a} Purpose. To ensure an adequate supply of family-sized units in new housing 

stock, new residential construction must include a minimum percentage of units of at least two 

and three bedrooms. 

(b) Applicability. 

(1) This Section 207.7 shall apply to all applications for building permits and/or 

Planning Commission entitlements that propose the creation of 10 or more Dwelling Units in 
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1 all districts that allow residential uses. unless that project is located in the RTO, RCD, NCT, · 

2 DTR. and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts. or in an area or Special Use District 

3 with higher specific bedroom mix requirements. or is a HOME SF project subject to the 

4.. requirements of Planning Code Section 206.3. 

5 (2) This Section 207.7 shall not apply to buildings for which 100% of the 

6 residential uses are: Group Housing. Dwelling Units that are provided at below market rates 

7 pursuant to Section 406(b)(1) of this Code. Single Room Occupancy (SRO) Units. Student 

8 Housing (all as defined in Section 102 of this Code). or housing specifically and permanently 

9 designated for seniors or persons with physical disabilities. including units to be occupied by 

1 O staff serving any of the foregoing residential uses. This Section 207.7 shall apply to Student 

11 Housing unless the educational institution with which it is affiliated has an Institutional Master 
. 

12 Plan that the City has accepted. as required under Planning Code Section 304:5. 

13 (3) This Section 207.7 shall not apply to projects that filed a complete 

14 Environmental Evaluation Application on or prior to January 12. 2016. or to projects that have 

15 received an approval. including approval by the Planning Commission. as of June 15. 2017. 

16 (c) Controls. In all residential districts subject to this Section 207.7. the following 

17 criteria shall apply: 

18 (1) No less than 25% of the total number of proposed dwelling units shall 

19 contain at least two bedrooms. Any fraction resulting from this calculation shall be rounded to 

20 the nearest whole number of dwelling units: 

21 (2) No less than 10% of the total number of proposed dwelling units shall 

22 contain at least three bedrooms. Any fraction resulting from this calculation shall be rounded 

23 to the nearest whole number of dwelling units. Units counted towards this requirement may 

24 also count towards the requirement for units with two or more bedrooms as described in 

25 subsection (c)(1). 
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(d) Modifications. 

(1) These requirements may be waived or modified with Conditional Use 

Authorization. In addition to those conditions set forth in Section 303. the Planning 

Commission shall consider the following criteria: 

(A) The project demonstrates a need or mission to serve unique . 

populations. or 

(8) The project site or existing building(s), if any, feature physical 

constraints that make it unreasonable to fulfill these requirements. 

(2) These requirements may be waived in the case of projects subject to 

Section 329 through the procedures of that Section. 

Section 5. The Planning Code. is hereby amended by revising Section 249.28, to read 

as follows: 

SEC. 249.28. TRANSBAY C-3 SPECIAL USE DISTRICT. 

(a) Purpose. There shall be a Transbay C-3 Special Use District, which is wholly 

within the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area, comprising all of the parcels, primarily 

privately-owned and zoned C-3, within the Redevelopment Area but outside of the Transbay 

Downtown Residential District (TB-DTR), and whose boundaries are designated on Sectional 

Map No. ISU of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco. This district is 

generally bounded by Mission, Second, Clementina, and Beale Streets and whose primary 

features include the Transbay Terminal facility and its associated ramps, and a portion of the 

New Montgomery/Second Street Conservation District. A vision and guidelines for this area 

as an integral component of the Transbay Redevelopment Area are laid out in the Transbay 

Redevelopment Plan and its companion documents, including the Design for the 

Development and the Development Controls and Design Guidelines for the Transbay 
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Redevelopment Project. California Public Resources Code Section 5027.1 requires that 35% 

of all dwelling units developed during the life of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan in the 

Transbay Redevelopment Project Area shall be permanently affordable to low- and moderate­

income households. as such households are defined in State law. Section 4.9.3 of the 

Transbay Redevelopment Plan requires that a minimum of 15% of all units constructed on a 

particular site shall be affordable to certain qualifying households, as set forth in such Plan. 

(b) Controls. 

* '* * * 

· (6) Housing Requirements for Residential and Live/Work Development Projects. 

The requirements of Section 415.1 et seq. ·shall apply" subject to the following exceptions: 

(A) /\ minimum of 15% of all units The inclusionary affordable housing 

provided on-site shall be the higher amount determined under Section 4.9.3 of the Transbay 

Redevelooment Plan or Section 415.6(a) of the Planning Code, as it may be amended from 

time to time: and the inclusionary affordable housing constructed on the site shall be 

affordable to, and occupied by, :qualifying persons and families~ as defined by Section 4.9.3 

of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan; 

(B) All required inclusionary affordable housing units in the Transbay C:..3 

SUD required by this Section shall be built on-site; and 

(C) Off site construction or in lieu fee payment Payment of the Affordable 

Housing Fee or compliance with the Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternative are shall not be 

permitted to satisfy trus-the inclusionary affordable housing requirement. 

Section§. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 
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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. 

Section z. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 

numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 

Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 

additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Note" that appears under 

the official title of the ordinance. 

· APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J .. ~ .. ~EiERA . ity Attorney 

__ .,,...,./ 

By: 

n:\legana\as2017\1700109 
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· FILE NO. 170834 

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 
(7/25/2017, Amer)ded in Board) 

[Planning Code - lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Dwelling Unit Mix Requirements] 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the lnclusionary 
Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternatives 
and other lnclusionary Housing requirements; adding reporting requirements for 
density bonus projects to require minimum dwelling unit mix in most residential 
districts; to clarify lnclusionary Housing requirements in the Transbay C-3 Special Use 
District; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; making findings of public necessity, convenience, and 
welfare under Planning Code, Section 302; and making findings of consistency with the 
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

Existing Law 

The City generally requires private developers of new market-rate housing to provide 
affordable housing ("lnclusionary Housing") by paying a fee to the City. A developer could 
also opt to provide lnclusionary Housing on- or off-site. The City's lnclusionary Affordable 
Housing Fee and other requirements are set forth in Planning Code Sections 415 et seq. and 
provide 3 methods of complying with the requirements. 

1. Affordable Housing Fee: The development project pays a fee equivalent to the applicable 
off-site percentage of the number of units in the principal project: 

• For development projects consisting of 10 - 24 dwelling units, the percentage is 20%. 

• For development projects consisting of 25 dwelling units or more, the percentage is 
33%. 

2. If a developer opts to provide affordable housing on-site, the on-site Affordable Housing 
would be provided as follows: · 

• For housing development projects consisting of 10 - 24 dwelling units, the number of 
affordable units constructed on-site would generally be 12% of all units constructed on 
the project site·. The units must be affordable to low-income households. 

• For housing development projects consisting of 25 dwelling units or more, the number 
of affordable units constructed on-site would generally be 25% of all units constructed 
on the project site, with a minimum of 15% of the units affordable to low-income 
households and 10% of the units affordable to low- or middle- income households. 
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3. If a developer opts to provide affordable housing off-site, the off-site Affordable Housing 
would be provided as follows: 

• For housing development projects consisting of 10-24 dwelling units, the number of 
affordable units constructed off-site would be 20% of the number of units in the 
principal project. 

• For.housing development projects consisting of 25 dwelling units or more, the number 
of affordable units constructed off-site_ would be 33% of the number of units in the 
principal project, with 20% of the units affordable to low-income households and 13% 
of the units affordable to low- or middle-income households. 

If there is a higher lnclusionary Housir,g requirement in specific zoning districts, the higher 
requirement would apply. There are specific lnclusionary Housing requirements for the UMU 
and SOMA Youth & Families Zoning Districts. The Planning Code also _contains a number of 
"grandfathering" provisions, which set the lnclusionary Housing requirements at lower 
percentages for a limited period of time, depending on when a complete environmental 
evaluation application·was submitted. 

The Planning Code directs the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
("MOH CD") to set the amount of the fee to be paid by the project sponsor to calculate the 
"affordability gap" using data on the cost of construction of providing the residential housing 
and the Maximum Purchase Price for the equivalent unit size. · 

Section 401 defines a low-income household as one whose income does not excee.d 55% of 
Area Median Income for purposes of renting an affordable unit, and 80% of Area Median 
Income for purposes of purchasing an affordable unit. "Moderate income" and "middle 
income" households shall mean households whose total household income does not exceed 
100% of Area Median Income for purposes of renting an affordable unit, and 120% of Area 
Median Income for purposes of purchasing an affordable unit. 

The Planning Code also requires an applicant seeking a density bonus under State law to 
provide analysis to support any requested conces~ions and incentives under the State law. 
The City. has not appli~d its inclusionary requirements to any density bonus units. 

The Planning Code requires th~ Controller to study the economic feasibility of the City's 
inclusionary housing requirements and produce a report in 2016 and every three years 
thereafter. The Board must consider the report within three months and consider legislative 
amendments to the City's lnclusionary Housing in-lieu fees, on-site, off-site, or other 
alternatives recommended by the Controller and/or the Planning Commission based on the 
feasibility analyses and with guidance from the City's Nexus Study, with .the objective of 
maximizing affordable lnclusionary Housing in market rate housing production. 
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The Planning Code includes some dwelling unit mix requirements, but there is no requirement 
applicable City-wide in most residential districts. · · 

The Transbay C-3 Special Use District is within the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area, 
within the Redevelopment Area but outside of the_ Transbay Downtown Residential District. 
State law requires that 35% of all dwelling units developed in the Transbay Redevelopment 
Project Area must be permanently affordable to low- and moderate-income households, as 
defined in State law. The inclusionary affordable housing requirements of Section 415 apply 
except that: (A) A minimum of 15% of all units constructed on the site shall be affordable to, 
and occupied by, qualifying persons and families as defined by the Transbay Redevelopment 
Plan; (B) All inclusionary units must be built on-site; and (C) Off-site construction or in-lieu fee 
payment are not permitted to satisfy this requirement. 

Amendments to Current Law 

The Proposed Legislation would change the inclusionary affordable housing requirement for 3 
kinds of inclusionary affordable housing in the following ways. 

1. lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee: The Amendments would set the lnclusionary 
Affordable Housing Fee for projects consisting of 25 dwelling units or more to 33% for an 
ownership housing project and 30% for a rental housing project. 

The Amendments would direct MOH CD to calculate the lnclusionary- Affordable Housing Fee 
based on the City's cost of constructing affordable housing. No later than January 31, 2018, 
the Controller, with. the support of consultants as necessary, and in consultation with the 
lnclusionary Housing Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) established in Planning Code 
Section 415.10, shall conduct a study to develop an appropriate methodology for calculating, 
indexing, and applying the appropriate amount of the lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee. 
To support the Controller's study, and· annually thereafter, MOHCD shall provide the following 
documentation:. (1) schedules of sources and uses of funds and independent auditor's reports 
("Cost Certifications") for all MOHCD-funded developments completed within three years of 
the date of reporting to the Controller; and, (2) for any MOHCD-funded development that 
commenced construction within three years of the.reporting date to the Controller but for 
which no Cost Certification is yet complete, the sources and uses of funds approved by 
MOHCD and the construction lender as of the date of the development's construction loan 
closing. Cost Certifications completed in years prior to the year of reporting to the Controller 
may be increased or decreased by the applicable annual Construction Cost Index 
percehtage(s) for residential construction for San Francisco reported in the Engineering News 
Record. MOHCD, together with the Controller _and TAC, shall evaluate the cost-to-construct 
data, including actual and appraised land costs, state and/or federal public subsidies available 
to MOHCD-funded projects, and determine MOHCD's average costs. Following completion of 
this study, the Board of Supervisors will review the analyses, methodology, fee application, 
and the proposed fee schedule; and may consider adopting legislation to revise the 
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lnclusionary Affordable Housing fees. ·The method of calculating, indexing, and applying the 
fee shall be published in the Procedures Manual. 

The fee shall be imposed on any additional units or square footage authorized and developed 
under California Government Code Sections 65915 et seq. This requirement would not apply 
to development projects that have submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application· 
on or before January 1, 2016. 

2. On-Site lnclusionary Affordable Housing Units: A project sponsor may elect to provide on­
si~e affordable housing in lieu of paying the lnclusionary Fee. 

For housing projects consisting of 10 - 24 units, the number of affordable units constructed 
on-site shall be 12% of all units constructed on the project site. The required on-site 
affordable housing would increase by 0.5% annually for housing projects consi"sting of 10 - 24 
units, beginning on January 1, 2018, until the requirement reaches 15%. Owned Units shall 
be affordable to households earning up to 100% of Area Median Income, with an affordable 
sales price set at 80% of Area Median Income or less. Rental Units shall be affordable ·to 
households earning up to 65% of Area Median Income, with an affordable rent set at 55% of 
Area Median Income or less. 

For any housing development project consisting of 25 or more Owned Units, the number of 
affordable units constructed on-site shall generally be 20% of all units constructed on the 
project site. A minimum of 10% of the units shall be affordable to low-income households, 5% 
of the units shall affordable to moderate-income households, and °5"% of the units shall be 
affordable to middle-income households. 

• Owned Units for low-income households shall have an affordable purchase price set at 
80% of Area Median Income or less, with households earning up to 100% of Area 
Median Income eligible to apply for low-income units. Owned Units for moderate- . 
income households shall have an affordable purchase price set at 105% of Area 
Median Income or less, with households earning from 95% to 120% of Area Median 
Income eligible to apply for moderate-income units. Owned Units for middle-income 
households shall have an affordable purchase price set at 130% of Area Median 
Income or less, with households earning from 120% to 150% of Area Median Income 
eligible to apply for middle-income units. 

• For any affordable units with purchase prices set at 130% of Area Median Income, the 
units shall haye a minimum occupancy of two persons. 

For any Rental Housing Project consisting of 25 or more Rental Units, the number of 
affordable units constructed on-site shall generally be 18% of all units constructed on the 
project site, with a minimum of 10% of the units affo.rdable to low-income households, 4% 
of the units affordable to moderate-income households,. and 4% of the units affordable to 
middle-income households. 
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• Rental Units for low-income households shall have an affordable rent set at 55% of 
Area Median Income or less, with households earning up to 65% of Area Median 
Income ·eligible to apply for low-income units. Rental Units for moderate-income 
households shall have an affordable rent set at 80% of Area Median Income or less, 

· with households earning from 65% to 90% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for 
moderate-income units. Rental Units for middle-income households shall have an 
affordable rent set at 110% of Area Median Income or less, with households earning 
from 90% to 130% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for middle-income units. 

• For any affordable units with rents set at 110% of Area Median Income, the units shall 
have a minimum occupancy of two persons. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, Area Median Income limits for Rental Units and Owned 
Units, the maximum affordable rents or sales price shall be no higher than 20% below 
median rents or sales prices for the neighborhood within which the project is located, 
which shall be defined in accordance with thePlanning Department's American 
Community Survey Neighborhood Profile Boundaries Map. MOHCD shall adjust the 
allowable rents and sales prices, and the eligible households for such units, accordingly, 
and such· potential readjustment shall be a condition of approval upon project entitlement. 
The City must review the updated data on neighborhood rents and sales prices on an 
annual basis. · 

Starting on January 1, 2018, and each year thereafter, MOHCD shall increase the· 
percentage of units required on-site for projects consisting of 10 - 24 units, as set forth in 
Section 415.6(a)(1), by increments of 0.5% each year, until such requirement is 15%. For 
all development projects with 25 or more Owned or Rental Units, the required on-site 
affordable ownership housing to satisfy this section 415.6 shall increase by 1.0% annually 
for two consecutive years starting January 1, 2018. The increase shall be apportioned to 
units affordable to low-income households, as defined above in Subsection 415.6(a)(3). 
Starting January 1, 2020, the increase to on-site rental and ownership developments with 
25 or more units shall increase by 0.5% annually, with such increases allocated equally for 
rental and ownership units to moderate and middle income households, as defined above 
in Subsection 415.6(a)(3). The total.on-site inclusionary affordable housing requirement · 
shall not exceed 26% for development projects consisting of Owned Units or 24% for 
development projects consisting of Rental Units, and the increases shall cease at such 
time as these limits are reached. MOHCD shall provide the Planning Department, DBI, 
and the Controller with information on the adjustment to the on-site percentage so that it 
can be included in the Planning Department's and DB l's website notice of the fee 
adjustments and the Controller's Citywide Development Fee and Development Impact 
Requirements Report described in Section 409(a). 
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Minimum Size of Affordable Units. All units shall oe no smaller than the minimum unit sizes 
set forth by the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee as of May 16. 2017, and no smaller 
than 300 square feet for studios. 

The total residential floor area devoted to the affordable units shall not be less than the 
applicable percentage applied to the total residential floor area of the principal project, 
provided that a 10% variation in floor area is permitted. 

. . 

MOH CD may reduce Area Median Income pricing and the minimum income required for 
eligibility in each rental category. 

3. Off-Site lnclusionary Affordable Housing. · 

• For housing development projects consisting of 10 dwelling units or more but less thari 
25 units, Owned Units shall be affordable to households earning up to 100% of Area 
Median Income, with an affordable sales price set at 80% of Area Median Income or 
less. Rental Units shall be affordable to households earning up to 65% of Area Median 
Income, with an average affordable rent set at 55% of Area Median Income or less. 

• For any housing development project consisting of 25 or more Owned Units, the 
number of affordable units constructed off-site shall be 33% of all units constructed on 
the project site, with a minimum of 18% of the units affordable low-income householqs, 
_8% of the units affordable to moderate-income ~ouseholds, and 7% of the units 
affordable to middle income households. Owned Units for low-income households 
shall have an affordable purchase price set at 80% of Area Median Income or less, with 
households earning up to 100% of Area Median Income ~ligible to apply for low-income 
units. Owned Units for moderate-income households shall have an affordable 
purchase price set at 105% of Area Median Income or less, with_ households earning 

· from 95% to 120% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for moderate-income. units. 
Owned Units for middle-income households shall have an affordable purchase price 
set at 130% of Area Median Income or less, with households earning from 120% to 
150% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for middle-income units. For any 
affordable units with purchase prices set at 100% of Area Median Income or above, the 
units shall have a minimum occupancy of two persons. 

• For any Rental Housing Project consisting of 25 or more Rental Units, the number of 
affordable units constructed off-site shall generally be 30% of all units constructed on 
the project site, with a minimum of 18% of the units affordable to low income . 
households, 6% of the units affordable to moderate-income households, and 6% of the 
units affordable to middle-income households. Rental Units for low-income households 
shall have an affordable rent set at 55% of Area Median Income or less, with 
households earning up to.65% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for low-income 
units. Rental Units for moderate-income households shall have an affordable rent set 
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at 80% of Area Median Income or less, with households earning from 65% to 90% of 
Area Median Income eligible to apply for moderate-income units. Rental Units for 
middle-income households shall have an affordable rent set at 110% of Area Median 
Income or less, with households earning from 90% to 130% of Area Median Income 
eligible to apply for middle-income units. For any affordable units with rental rates set 
at 100% of Area Median Income or above, the units shall have a minimum occupancy 

· of two persons. 

For all projects, in the event a rental housing project or unit becomes ownership housing, the 
owner would reimburse the cost of the fee deduction to the City, or provide additional on-site 
or off-site affordable units, so that the project would comply with the current inclusionary 
housing requirements for ownership housing. 

For all projects, the applicable amount of the inclusionary housing fee or percentage required 
for the on-site or off-site alternatives will be determined based on the date that the project 
sponsor submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application. If a project sponsor 
does nofprocure a building permit within 30 months of project approval, the project sponsor 
must comply with the inclusionary housing requirements at the time of building permit 
procurement. 

For all projects, if the principal project has resulted in demolition, conversion, or removal of 
affordable housing units that are subject to rental restrictions for persons and families of 
moderate-, low- or very low-income, or housing that is subject to any form of rent or price 
control through a public entity's valio exercise of its police power and. determined to be 
affordable housing, the project sponsor would pay the lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee 
equivalent for the number of affordable units removed, or replace the units on-site, in addition 
to compliance with the inclusionary requirements. 

All projects must notify th~_..Planning Department which alternative for inclusionary affordable 
housing they are selecting 30 days prior to approval. Any subsequent change by a project 
sponsor that results in the removal of on-site units would require public notice for-a hearing 
and approval from the Planning Commission. 

The new inclusionary affordable.housing requirements shall not apply to any project that has 
not submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation Application on or before January 12, 
2016, if the project is located within the Eastern Neighborhoods Mission Planning Area, the 
North of Market Residential Special Use District Subarea 1 or Subarea 2, or the SOMA 
Neighborhood Commercial Transit District. Until such planning processes are complete and 
new inclusionary housing requirements for projects iil those· areas are adopted, projects shall 
(1) pay a fee or provide off-site housing in an amount equivalent to 30% or (2) provide 
affordable units in the amount of 25% of the number of Rental Units constructed on-site or 

· 27% of the number of Owned Units constructed on-site. For Rental Units, 15% of the on-site . 
affordable units shall be affordable to low-income households, 5% shall be affordable to 
moderate-income households and 5% shall be affordable to middle-income households. For 
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Owned Units, 15% of the on-site affordable units shall be affordable to low-income 
households, 6% shall be affordable to moderate-income households and 6% shall be 
affordable to middle-income households. 

An applicant seeking a density bonus under the provisions of State Law must provide 
reasonable documentation to establish eligibility for a requested density bonus, incentives or 
concessions, and-waivers or reductions of development standards, consistent with State law. 
The· Planning Department would provide information about the value of the density bonus, 
concessions and incentives for each density bonus project and include it in the Department's 
case report or decision on the application-. Beginning in January 2018, the Planning. 
Department shall prepare an annual report to the Planning Commission about the number of 

. density bonus projects, density bonus units and the kinds of density bonuses, concessions 
and incentives provided to each density bonus project, which should be presented at the 
same time as the Housing Balance Report. 

The Planning Department, in consultation with the Controller, must undertake a study of areas 
greater than 5 acres in size where an Area Plan, Special Use District, or other re-zoning is 
being considered for adoption, or has been adopted, after January 1, 2015, to determine 
whether a higher on-site inclusionary affordable housing requirement is feasible on sites that 
have re.ceived a 20% or greater. increase in developable residential gross floor area or a 35% 
or greater increase in residential density over prior zoning, and shall submit such information 
tothe Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors. 

Dwelling Unit Mix Requirements. 

The Ordinance establishes a minimum ur:,it dwelling mix, for all applications that 
propose the creation of 10 or more Dwelling Units in all districts that allow residential uses, 
unless the project is located in the RTO, RCD, NCT, DTR, and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed 
Use Districts, or in an area or Special Use District with higher specific bedroom mix 
requirements, ·or is a HOME SF project subject to the requirements of Planning Code Section 
206.3. No less than 25% of the total number of proposed dwelling units must contain at least 
two bedrooms and 10% of the total number of proposed dwelling units must contain at least 
three bedrooms. These requirements may be waived or modified with Conditional Use 
Authorization and the Planning Commission must consider whether the project demonstrates 
a need or mission to serve unique populations, or the site or existing building 'features · 
physical constraints that make it unreasonable to fulfill the dwelling unit mix requirements. 

The dwelling unit mix requirements do not apply to buildings for which 100% of the 
residential uses are: Group Housing, Dwelling Units that are provided at below market rates 
pursuant to Section 406(b)(1) of this Code, Single Room Occupancy (SRO) Units, Student 
Housing (which has an Institutional Master Plan that the City has accepted), or housing 
specifically and permanently designated for seniors or persons with physical disabilities, 
including units to be occupied by staff ~erving any of the foregoing residential uses. If a 
project filed a complete· Environmental Evaluation Application on or prior to January 12, .2016, 
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or received an approval, including approval by the Planning Commission, as of June 15, 2017, 
these requirements also do not apply. 

The Ordinance clarifies its application to the Transbay C-3 Special Use District. The 
requirements of Planning Code Section 415.1 et seq. apply to this area, subject to the 
following exceptions: (A) The inclusionary affordable housing provided on-site shall be the 
higher amount determined under the Transbay Redevelopment Plan or Section 415.6(a) of 
the Planning Code, as it may be amended from time to time; arid the inclusionary affordable 
housing constructed on the site shall be affordable to, and occupied by, "qualifying _persons 
and families," as defined by the Transbay Redevelopment Plan; (B) All required inclusionary 
affordable housing units must be built on-site; and (C) Payment of the Affordable Housing Fee 
or.compliance with the Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternative shall not be.permitted to satisfy 
the inclusionary affordable housing requirement. 

Background Information 

The City published the Residential Affordable Housing Nexus Analysis-in November 2016. 

The Controller completed the Feasibility Analysis required by Planning Code Section 415.1 O . . 
in February 2017. 

n:\legana\as2017\ 1700109\01209019.docx 
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Introduction· 

• Two ordinances have recently b~en introduced at the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
that would modify requirements that housing developers provide.affordable housing, or 
a fee payment dedicated to affordable housing, as part of their project. 

• These requirements, called inclusionary housing, were changed in 2016 by a. City Charter 
Amendment, Proposition C, which .also gave the Board of Supervisors the authority to 
modify them again in the future. · 

• This economic impact report was prepared based on an initial determination of the 
Office of Economic Analysis (OEA) that both proposed ordinances would have a material 
impact on the City's economy. 
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Economics of lnclusionary Housing 

• "Affordable housing" refers to new housing whose rent, or sales price, is limited to make 
it affordable to households that cannot afford most new privately-produced, "market­
rate11 housing in the city. Because this limited price is generally lower than the cost of 
producing the new housing in San Francisco, affordable housing requires a subsidy to be 

. produced. 

• In inclusionary housing· policy, the subsidy is paid by the mark~t-rate housing developer, 
which increases their cost of development. It is often argued that developers pass these 
costs on to land-owners, in the form of lower bids for their land. In this way, those land­
owners ultimately. bear the cost of the affordable housing subsidies, not developers or 
marke·t-rate housing consumers. 

• However, a reduction in bids from developers ~an make land-owners better off with the 
income they already receive from the property, and discourage them from selling to 
developers to produce more housing. To the extent this is true, hou5ing production 
would be curtailed. Rents and prices for existing housing-in which the vast majority of 
households of all income levels live-become higher than they otherwise would be. 

• lnclusionary housing policy therefore involves a trade-off between the creation of 
affordable housing subsidies, for low- and moderate-income households, and the 
constraining of housing supply that tends to raise market-rate housing prices. 
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Developer Payment Options and Income Limits 

• Under San Francisco's inclusionary housing policy, which apply to projects with 10 or 
· more units, developers have at least three options to fulfill their inclusionary 

requirements: 

- . On-site option: providing a specified number of affordable units as a part of the market-rate 
housing project. 

- Fee option: instead of providing on-site units, pay a fee to the Mayor's Office of Housing and 
Community Development (MOHCD), based on the City's cost of producing a comparable unit of 
housing. 

- Off-site option: providing a specified number of affordable housing units at a different location 
within the city. 

• These requirements are expressed as a percentage: for example, a 15% on-site 
requirement means that.15% of the units in the project must be affordable. A 30% fee 
means the develope~ is required to pay the appropriate MOH CD fee for 30% of the 
market-rate units in the project. 

• lnclusionary housing requirements may also differ in the maximum income that a 
household must have in order to qualify to rent or buy an affordable unit. These are 
expressed as percentages of Area Median Income (AMI). · 
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Proposition C and the Trailing Legislation 

• ·1n 2012, voters passed a Charter Amendment which created the City's Housing Trust 
Fund, and established an inclusionary requirement of 12% (for the on-site option) and 
20% (for the Fee and off-site options.) All inclusionary units were designated for low­
income households, defined as no more than 55% of AMI for rental units, and no more 
than 90% for ownership units. 

• In June 2016, voters passed Proposition C, which raised the inclusionary requirements for 
projects with 25 or more housing units. The fee and off-site options were raised from 
20% to 33%, and the on-site option was raised from 12% to 25%. 

• Proposition C also established that tbe Board of Supervisors could modify the 
· requirements without voter approval in the future. After Proposition C was passed, in 
trailing legislation, the Board directed the Controlle'r's Office to conduct a financial 
feasibility study to identify the maximum feasible inclusionary requirements. 
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Feasibility Stuqy Findings 

• During the summer and fall of 2016, the Cqntroller's Office worked with a team of three 
consulting firms, and an eight-person .Tec_hnical Advisory Committee, to make a series of 
recommendations in a final report issued in February, 2017. 

• Recommendations of the feasibility study include: 

- Charging different inclusionary housing requirements for rental and owner-occupied ho.using, 
based on the finding that new rental housing generally has lower feasibility limits. 

- Establishing initial on-site inclusionary·requirements in the range of 14-18% for rentals, and 17-
20% for owner-occupied units, based on the finding that higher requirements would likely drive 
land bids to below their 2012 prices, ma.king it unlikely that landowners would .offer land for ne_w 

housing. 

- Establishing initial fee options at the rate of 18-23% for rentals, arid 23-28% for ownership 
projects, as these levels corresponded to a similar land bid as the recommended on-site ranges. 

- Gradually increase requirements at a rate of 0.5% per year, based on the finding that housing 
prices generally grow faster than development costs and land values, and projects should 
therefore be able to support higher requirements in the future. 

- The Controller's analysis was based o·n the 60/40 split between low and moderate income .units 
that Proposition C established. For example, an 20% on-site ownership requirement would mean 
a 12% for condos up to 80% of AMI, and 8% for condos up to 120% of AMI. 
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Details of File #161351 {Sups. Kim/ Peskin Legisl.ation) 

• · File #161351, introduced by Supervisors Kim and Peskin, proposed changes to both the 
· Proposition C requirements for projects with at least 25 units, and smaller projects that 
were unaffected by Proposition C. 

• The changes raise the requirements.in some respects, and lowerthem in others: 

For projects with 10-24 units, the on-site option is maintained at 12%, but would rise by 0.75_% 

per year, beginning in 2018. The fee option (20% for projects of that size) would not change. On­
site ownership units would be affordable to households in the 80-100% AMI range, with an 

average at 90%, and on-site rental units WQUld be affordable to households in the 40-80% AMI 
range, with an average at 60%. 

- For projects with 25 or more units, the fee option would be lowered from 33% to 30% for rental 

projects. Off-~fte requirements match the 33%/30%-fee option. 

On-site requirements for 25+ projects would be raised from 25% to 27% for owner-occupied and 

.lowered to 24% for rentals. 

- For on,-site ownership, 15% must be for households in the 80-100% AMI range, with an average 
of 90%, and 12% must be in the 100-140% AMI range, with ari average of 120%. For on-site 

rentals, 15% must befor households in the 40%-80% range, with an average of 60%, and 9% 
must be for households in the 80-120% range, with an average of 100%. 

- The legislation also dire.cts MOHCD to recalculate the fee corresponding to different cost of 
producing affordable units in buildings of different sizes. 
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Details of #170208 (Sups. Safai / Breed/ Tang) 

•· File #170208, sponsored by Supervisors Safai, Breed, and Tang, also chariged the 
requirements for 10-24 units, and the larger 25-or-more unit projects affected by 

Proposition C: 

• For projects with 10-24 units, the legislation would leave the fee unchanged, but increase 
the applicable on-site and off-site income limits to an average .of 80%·of AMI for rentals 

and 120% of AMI for condos. 

• For projects with 25 or more units it would: 

Lower the fee option from 33% to 23% for rental projects and 28% for ownership projects. The 
fee would rise by 0.5% per year for ten years. 

- Lower and modify the onsite requirement from 25% to 18% for rental projects (for income limits 
between 55% and.110% of AMI, with an average of 80%), and to 20% for ownership projects (for 
income limits between 90% and 140% of AMI, with an average of 120%). These on-site 
requirements would also increase by 0.5% per year for ten years. 

- Set off-site requirements that match the 28%/23% fee option, which would also.increase 0.5% 
per year for 10 years. · 
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Summary of Major Points of Difference Between Current Law 
{Based on Proposition C} and Each Proposal 

Current Law (Prop C) 

Fee for 25+ unit 33% 
projects 

Kim/P.eskin Proposal 

Falls to 30% for rental· 
projects 

Safai/Breed/Tang Proposal 

Falls to 28% for ownership 
and 23% for rental projects. 
Would increase 0.5% per 
year for 10 years. 

cin';,te tbd.s+ .. ., i5%f~r·1oik, income· io% . Ri~es fo 27%.fcfr ··· ... ts_in.gli:ber., f~.il_s to. 2.0. % to. r 
.. · .. u._n· :1t·:··.P·. ·r•o.J'·e_.c·_·_.·ts' .: · · .. · · ·. '.•.,: .. ·:f-.o··.·:·· .. _·r·_·.:._m.·_•·.:.·.~ ... ·d·.··: .. :e .. ,: ... :ra· t.~e··~:1.'n'c'oc-.m·.·)e·· .... ., ·. ·: .- -· · -· · · · ·· ·· ·· · · · · ·· ·· - -. · · · · -. · · ·· -. · _ : ownership projec;:ts{iS%·· (owbershipproJects; 18% for · 

.t~f 11] ff ~}2t~·/·~tttl.fiil1~i!:~s~ O.s% 

25+ unit project 
income limits 

Low is 55% of AMI for 
rentals, 80% for condos; 
Moderate is 100% and 
120% 
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Economic Impact Factors 

As discussed earlier, by changing the inclusionary housing requirements established by 
Proposition C in 2016, the proposed ordinances would affect the economy in two primary 

ways: 

1. Changing inclusionary requirements affects the cost of developing new housing in San 
Francisco. On the margin, higher requirements could make some projects infeasible, and 
lower requirements could facilitate projects that had been. marginally infeasible. 
Changing housing production in this way affects housing prices facing all renters and 
purchasers of market-rate housing in the city, at all income levels. 

2. Changing inclusionary requirements would also change the number of, and/or funding 
for, affordable housing units. This would reduce the subsidy that low and moderate 
income households receive from this housing, and put upward pressure on the housing 
burden facing those households. 

The net impact of both pieces of legislation depends on the relative magnitude of these two 
effects. Our estimates of them are detailed on the following pages. 
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Approaches to Estimating How lnclusionary Requirements Effect 
Feasibility and Housing Production 

• During the feasibility study process, two approaches to estimating the impact of changes 
to the City's inclusionary requirements were developed by the consulting team, and 
relied upon by-the Controller's Office and the Technical Advisory Committee. 

• The first. approach, which is more traditional in housing feasibility studies, involves using 
proformas of representative projects, and testing the impact of policy changes on their 
financial feasibility. This approach has the advantag~ of using up-to-date information and 
a sophisticated financial model, but is weaker at estimating the citywide impact of policy 
changes, because it relies on data from only a few parcels and projects, which may not 
be representative. · 

• The second approach uses a statistical mo_del that estimates the likelihood of each land 
parcel in the city to produce new housing, based on its land use and zoning 
characteristics, an.d the state of the housing and construction· markets. This model, based 
on development projects during the 2000-2015 period, was developed for the DEA' s 
economic impact report on Proposition C2 and significantly refined during the feasibility 
study. 

Controller's Office• Office of Economic Analysis· 2 http:ljopenbook.sfgov.org/webreports/details3.aspx7id=2278 

City and County of San Francisco 

115 

11 



40% - " 

35% ·-·· •. 

30% •• · • 

25% 

20% 

15% 

Pro-Forma Feasibility: How the Two Proposals Relate to 
Recommendations from the Controller's Feasibility Study 

Feasibility Ranges from Controller's Study, and lntial Requirements in Each Proposal, 
Projects with 25 or More Units 

.. 41. 
Kim/Peskin • Kim/Peskin 

--· ~---· 
-Safal 

• Kim/Peskin 

The chart to the left shows the. initial 
requirements of both proposals for 
rentals and ownership projects, for the 
on-site and fee options. Next to the 
arrows are the feasibility range, in dark 
blue, identified from the proforma 
analysis conducted by consultants in 
the Controller's feasibility study1. 

The Safai/Breed/Tang proposal 
establishes initial requirements at the 
maximum of each of the 
recommended ranges, although the 
income limits in the Safai/Breed/Tang 
proposal are higher than those 
assumed in the Controller's study. 

10% ·-·--------· 

The Kim/Peskin requirements are 
higher. However, as described on the 
next page, pro forma prototypes that 
took the maximum State Density Bonus 
would be financially feasible under the 
Kim/Peskin requirements. 

5% ---····----------------------------------· ·-·------ ·---t-··---

0% -··-------------------
Rentals: Onslte Rentals: Fee 
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The State D_ensity Bonus and Feasibility Findings 

• State law provides developers with an option to ·increase the density- and the nun:iber 
of units - within a project, in exchange for providing affordable housing on site. Because 
the State's affordable requirements are lower than the City's, virtually every new housing 
·project in San Francisco that takes the onsite option could qualify for some State density 
bonus. Projects taking the fee option are not eligible. 

• The bonus units allow projects to support a higher inclusfonary requirement and remain 
feasible. However, the City is prohibtte~ from requiring that any of the bonu~ units are 
affordable, and from imposing higher requirements only on those projects that take the 
bonus. 

• For the prototype proformas studied in the feasibility study, a bonus project providing 
the Kim/Peskin onsite requirements, would be roughly as feasible as a non-bonus project 
with the Safai/Breed/Tang requirements. However, a non-bonus project would not be 
_feasible with the Kim/Peskin requirements. 

• Use of ~he bonus has, to date, been limited in San Francisco, and the study reached no 
conclusion_s about how widely it would be used in the future. 

• The Safai/Breed/Tang proposal requires a bonus project to pay the fee option on the 
bonus units, so a bonus project woul.d contribute more to affordable housing than a non~ 
bonus project. 
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2017 

The Statistical Model _Uses the Cost of the Proposed Policies to Estimate 
Their Effect on Housing Production 

Estimated Cost of On site lnclusionary Housing Requirements for Projects with 25+ Units, 
as a Percentage of Sales Price, 2017-2032 

2018 2019 · 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

• Prop C ~ Kim/Peskin Safa! 
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The statistical model created during the 
feasibility study estimates housing 
production as a function of the cost of 
the inclusionary policy to developers. 
Policy cost is expressed as a percentage 
of the sales price of a new market-rate 
_unit (condo or apartment)._ 

Estimating cost is challenging because of 
t_he range of options open to developers, 
and in this report, we focus on the 
onsite option. The chart to the left 
illustrates the estimated cost of the on­
site alternative, assuming 65% of future 
units are condominiums and 35% are 
apartments. 

Costs are projected fall over time, 
because housing prices generally rise 
faster the policy costs. The Kim/Peskin 
proposal closely tracks Proposition C; 
the Safai/Breed/Tang proposal is less 
costly to developers, but its cost doe.s 
not decline as rapidly, because of its 
rising onsite requirements. 
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Projecting the Impacts on Housing Production, Prices, and Affordable 
Housing Units and Subsidy Value 

• Using the statistical model of development developed during the feasibility study3, the 
OEA simulated the impact of the two proposals, and Proposition C, on overall housing 
production in the city qver the 2017-2032 period. 

• To estimate affordable housing production, we used the on-site option for both 
proposals: multiplying the units produced by the applicable on-site percentages. While 
developers do utilize other options, their costs and benefits are harderto estimate. 

• This approach is ohly reasonable when onsite and fee options are comparable to each 
other. Because of this, we are not analyzing 10-24 unit projects, as under the Kim/Peskin 
proposal, their onsite requirements increas~ over time, while their fee option does not. 

• Projecting future housing development is subject to many uncertainties. We project 
housing production under a set of different assumptions about housing price and 
construction cost growth, the split between ownership and rental units, and varying uses 
of the state density bonus by future housing projects. 

· • For each of these scenarios, housing production, for projects with 2S·or more units, was 
estimated under current Proposition C policies, and each of the two proposals. 

• On the- next page, each proposal's outcomes are presented as a range of percentage 
differences from Proposition ~, because results are different under different scenarios. 
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Estimated Impacts.of the Two Proposals on Total Housing Production, and 
Affordable Housing Production 

• The model allows us to estimate the total number of units produced (relative to 
Proposition C), the impact of that difference on citywide housing prices, and the annual 
spending of market-rate housing consumers. 

• We also estimated the number of affordable units: as discussed on page 14. The average 
subsidy per unit is the difference between a household's annual cost in an affordable 
unit, and their cost in a new market-rate unit. The number of affordable units, multiplied 
by the average subsidy per affordable unit, yields the total annual value of the subsidy. 

Outcome 

Citywide housing prices 

.··A~~u~{fp;ri-eiM{8hhat~r8fJ}> 
.. -· . ·_ ; :~:. -~--- .. ,-..- -. . -

Number of Affordable Housing units 

Average slJ\J'si~t ~~(a10-.r~:~1J:-~:h-it: 
. '. ~ .. .; ~ · .. 

Total annual value of subsidy 
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- Kim/Peskin Proposal vs. 
PropC 

0.0% 

Safai/Breed/Tang 
Proposal vs. Prop C-

0.1% to 0.8% less 

· ~:b to$2 ·rv;)i6;;: ··· ·. $1SM:to'$98M:.i~si( 
·· ... ;: --~-.:~,- ~- .. ( .. .= ::·.: 

2%to4% more 5%to 8% less 

i 1% ta::2%l~it:i. ·. 
. ' . . ·' '. . . ~~ . . 

11% t~ .l2% l~~-g .·· 
$1 M to $4 M more . $10M to $SOM less 
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Net Impacts and Conclusions 

• In every scenario, the Safai/Breed/Tang proposal, which reduces inclusionary 
requirements, leads to the production of more housing relative to Proposition C, and 
lower prices for existing housing, at the cost of reducing the number of affordable units, 
and the value of subsidy generated they generate. 

• Under the Safai/Breed/Tang proposal, the gain to market-rate housing cons·umers is 
greater than the loss of affordable housing subsidy. For every dollar of subsidy lost,· 
market-rate housing eonsumers gain betw~e.n $1.45 and $2_.53 in price savings. 

• The Kim/Peskin proposal creates outcomes that closely track to Proposition C. Different 
outcomes between Proposition C and the Kim/Peskin proposal result from different 
assumptions about the future split between condominiums and apartments. 
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Staff Contacts 

Ted Egan, Ph.D., Chief Economist - ted.egan@sfgov.org 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

June 1, 2017 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDffTY No. 554-5227 

File No. 161351 

Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 

. San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

On May 22, 2017, the Land Use and Transportation Committee amended the following 
legislation:. · 

File No. 161351 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site 
Affordable Hoµsing Alternatives and other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; to require. minimum dwelling unit mix in all residential 
districts; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of public necessity, 
convenience, and welfare. under Planning Code, Section 302; and making 
findings of consistency· with the General_ Plan, and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

This amended legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

LT~~ 
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 

Not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines 
. Sections 15378 and 15060(c) (2) because.it does 

not result in a physical change in the 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 

environment. 

Dlgltany signed by Joy Navarrete 

J N 
ON: O'F-10)' NavarTEte,. e=f'lannlng, oy avarrete cu=Envlronmeot>IP!aomng, • 

. ~ emallajcy.navarrete@sfgov.oig. c=:US 1 2 3 . Date: 2017.06.Cll 14:59-.20-07'00' 



BOARD .of.SUPERVISORS 

December 20, 2016 

Lisa Gi.ps9.n 
Acting Environmenta! Review Officer 
Planning Dep~rtment 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 941'03 

Dear Ms. Glbson: 

File No. 161351 

On December 13, 2016, Supervisor Kim introduced the folfowing proposed legisfation: 

FUe No. 1'6'1-351 

Ordinan.ce amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
lnclU$iona.ry Affo~abl~ Housing Fee and th~ O.n-Sjte and Off-Site 
Affordable Hous.ing Alternatives and other lntlustonary Housing 
requlrements; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the 

, California Environmental Quality .Act; making findings under Plann.ing 
Code1 Section 302; and makJng findings of co~sisteilcy with the G·eneral 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planni'ng Code, Section 10.1.1. 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

{c,-sv: 
lvillo~e Board 

is ~mera, Legislative Depufy Director 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 

Not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15060(c) and 15378 because it does not 
result in a physical change in the environment. , 

~\/\.·~ 'F1 f.t'(f 
12/ ZD. /t(p 
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March 1, 2017 

' File No. 161351 

Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, ·CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

On February 281 2017, Supervisor Kim introduced the following substitute legislation: 

File No. 161351 . . 

Ordinance· amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives· and other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; adding reporting requirements for density bonus projects; 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning Code,. Section 
302; arid making. findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the · 
eighfpriority policies of Planning .Code, Section 101.1. 

This substitute legislation is being transmitted to you for. environmental review. 

rk of the Board 

By: lisa Somera, . egislative Deputy Director 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 
Not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines 

Sections 15378 and 15060(c) (2) because it does 

not result in a physical change in the 
environment. c: .Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 

Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 

Joy 
.Navarrete 
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Digitally signed by Joy Navarreie 
DN: cn=Joy Navarrete, o.::Plannlng, 

,ou=Environmental Planning, 
email=Joy.navarrete@sfgov.org, 
c=US 
Date: 2017.03.23 08:43:30-07'00' 



SOARD of SUPERVISORS 

April21,2017 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
T~l. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDffTY No. 554-5227 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Miss'ion Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

. On April 18, 2017, Supervisor Kim introduced the following substitute legislation: 

File No. 161351 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
lnctus.ionary Affordabie Housing· Fee arid the On-Site and Off ..Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements;. adding reporting req·uirements for density bonus projects; 
affirming the. Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning Code, Section 
302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the· 
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

The substitute ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 
302(b), for public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before.the 
Land Use and Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt 
of your respon·se. 

c: 

i/2- By: . Ii a Somer , Legislative Deputy Director 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

John Rahaim, D~rector of Planning . . . Not defined as a project under CEQA 
Aaron Starr, Acting ~anage: ~f Legislative Affairs Guidelines Sections 15378 d 15060( )(2) 
Scott Sanchez, Zonmg Admm1strator . . an . c 
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Office becaus~ it does n?t result ma physical 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor change m the environment. 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
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REVIEWED 
By Joy ·Navarrete at 12:09 pm, Apr 28, · 2017 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING .DEPART.IVIENT 

. Date: 

·planning c.om_mission 
Resolution No. 19937 

HEARING DATE: JUNE 15, 2017 

June '8, 2017 

i ra1i0r 
~\IW ~\\\ ~N\.­
B~I iG lo-nrt 

1650 Mission St 
Sulte.400 
San Franci~co, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

l;roject Name: 
Case Numb.er: 

Indusionazy Afford~ble Hmwing Program (!3ec 415) Amendments 

20l7~001061PcA [Board file No. 161351v4] 

~: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

Spansoreli. by: 
S.taff Co1tfaat: 

Reviewed by: · 

Supervisors B.reed, Kim, Peskin, .Safai, and Tang 
J~cob Bintliff, Citywide PlanpiIJg Division 
· facob.bintlfff@sfgov.org, 41'5-575-9170 · 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor 

Recommendation: Recommend Approval with Modifications 

RECOMMJ;NOING THAT THE BOARD OF ·sUPERVISORS 1) ADOPT. A P~OPOSED ORDINANCE, 
WITH M°ODJFICATIONS THAT WOULD AMEND THE PLANNING CODE TO REVISE THE AMOUNT OF 
THE INCLUSIONARY AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE AND THE ON~SITE AND QFF .. SITE 
AFFORDABLE HOU~ING ALTERNATIVES AND OTHE~ INCLUSIONARY HOUSING 
REQ.UIREMENTS~ TO REQUIRE MINIMUM DWELLING UNIT MIX IN ALL RESIDENTIAL DiSTRICTS; 
TO ESTABLISH DWELLING UNIT MINIMUM SIZES; TO ESTABLISH A PROHIBITION ON STUDIO 
UNITS .WITH PRICES SET' AT 100% AMI OR ABOVE; TO REPLACE OR PAY A FEE FOR ANY 
AFFORDABLE UNITS THAT MAY BE LOST DUE TO DEMOLITION OR CONVERSION; AND 
AfFlRMING THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT'S DE.TERMINATION UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT; MAKING FINDINGS OF PUBLIC NECESSITY, CONVENIENCE, 

· ANO WELFARE UNDER PLANNING CODE,' SECTION 302; AND MAKING FINDINGS OF 
CON.SISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN, AND THE. EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING 

. , COOE1 SECTION 101.1. 

. . 
WHEREAS, on December 13, 2016 Supervisor fGm and Supervisor Peskin introduced a proposed 
Ordinance under Board of Supervisors (hereinafter "Board") File Nutnber 161351 (referred to in l:his 
resolution·as Proposal A), which amends Section 415 of the Plaitning Code to revise the amount of the 
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternatives and 

other Indusionacy Housing requirements; and adds reporting requirements for density bonus projects; 

and, 

WHEREAS, on February Z8, 2017 Supervisor Kim and Supervisor Peskin introdµced substitute legislation 
under B.oa:rd File Number 161351 v2; and, 

WHEREAS, on Febru~ry 28., 2017 Supervisor Safai, Supervisor Breed, and Supervisor Tang introduc-ed a 

proposed ordinance under Board File Number 170208 (referred to in this resolution as Proposal B), which 
amends the Planning Code to revise thE: amount of the Indusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-



Exhibit /J.! Re$otution No. 19937 
June 15.,2017 

CASE NO. 2017-00.1061PCA 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

Site and Off-Site Afforda..ble Housing .Alternatives and other .indusionary Housing requirements; and 
requires a minimum dwelling unit mix in all residential districts; ~d, 

WHERE.AS,. on September 29, 2015, Mayor Ed tee and Supervisor Tang introduced a proposed 

Ordinance under Board File Number 150969, to add Planning Code Section 20? to create the Affordable 

Housing Bonus Program, the 100 J;>eraent Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the Analyzed State 

.Density Bonus Program, and the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program, to provide- for 

development'bonuses and zoning ·m~difications for increased affordable housing, in compliance with, 

and above those required by th¢ State Density Bonus Law, Government Code, Section 65915, et seq.; to 
establish the procedures in which these Programs shall be reviewed and approved; and to add a fee for 

applications µnder ~e Progtams; and 

WHEREAS, on October 15~ 2015 the Plannhi.g Commission voted to :initiate an amendment to·the General 

nan to add language to certain policies, objectives and maps that clarifi~d that the City could adopt 

policiei; or programs that allowed additional density and development :potential if a project included 

increased amounts of on-site affordable.housing; and 

WHEREAS, on Febtua:ty 25: 2016, this Commission found that the Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

was, on balance, consistent with the San Francisco General Plan as amended; and forwi'U"ded the 

AffordablE! Housing Bon.us Program, together with. several rece1mm.ended amendments, to the Board of 

Supervisors fof their consideration; and 

WHEREAS, on June 13, 2016, Supervisor Tang duplkated the AHBP ordinance file and amended the 

AHBP ordinance to include ~nly the 100% ·.Affordable Housing Bonus Program, and amended the 100% 
Affordable Housing .Bonus Program to~ among other items, prohibit the use of the program on parcels 

containing residential units and to.allow an app~al to the Board of Supervisors; and 

WHEREAS, on June 30, 2016, in :Resolution 19686, the Planning Commission found that both the 100% 
Affordable Housing Bonus Progr,;Un [Bll 15.0969] and 100% Affordable Housing Density and 

DevelpPment Bonuses· (BF 160668] to .be consistent with the General Plan, and in July 2016 the Board of 
Supervisors adopted· the 100% Affotdable Housing Bonus Program, which is now found in Planning 
Code section 206; and · 

WHEREAS, The Planping ·Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly noticed public 

informational hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the two proposed ordinances on 
March 16r 2017; and 

WHERE.AS, The Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting 
to conside:r. the two proposed Ordinances on April 27, 2017; and 

WHERE~, The Com:o:ussion passed Resolution Number 19903 recommending approval with 
modifications of an Ordinance amending the Planning Code controls for the Affordable Indusionaty 
Housing Program and certain other requirements among other actions; and 

$AN'FRi\NC1SCO 
PLANNING OJ;;PAFITl'l!i.t\O" 2 
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ExhibitA: Resolution No. 199J7 
June 15, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

WHEREAS, On May '22., 2017 at the Land us.e and Transportation Committee, Supervisor Peskin moved 
to amend BF 161351. Aftel' the motidn was seconded by Supervisor Safai, the ordinance as amended 
became the "Consensus" ordinance. 

WHEREAS, The components of the Consensus Ordinance that are materially different than el.em~ts 
considere\i by the Commission on April 27., 2017 include the fol1ow~g: 

1. to require a minimum dwelling unit mix in all residential districts for projects of 10 - 24 units, as 

well:as projects of 25 units or morer in all resideri.iial zoning districts outside of Plat:t Areas; 

2. to establish a minimilm. unit size for inclusionary units required through Section 415,; 

3. to prohibit the designatiort of inclustomu:y studio units at affordable levels above 100% AMI; 

4. to req:ufre replacement of or fee payment for any affordable units that may be lost due to 

demolition or convetsioh, above and beyo;ttd the required inclusi9nary units under Section 415; 

5. to exclude certain areas from the proposed cityw.ide Inclusiortary requirements and make them 

subject to higher requirements until additional analysis is completed to addres~ affordability 

levels in these areas, including a) the Eastern Neighborhoods Mission Planning Area; the North 

of Market Residential Sp~cial Use District Subarea 1 or SubJ1rea 2 and the SOMA Neighborhood 

Commercial Transit Dist:rkt.. 
6. to require l'!.n Affordable Bousing Fee amount that is substantially above the maximum 

eco;n.01:nically.feasible level as identified hy the Controller's Economic Feasibility Study re.quired 

by· Proposition C, and thus establish a significant disincentive for the use of the State Density 

Bonus Law to produce bonus units. This is because Bonus units would be subject to the Fee 

ainount under the proposed Ordinanc(;'!. This disincentive was not previously considered by the 

Pianning Commission. 

WHEREAS,. Planning· Code Section 302(d) requites that material modifications added by the Board of 

Supervisors be referred .to the Planning Commission for consideration. 

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments to the Inclusionary Affordable. Housing Program in the modified 
ordinance is not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c)(2) and 15378 because they 

do not result in a physical change in the environment; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it. at the 

public hearing and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented ori behalf of 

Department staff and other ~terested·parties; and 

WHEREAS., all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department,. as the custodian of 

records; at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission . has the "Consensus" ordinance amending the I~dusionary 
Affordable Housing Program [BF 161351]; and 

1lAN FAANG1SCO 
PLANNING 'OS"ARTMENT 

129 
3 



.I 

Exhibit A: Resolution No. 19937 
June 15, 2017 

·CAS:E NO. 2017-001061PCA 
lnc:Jusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission determines that: 

1. ]n making the recommendation to revise the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the 

Commission reaffirms the .Board of Supervisor's policy- established by Resolution Number 79-16 

that it"Shall be City policy to maximize the economically feasible percentage of inclusionary 

affordable housing in market rate'housing development. 

2. Inclusfonary requirements should not exceed the rates recommended in the Controller's 

Economic Feasibility Study established in Proposition C, that the ni.aximun1 economically feasible 
requirements for the on-site alternative are 18% forrental projects or 20% for ownership projects, 

or the equivalent of a fee or off-sit.e alternative. requirement of 23% fqr rental projects or 28% for 

ownership projects. 

3. The Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program requirements should remain below the City's 

current Nexus Study. 

4. The City should.use the Indusionary Affordable Housing Program to help serve the housing 

needs· for low-, moderate-, and above-moderate income households that.area above the level 

eligible for projects supported by federal low income housing tax credits, and also. earn below the 

minimum level needed to access market rate housing units :in San Francisco. 

5, The Plann:ing Department $hould implement additional inonitor1ng and reporting procedures 

regarding the use of the State Density Bonus Law, and should require-that eligible projects that 

$eek and receive a bonus under the State Bonus Law pi;!y the Affordable Housing Fee on 
additional units provided. · 

6. The incremental :increases to the inclusionary requirements. as established by the passage of 

-Proposition C for projects that enterecl the pipeline betweenJartuary 1, 2013 and January 12, 2016 

should.be retained for projects.electing the on-site· alternative, and·reinoved for projects paying 
the:Affordable Housing Fee or electing the off-site alternative, to maintain consistency with the 

re~ommended maximti:in economically feasible requirements recommended in the Controller's 

Study. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby finds that the proposed 

ordinance to amen.cl the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the Commission's recommended 

modifications to the lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program are consistent with the General Plan for 

the reasons set forth below; and be it 

FURTIIER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Board of 

Supervisors approve a modified ordinance to revise the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Pr(jgram as 

descttbed within Resolution Number 19903 and within this ,resolution and adopts the findings as set forth 

below. 

SAN fAA1lC1S00 
Pl.ANNING DEPAliTMEl\lT 4 
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Exhibit A; Resolution No. 19937 
June 15, 2017 

FINDINGS 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

Having re.view-ed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 

7. General 'Plan C9mpllance. The proposed Ordinance and the Commission's recommended 
modifications are consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan: 

HOUSING ELEMENT 
OBJECUVEl 
lOENTlFY AND :MAKE AVAftAB'tE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET 
THE CITY'S HOUSING NEEDSt 'ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

POUCY1.1 
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the. City and County of San Francisco, especially 
affordabie housing~ 

The ordinance amending the lnclusionary Affordable.Housing Program.furthers the potential for creation 
of permanently affordable housing in the City and facilitate an increase tlie number of affordable h.ousing­
units that could be built in San Francirico. Generally affordable projects require that units be affordable for 
55 years or permanently, depending on the funding source. This program is one tool to plan for affordable 
housing needs of very low, low and moderate income households. 

POLKY:1.6 
Consider ·greater. flexibility in numbe:r-and size of unit(! within established building 
envelopes· in community based planning processes,. especially ff it can. increase the number of 
affordable units in. multi..,familf structures. 

The ordinance amending the In+lusionary Affordable Housing Program provides greater flexibility in the 
number of 'Units permitted in new ajj'otdable hou_szng pY.ojects by providing increased heights, relief from 
any residential density caps, ar,id allowing some zon1ng modiftcatit>tiS. This i's achieved by pairing the 
programs with either ·the State Denstty Bvnus Law, California Governmen.t Code section 65915 et seq. or 
through the local ordina,:zce implementing the state law, such as lhe Affordable Sousing Bonus Program or 
HOME-SF [BF 150969}. 

POUCY 3..3. 
Maintain balance in affordability .of existing housing stock by s~ppotHng affordable 
ntoderate ownership opportunities, . 

. Th.e ordinance·a1ttending the Inclusio,1a11; Affordable Housing Program increase affordable ownership 
opportunities for households·with mod~raie income,s. 

The ordi11.ance amending the lnc/usionary Affordable Housfng Program generally maintains the r;:urrent 
"low" and ''moderaie" income tiers, with the significant change that these targets would be defined as an 
average :4 Ml served by the project, wnh units falling within a·speaified range of income levels: Considering 
the average incomes served. the proposal would serve households in the m'iddle of both the Low Income 

SA~ FRA'NCJSCO 
PLANNING DEP'AIITMENT 
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June 15, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017~001061PCA , 
lnclusionary,.Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

and Mode.tat~ Income groups, and ivould meet the demonstrated need of both income groups, while serving 
segments ofboth .income groups that are leas( served by .the City;s current qffordable housing programs, 

POUCY4.1 
Develop new housing, and encomage the remodeling of existing_ housing, for families. with 
childr~. 
The ordinance ii.mending the Inclus.ionary Affordable Housing Program can increase the supply of new 
affordable housing, in-cluc/ing new affordable housing for. fa;nilies. The ordittance a.mending the 
Inclusionary Affordable'Housing Program includes dwelling unit mix requirements that encourage certain 
percentages of units with two or three bedrooms. 

POLID:'4.4 
'Encourage sufficient and suitable :i;enfal housing opportunities, emphasizing permanently 
affordable rental units wherever·posslble. 

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program encourage the development of 
greater numbers of permanently affordable. housing, including rental units. These affordable units are 
affordable for the life oftheprojee'f. 

PoUcy4.5 . 
Ensure that new permanently affordable hottsing is located in ·all 0£ the city's neighborhoods, 
and encourage integrated neighborhonds, with a diversity of unit types provided at a rdllge 0£ 
income levels. 

The- ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program; reaches throughout the City which 
enables the City to increa_se_ the rtumber of very low, low and moderate income households and encourage 
integration of ne'ighborhoods. 

OB1ECTIVE7 
SEOJllE FUNDING.ANO RES0l)RCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFOROABLE HOUSING, 
INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PltOGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON 
TRADITIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL. 

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Rousing Program seeks to create permanently, 
affordable housihg by leveraging the bwestment of prlvate development. 

OBJECTIVEB 
BUILD PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOlt CAPACITY TO SUPPORT, FACIUTA TE, 
PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

I1ie otdinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program supportr this objective by revising 
the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program to maximize the production of affordable housing in concert 
with the production of market-rate housing. 

POUCY8.::l 
Support the production and management of permanently affordable housing. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING OEP~El'{r 6 
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CASE NO. 2017~001061PCA 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

The ordinance amending the foclusion-tmJ Affordable Housing Program supports "the production of 
penmmentty affordable housing supply. 

OBJECTIVE 11 
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THElJIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN 
FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS. 

The ordinance amending the Inclusio,rary Affordable Housing Program enoow·ages tnL-ced income 
buildirigs and neighborhodcff. 

POUCY11.3 . . 
Ensure growth .is accommodated without substantially and adverse\y impacting existing 
residential neighborhood cha;rai:ler. 

Establishingpermanently affordable ho~ing in the Citls parious neighbothopds would enable the City to 

stabilize ve:ry low, low and moderate in.come households. T11ese households meaningfully contribute to the · 
existing character of San Francisco·'s div'erse neigh'/:iorhoods. · 

POUCYll.5 
Ensure q.~nsiti~s in established residential axeas prpmote c;ompatibility with prevailing · 
:ncighbo-rhood character. 

'The ordinance amending the lnclusionanJ Affordable Housing I;'ragtam will produce build(ngs that are 
generally c,ompatible with existmgneighborhoods. State Densily B~nus Law, California Government Code 
section 65915 et seq; does enabl~ higher density that-San Francisco's zoning would otherwise allow . . 

OBJECTIVE 12 
BALANCE IJ0USING GROWTHWJTHADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTQRE THAT SERVES 
TW .CITY'S GROWING POPULATION. 

OllJECTIVE 13 
PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN PLANNING FORAND CONSTRUCTING 
NEW HOUSING. 

Housing produced under either ordin11-nce mneruling the tnclusionary Affordable Housing Program would 
pay impact fees that support the City's infrastructure. 

URBAN .DESIGN ELEMENT 

BALBOA PARK AREA PLAN 
OSlECTIVE 4.5: PROVIDE lNCREASED HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO A 
MIX OF HOUSEHOLDS ATV ARYING INCOME LEVELS. 
11ie ordinance amending the'l11dusioirnty Affotdable Housing Progrmiz would increase affordable housing 
opportunities for a mix of household incomes. · 

7 
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Exhibit A: Resolution No, 19937 
June 151 2(l11', · 

BAYVIEW AREA PLAN 

CASE NO. 2017-001061.PCA 
lnclusionary Affordabre Housing Program Amend~nts 

O:SJECTlVE- 6 ENCOURAGE THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW AFFORDABLE AND MARKET 
RATE HOUSING AT LOCATIONS AND DENSITY LEVELS THAT ENHANCE THE OVERALL 
RES1DE!NTIAL QUALITY OF BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT. 

The ord[mmce amending the Iiiclusfonary Affordable. Housing Program would ihcrease affordable housing 
opportunities-for a mix of household.incomes. 

CENTRAL WATERFRONT AR.EA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 2.1 ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT P:EllCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING 
CREA tED IN TIIE CENTRAL WATERFRONT IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE 
RANGE OF INCOMES. . 

. The ordinance amending t~ ln~lusionary Affordable Housing Program would increase affordable. housing 
opportunities: 

CHINATOWN AREA PLAN 
. OBJECTIVE 3 
STABILIZE AND WHERE POSSIBLE INCREASE THE SUPPLY OF'lIOUSING. 

The ordinance amending the lncl:Usiortary Affordable Housing Prof(l'am would increase affordable housing 
'opportunities. 

MARKET-AND OCTAVIA AREA PLAN. 
OBJECTlVE 2.4 . 
PROVIDE XNCREASED .HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO HOUSEHOLDS AT 
VARYlNO INCOME LEVELS. 

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Rousing frogram would increase affordable housing 
opportunities. · 

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

The ordinanci; amending the In'dusionary Affordable Housing Program would increase affordable housing 
opportunities, 

SHOWPLACE/POTRERO HILL AREA PLAN 
OBlECTIVE 2.1 
ENSURE Tl:lAT A .SIGNIFICANt PERCE~AGE. OF NEW HOUSING CREATED IN THE 
SHOWPLACE /POTRERO IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WJTH A WIDE RANGE OF 
INCOMES, 
The ordinance amending the btclusionary Affordable Housing Program would increase affordable housing 
opportunities. · ' 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTM'ENT 8 
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lnclusionary Affordable Hou$ing,Program Amendments 

SOMA AREA PLAN 
0BJECTIVE3 
ENCOURAGE THE DEVELOPMENT OF ·NEW HOUSING, PARTICULARLY AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING. 
The ordinance amending the Indusionary Affordable Housing Program would increase qfforda~le housing 
opportunities. 

WESTERN SHORELINE AREA PLAN 

POLICY11.3 
Continue the enforcement of citywide housing policies, ordinances and standards regarding 
the provision 0£ safe and conveniep.t housing to r.esidents of all income levels, especially low-
and modera~e~income:·people,. . 
The ordi1tance limendi1ig the .biclusionary Ajfordab1e Housing Program would increase affordable hous.ing 
opp.o~nities.. · . · 

POLICY11.4 
Strive to increase the amowt of housing units citywide, especially µnits for low- and 
mode;rate-mcome. p_eople. 

· Thi ordinance amending the Tnclusionary Afforaable Housing Program would increase ef!ordable housing 
opp.or.tunities.-

WESTERN SOMA AREA PLAN 

USJECTIVE 3.3 . 
ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF THE NEW HOUSING CREATED IS 
AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES 
TI-/!! -ordintmce ameiidbig fhe inclusicmary Affordable Housing Program would increase affordable housing 
opportunities. 

S. Planning· Code Section 101 Findings. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code -ate 
consistent with the eight ·Priority Policies set.forth in S~tion 101.l(b) of the Planning Code in 
that: 

1. That existing rieighbo.rhood-serving · reta_i.l uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resid~nt employment in and c5wnership of such businesses enhanced;. 

The· ordi1w.nce amending the· .lnclusionary. Affordable Housing Prpgram would not have a negative 
effect o,i '1teighborho.od sErVing retail uses and will not have a negative effect im opportunities far 
resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood-serving retail. 

2.. Th.it existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to· 
preserve the cultural and -economic diversity of our :neighborhoods; 

SoN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTME:NT 135 
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CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 
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The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program would not have a negative 
effect on housing ar neighborhood character. 

3. That the City's supply of affor~ble housing be preserved and enhanced; 

The ordinance amending the Indusionary Affotdable Housing Program would -increase City's supply 
ofpermanently affordable housing: 

4. That commuf~r traffic. not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our stre·ets or 
neighborhood par.king; 

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program would result in commuter 
traffic impedi1w MUNI transit·service or overburdening the·streets or neighborhood parking. 

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

The ordinance amending the lnclusionary Affordable Ho.usfng would not cause dispfacement .of the 
. industrial or service sectors due to office development m, if does not enable office development. 

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss ofiffe iff an 
earthquake; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect -0n City's preparedness against injury and 
loss of life in an earthquake. 

7. That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have .an adverse effect on the C.ity's Landmarks and. hi~toric 
lmildings. · 

8. That our parks and open space an(;! their access to $Unlight and vistas be protected from 
development; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City's parks and open space and their 
access to sunUght and vistas. · 

9. Planning Code Section 302 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented 

lhat the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the proposed amendments to 
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302; and . 

BE IT FURTIIER RESOLVED that the Commission hereby recomn:i.ends that the· Board. ADOPT a 
proposed Ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable ·Housing Program, as described in ·the 
Comm.ission's April. 27, 2017 recommendation as recorded in Reso1ution Number 19903, with the 
following new recommended moditk:ations as summarized below, 

SAN fRilNCli;CO 
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·•Exhibit A: Resolution No.19937 
June 15r 2017 

CASE NO. 2Q1,7-001061PCA 
.-.JncJusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

Material Modifications. For the matetial 'modifications, the Commission's new recommendations are as 

follows: 

1. Add clarifying language about the dwelling unit mix requj,rem.ent, that the total requirement 

should be inclusive of i:he 3-bedroom requirement; 

2. Set the proposed minimum unit sizes .to be equal to the. current TCAC minimum sizes for all 

inclusionary units; . 
$. Remove the prohibitlort on studio units with prices set at 100% AMI or above and distribute 

units evenly across iricome levels; 
4. Establish a consistent citywide mclusfonary .requirement. that is within the feasible level 

idenfiffod by the.Controlle:t's Stttdy; unless appropriate study ha~ been completed to support 

any neighborhood of district specific requirements. Further; i£ the Board maintains 

neighborhood-specific lnclusionary Requirements, the upcoming, sfudy by the Controller, in 

consult,ation with an Indusibnary. Housing Technical Advisory Committee. should be required to 

· include a sfudy of neighborhood-specific requirements in addition to .the upcoming the Fee 

.schedule methodology to be completed by January 31, 2018 for later consideration by the Board 

o(Supe.rvi:sors. 

5. Set e.conom.icaiiy .feasible Affordable Housing Fee requirements that do not estal:iiish a 

disincentive to use the State Density Bo~us Law to produce bonus units and recommend further 

stµ.dy through the Fee Schedule Aruilysis to be c.onducteq, by the Controller and TAC 

Implementation and Technical Recommendations. 

Beyond the response to the material modifications described above, Department .staff have re.viewed the 
Consensus Ordinance for implementation · and ·technical considerations and offers the following 
additional revis'ions: 

6. Clarify the grandfathering langµage so M to specify that the new and modified provisions of the 
Indlusionary ptogram·under the.Consensus Ordinance would apply only t~ new projects that 
filed an EEA on or.J>rior to January 12, 2016, whHe. maintaining the incremental increa~es to the 
On-Site and Fee/Off-Site percentage' requirements for pipeline proj,ects as· established by 
Proposition C. 

7. Add clarifying language to ensure that the cumulative rounding up of required inclusionary 
units in ec1ch of the three. income tiers in no case exceed the total percentage requirement as 
applicable to the project as a whole (e.g. 18% total) · 

8. Reference the appropriate Planning Department map of neighb.orhood areas ·for. the pur.pose of 
analyzing neighborhood-level data fo ensure that i:nclusionary units are priced below the market 
rate, the Ameri~an Community Survey Neighborhood Pro-file boundaries map. 

9. 'Ensure that the application of the new requirements under Sedion 415 of the Planning Code is 
. consistent with the Transbay Redevelopment l'lan and the state law governing redevelopment 

of the Transbay area, per OCII recommendation. 

10. Revise provisions regardin~ the determination and sunsetting of inclusionary requirements for 
projects to allow for program implementation that is consistent with standard Department 
practices and Planning Commission recommendations, specifically that the applicabfe 
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Exhibit A: Resolution No. 19937 
June 15, 2017 .,-.,1,<t: · 

. CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 
lnclusionary Affordable Hou~ing Program Amendments ,; :, 

requirement. be _determined at the filing date of the EEA, and would be automatically reset to the 
applicable rate if no First Construction Document is obtained within 30 months from the time of 
project entitlement. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on June 15, 
2017. 

d-P 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Hillis,· Richards, Johnson, Koppel, and Melgar 

NOES: Moore 

ABSENT: Fong 

ADOPTED: June 15, 2017 
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT 12 

138 



SAN FRANC1SCO 
PLANNING 'DEPARTMENT /(l/351 

May4,2017 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Cl.erk 
Honorable Supervisors Kim., Safai, Peskin, Breed, and Tang 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
O.ty Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2017-001061.J?CA 
Amendments to Section 415, Inclusionary Affordable Housing. Program 
Board File No: 161351 Indusionaiy Affordable Housing Fee and lleq'uirements; 

170208 Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee ~d Dwelling Unit 
Mix Requirements 

Plannn,-g Commission ReCtmiiil.en,dation: Approval with Modifications 

Dear Ms. Calvillo and Supervisors Kim, Sa..fai, Peskin, Ereed, and T~g, 

On April 27, 2.017, the Plamrlng Commission conducted. a duly noticed public hearing at a 
regularly scheduled. meeting t.o consider the proposed Ordinances that would amend Planning 
Code Section 415, introduced by Supervisors Kim and Peskin, and Supervisors Safai, Breed, and 
Tang, respectively. At the heru;ing the Plan:trln,g Commission recommended approval with 
modifications. 

Specifically, the Planning Commission recornm.et1,ded. that the Board of Supervisors adopt final 
legislation as described. The adopted resolution, including detailed recommendations and the 
associated Executive Summary, are attached. 

A. APPLICATION 

a. No am.endnumts are recommended . 

. B. INCLUSIONARY :REQUlR'EMIOO'S 

a. Include a condominimn conversion provision to specify thatp.rojects converting to 

owne:cshlp projects must pay a conv~i9~ fee equivalent to the difference between 

the fee requirement for owne:rsbip projects in effect at the time of the conversion and 

the requirement the project satisfied at the time of entitlement. 

Include provisions of Board File No. 161351 ("Proposal A"), ·as modified above .. 

b. Establish fee, on-site, and off-site requirements for Larger Projects (25 or more units) 
that are within the range of 11maximum economically feasilJle" requirements 

www.s.fplanning.org 
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TraJl$mltal Materials CASE NO. ·2017-001061.PCA 
Amimrlments· to Planning Code Section 41$ 

tnclusitmary Affordable Housing· Progr.am 

reCotrii:ri.en.ded in the-Cqntroll-ers Stutly .. 
lnclli.d~ provisions of Boa:Id File Nu. 17-020$ ("Proposal Bj without mo'dificafiop,, 
a-s follows: . 

For Rental Projects 

L Fee or Off-Site Alternative: equivalent of 23% of project uri:its . . 

ii. On-Site Alter.p.mve: 18% of project units . 

For Ownership Projed$: 

L Fee o~ Off-Si1:. Alternative: equiv.uent of 28% -of proje;tt uxtl.ts 

ii On:-:Site AJ;teroafive 20% of project uni.ts 

C. ~ULB OF A'NNUAL INOIBASESiO ltEQUilffiMENTS 

a. Bstahll.sh ~ exp~ maxhnuttt te.qtci:ren:rent at-which the sdteduie of increases 
would ~al:ei, and that .tate should be bdow the maximumreqmrement legally 
supported by the Nexus $tudy. . 
Include pr-O'Visimts of Board Ftle·No. 170208 ("'Proposal 'B'-'} wlf:h.modffications to 
clarify that this provision ~o applies to both Smaller and Largerprojeci:s, as 
.follows: · 

For Rental Projects; 

i. Fee or Off-Site Alteni.ati.ve: eqoivaient Qcr 28'% of project 14)its 

ii On-Site Alternative: 23% of project .units 

For Owue:rsMp froi~: 

i. Fee Ol1 OftSl.te Alternative:- eq:uivaleni: of33% of project units · 

ii. On~SiteAlwmau.ve; 25% of projed u;nits 

b. Establish that reqwt~ rates be increased by 1.l) percentage point evexy two years 
for both Smaller and Large :proj~'. · · 
licb~de proyision1; of Board File No. 17020S {"'Proposal W?, as mo.difled above. 

c. The .schedwe of ino:ea~esshould commence no fewer fhan 24 months following the 

effective date of fil1aI rmlinance fur both Smaller and Lar&!r projects. 

Dndercither ordinance, final legislation should be amended ~t:C?rdingly, · 

. · d. 'Establish a "'sunset" p,.ro\Ti$i~n tnat is. wnsistent wifh cun:~nt Ji'~~ces for the 
q:eterminafion of inclusio~ry requh;etrrents and Planning Oep~ procedures,. 
spedfkally·:that the requirement be esfablished at the date of Env.lronmer!,tai 
Evaluation Application l:D'ld be reset if the project.has ~t received a; first-coristruction 
document within three years of the pr-eject' s first eroitwnent approval. 
Include provisions of Board FtJ.e·No. 1.70208 (''Proposal W") witll modifkations to 
clarify that this }A'.Qvision applies to both Smaller .and Larger projects. 
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Transmital Materials CASE NO. 2017--001061PCA 
Amend~e.nts to Planning_ Code Section 415 

lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program 

D. AFFORDABLE HOUSING FER 

a Apply the fee on a per gi'oss :square foof basis so tha:t.the .fee is assessed 

. ptoportionally to the total area of the project. 
Include provlsions-of Board File No. 17fl208 i"Ptoposal _B:') wifho.u.t madif:i.canon. 

k · Revise languagl;! to allow lv.fOBCO to cal~at.e the fue. to I)l:atch the ad:ual cost to the 
City ta coil!Slrtlct b-elow market rate units, With-out :factoring the maximum ·sale prke 

of the equiv.afo~t in¢1.usionary unit. · 

Include provisions of Board File No. 170208 f'Proposal B'1 wit:hout modifkafion •. 

'E: INCOME_ LEVELS 

a.. Establish af.furoability reqnirements that dearly apply to the .maximum rent-or 

maxim.um sale price- o£ the induslonary unit and not to the income level of the 
household placed in that unit. 
Under either ordinance, final legislation. should be,IUilend~.d accordmgly. 

b. Designate inciusionaryunits.atthree di:$'0'.de affordability lev-els for La:rger 

;pmjects to. better se:nr.e households with incqines betwee:n t;h.e cutre(l:t 1-ow and 

moderat~ income tiers. 

hi.dud-I! provisions of Board File No:170208 ("P:ropo.sal B'1, with modified income 

tiers as.below. 

c. Final legislation .shouid target indusionary units to serve: the gap-m coverage 

. between low-.!ncome households who can. access ofhe:r existing housing pro_gt?ll).S and 
moderate·~ middle-income households earning less llian the le'9cl~ded to ~ess 

~ket rate units, 
Include provisions nfBoar-d File No. 1702.0S ("Proposal B'1, l\'i.th modi:f.kanons, as. 
fullows: 

For Reirtal Projects: 

i, Two-thirds of units ,at no mote. than 55% of Area M~an 
Ino:m:ie 

ii. One-third of units Split ~enly between units at no more 
than 80%, of Area Median Inmm~ and units .,i_t no more than 110% of 
Area :Median. Income 

For Ownetship Projects; 

i. Two-thirds of units al: no mor.e than 9D°i. of Area Median­
Income 
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Trnnsintta( Materials CASe MO. 2017-001Q8'1PCA. 
Amendments tQ PJarming Code Section 4tS 

lndusionary Affordable Housin_g Program 

ii One-third of units split evenly between units at no more 
than 110% of Area Median Income, and units at n9 more than 140% of 
Area Median Income · 

cl Designate inclusionary :units at a single affordability lev-el for Smaller projects. 

'This requirement should be set to match the middle tier established for larger 

projects, as described below. 

fuclude provisions of :Board File No. 17.02.(ffl (-"Prqposal 13''},.wi.th modifications 

as follows: 

i For Re-p_tal Projects: all incl.usi.onary units at no more than 55% of Area 
Median Income 

ii. For Ownership Projects: all inclusionazy units at no. nwre than 80% of Area: 
Median Income 

e. Final legislation should includ~ language tequiring MOHCD to undertake 

necessary action to ensure that in no case may an inclusionary affoxdable unit be 
provided at a maximum rent or sale price that is less than 20 percent below the 

average asking rent or :sale price fo:t the relevant market area within which the 

inclusl.onary unit.is loCl;l:ted 
Under either ordinance, final lgmsfation .sn-outd. be nm.anded accordingly,. . 

F. DENSITY BONUS PROVISIONS 

a. Encourage the use of density bonus to maximize the production of afford.able 

housing. At the same time, because a density bonus may not be used in every· 

situation, the indusionary requirements established. in Sect:i,on 415 should be 

economically feasible regardless of whether a density bonus is exercised. 

Include provisions or Board File No. 170208 ("Proposal B") without modification. 

b. Ui.e final Inclusi.onary ordinance should be paired with a local density bonus . 

ordirumce, such as the HOME-SF Program, that implements the State Density Bonus 

Law in a manner that is tailored to the San Francisco's contextual and policy.needs. 

Include provisions of Board File No. 170208 t'.Pmposal B") without modification. 

c. Direct the Pllll'!llblg Departlllent to require "reasonable documentation" from 

project sponsors seeking a State Bonus to establish eligibility for a requested density 

bonus, incentives of conces~.on, and waivers or reductions of development standards, 

as. provided for under state law, and as consistent :with the. process and protedur.es 

detailed in a locally adopted ordinance implementing the State Density Bonus Law. 

fudude provisions of Board File No. 161351 ("Proposal A") without modification. 

d. Require the Planning. Department to prepare an annual report on the use of the 

Dem;ity Bonus to the Planning Commission beginning in January 2018 that details 
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Transmital Materials CA.SE NO. 2011~001os1PCA 
Amendment$ to Planning Cod.e Section 415. 

lndusionary Affordable Housing Program 

the rtumberof projects seeking a bonus a:JJd the coru:essions~ wmvers, and levru.oi 
bonus provided. 

Include :provisions of Boatd Fli:e No. 161351 ("Proposal A'') without modification. 

e. Require that projects pay the Affor.da:ble Housing Fee on any additional units 

authorized by the State Bonus program. 

Include provisions of Board Fili'! No, 176208 ("'Proposal B'') without modification. 

G. UNIT MIX lIBQUIREMENTS 

a. D.velling1mit mix requirements should .apply to total project units, not only to on­

~jfe inclusionary units- to allow for inch.tsionaryunitsto be provided comparabl.B to 

market rate units, as required i;h Section 415. 

Under-eifuer ordinance. finat legislation should be amended acc~gly, 

b. Prnai legislation sh91Ild set a large unit requirement at 40% of the total numb-er of 

units as two~bedroom or larger, with no fewer thap, :t:0% of ilre total number of 

units being pr-ov:ided as 3-bedroom or larg-et, 

Und.et either ordinanre, final fogisiatio'n should be amended -accordingly. 

a. Smaller Projects should remru;n.subjed to" gr.µ-tdfathereda on~si.te and fee or off-site 

requirements •. Both Orcllnances would maintain this i,ib:ucture. 

No recommended amendments. 

b. Larger Projects (25 or more unifs) choosing fue on,.site alternauve should tema:in 

subject to the incremeru:al·percentage requirements estab~ed by Pi:opositi.:on C. 

"Include :provisions ot Board File No. 170208 ("Proposal B") without modincation. 

c, The incten:i.ental increases establiShed for Larger Projects cho~g the fee or off ~:sit-e 

altemauve·s, should be amended to match the permanent requirements estabUshed 1n 

the final legislation, which should not exceed the max:im:um feasible. rate. 

Include provisions of Board File No. 170208 (''Proposal B'.'.} without modifkation. 

d.. The incremental increases esr.a:blished by Proposition C for Larger Projects that· 

(;ml:eted th(! pi.pell~e befor~ 1016 and. are l<>Gated in UMU districts should be. removed, 

leaving the a:rea-spe.cifk requirements of Section 419 in plaoo fur fuese pr:oje.cts. 
Include provi-sions of Board 'File No. 170208 {"Proposal B'') wifuout modificat:ion. 

e:. F,mal legislmon should explicitly establish lh;at projects in lJMU disbici:s that enfere.d 

the pipeline afte:r Janu.aiy 12, 2016 -should be subject to the higher of the on~sit.e, fee, 

or off~site r.equfrem.ents set forth in Section ,419 or the citywide requ:i:remen~s in 
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TransmitaJ f)"laterials CASE.NO.. 2U17~01061PCA .. 
Amendments to Planning GQde Section 415 

lncfusionary Affordable Ho.u~ing Program 

Section 415, as established. by final legislation. 

Under either ordinance. final leg;isfati.on should be amended accordingly. 

f. Establish that all other Section 415 provisions will apply to pipeline projects, 

regardless of the acceptance da!:e of the project's EEA; projects that were fully entitled 

prior to the effective date of fmal legislation would be subject to the indusionarjr 

requirements in effect at the lime of entitlement. 

Under either ordinance. final legislation should be amended accordingly. 

L ADDffiONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

a. The Commission recommends that the Board of Supervisors should consider 

additil;mal measures tfoi.t may be undertaken by the City to subsidize the ancillary 

housing costs to owners of indusionary ownei;ship units, including but not 

limi!:ed to Homeowners Association dues. 

Under either ordmance. final legislation should be amended accordin&IY. 

b. Final legislation should require MOHCD to provide regular reporting to the 

Planning Commission on the raci.a:l and household composition demographic 

data of occupant households of inclusion~ affo:,:dable units. 
Under either ordinance, final legislation should be amended accordingly. 

J. REQUIRED FEASIBILITY STUDIES 

a. Additional .feaSJ.1iility studies to determine whether a higher on-site inclusi.onary 

affordable housing :requirement is feasible on sit.es: that have received a 20% of 

greater :increase in <levelopa:ble residential gross floor area of a 35% or greater 

increase in residential density over prior zoning, should only be required when; 

1) the upzoning has qccurrl'!d aftet the effective date of this ordinance; 2) no 

feasibility study for the specificupzoning has previously- been completed and 

published; 3) the upzoning occurred as part of an Area Plan that has already been 
adopted or which has already been analyzed for feasibility and community 

benefits prior to the effective date of the ordinance. In no case should the 

requirement apply for any project or group of projects that has been entitled prior 

to the effective date of the ordinance. 

Under either ordinance, final legislation should be amended accordingly .. 

Supervisors, please advise the City Attorney at your earliest convenience if you wish to 
incorporate the changes recommended by the Commission into your proposed Or-dinance. Please 
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Tr.ansmital Materials CASE M0._2017-'001061:PCA 
Amendments to: Planning Code Section 415 

lnclusfonary Affordable Housfog Program 

find attached documents relating to the actions of the Commission. If you have any questions or 
require further information please do not hesitate to contact me. . 

cc 
Audrey ;Pearson, Deputy Gty Attorney 

Bobbi Lopez, Aide to Supervisor Kim 
Suhagey-Sandoval, Aide to Supervisor Safai 
Sunny Angulo, Aide to Supervisor Peskin 
.Michael Howerton, Aide to Supervisor Breed 

Dyanna Quizon, Aide to Supervisor Tang 
Alisa Somera, Offi.:ce of the Oerk of the Board 
bos.legislati.on@sfgov.org. 

Attachments,. 
Planning Commission Resolution No. 19903 
Planning Deparh!1ent Executive Summary 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

1650 Missi/Jll st 
Suite.I/~ 
San Francisco, 
CA 94HJ3-247'9 

Planning Commission 
Resolution No .. 19903 

HEA~1NG DATE: APRIL27,2017 
Recepfiun: ,· 

Project NamfJ: 
Case M.Jmber. 

Jnitiated by; · 

Initiated hy. 

lntluslbnary Affordable Housrfigl'rogram (See 415) Amendments 
2017-001061PCA . 

Supervisors Kim and Peskin, Introduced Decem~ 13~ 2016 
V,ersion 2. Jntr(;lducet,l February 28, 2011; Version 3, lmtorluced Apr\118, 2017 
lnclusionaiy .Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements · 
[Boar:d File No. 1613:fi'iJ 

Supt!rvisors Safai, Breed, and Tang Infroduced :feb.ruary 28, 2017 
lnctusionary Affordable Hous.tng F.e:e. and Dwelling U.~t Mix Re:quirements 
[Board Flle No. 1]9208} 

Jacob Binf1ilf1 Citywf9e- Planning Oivisio.n 
jaco.b.blnt\iff@sfgov.org~ -415-57&-9170 

AnMarle Rodgers, ·Senlor Pplicy Advisor 
anmariarotlg~rs@sfgo~ • .org, 415-558,6395 

415.558.6378 

P.tt: 
415.558.6409 

PlaJmililg 
1arormi/1i(ilt 
41s.ssa.6m 

RECOMMENDING lHAT THE BOARO OF SUPERVISORS 1} ADOPT A PROPOSED ORDINANCE, 
WITH MODIFICATIONS THAT WOULD AMEND THE PLANNING CODE TO REVISE THE AMOUNT 
OF THE mcLUSIONARY AFl=ORDABLE HOUSING .FEE ANO. THE ON-SITE AN:D OFF-SITE 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING ALTERNATIVES. AND OTHER INCLUSIONARY HOUSING 
REQUIREMENTS; REQUlRE MINIMUM DWELLING UNIT MIX iN .ALL RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS; 
AFFIRM THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT'S DETERMINATION UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMl::NTAL QUAUTY Act; MAKE FlNDINGS UNDER PLANNING CODE, SECTION 302; AND 
MAKE FINDINGS OF CQNSfSTENCY WITH 'fHE GENERAL PLAN, ANI) THE ElGHT PRIORITY · 
POLICIES OF PLANNJf'l!G CODE, SECTION 101.1 AND 2) AND MAKE FJNDINGS OF CONSISTENCY 

· WITH THE: GENERAL PLAN AND THE EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTJON 
·101.1 FOR THE AFFORDABU: flOUStNG BONUS PROGRAMS AND HOME-Sf, 

vVfIE:imAS, on December 13, 2.016 Stipervis0;r Kim and · Supervisor Peskin introdu,ced a proposed 

Ordin.ant~ under 8.oard- pf Super.visors (heremaftet ""Boatd"} File Number 161351 (referred to in tJ:$. 
resolution as Proposal A}J which amends Section 415 of the Plamung Code to revise the atnol!ti:t of the 

Incl~ionar.y Afford?.ble Housing Fee and the On-S.ite and Off-Site Affordahle Housing Alternatives and 

, other lndusfonary Housing requirements.t .and adds reporting :requirements for .density bonus projects; 
and, 

WHEREAS, on February 28,. 2017 Supervisor Kim and Supervisor Peskin introduced subslil:o:te le,gisla15.on 
under Board File Number 161S5l;r2; and, 

v:_r,Nvv .sfplannir,g.org 

146 

i 
i 
·' 
:. 



Resolution No. 19903. 
April 27, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017--001061PCA 
lnclusionary Aff~rdable Housing Program Amendments 

WHEREAS,. on Fe~roary 2'8J 2017 ~upetviso.t Scdai, Supervisor Breed, and· .Supervisor Tang :i:nb:oduc-ed a 
proposed or.dinance tmder Board File Number 1702-08 (refened to in this· resolution as Proposal B), which 
a:ro.~ds l:he Planning Code to r~.ise the ,;µ:nount of :the Inclusio.nary A££ordabl'e. Housing Fee-Md .tp,e On-

~ Site aruf Off.-Site .Afford.ab-le Housing Alternatives .and other Inclusionary Housing requiren:i.ents; and 
requires a nun.:imum dwelling unit rob( in all residential disttkts; and, 

WHEREAS, o~ Sep~er 29, 2015, Mayor Ed Lee ·and Supervisot Tang. introd'u~ a p:roposed 
O;,:din,ance under Board File Nnmber 150969, to .add Planning Code Se{;l:ion 206 to create the Affordable 

'H.<>using Bonus Pr0:gtam,.. the' 100. Percent AffQrdahle Housing Bonus Program,-the Analyzed .State 

Density ~on.us P:rogtam, and the Tndividuall}' Reqttested State Density Bonus. Program,. to p~oVid~ for 
'd~veiopment. bortuses:,and z.o'trifig mod.i11cations for' increased affoidab!e housirtg, in compUartce with, 

and.·a'b-ove those required by the State Density. Bonus Law; G-ov.emmen..t.Ci.lder.Sedion 659.15f et seq .. ; to 
establish the procedures in vroich these Programs shall be.reviewed and approved; and to add a fee for 
applications under the rrogPiro$; and . 

WHEREAS, on. Octpber 15, 2015 lhe Pitmrung Commission voted In. inllia1;e an ameru:lmehl: t:o :the General 
Pla.n to add language to re$iri policies, objectives. an.a maps that clarifi,ed tcyat the City could adopt 

policies or progti.im.S that allowed additiunal density and development: potential if a. project. included· 

~ct~ed amoun~ o.£ on-site affordable housing; and · · 

WHEREAS, on February 25; 20161 this Co~ssfon found that the 'Affordable Ho:usfu.g Bonus Program 
was, on balance. consi~ent with. the -S.an Francisco Ceoo!:al Plan as .·.unentled, and :forw.u:ded the 

Affordabl'!'! Ho.using }I()nu.s :P:r-ogr.am.,. together with several reci'Jmmended runendments,, to ·th-a: Board ot 
Supel;'Visbrs fur thi$", consideration; and.. . 

WHEREAS, on 1~ 131 2.016, Super.visot Tang duplicaterl lfte . .AHBP ordinance file and amell!1ed ~~ 
· ABBP 0.:rdinance to. mcl.ud~ only the 100% Affordable F.lousin& Bonus Program, and amended the 100% 

Affordable Hduslng Bonus: Program to, ru:rumg other items, prohibit the ·use of the.program :on pitrce:ls 
.containing resideriful uni.ts and to allo~ art appeal to the Bo:ard of Supervisors;. antl 

. \i\,1I{ER~, ·9n Ju.ne M; 2016, .irt Resoluticin '1968:6,. the Plami:ing. C<>nnrdss-iOl'l. found that both the 100% 
.Affordable Housing Bonus Program [BF 1509-69] and 1DD% .Affordable Housing Density and 

Development Bontl$es [B.F 160'668] to be mnsistent with' the-General. Plan, and in July 2016 the Boar.cl. of 
· Supervisors adopted the· 10Q% Affo.rrlable Ho~ing 'Bonus Program, which is now found. in Plam:rlng 

Code section 206; and · 

'vVREREAS, the state law requires tl'rat localities adopt ordinances :implementing the State Density Bonus 

L~w·p.i1.d c-0mply with.its: requl;):ements1 -.and the- Alfutd.abl.e Housing Bonus Program -described in. Board 
File No. 150.969~ wowd be St1ch a local.orcfuiance.itnp1emim,.tin:g the Sta~ Density Bonus La:w; wid 

WHEREAS;.. on March 13, 2017 the Land Use and T.tanspo.rtation Committee amended the Affordable 
Housmg Bonus.Prograrrdn Board File Number 161351v-6, renaming the Local Affor~able Housing B.onus 
Program as th~ HOME-SF Progr;:un fi.nd a:m.~dini. among o.ther :t;equ.itenents, the ~O~SF P,:og:ram's 
avm:age median ihccime levels su~ that tho.se levels mirror the ava:age_ mediru\ fncome levels m the 
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ordinance amending the Incluskmary Affordal,Ie H-0using Frog.ram introduced 'by Supervisors Safa:i, 
Breed and Tang on February 28, 2017, and this Commission must consid<:?r wh~er. the Affordable 

Housing Bonus Program otdinance as ,amended., is consistl;!Ilt 'V'trith the General :Plan; and 

WHEREAS~ both- proposed otdinances amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing '.Program fudude 
an explicit reference fo the State Density Bonus Law under California Government Code Section ~915,. 

and at least one of the proposed ordin.ances explicitly referen-ces the Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

in Board File No. 150969, or its equivalent; :and 

WHEREAS;: The .Plan.uin~ Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly noticed public 
informational hearing at a regularly sche.duled meeting to consider the two proposed ordinances on 
March 16., 201.7; and 

WHEREAS, The Con:unission. conducted a duly noticed public hearing at.a regularly scheduled meeting 
·toc.o:nskl~r th~ two propose4 Ordinap:<=e,s on April 27, 2017; and 

1.VHEREAS,. the proposed amendments w the Iri.dusionary Affordable-- .HdUSing Program in the tw-o 
<irdin~ces are not dclined a;s a project uru:ier CEQA Guidefines Section 15060(c)(2) and 15378 because 
they do not result in a physical change in the environment, m:d on January 14, 2016 the Planning 

Depa.rbnent published Addendum ·3 to flw 2004 -muJ. 2D09 Hows.mg Element EIR analyzing the 
envlronmental impacts-of th~ Affordable Housing lfon:us. Pro&ram, and having reviewed the ElR .md the 
addenda theretO) the Planning Co:o.:unission finds that np further assessment of supplemental or 
sul;>sequent_ElR. is required;and 

WHEREAS, the J?lanrtlng Commissh:m has heard and. coll-Sidered the testimony presented to it' at the 
public hearing .and has further c.onsktered written materials and oral testimony presented. on behalf of 
Department staff and other interested parties; and 

WHEREAS! all pertinent d:OCuments may be found in the files of the. Departm-ei:u:,. as the cusmdian ·of 
records, at HiSO 1-1ission Street, Suite 4{}0~ San Francisco; and 

WHEREASr the Planning Commission has reviewed the two proposed ordinances amending the 
Inclusiona:ry Affurdab-le Housing Program and the runendments to the Affordable Housirig Bonus 
Program including the ftO.ME-SF Program; and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Con:unissi:Qn. defermijte.s that 

1. In making the recommendation to revise the Tnclusiortary Affordable Housitig Program, the 

Commission. reaffirms the 8-oard of Supervisor's policy established by Resol.utkm Number 79-16 

that it shall be City policy fo mm.dmfae the eronomically feasible percentage of inclusionary 
affordab-le housing in market rate housing development. 

· 2... Inclusi,onary requirements should not exceed 11?-e rates recommended in the Controller's 
Econo:mJc Feasibility Stµdy established-in Proposition C( that the maximum ecottomkally feasible 
requirements for the on-site alternative ate 18% for rental projects or 20% for ownership projects, 
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Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. as described within this resolution and adopts the findings as 

set fucth. below~ 

FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and havmg heard :ill testimo.ny and 
ro:guments, this: Con:utU$sion finds, conclup.es, and determin-es as follows: 

9. General l'lan C~pliance.. 'The lfu:ee proposed Ordinances and the Commission's 

recommen!ied modffi~tions. are ~onsistent with th-e following Objectives ·and Policies of the 
General Plan:- . 

HOUSING ELEMENT 
OBJECTIVEl 
IDENTIFY AND MA.T<E AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET 

THE Ort'S ffODS:rNG NEEOS~ ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING • 

.'.POUCY1.l 
' . ' 

Plan for the full ~ge of housing needs in. the City and County of San Francisco, est>ecially 
affordable housing. 

Both or.tiinm1.ces am·ending the fncl:usio.11.ary Afferddble Housing Program further the potential for creati<m 
of permanenti.y affordtwle. hauslng i11 th~ City and facilt.tate a;n fu.crease t1re numb.er of efferdable housing 
units- that could be bu.ill: m Sart. Ftrmci.sco. Generally dffardabl:e projects require that -ur.tits be afferdable for 
5.5 uems or perm@.ently, depending on the.fun.ding source. This pmgram is .qne 1:ool to plan Jot eff.orda.bl.e 
}tau-sing-needs of very tow, low a.11:d moderate fpco:tnrl households. 

The HOME-SF Pr-ogram eligitile districts gen.enill.y include the- City's neigliborhooa C(JfnmerciaI districts-, 
whe:11: residents htwe easy ·access tv daily s-m,icel!, and 11-re located ala:11-g major J;ro.n$it corrido'r$. ~ 
HQME-,.,sF Program eligible districts generally allow or .encourage m.i:x:-ed uses @d antwe ground floors. 
On balance the program area is located W:ithin a quarter-mile. ( or 5 minute-walk) vf the propased Muni 
Rapid Netwwk, whidi set1Jes. al.most 70% of A~ni riders- tmd' w.ill w.ntfrt1fl:!'io recei.ve major· investments to 
prioritize frequency and reliability, 

POUCY1.6 
Consider greater fleµbility m. number and size of :units within established bru1ding envelopes 
in e-Om1D.unity based plamrlng processes, especially if it can increase the number of affordable 
units in multi-family structures, · · 

Bofh qrdfttt,inces amending the lndusiona.ry Affordable Housing Program provide gr'eater fle:x:ibitity in the 
nmnb.er of U11its permiJted .in new affordable housing projects by'providiitg inereas:ed heiglris; relief from 
any residential de!J$it)? caps, aru1 allowing some zoning modifications, 11ifs is' achieve.ti by pairing t/:1.e 
programs with either the State Densf'ty Bonl!5 Law~ California Government Code section (i591S. et seq. or 
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or the eqttivale.nt of .a fee o:r off-site altetnati'1'e :c~qun:eroent of 23% for rental projecta ox 28% fot · · 
ownership projects. 

3, The Incluslonary Affordable Hoosmg .Program requirementla;hould remain be.low the. City's 
current Nexus Study. 

4.. The Otr li!hquld u~ the fuclusiona:ry Affordable Housing Program to help serve t:he housing 
needs for low~, moderate-, and above-moderate inc.onie households that a:rea above the level 
eligable for projects supported by federal low income housing tax credits, ru;1d also earn below the 
minimum, lev~l: needed to access market rate hous4J,g units in $an Fr.andsro. SpecificaUy 
inclusionary units should be designated to s.erve households eatningat or below 55%, 80o/~ and 
110% of Area Median fucome {AMI) £or Rental Projects, or 90%F 110%, and 140% of Area Median 
Income (AMI) for Ownership Projects, with 25 or more units. 

5. The Planning Departn1ent should httplement addii;ional monitoring an<l r:eporling p:rocedµres 
regarding the use or the State Deisity Bonus Law, and should require that :eligible pwject:s that 
.seel.( and receive a bonµs under the.State Bon:i;cs La;w pay the Affordable Housing Fe.eon 
addili~m:al units pro~ded. · 

6. 'Ihe incretn:ertal increases to the inclusionary :requirements as established by the passage of 
Pro.positio!1 C for p:rojects. that entered the pipeline J:,etween Janu~ry 1~ 201.S and: January 12; 2016 

. should be retained fut proj~ electing the W1-site aJ't6-native, <!!+d reµiotred, for projects paying 

the Affordable Hou~fug: F~e or. eled:iJ:\g the·off-site altemati'V:~ to maintain consistency with the 
recQ.mmended maxifnrun ecp:ri.omically feasible requiremmts ;i;ec.ommended ifl the,Control!:er' s 
Study, 

7. The City ~~ouJ4. adopt.a: local oniinancer such as the HOME-SF Prograni, thatimplernents the 
State Density Bonus Law in a. mrumer that is tailored to the San Francisco's contextµal and policy 
needs. 

8. The purpose Q~ both. the- two p:ropo1?ed ardinanc:es amending the Inclusipnary Affordable 
Housing Program and the antendmenfs to 1he prp-posed.Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
ordinance to create the HOME~SF Program is lo facilitate the development and·const:ru.ction. of 
affordable housing in San Francisco. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED,. that the Planning Commission hereby finds that 1) fuat both 
proposed or~ to am:end the Jnclus~onary Affordable Housing Program and the Coll'.tn'lfusion' s 
recommended mod.ifkations to the I.nd~onary Affordable Housing P.tQ~ -atld 2.) the Affordable 
Housing Bonus Program,. including the HOME-SF Program and pending amendments; are consistent 
with th.e General Plan fur the tea.sons set forth below; and be it 

F'9RTHER R);tSOL VED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends that f.lJ.:e Board pf 
SupervisO!S' approve a modified ordinance that combines- elements of both proposals to revise the 
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tbro11gh a local or4]nance implementing the stare law, such as the Afferdabl-e Housi~ ~o,ius Program or 
HOME-sF. . 

l'OUCY1.8 
Promote mixed use.development, and include hol.iSing, parlicularlypermanenfly affordable 
hoU,ping, in new cruinnexdal, instifutional or other single use development projects. 

Zofia ordinances a,mei;u;lmg the Inrdusianary AffardWJie Housing Program and the JIQME.;SF Program 
O.rdiJu:tfu:e generally include the city's neighbnrhaod commercial distrwt.s, where residel!ll.s. hav.e easy 
access to dally services, and are located along major Iransit corridnr&. 

POUCYl.10 
Support new hottsmg pt-Ojecl:st ~pedally affordable housing, where households can easily 
rely on public transportation, walking and bicycling £or the majority of daily trips. 

On tuzlance, the ordinartees amending t.lie bidusion.ary Affordable Housing Program. and the HOME-SF 
Program Ord{nance identify eligible parcfda· that ar? latxitf!id within a quarter-mus (ot 5 minute-walk) of 
the proposed Mimi RQpid Network, which serw~s. al.most 70% of Muni riefen; and wilJ ·ctmtin:11,e to r?C?lvt 
maj,or. imt?Stmertts to prioritize frer.!u4ncy cmi! reliability. '!'hf$e (jrdinaµces· would supp.art projects that 
incilude qffwdable 1!ni4 wfwre hws.~i;h· eQultJ easily r.ely on:transit. 

POUCY3.3 
Maintain b~ance in affQrda.bility of existing h~usirtg $'toi;k l;iy s.upportin& affordable modera~e 
ownership opportunities. 

Both ordinances f!:mmdittg the Incl.u}{ionary Ajfordabl# Housiitg Progrl11it and the. EIOME-SF Program 
Ordinance increase affordable ownership opportuilities ftJr households.with maderctle· incomes. 

Proposed Ordinance BF 16135 l-2 amending the 111dusfonwy Ajfortlahle. Housing Program generally 
mamtains the curre.nt ''l.011l' arid "moderate." fn<:ome fiu'R.. wifh tJw significant chan.ge that these targe(S 
would be defined as an average AMI served by the project, .with 'liiiits fallinlI within a specified range of 
incom~ lwels. Considering the averag? )nco.mes s.ervea{98% equivalent averagff fot ownership}, the 
propo~al w.ou!dserve households in the middk of botbthe Low lnco'ftlfi (SO -8:(J%AMI) and Morietate 
frwome (80 -, I 20.% AMI) gr.oups, and wauM meet the demonstrated need of both i'ncrJme groups, wh!fle 
senrin?5, seg;,tef1ts .uf bofh mcome groups thpt we least ~er/led.~ the City's current rifferdabfe housmg 
programs.. 

Proposed Ordinances BF 170208 amending rhe lnd:usianary Affordable Housing Program and proposed 
Ordirzanee BF 1509:69 creating the HOME-SF Program·would ger.,erally raise the AMI levels serv"ed by the 
Inclusionmy Program, and· also define income levels ,as aJt. <m:rage. AMI served by tire project. Considering 
the: average incomes sentetl, these proposals wotild :serve Jwuseholth. at the upper end of bath the Low 
Income (.50 - 8()% AM1) and Moderate (8lJ -1Z0% AMI) groupi;, and would meet the demonstrated need of 
both mcome gr(JUJ_JS, while serv.ing segments of both fnoome groups that are least served by the Cfl)I 's 
ourrent afforddlle housing programs. 

POLICY4.1 
Develop new housing, and encourage the :remodeling of existing hous-ing, for families with 
children. 
'Bath ordinances (W1ending the Indusi'Onctrg Affordable I{ausiitg Program and the HOME-SF Program 
Ordinance can increase: the supply of new ajfo:rdable housing, incfuding new afferdabJe housing for 

SAN FRAll<;ISto 
PLANNING 1>EPARTMEl\lT 6 

1 51 



Resolution No.19903 
AprU 27, 2017 

. CASE NO. 2017~001061PCA 
lnclusionary Affordalile Housing Program.Amendments 

f·an#Iies. Both ordi,tumce amendmg th; lrrolil#onarJ Affetdable Housing Program incm.de dw~/iijg 1lf!JJt 

1!Ji1: requirem(tJl.!S: that .encourage certain percentages of qntts w'ith MQ or three l;;ed.rooms, and the llOME­
'SF fro.gr4111 includes a dwelling unit mix requirement (!nd·ericaurage family. fr!.endl.y aJi:!er.tities. 

POLICY4.4 
Encourage su:ffident and s-uitable :rental housing opporl;unities~ emphaslZing permanently 
a.£.fonlable rental units wherever possible. 

Both ardiwm.ces amending the f;ndu.simuzry Alfordab(e Housing .Program and the HOME.SF Program 
Ordinance et1cowage the devdopment of greater numbers of permaneni{y q/fordxwle lwusfog,. including 
renta( u:nits, These affordable un;'ts are .ajfordahlefor the life of the project.. 

Policy4.5 
Ensure that new pennane.ntly affordable housing is iocated i.n ~ of the city's neighborhoods, 
and enc0.urage rote.grated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types provided at a range of 
income levels. 

Both o,tdinances amendi.ng the Indusitmary Affordable Housing reach throughout the City rind the EfOME­
SF Prowmn Ordinrmc.e reaches tlie.City's neighborhood commercial districts. all three of which enables 
the: Ci.ty to increase the ftll.fltlher of very lCJW, low am1· moderate ttmame households. and em:owage 
.integration cf neighborhoods.. 

OBJECTIVE7 
SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY .AFFORDABLE HOUSING., 
INCLUDING iNNOVATIVE. PROGliAMS mAT ARE N01' SOI.ELY llEUANt ON 
TRA01TIONAL.M)1CHANISMS OR CAPITAL. 

Batlt o:rdtnances amending /:he Inclusumary Affimlable Hilu:sing Ptagr.am mu! the I!OlvfE-SF Progrd(n 
Ordinant:e seek to create permanently ajfordaf?le housilig by.}evetaging (h:e irwes~mefl! of private 
development. · · 

Policy'7.5 
Encoutage the p.rodi,.ction of affordable housing through pltOces& and z-oning accommodations, 
and p:i;-ioritize affordable housing: in the review and approval processes. 

The HOME-SF Program Or<lfnanoe ptvtJui.es wning ttt1d pro~ accom.mt)4ationfl wd~ding priority 
processing for projects. that participate by providing on-site ef.fordab.Te 1w'/.t.5.fug. · 

OBJECTIVES 
BUlLD PUBUC ANO PRIVATE SECTOR CA.P ACitY TO SUPPORT., FACILITATE., 
PROVIDE ANP fy{AINTAIN AFFORDABLE ROUSING. 

'!Joth ordinances am.ending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the HOMESF Program 
Ordinance support this objective by revising the lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program to maximize: the 
production of affordable 'housing i:n conce.r.t with the production of market~rate housing, 

-POLICYK3 
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Support the producnon and management o.f penn.anent11 ~:rdable honsing. 

Both ordinances tmiending /;he biduswnary Affordable Hous.ing Program and the HOME.SF Program 
Ord"mcmce sup.port the production of perm~ently affordable housing supply. 

POLICY10.1 
Create .cer.tamty in the developin:ent entitlement process, by providing clear comn:1.unlty 
paramete:rs.for d:evelo~t and.consistent application·o£ these regulations. 

The HOME-SF Program. Ordinmu:.e proposes a dear and detailed review an.a entfJ;lemen:i: pw.cess. The 
process includes. ~Tod .and limited. zoning concessions and nwdifiadi.oru;. Depeiul.iJtg the sekcJ:ed 
program. projects 'Wl11 ez1her have ntJ .change to the e:dsti.1tg zoning process, er SBme projects will require a 
'Cond:itumm. Use Authorization. 

0'8JECTIVE 11 
SUPPORT AND 'RESPECT nm 01VERSE AND DlSTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN 
FE.ANClSCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS. . . 

B.otk wdmanclt$ ~ng the Inclmionary .Ajfm·ddbk, I:Iousmg Program a.nd the HOME-SF Progrqm 
Ordinanae encourage ~ixed inaome /milding$ r.md:neif91h_orhoods. · · 

. . 

In: recognition. that the ;prqjects util}zing the AH1U? wilt sometimes be taller or of ~ijfering r.imss t~ the 
surtrtu:11.ding c(!fltext, tke AH.13-P 'Design Guidelines claJify hO'Ill projeots shflll both m.rirtiain their size mr.d 
fldapt to their ncighbork.oo.d context. Tkse design guidelines eruible AlfB.P proje-cts- to $uppart lJ11d respect 
the dwerse a:n.d distinct' character of Srm Francisco's newi~othoo&. 

POLICYU.3. 
En.sure growth is. a~coil:m1oda.ted without substantially and adversely impacting existing 
residenual neigl;ibo.mood character. 

fatablishing pt:rmtme.ntiy efford:abk Iwu:smg in the G.ty' s varicius neighborhoods worild enai,Ie the CitjJ to 

.st11..hiiliz.e veJJI fow, low &'Id moderate 'i.'r:uxr.me 1wusehoJds. These kou.selw!ds me~ingfullJJ c-0.nt.ribute to the 
exis-t.fng dwat.:kr ()f San. Francisco's dwers.e :ndghi;,Mhoods. · 

POUC"r 11.5-
Ensu:re densities in established !!eSid.ential areas prom.()te compatibility with prevaiU'rtg 
neighl:,orhood dtar.acter. 

Both ardin;1inces 1lli1e#ding the btcfjj.sioftAf'JI Affordable Housing Program will.produce buildings :lfl"(lt are 
gener-4.:lly compatible with ex.is.ting neighbQt'llo.o-lk state Density Bo.nus Law, Ctilifornia; Government Code 
section 65915 et seq. does enable high.er den$ity that San Franc.tsoo 's t9ning. would. otherwise allow. 

m.recognition th:aJ: the projects utilmng the .AHBP wiJ.l. sametimes be talkr-or cf differing 7rw;s. than the 
sun:01 .. wJ.ing oo.ntext, the AHBP Design Guidelines cl.arlfy Jww projects shr?If. 'b.ath mmntain their .size rind 
adapf to tl.ieit nefghborhnnd context. These design gu:idelines enable AHBP projects ta supp.art .tmd respect 
the di.verse Md distinct duuacterof San Fntl:<!cisca's. neighborhoods. 
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BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH Wflli ADEQUATE lNFRASTRUCTIJRl! TIIAT SERVES 
THE CITY'S GROWING l>OPULA TION. 

OBJECTIVE13 . 
PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVEWP."M:ENT IN PLANNING FOR AND CONSTRUCTING 
NEW A:OUSING. 

Rousing produced under dtheronim.a;nce !limn-ding the Incl:u$.w.nary Afforilahle, Housing Program amt. 
that produced through the HOME-SF Program Ordmance would puy impact fel;S that iuppo:rt the City's 
infrastructure. 

:POUCY13.1 
·Support ,tsnia.rl11 regional .growth that locates new housing close to jobs and-~it; 

On· balance. th-e AHBF area is located within a quarter-mile ( or 5 nrinute-wilk)· :of the propose.a. Muni Rapid 
nd$1Jor.k, which seli)cs a~t 70% "Of Mtmi riders and will ccntlnue to receive nw.jor fupestmeJi/:$ to 
prioritize freqwm.cy and reliability. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

POLICY4.15 
Protect the livability and character of :resid~ properties from the intrusion of incompatible 
new btcildin:gs, 

In r.ecog11(ition tfmt. the projects utilizing the AHBP will snnietimes. be tfi!.kr or-of dlfferi:ng ma$f thii,n th~ 
· s'IUTouwing cor.t~t, the AHBP Design Guiddines clarify haw projects sha.11 l!oth '111!ilird:ain their size and 
. adapt to their ire{ghborlw.od context. 

BALBOA PARK AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 4.5: PROVIDE 1NCREAS£D HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO A 
MIX OF HOUSEHOLDS AT VARYING INCOME :LEVELS. 
Both. onlintmces um.ending the I:ncbtsionury Affotrlttble Housing Pr[?grn.m ({f.J4 the- El.OME...SF Pro-gram 
Ordinance wrnild tlt~ {#feta.able ho-using opporlunitie$. for a mix of household incomes. . 

BAYVtEW AREA PLAN . 
OBJECTIVE 6 ENCOURAGE THE CONSTRUCTION OF NF.'.W AFFORDABLE AND MARKET 
RATE HOUSING AT LOCATIONS AND .DENSITY LEVELS THAT '.ENHANCE THE OVERALL 
RESIDENTIAL QUALITY OF BAYVIEW HUN"TEll.S POINT. 

Both ordinances mnendi.ng the b:idusionary Affordable Housing Program and the HOME-SF Program 
Or-dinance provide zoning and process acco:mmoda:tions which would increase ajJordiJ./le. hottsirt.g 
upp-<J.rtmi.iti.es far n.. mix of f.ro~ekald iltc.-o.mes.. 
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CENTRAL WATERFRONT AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 2.1 ENSURE THAT A. SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW. HOUSING 
CREATED lN 1RE CENTRAL WATERFRONT JS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE 
RANGE OF INCOMES. . . 

J3oth ortliwm.ces tzmem!ing the Incl:usiona:ry Ajfotdable Housing Program and the HOME,.SF Pragr:am 
Or.dinance pnroide zcm.mg atui process .acoommoda:tions. wbfch. wuuld inr:ttm.St aifo.tdtl.bie kous'hig 
~~ . 

CHINATOWN AREA PLAN 
OBJEC11VF: 3, 
STABILIZE AND WHERE POSSIBLE INCREASE THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING. · 

Eoth ordina;ru:es am.ending 'the Inclusianary Ajfordabie Housing Progr.am and the HOME~SP Program 
Ordinance provi:ae zoning mid process accommodations. which woutd increase affordable housing 
op:p.ort:Jmities. · · 

DOWNTOWN PLAN 
OlUECTJVE1 
EXPAND THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING IN AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN. 

'TJw HOME-SF Program Ordinanc-c provide zoning and pmcess 4ccamml;ldatio11.s which would iftlJl'ease 
affordal!fo fzousm.g opportunities. 

MARKET AND OCTAVlA AREA PLAN 
-OBJECTIVE 2.4 .. 
:PROVIDE INCR£ASED HOUSING O:PPOllTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO l!OUSEHOLDS AT 
VARYING INCOME LEVELS. 

B.otk urtlinances amend.mg the: In:c41si!:ma:ry Afforrlabk Hcmsin.g Pmgra.m .and the HOME-SF Program 
Ordirumce would mered/re afforda'b[e hO!lSirtg opportu:niiies. . 

MISSION AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE '.U . 
ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUS'IN-0 CREATED IN THE 
MISSION ls AF.FORDABLE TO PEOPLE mm A WIDE RANGE OF IN'COMES. 

Both o:rdi:nances fl.mentiing_ the Iru:l:usionary .Affordable Housing PmgraJJi and fJze HOME·SF Program 
Ordinan.cew.oul.d increasrt njfotdabk housing opporl.tmities. 

SHOWPLACE/POTRERO HILL AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 2.l 

SAN fRANCJStO 
PLANNING' DEPARTMENT 10 
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ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF N'.EW HOUSING CREATED lN· THE 
SHOWPLAO.: /l>OTRERO IS AFFORDABLE TO 'PEOPLE WITH A WlDE RANGE OF 
INCOMES. 
Bo.th ctdinttnces .m.nenaing the Indusu;n:my Affordable H-0usmg Progra:m P:ttd the HOME-SF Pr-0gram 
Ordinance would increase affordable lwusing opportunities.. 

SOMA AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIYE.3. 
ENCOURAGE THE DEVELOPMENT OF NEW HOUSINGl PARTICULARLY AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING. . 
Eoth ordi.nrmces am.ending the mdusuJ1Ulnj Affor.aable Housing Program amt th(!. HOME-SF Program 
Ordinance w.o.uld increase ajfortlabk-lw:usi:ng opporf:u11ities. 

WESTERN SHORELINE AREA PLAN 

POUCY11.:l 
Preserv:e the .st:ale and charactet of existing residential neighborhoods by setting allowable 
densities at the density generally ptevailirtg in the atea and regulating new development so its 
appearance is c-01npatible '1\-ith adjacent buildings. . 
The AHBPs provide zoning :and process ac.commo4atiow which woidil increase effordribk housi:ng 
apportu1µties. :Bll$ed on ~ta.ff ~ rx:msulirm.t analysis, the City under.stands ffmt current allrrwable 
densities .ate 11.vt al:ways. reflective of prevailmg densities bi P. neighbo,rhood. Mtlny hm1dmgs crmstructed 

· before .the 197Q's a:nd 198.0'11 exceed me e:a'sting ii.en!lity regu14tl.'on.s •. Accordingly zon.i#.g -ccmcessio.ns 
av!1il.ab1e thniugh the AH13P gertemlly set allo:'-@ab-l:e de:nsiti_es withir.t tlut t1i;nge of prevail,in.g densities. 

POtlCYll.3 
Confume the enforceme.nf; of ci.tywid~ ho.usihg polides,. Qrclinances and standards tegarding 
the provision of. safe and ronvenienfhousing to reSidents of .all income lerels, especially low-
and mo.derate-income people. . 
E(}th orditlfltices amending the Inclusionary Affonialile Housing Pragram ntui' the HOME-SF P.rogr.a:m. 
Drdina,nce wriul~ in,crease affordable housing DpPorb#ti.#es, . 

l>OLICY 11.4 
Strive fo increase the . .amount of hmming units citywide, especially unifs for low- and 
moderate-income ·people, 
Both ordina-m;es amending f!he lndus-ionary Affotdabfe Housing Program a:nd the HOME-SF Ptogram 
Ordinmice woul.d i~tJse a.ffirrdable housing opportw#ties. 

WESTERN SOMA AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 3,3 
ENSURE TfIA'f A -S1GN1FICANT .PERCEN'l'AGE OF 11m NEW HOUSING CREATJro lS 

. AFFORD.ABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES 
Bath ordinances (l.1nendin.g the Indusfonary Affotdtiflle Housing Progr11,m mut the HOME-SF Pto.gm:m 
Ordimmce. would in.crease aJ[ordabk haU$ing upporlu:nities. 

SAN fllANGISctl 
Pl.AiitNING D.EPARTME~ 11 
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· 10. Planning Code. Section 101 Findings. The proposed amendments to the Planning Cod.-e are 
consistent with the eight Prioruy Policies set forth in Section lOU(b) oHhe Planning Code in 
that . 

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses. be pres~ and enhan.ced .md future 
opportunities· for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses .enhanced; 

Neither ordinanoes pm.ending the InclusiotWy Affordabl.e Housing Program wou.1:4 have a negative 
effect. · on n,dghbomood p(rrofug retail uses and. w£U rwt .luwe i. 11£gtilive effect ,pn vppwtu:i#.tie5 for 
rfSiden.1: empi.o:Jfment iu and ownership oj-nei.ghborhont!-serving te1:aii.. 

Pairmg ei.ther ordimmce wi:fh. the HOME-SF Program Otdi:urmce worJd: creirte a net tuldition oj . 
niigfih.orhoad serving· commercial uses. Many of the districts mc~urage or reqtt.ire .thaf. co:tnmercial 
uses. b:e place 01t the gro11:,cd JJoo:t. These. txis.tbt.g teqt#teme.rtts en:s.ure the proposed 11.mend'fli£1its. will 
,wt have a 11.ega.twe effect cm; neighb.orTwnd serving retail uses and will 1wt ajf.ecI;. opportunities for 

. residt:nt emp~nt fu mtd oW.rterskip of neighbor.hpoi}setviJig retail 

z. That -existing housh,g and nelghbothood ch,u:actet' be conserved and protected in order t.a 
preserv:e the cultur~ and economic diversity of our neighborhoods; 

Neither o.r.dinance amending the InditS:iOJ'Ul:f]f Ajfordalik Ho:using Pr.-o.grw. wouJ.d have 1r., negative. 
effect cm hf}using ar. neigh.bo.rhoo.d characm. 

Pairing eilher imli11ance with the HOM.&SF Ptogtam Ord.inr.mce wou,'ld conseroe and proter;t .the 
exis#ng n:eighbarlw(!li chara.cter by sfabil.izmg very 'Jnw, ]!JI1J and rt/JJdet:a:/:e inco;rw h-0useh0Ids who 
ccmf:tt1tute. greatly ta the City's cultural and economic d}pe:rsity, and by providing design review 
oppartw.if:ties thro'klgh the Affordable Hnusing Bo'!lus Program Design Review Guidelines and Board 
of Superoisots appeal process: 

3:. That the Gfy's supply of affordable.housing he preserved and enhanced; 

Both titdinances a,nen$.ng tJte lndusfunt1:t'!J Affo.tdalile R.vusf.ng Pro~ :cm.a the HOME-SF 
Program Ordiww.ce increase City's supply of pi:rmwif]1.#y offim1.aI,le housing. 

4. That .coo.unUW;l' b;affic .J:lOt iinpede: MUNI b:ansit :service or overburden our streets .or 

neighJ:mrhood parking; 

Neif;het' -0rdinlmces amending the Inc.lusiona.ry Affordable. Housing Program and the HOME~SF 
PnJgram Ordinance wurild result. in . ro'tlµIJ.Uler .traffic impeding MUNi transit service 01· . . . 

O'Oefburdenf;ig Ji!!e .streets or neighborlumd parking, 

5. That a diverse economic.base be maintained by protecting our industrial .and service sectors 
from dispiai:ement due to coIIIJ'Xlercial office <level~pment, and that future opportunities for 
resident employn1ent.and OWhershlp in theSe sectors be enhanced; · 

12 
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Neither ardmances a.men-ding the. Indusiorr,a.ry Affordable Housing Program and the HOME.-SF 
Ptogfllm Ordinance wauld cause di$p-~t of the in-du$.t:tial or ~ sectors due· to office 
di.l/elopment as it does not ena.b!e offo:e ~t. Further~ protected industrial districts"" including 
M-1, M-2 11.nd PDR.are not eligible for the HOME SF Prqgrmn. 

. 6. that the City achieve the gteatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life m an 
earthquake; 

The proposed Ordinances would not .ltave an adverse ·effect on City's prepar~ against in.jury tmd 
.1.oss of life in rm earlhquake. · 

. 7. That the larrd:tn.arks and hisrorlt buiklings be preserved; 

The ·proposed Ordinances- woula not have mi ad'Oerse effect on tTte- City's ~d1!11J.r'ks aml historic 
bui'1dinga Ft.irf;Jwr the HOME~SF Program Ordinance -f;fecifii:aJly excludes any projects ·lJiat woulil 
cause a suhstn:nfiul ,ui:oerse c:lt.tmg-e in th¢ sigrci.fi.cance of rm /1.f:stori:t re$ource -11$ defined ·by. Crilifo.mia 
Co.de of Regulatix;m:s, Titte 14, Sectron 15()64.5.. · 

8. That our parks an.9- open space- and their a,cc-ess ro su:h!ight and vistas be protected. from 
clevclopment; 

Th:e propO.s~ Orzfinances. would not h:a.1re. an adverse: effect cm:. the City's parks and op.en sp.t:tG(!; and 
th.cir access ta sunlight· and 17ista;s, Further the HOlv!E-SF Program. Ordin.anat sped.fi.cal.ly excludi:$. 
anyprojects that would adversely im.pad wind or shadow. 

11. '.Planning Code -Section 302 F'rodings. The Pla:nnfu_g Conunission .finds from the facls presented 
that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the proposed runendmertts. to 
the Planning Code as· set forth hi. Section 3b2; and . 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that l:he Cp:o:unissfon hereby reco-I11IDEI1ds that the Board ADOPT a 
proposed Ordmance .amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Progra:in that.includes clements of 
both th~ Ordinance proposed by Supervisors 1Gm" and Peskin. (referred to below as Proposal A) ·an.d the 
Ordinance p~osed by Supervisors Sarai, Bree;. and Tang {refer-red to below as Proposal B}, as dwcti~ 
here: 

A. APPLICATION 

VOTE+7-0 

a. Inclusion<.1!}1 requiremei;i.ts. shouid conti.nµe to .;lpply only to residential projects of 1D o-:r -more 

units, and additional requirements should continue to be applied for Larger Projects of 2S or 

m<:m~ UI:Uni, .as -currently define.cl in both Ordinances. No a:µiendments are needed. 

Stilt f!IANGJSCO 
PLANNING. DEPARTMENT 13 
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. - -- - ~' .-, _. ' ' 

B. INCLUSIONARY REQtJIREMENiS 

VOTE +5 -z (MELGAR. MOORE AGA;INST) 

a. The requ:1:tement for Smaller Projects {10 - 24 units) should remain 20% for the foe or off-site 

~temativ~ or 12% for the on-site alternative, .aS currently denned in boih Otcli:ru.mces. 

N() amendments are needed. 

b. Sct higher requirements for OWI1£tship projects than. fur rental projects, for Larger Projects (25 

or more units). SothOtdlnartces Would establish t:hi$.sttucture. No. amendmentS:a.reneeded. 

c. Include a condorrtinium: conversion provision to specify that projects converting to 

ownership ptojects.must pay a ronvetsio:rt fee equivalent to the difference between the fee 

requirement for ownership projects-ih dfuct at; the ti.me of the convetsion and the 
requirement the project .satisfied at the time of entli:lmlent Include pro*lisions of :Proposal 

A, with modifications. 

d. Esfablish fee, on-sire,. and off~site reqiµr~ents £or target Pi:ojects (25 or more units) that. ~e 

within the tange of "maximum, econo.m..ically feasilile" t<':quitements recommended in the 
Controners Study. Include provisions c;>f P~oposal B with~ut .modification, as follows: 

a Eo:i; Rental Projects: 

• Fee or Off~Sife Alternative: equivalent of 23% of project 1.Utits 

• On-Site Alternative: 18% of project units 

t .. :For-Ownership Fi;ojed:S! 

• Fee or Oft-Si~ Alternative:. eqmval.ent.of 28% of p;i;oje4µnits 

• On-Site Alternative:20% of praject units 

C... SCHEDULE OF ANNUAL lNCREAS'ES TO REQUIREMENTS 

VOTE +6 -1 (MOORE AGAINS1) · 

a. Establish an explicit maximum re:quixement at which the schedule of :increases. would · 
t~ate, and that rate should be below the irtrodmum requirement legally supported by the 
Nexµs Study: Include provisi'o.ns of Proposal R 'With modifications to clarify that this 
p:rqvision.aI,so applle.s fo ·both smaller and larget proj.ects~ 

b. Establish fu!it requiranent rates be increased by "LO percentage point every two 'years. 
Indude provisiotIS of Proposal B,. with ·mo&acatiorts to clarify that this provision also 
applies to 'both smaller and larger p:roj eds. 
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.c. The schedule of incr.eases. should commence no fewer than 24 months £ollow:ing fhe 

effective dat~ of final oo:dinanee for both _sina11er and larger projects. Under cither 
ordinanc~ final legislation shquld be amended .a!:tonlingly. 

d. Estab:tish-a 1.tsµnsef;'" prov:isio~ th~t is <;nnsisfent witp. cutrent pratji_ces for fu.e 
dclenninatiPn of int:lusionacyre~ts and Plan:ii.mg De.pro:tm.ent proceduresf. 
specifically that the requkement be established at the date of Environmental. Evaluatlo.n 
Application and be resetµ the project has not :received a first .construction doctonent within 
three years of the prbject's frrst entitlement approval. Include provisions of Pr()po.sal B: with 
modificafiollS to clarify that this pr.om.ion also applies fo both smallet and larger p-tojeds. 

D. AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE 

VOTE +5 -2 (MELGAR, MOORE AGAINST) 

a. · Apply the tee on a. pet gross squ.ar~ foot ba4.B -so that the fee is assessed proportionally. to 
the total areii of (ne-J;irpject. Include provisions pf PtQposal R wilhoJ.lt mQdification. 

b. Revise language to allow MOB:CD to calculate the fe.e fo.matclt the actual cost to the City fo· 

construct be~ m;irket rate uni.ts, without :factoring fl:le :maxi.mum sale price of the 

equivalent l.nclnsionary unit.. Include provisions of Proposal. B without nii:>dificafion.. 

E. 1NCOME LEV.ELS 

VOTE +4 -3·(FONG; KOPrEL, HILLIS AGAINSI) 

a. Establish affotdabiU{y r.equiremenfs that cleatJy apply lo the maximum rent or maximum. 

sale price of the inclusionary nnit, and not to the iru:ome level .of the household placed in 

that unit. Under eiJ:het ord:inance,final legislation should be amended accordingly. 

b. De~afe inclu.sionary tmits.at three. discrete affm-dability levels fo:tfarget projects to 

better: serve households with incomes. bei:w'een the current low im<l moderate income tiers~ 

In.dude provisions of Proposal B, with modifications •. 

c. Final legislation should 1hi.tget ln.clusionary units to serve fhe gap-in eoverage between low~ 

~ househoid$ wh()-~ ace¢eSS olhe.r: $d$.ting housing pxogtM1.S . .md mode~t-e and · 
tniddl~income households earning less than the level needed to access market rate units. 

Include provisions o.f Proposal B, with modifiealions, as follo.'vS; 

SAN ffiMl!l!BCff 

i. For Rental Projects; 

i. Two-thirds of units at no more th~.$5% of Area Median Income 

il. On~d of wtlts split e'ir:Mly beh'\feet! units at no J.lll)te than 80% of Area 

Median Ir:u::om~ and units. at n.o more tha.n 110% of Area Median Income 

i.i. For Ownership Projects: 

L Two-third.$ of units at no mme than 90% of Area Median Tnco:me 

PLANNING t>J3'>ARTMENT 
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-·--::·::, _ _'.,_,_,•,1·-·· --- --

ii One-third of units split-evenly betw~ µnits at no lltOl1!;! than 110%-of Area 

M.edi~ Income, and~ at no more than 140'% qf Atea Mail;.m Inc-o:i:n.e 

d. Designate inclµsil.lnary units ata single aff0;r.dabllify level for smaller-projects. This. 

reqwtement should be set to match the middle tier ~blished for larger projects, as 

described. below. Include provisions of Ptaposal 'B, with ro.odilications as follows~ 

i For R.entalPtoj~ all ~usionary mrlts at·no mor--e than 55% of Area 

~edian fncome 

ii For Own.er$rup ·Projects: all inclusionary units at no more tlran 80% of 

Area Median Income 

e.. Firtal legislation SQ.ould irtclude language requiting MOH CD to undertake necessary action 
to ensure that ir.t nQ-case may an inclusion:;tty affurdabie unit be p-reivided ata tnaitimum rent 
or sale price that is less trum 20 pe:r~t below the ayerage asking rent or sale priie fu:r the 

relevant market: area withfn. which the inch1sfonafy unit is located, 

F~ DENSITY BONIJSP-~OVISIONS 

VOTE +5 -2 (MELGAR, 1-iOORE AGAfN'ST) 

a. Encoip:a:g~ the use of density bonus to maximize the production of affo!dable htiusi'ng, At the . 

same time,, bi:!Ca.use a density bonus may not be -used in every situation;. the in<:Insionary 

reqttirement1;1- establi~hed in Section 41e> &hould be etQ:iiO:tnicall y: feasible tegatdless of 
wheth~r a density bonus is exerds.ed. ~nclude pmvisipnS' of l>roposal lJ with.out 
mridifiration. 

b. 11;,e final Inc):1:rsi<>nary ordmitri.ce should be paµ:$! ·with a focal density.bonus ord:in;m.ce, such 

as :the HOME-SF Progr~ thatimpletti-~ts the State Density Bonus Law.in a ~e:r !hat is . 

ta-uo:ced to the San Ftancisco's~al and policy needs. fnclude provisions Qt P.roposal B 
without modification. 

c. Direct the Planning Department to require TEr,easonable documentation" front project 

~ponsors seeking a $tat.e 'Bonus lo establish eligibility fm: a requested density bonu5; 
m<:enj;ives of concession, and waiv-cers orreductions of development standards, as provided 

for un4er state l;;w, and as consistent wfrh the process rU1d prtedures detailed in :a lotaliy 
. adop~d ordin;mce hnplementing the State Density 'Bonll!i Law. IncludE! provt:sions of 
· rroposal A without modification. 

d. Require the Pl.imning Department to ptepare an a:nnnal :tep.ort on the use of ;the Density 
'Sonus to the Planning Commission beginning in January 2-018 th~t :details the number of 
projects seeking a bonus and the con~sfons, wai-v~sr and l~lfcl of bonus provided,, Include 

provisions of Proposal A without modification. 
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e. Require that projects pay the Affordable liousing Fee on any additional units authori.:zied 

by the Stat~ Eonus program. Include provisions of Proposal B without Il'l.Qdifkation.. 

G. UNIT MIX REQUIREMENTS 

VOTE+7"'0 

a· Dwelling il.nif .mixr,equirenrents should apply-to tolal project nnits:, not Qllly to on--site 

. inclusiona.tf ruuts to allow fo.r indusionaty units to be pro\l:ided comparable to market rate 

· units, as requu:ed in Section 415. Under cither ordinance, final legislation should be 

amended accordingly. 

b. Fmal legislation should set a large·nnit:requirement at40% of the total number of units as 

two-bedtoom ot larg~ ~no fewer than.10% of the total number of tlrtlfS being 

provided as. 3-bedroom or large-. Un~:i: .either .ordinanc~, final legislation should be 

amended acrordingiy. 

H. ''GRANOFATBERING0 'l'RO'VISI0N8 

VOTE+7-0 

a. Smaller P.rojects should remain subject to "grand.fathered"' on-'S.{l:e l;lrtd fee 01' qff;...site 

requirements. Both Ordinancei;, would maintain this structure. No amendments ar~ needed. 

b. Larger Projects (25 or more units). di.oosing the -<;>n~site altemiJ.tiv~ $hotild rerrihln subject tljc 

the incremental percentage r~uirem:ents established by Proposition C. Inch:t.de ptovisions of 

Prop.osal .B without modification. 

c. The incremental increases established forLarg-er Projects choosing the fee or off-site 

alternatives, should, b.e am.aided to match the permanent r.equirem.tIDts established in th~ 
final legislation, which should not exceed l:he maximum feasible rate. fu.clude provisions of 

Proposal B without IIiOdifi~tion. 

d. The ma::eiri:entaJ ~~es establii,h~ by P1pp~tion Cfor Larger Projects that entered· J;h;e 

pipcl.in:e-before 2016 and are lo.i::ated in UMU disb;kfs should ire removed,, lea'ving the area­

specific requil'.-ts of Section 419 in place for these projects. Include provisions or 
Proposal Jr Witlwu.t mQdification. 

a. Final legislation i;ihould explicitly establish that projects in UMU districts that entered th~ 

pipclm:e after January~ Z016 should be subject to the 'hlghe:I:' of the on-site, fee, or off-site 

requirements set forth in Section 419 ot the citywide requirements in.Section 415, as 

established 'by final legislation. Urtdet cither ordinance, final legislation should be am.end~-d 

accordingly. 
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f. Establish that ail other Section 415 provisions will apply to plpeline proj¢s, rega1:dless of 

the acceptaru:e date of the project" s ERA; projects that were fully entitled ,Prior to th~ effective 

date or' final l.e,glslation w®ld he subject fo, the indusionary requ.ireaien.ts in effect at the time 

of entitlement. Under cither or<lfuance, :firtal legislation should b.e amended accordingly. 

L AD.DITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

VOTE+7-0 

a The Commission re~en.ds that the Board of Superviso.rs should co.nsidet additional 

measwes that may be :uruiertaken by the City to subsidize the ancillary housing costs to 
oWhers 0£.indusion.ary ownership units, kidudfu:g but not llnuted to Homeowners 
Association dues. 

b. Final legislation should reqwre MOHCJJ to provi;Cie regular reporting to the .Planning 

Counnissii:m on the: radal and hou$ehol:d composifion demogtaphic data -o{ ocr:upm.u: 

households of fuclusionary afford.able units,. 

J. RJ!QUIREO FEASIBILITY $'11JDIES 

VOTE +4 -3 (JOHNSON, E(OPPF.L, MOORE) 

a. Additlonal feasibilicy studies: to dete;ro:rine whether a high.ex on-site fu:clusitianaiy 

affordable housin~ requirement i:s feasible on .sites-that hav~ :teceiwd a 20% of ~reaf:er 

increase in devel:opable rgsJ.dentiru .gross floor SBJ;ea 0£ a; 35% or freater increase in 

residetnm1, density over prior zoning, shuuld only be requ:ir~d whe n: 1} the upzoning 
has occurred. after the effective date of this ordinance; 2) no feasibility smdy fur the· 

. .speclfi:e uem¢ng has pre'rio.us.Iy been completed ;md.po.blished; 3) the up:zonm.g 

oc.cuti'ed <IS· part ~fan Ar~ Plan. that has already b~n: adfrpted or which has alteady 
been analyzed for f~asibility and comtrumity bl;!rtefits prior to the effective dat-a of the• 

-ordinro\ce. In no case should the r-eqi.:uranent i'lpply fot a:n.y project ot group -Of projects 

that has been enti:tl~d pribr to -fhe effec.ti~ date of the ordinanee. 
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f hereby certify that the fore~oing R~lution was adopted by the Co:nunissfon at its meeting on April '2'l 
2017 .. 

AYES1 Fong, Richarcb, Hillis, Melgar, Koppel, Johnson 

NOES: Moore 

ABS.ENI': None 

ADOPTED: April 27, 2Q17 
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SAN FRANCISCO , 
PLANNING DEPARTME.NT 

Executive Summary 
PLANNING CODE TEXT AMENDMENTS 

INCLUSIONARY AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAM 

ADOPTION HEARING DATE: APRIL 27, 2017 

EXPIRATION DATE: MAY28, 2017 

Project Name:. 

Case Number: · 

Initiated by: 

Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program 
Section 415 Amendments · 
2017-001061PCA 

Supervisors Kim and Peskin, Introduced December 13, 2016 
Version 2, Introduced February 28, 2017 

· lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements 
[Board File No. 161351] 

1650 Mission St 
Suire400 
San Francfsco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Receplim1: 
415:55!Ui37a 

Pili: 
. 41 S:!iSll,8409 

Plann\ng 
Information: 
415.558Ji371 

Initiated by: Supervisors Safai, Breed, and Tang Introduced February 28, 2017 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Dwelling Unit Mix Requirements 
[Board File No. 170208] · 

Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

. I. BACKGROUND 

Jacob Bfntliff, Citywide Planning Division 
jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org, 415-575-9-170 

AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor 
anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org, 415-558-6395 

Inclusion~ Housing Program 

The Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program is one of the City's key tools for increasing the 

availability of affordable housing dedicated to low and moderate income San Franciscans, and 

has resulted in more than 4,600 units of permanently affordable hous~g since its adoption in 

2002. Inclusionary housing is distinguished from other affordable housing programs in that 

it provides new affordable units without the use of public subsidies. For this reason, the 

program can address the growing needs of low, moderate, and middle income households that 

cannot be sezyed by other common affordable housing funding sources, such as the federal Low 

Income Housing Tax Credit program.· 
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Inclusionary Afford_able H91:1£lm,g Program Amendments 

Hearing Date: April 27, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA. 

Proposition c· and the Controller's Economic Feasibility Study 

In March 2016, the Board of Supervisors unanimously adopted a resolution1 declaring that it 

shall be City policy to maximize the economically feasible percentage of inclusionary affordable 

housing in market rate h~using development. In June, as housing prices rose drastically, San 

Francisco voters approved a Charter Amendment (Proposition C), which restored the City's 

ability to adjust affordable housing requirements for new development by ordinance. 

The passage of the Proposition C then triggered the pr_ovisions of the so-called "trailing 

ordinance" [BF 160255, Ord. 76-162], adopted by the Board of Supervisors in May 2016, which 

amended the Planning and Administrative Codes to 1) temporarily increase the Inclusionary 

Affordable Housing requirements, pending further action by the Board of Supervisors; 2) 

require an Economic Feasibility Study by the Office of th~ Controller; and 3) establish an 

Inclusionary Housing Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) to advise the Controller. 

The TAC convened from July, 2016 to February, 2017 and Controller provided a set of 

preliminary recommendations3 to the Board of Supervisors on September 13, 2016 and issued a 

set of final recommendations on February 13, 2017 4• The City's Chief Economist presented the 

Controller's recommendations to the Planning Commission on February 23, 2017. 

1 Establishing City Policy Maximizing a Feasible Inclusionary Affordable Housing Requirement [Board 
File No 160166, Reso. No. 79-..16], approved March 11; 2016. Available at 
https://sfg:ov.leg:istar.com.Niew.ashx?M=F&ID----4302571&GUID=8243D8E2-2321-4832-A31B-C47B52F71DB2 
2 The ordinance titled, "Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements; Preparation of Economic 
Feasibility Report; Establishing Inclusionary Housing Technical Advisory Committee," was considered 
by the Planning Commission on March 31, 2016. The Commission's recommendations are available here: 
https://sfgov.legistar.comNiew.ashx?M=F&ID=4387468&GUID=8D639936-88D9-44EO-B7C4-
F61E3E1568CF . 
3 Office of the Controller. "Jnclusionary Housing Working Group: Preliminary Report September 2016". 
September 13, 2016: · 
http://sfcontroller.org/sites/default/files/Preliminary%20Report%20September%202016.pdf 
4 Office of the Controller. "Jnclusionary Housing Working Group: Final Report," published February, 13 
2017, with the consulting team of Blue Sky Consulting Group, Century Urban LLC, and Street Level 

166 

2 



Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

He~g Date: April 27, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017-0Q1061PCA 

Pending Amendments to the Inclusionary Housing Program 

On December 13, 2016, Supervisor Kim and Supervisor Peskin introduced "Inclusionary 

Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements" [BF 161351]. This ordinance was substituted on 

February 28, 2017 and within this report will be referred to as "Proposal A: Supervisor Kim 

and Supervisor Peskin." Supervisor Safai, Supervisor Breed, and Supervisor Tang introduced 

"Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Dwelling Unit Mix Requirements" [Board File No. 

170208] on February 28, 2017. This report will refer to this ordinance as "Proposal B: Supervisor 

Safai, Supervisor Breed, and Su~ervisor Tang". 

The legislative sponsors for Proposal A describe that this Inclusionary ordinance is intended to 

be paired with the State Density Bonus Law; and that such a pairing is needed to maintain the 

: economic feasibility of indi~dual development projects and to maximize affordabl~ housing 

production. 

The legislative sponsors of Proposal B have described that individual development projects 

would remain economically feasible with or without a density bonus. However, to maximize 

affordable housing production in a manner compatible with local policy goals, their 

Inclusionary ordinance is paired wit.\ HOME-SF5, a proposal for a locally tailored 

implementation of the state density bonus law. 

Advisors. Available at 
http://sfcontroller.org/sites/default/fil~s/Documents/Economic%20Analysis/Final%20Inclusionary%20Housing%20Re 
port%20February%202017.pdf 

5 On March 13, 2017 the Land Use and Transportation Committee amended an ordinance previously 
reviewed by the Commission when it was titled "Affordable Housing Bonus Program" [Board File 
Number 161351 v6J, rerum:rihg the Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program· as the HOME-SF Program. 
The legislative spons~r, Supervisor Tang, announced changes to the program to afford protections for 
small businesses and change the levels of affordability to match a companion ordinance that would 
amend the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program sponsored by Supervisors Safai, Breed & Tang. 
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Planning Commission Hearings and Additional Supporting Material 

The Commission held an informational hearing bn the proposed changes on March 16, 2017. 

The accompanying staff report for that informational heari11g, dated March 9, 2017, provides a 

more detailed summary of the current inclusionary housing program; the findings and 

recomme:0.dations of the Controller's Study; the provisions of both proposed ordinances; and 

key policy considerations around. proposed changes to each component of the program. 

The informational report is publicly available with the supporting materials for the March 9, 

2017 Planning Commission hearing6, when the item was originally calendared. That report 

included a comparison chart of the provisions of both proposed ordinances, as well as the 

current program. This comparison chart is reproduced here as Exhibit A for reference. 

This report is intended to assist the Commission's action on the proposed ordinances. AB such, 

less background is provided and the focus is on potential recommendations for each of the 

program areas for which .changes have been proposed. For ease of reference, a summary chart 

of the recommendations by topic is provided here as Exhibit B. 

6 http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-001061PCA-02.pd£ 
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II. IMPLEMENTATION CON SID ERA TIONS 

Either proposed ordinance would constitute the most sweeping set of structural and material 

changes to the City's Inclusionary Housing Program since fl;te program's inception. 

Accordingly, Planning Department staff have reviewed each ordinance carefully and seek to 

raise key program implementation considerations before the Commission. 

In addition to the major policy objectives discussed below, these considerations also guided 

staff's recommendations on the proposed changes to the inclusionary program.· This section 

provides a brief summary of the key implementation considerations by topic. Most of these 

considerations will require the developm~nt of additional policies and procedures by the 

Planning pepartment after the adoption of final legislation. 

Designation of Inclusionary Units 

The Planning Department is responsible for legally designating the specific inclusionary 

affordable units witmn a project that elects the on-site alternative. This process is bound by 

multiple procedures and requirements in the Planning Code and the Procedures :Manual · 

published by MOHCD and approved by this Commission. The total of these requirements 

relate to the distribution of the units throughout the building and comparability of affordable 

and mai;ket rate units, among other factors. 

The proposed ordinances would include inclusionary units at multiple income tiers, and at­

specific dwelling unit mixes, and would require the development of new procedures to clearly 

define how inclusionary.units will be designated. 

The Department has not yet developed ·these procedures, and the recommendations in this 

report do not reflect any particular approach to unit designation under either ordinance. The 

Department has, however, had experience in review of a project with multiple income tiers and 

is confident that staff will b~ able to broadly implement such requirements. 

Rental to Condo:ri.rinium Conversions 

Both ordinances would establish higher requirements for condominium projects than for rental 

projects. In the event that a project converts from rental to condominium after the project's 

entitlement, the Planning Department would be responsible for implementing any conversion 

. procedures called for in Section 415. Staff's recommendation for a conversion fee is included in 

this report. 
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However, it should be noted that the Planning Department does not currently have procedures 

in place toni.onitor changes in project tenure following entitlement, and the range of options 

available to monitor such conversions is unknown at this ti.me. ~uch procedures would need to 

be developed in coordination with the Department of Public Works, which is currently the 

primary agency responsible for tracking such conversions. 

''Grandfathering" and Specific-Area Requirements 

The proposed amendments to Section 415 would significantly impact the "grandfathering" 

provisions established by Proposition C; certain area-specific inclusionary requirements for 

pipeline and future projects; and modify requirements applicable to projects that are currently 

in the development pipeline in some cases. Accordingly, the DE;partment offers specific 

recommendations regarding these issues in the relevant section of the report below. 

Schedule of Annual Increases to Req~ements 

!30th ordinances would establish a schedule of annual increases to the inclusionary 

requirements. Such provisions would require that the Planning Department publish new 

requirements annually for 10 or more years, and apply these requirements in a consistent and 

appropriate manner for projects whose entitlement process will span several years. . 

Accordingly, the Department offers specific recommendations regarding this provision in the 

relevant section of the report below. 

Afford.able Housing Fee Application 

The Planning Department is responsible for assessing the Affordable Housing Fee for projects 

that elect the fee option. The proposals would modify the way the fee is assessed, incJ.ucling a 

proposal to assess the fee on a per square foot basis, rather than the current method of assessing 

the fee on a per unit basis. The Department's recommendation in the relevant section of this 

report reflects: any implementation considerations related to such amendments. 
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The proposed Orclinances are before the Commission so that it may 1) make recommendations 

to the Board of Supervisors as required by Planrung Code Section 302; 2) affirm the Planning 

Department's determinations under the California Environmental Quality Act;_ 3) make findings 

of consistency of the proposed ordinances [Board Files 161351 v2; 170208] and the associated 

HOME-SF Program [Board File Number 150969v6], with the General Plan; and 4) make findings 

regc:rrding .the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. 

These items may be acted upon or may be continued; at the discretion of the Commission. 
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Department recommends making findings in support of the proposed Ordinances and 

associated actions as described in the attached draft resolution (Exhibit q. This section focuses 

on potential Commission recommendations based on .staff analysi$ of the City's affordable 

ho~ing .need, our existing housing programs, the findings of the Controller's Study, comments 

frorri. the Commission and the public, consultation with MO:E:ICD, and considerations of 

program implemenfation. A summary of these recommendations is provided as Exhibit B. 

These recommendations build on the key policy issues and considerations described in detail in 

the informational report dated March 9, 2017. These considerations are briefly reintroduced 

below as needed. For detailed reference, the informational report is available online with the 

materials for the March 9, 2017 Planning Commission hearing7 and the comparison chart of 

proposed amendments from that report is included here as Exhibit A, for reference. 

A. APPLICATION 

No changes are pro~osed to the general application of Section 415 requirements. The program 

would continue to lip:f>ly only to projects of 10 or more units. Projects of 25 or more units would 

continue to have higher requirements than smaller projects, which would remain subject to the 

requirements in place prior to the passage of Proposition C.8 

);>- Recommendation: Re_quirements should continue to be applied differently for Smaller 

and Larger Projects, as currently defined in both Ordinance~. No amendments are 

needed. 

7 http:ljcommissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-001061PCA-02.pdf 
8 As of January 1, 2016 Se~on 415 required that projects of 10 or more units provide 12% of units on-site, 
or pay a fee or provide off-site units equivalent of 20% of fue project total. 
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B. INCLUSIONARY REG1UIREMENTS 

Rental and Ownership Requirements 

Both proposals would set higher requirements for ownership projects than for rental projects, as 

recommended by the Controller's Study. 

}> Recommendation: Set higher requirements for ownership projects than for rental 

projects. Both Ordinances would establish this structure. No amendments are needed. 

In addition, ProposaJ. A would establish additional conversion provisions for projects that are 

entitled as a rental project, but convert to an ownership project at a subsequent time. Staff 

concurs with both concepts and recommends the following: 

}> Recommendation: Final legislation should include a condominium conversion 

provision to specify that proj eds .converting to ownership projects must pay a 

conversion fee equivalent to the difference between the fee requirement for ownership 

projects in effect at the time of the conversion and the requirement the project satisfied at 

the time of entitlement. Include provisions of Proposal A, with modifications. 

Requirement for the On-Site Alternative 

Both proposals would amend the on-site requirement for larger projects. Proposal A would 

exceed the maximum economically feasible requirement recommended by the Controller. 

Proposal B would set the rate at the maximum of this range. 

}> Recommendation: Establish a requirement that is within the range of "maximum 

economically feasible" requirements recommended in the Controller's Study. Include 

provisions of Proposal B without modification. Specifically, this would establish an 

on-site rate of 18% or 20% for rental or ownership projects, respectively. 
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Requirement for the Affordable Housing Fee or Off-Site Alternative 

Both proposals set the requirement for payment of the Affordable Housing Fee or· off-site 

alternative for larger projects at the equivalent of the corresponding on-site requirement, with 

the exception that Proposal A's ownership fee rate would be slightly less costly to a project than 

the on-site alternative. 

» Recommendation; Establj.sh a requirement that is within the range of "maximum 

economically feasible" fee or off-site alternative requirements recommended in the 

Controller's Study. Include provisions of Proposal B without modification. 

Specifically, this would establish a fee or off-site rate of 23% or 28% for rental or 

. ownership projects, respectively. 

C. SCHEDULE OF ANNUAL INCREASES TO REQUIREMENTS 

Both proposals would establish a schedule of annual increases to the percentage requirements, 

though under differe:i;i.t conditions. This addition to the Inclusionary Program was 

recommended in the Controller's Study on the premise that phasing in an increase in the 

inclusionary requirement over time at a predictable rate would allow the land market to absorb 

the increase and remain economically viable for development; while securing higher levels of 

affordable housing production over time. 

Staff recommends that final legislation include a schedule of annual increases that is consistent 

with the Controller's recommendation, with modifications: 

> Recommendation; Final legislation should establish an explicit maximum requirement 

at which the schedule of increases would terminate, and that rate should be below the 

maximum requirement supported by the Nexus Study. Include provisions of Proposal 

B without modification. 

> Recommendation: Fin~ legislation should establish that requirement rates be 

increased by 1.0 pe!centage point every two years. This is equivalent to the Controller's 

recommendation of an increase of 0.5 percentage points per year, ~ut would provide for 

a more effective and transparent implementation of the program by more closely 

matching the pace of the entitlement process· and minimizing ambiguity in the rounding 

of requirement percentages. Include provisions of Proposal B, with modifications. 
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> Recommendation: The schedule of increases should commence no fewer than 24 

months following the effective date of final legislation if the rate is set to increase 

biannually,- or no fewer than 12 months following the effective date if the rate is set to 

in~ease annually .. Under either ordinance, final legislation should be amended 

accordingly.. 

Determination and "Sunset" of Requirement 

Both proposed ordinances include a "sunset" provision to specify the duration that a projecfs 

inclusionary requirement would be effective during the entitlement process. Proposal A does 

not specify at what point the requirement would be determined, but would establish that the 

requirement be reset if the project has not procured a first construction document within 2 years. 

of entitlement. Proposal B would determine the requirement amount at the· time of a project's 

Environmental Evaluation Application (EEA) and establish that the requirement be reset if the 

project has not received a first construction document within 3 years of entitlement. Both 

proposals would reset the requirement to the requirement applicable at the time, and.not count 

time elapsed during potential litigation or appeal of the project. 

> Recommendation: Final legis~ation should establish a "sunset" provision that is 

consistent with current practices for the determination of inclusionary requirements 

and Planning Deparlment procedures. Include provisions of Proposal B without 

modification. 
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D. AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE 

Both proposals would modify the way the Affordable Housing Fee is applied to projects that 

elect to pay the fee; as well as the method used to calculate the dollar amount of the fee. The 

Controller's Study called for no specific changes to the application of or methodology for the 

fee, but did recommend that the fee amount should be maintained at a level that reflects the co$t · 

to construct affordable units. 

Application of Fee · 

The Affordable Housing Fee is currently assessed on a per unit basis, with the fee amount 

increasing with the type of unit, ranging from studio to 4-bedroom uni~. This method of 

assessing the fee does not account for the actual size of units or the total area of the project 

);> Recommendation: Final legislation should apply the fee on a per gross square foot 

basis so that the fee is assessed proportionally to the total area of the project. Include 

provisions of Proposal B without modification. 

Calculation of Fee 

The dollar aJ?Ount of the fee is currently calculated based on the cost of construction of 

residential housing and the maximum purchase price for B:MR ownership units. MO~CD is 

required to update the fee amount annually. 

);> Recommendation: Final legislation should direct MOH CD to calculate the fee to match 

the actual cost to the City to construct below market rate units. This cost shoul9. reflect 

the construction costs of units that are typically in MOH CD's below market rate 

pipeline, and should not vary based on the building type of the subject project. Include 

provisions of Proposal B without modification. 
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Currently, inclusionary units are designated as affordable at two discrete income tiers - units 

servmg. '1ow-income" or "moderate-income" households, as defined in Section 415. Both 

proposals would modily the income levels that inclusionary units are designated to serve. 

Specific~y, both proposals would broaden the affordability requirements to serve households . 

at a range of income levels :within a defined range, or at specific tiers. 

Either proposal would co~titute a significant structural change in the way units are designated .. 

Planning Department staff, iri consultation with MOHCD, considered the Oty's affordable 

housing need and existing housing programs to arrive at the following recommendations: 

»- Recommendation: Final legislation should establish affordability requit:ements that 

clearly apply to the maximum rent or maximum sale price of the inclusionary ~t, 

and not to the income level of the household placed in that unit This distinction is 

critical to ensure that MOH CD retains flexibility to both serve households that may earn 

significantly below the target level, and allow for households that make.slightly more 

than the target level to remain eligible, as set forth in the 1'.{0HCD Procedures Manual, 

which will come before this Commission for review. Under either ordinance, final 

legislatio1;1 should be amended accordingly. 

r 

»- Recomq1.endation: Final legislation should designate inclusionary units at three 

discrete affordability levels for larger proj eds to better serve households with incomes 

betw~en the current low ap.d moderate income tiers. This method would provide for a 

more even distribution of inclusionary units across eligible low and moderate income 

households, and minimize the coverage gap for household between the· existing income 

tiers. Include provisions of P!oposal B, with modifications. 

»- Recommendation: Final legislation should designate incl-qsionary units at a single 

'affordability level for smaller projects. This recommendation reflects the scale of these 

smaller projects, which would in many cases provide fewer than three total inclusionary 

units. This requirement should be set to match the middle tier established for larger 

projects, as described b~low. Include provisions of Proposal B,.with modifications. 
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In addition to the structural changes to how inclusionary units are designated, both proposals 

would also broaden the affordability levels served by the program to serve moderate and· 

middle income households that are not currently served by any existing housing programs, and 

also are generally not served by ma):ket rate housing. 

Staff compared existing and proposed affordability requirements to current data on the Oty' s 

affo.rdable housing need and existing housing programs to recommend an appropriate range of 

· affordability levels to be served by the Inclusionary Program. Note that, again, the requirements 

set forth in the Planning Code shoul1 stipulate the maximum rent or sale price of inclusionary 

units,. while MOHCD will continue to exercise discretion in placing eligible households in the 

most appropriate affordable unit, as availability and individual household incomes allow. 

}> Recommendation: Final legislation should target inclusionary units to serve the gap in 

coverage between low-income households who can access other existing housing 

programs, and moderate and middle-income households earning less than the level 

needed to access market rate units. Include provisions of Proposal B, with 
modifications, as follows: 

Smaller Projects (10 - 24 units) 

Tierl Tier2 Tier3 

Rental Projects NIA 80%ofAMI NIA 

Owner .Projects NIA 110%ofAMI NIA 

Larger Projects (25 or more units) 

Tierl Tier2 Tier3 

Rental Projects 55%ofAMI 80%ofAMI 110%ofAMI 

Owner Projects 90%ofAMI 110%ofAMI 140%ofAMI 
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For rental projects, these recommended affordability levels are intended to provide that 

• units at the low end of the range (Tier 1) supplement the supply of units affordable to 

low-income households currently served by other housing programs; and 

• units at the high end of the range (Tier 3) would serve households earning above the 

level served by other housing programs, but below the level served by the market. 

For ownership projects, these recommended affordability levels are intended to provide that 

• units at the low end of the range (Tier 1) serve households at the lowest income level 

possible, while still recognizing the significant financial burden (i.e. down payment, 

mortgage payments, HOA fees, etc.) required of homebuyer; and · 

• units at the high end of the range (Tier 3) would serve households earning above the 

level served by other housing programs, but not higher than the level for which data 

supports a clear affordability need and well below the level served by the market. 

For both rental and ownership projects, the middle tier (Tier 2) would provide a .mid-point for 

households earning above the low-income l~vel, but below the middle-income level; 

accordingly; this tier is set closer to the lower tier to serve as a "stepping stone" for households 

with growing incomes, or households who earn slightly above the low-income level and are not 

served by other affordable housing programs or market rate units. 9 

9 Market rate rents and sale prices vary widely depencling on location and building type. In developing 
the above recommendations, staff looked at a range of market rate rents and sale prices for recently built · 
developments. For example, average market rents for one-bedroom units were observed to range from 
$3,100 - $4,200 per month, which would be affordable to the equivalent of a two-person household 
earning roughly 150% to 200% of AMI, respectively. These levels significantly exceed the income level of 
the moderate income households that would be served· under the higher tier of the above 
recommendation. Similar analysis was conducted for two-bedroom units as well as for market rate 
condominium units, which were assumed to range from $650,000 - $1,100,000 for new one-bedroom 
units, depending on location, which would be affordable to the equivalent of roughly 200% to 350% AMI. 
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The Controller's Study concluded that the use of the State Density Bonus Law would impact the 

outcomes of the Inclusionary Program, if eligible project sponsors who elect the on-site 

alternative also. choose to seek and receive a State Bonus. The Controller's Study further 

concluded that it would not be reasonable to assume that all projects will utilize the State 

Bonus, or that if those projects would necessarily receive the maximum borius allowed. 

Accordingly, th{;! Controll~r's recommendation was to set the inclusionary requirements at the 

economically feasible level not assuming use of the State Bonus, and that projects that do 

receive a State Bonus should pay the Affordable Housing Fee on bonus units. 
. ! 

Proposal A's Inclusionary Ordinance is paired with the State Density Bonus Law. As the 

sponsoring Supervisors have described, this proposal achieves ff!asibility by partnering with the 

State Density Bonus Law. This means that developmen~ would not be feasible, according tci·the 

Controller's Study, unless the maximum density bonus is provided as allowed under state law 

(35%). This proposal encourages use of the state bonus law, :which requires the City to grant 

project sponsors a wide range of concessions and waivers from local massing, height, bulk and 

other development controls,·generally at the discretion of the sponsor. 

Proposal B's Inclusionary Ordinance is paired with HOME-SF. Here, the sponsoring 

Supervisors have described that the project sponsors seeking increased density would be 

encouraged to use a local program (HOME-SF) that tailors the density bonus to San Francisco's 

local context and policy goals. The HOME-SF program would frame the bonus by providing 

specified options for how local massing, height, bulk and other development controls may be 

modified; and provide for a higher percentage of inclusionary affordable units for projects 

using the HOME-SF program; and also encourage greater production of family-friendly units 

and include small business protections. The pairing of these two proposals has been crafted in a 

way that intends to make projects feasible with or without the use of a density bonus. 
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}> Recommendation: Final legislation should encourage the use of density bonuses to 

maximize the production of affordable housing. At the same time, because. a density 

bonus may not be desired in every situation., the inclusionary requirements established 

in Section 415 should be economically feasible regardless of whether a density bonus 

is exercised. Include provisions of Proposal B without modification. 

}> Recommendation: The final Inclusionary ordinance should be paired with a local 

density bonus ordinance, such as the proposed HOME-SF Program, that provides 

increased density and other concessions similar to the State Density Bonus Law in a 

manner that is tailored to the San Franciscq' s contextual and policy needs. Include 

provisions of Proposal B without modification. 

Additional Administrative Requirements for Density Bonus 

Proposal A does not incorporate the Controller's recommendations, but would enact three 

additional. administrative requirements for the Planning Department related to the use of the 

State Bonus. Staff recommends the following action on these proposed requirements: · 

}> Rec~mmendation: Final legislation should direct the Planning Department to require 

"reasonable documentation" from projedsponsors seeking a State Bonus to establish 

· eligibility for a requested density bonus, incentives of concession, and waivers or 

reductions of development standards, ·as provided for under state law. Include 

provisions of Proposal A without modification. 

}> Recommendation: Final legislation should require the Planning Department to prepare 

an annual report on the use of the Density Bonus to the Planning Commission 

beginning in January 2018 that details the number of projects seeking a bonus and the 

concessions, waivers, and level of bonus .provided. Include provisions of Proposal A · 
without modification. 

}> Recommendation:· Final legislation should not include a requirement to provide 

information about the value of U,.e density bonus, concessions, and waivers sought by 

a project. This proposal would be difficult and costly to imple~ent, in particular because 

the Department may not be able to compel project sponsors to provide the type of 

financial information required to perform such analysis. Do not in!=lude this provision 

of Proposal A. 
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Affordable Housing Fee for Bonus Ui,tlts 

The Controller's Study sought to provide guidance as to how the fuclusionary Program should 

account for the use of the State Density Bonus, recognizing that the use of the program would 

vary widely based on specific project conditions while the Inclusionary Program establishes 

requirements that apply to eligible projects on a citywide basis. 

The Controller recommended that projects that receive a S~ate Bonus be required to pay the 

Affordable Housing Fee on any additional units authorized under the State Bonus, similar to 

how the City impose other impact fees for infrastructure and other City services. 

)> Recommendation: Final legislation should require that projects pay the Affordable 

Housin~ Fe,e on any additional units authorized by the State Bonus program. Include 

provisions of Proposal B without modificati,on. 

G. UNIT MIX REQUIREMENTS 

. Both proposals w9uld establish new dwelling unit mix requirements, an area not addressed in 

the current Inclusionary Program. Proposal A would require that on-site inclusionary units 

contain a minimum of 40% of units as 2-bedroom units, and an additional minimum of 20% of . 

on-site inclusionary units as 3-bedioom units or iarger. Proposal B would require that all · 

residential projects not already subject to the existing unit mix requirement in Plan Areas10 be 

· subject to a new requirement that 25% of total units be provided as 2-bedroom units or larger, 

or that 10% of total units be provided as 3~bedroom units or larger. 

1o In the RTO, RCD, NCT, DTR, and Eastern Neighborhoods :Mixed Use districts, the current requirement 
is for 40% of total project units to be provided as 2-bedroom units or larger, or for 30% of total project 
units to be provided as 3-bedroom units or larger. 
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· );>- Recommendation: Dwelling unit mix requirements should apply to total project units, 

not only to on-site inclusionary units to allow for inclusionary units to be provided 

comparable to market rate units, as required in Section 415 and under both Ordinances. 

Under either ordinance, final legislation should be amended accordingly. 

Both proposais are intended to increase the supply of housing units that serve the needs of 

family households, particularly households with children. The Controller's Study did not 

examine this issue specifically. However, the economic analysis underlying the Study' s 

feasibility conclusions did reflect development prototypes that fulfilled the Plan Area unit mix 

requirement by including 35% of units at 2-bedroon units, .and 5% of units as 3-bedroom units, 

for a total of 40% of total project units. 

);>- Recommendation: Final legislation shotild not set unit mix requirements that would 

exceed the 40% total large unit requirement already in place in Plan Areas, and 

assumed in the Controller's feasibility conclusions. This is a recommendation for a 

parameter to guide final legislation. Proposal A does not meet this parameter. Propo~al 

B meets this parameter. 

);>- Recommendation: Dwelling mix requirements should be set in a manner that would 

· yield a mix of both 2-bedroom and 3-bedroom units; this may be best achieved by 

setting a minimum requirement for 3-bedroom units within the large unit requirement 

This is a recommendation for a parameter to guide final legislation. Proposal A meets 

this parameter. Proposal B does not meet this parameter. 

In addition, Planning Department staff has conducted preliminary analysis on the demographic 

composition of family households in San Francisco and of the unit mix in the City's existing 

housing stock and recent development pipeline. While this research is not complete, the 

preliminary findings suggest: 

• 10% of San Francisco households are families with 2 or more children, who may be 

more likely to need a 3-bedroom or larger unit 

• 14 % of San Francisco households are families with 4 or more people, including families 

.with children and families without children, who may be more likely to need a 3-

bedroom or larger unit 
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Finally, it shquld also be noted that there may be affordability trade-offs to dwellirlg unit mix 

requirements. Larger units will be, at least in the first several years of builcling occupancy, iess 

affordable to households with fewer than two income earners. The City does not have the 

ability to require that larger units be made available for family households; data suggest that 

the majority of larger units are currently not occupied by family households. The Department's 

recommendations largely focus on maximizing affordability. These recommendations have an 

unknown impact on affordability and are therefore only provided as "parameters" for final· 

legislation that seek to ?alance the goals of maximizing affordability with the goal of providing 

units with more bedrooms. 

H. "GRANDFATHERING" PROVSIONS 

Following the passage of Propositiol;l C in June 2016, Section 415 was amended to est8:blish · 

incremental on-site, off-site, and fee requirement percentages for projects tha~ entered the 

development pipeline between January 2013 and January 2016 (as defined by the acceptance 

date of the project's Environmental Evaluation Application or EEA). Projects that entered the 

pipeline prior to January 2013 are subject to the inclusionary rates in effect p'rior to the passage 

of Proposition C11, while those that entered the pipeline after January 12, 2016 will be· subject to 

the final requirements to be established by the proposed Ordinances. 

Incremental Increases for Pipeline Projects 

Smaller Projects (10 - 24 units) were unaffected by the passage of Proposition C and remain 

subject to the on-site and off-site or fee requirements in place prior to Proposition C. 

~ Recommendation: Smaller Projects should remain subject to "grandfathere~" on-site 

and fee or off-site requirements. Both Ordinances would maintain this structure. No 

a,mendments are needed. 

11 AB of January 1, 2016 Section 415 required that projects of lo' or.more units provide 12%. of units on-site 
as low mcome units! or pay a fee or provide off-site units equivalent of 20% of the project total. 
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Larger Projects (25 or more units) that entered the pipeline between 2013 and 2016 are subject to 

the incremental increases established by Proposition C. However, in some cases these rates 

exceed the maximum economically feasible rate identified by the Controller's Study and should 

be retained or amended as follows: 

)> Recommendation: Larger Projects (25 or more units) choosing the on-site alternative 

should remain subject to the incremental percentage requirements established by . . . . . 

Proposition C. Include provisions of Proposal B without modification. 

)> Reco~endation: The incremental increases established for Larger Projects choosing 

the fee or off-site alternatives, however, exceed the maximum feasible rate; these 

requirements should be amended to match the permanent requiremen~ established in 

the final legislation, which should not exceed the feasible rate. Include provisions of 

Proposal B without modification. 

Area-Specific I~clusionary Requirements 

Additional :incremental increases were also established for Larger Projects that entered the 

development pipeline between 2013 and 2016 in the Eastern Neighborhoods Urban Mixed Use 

(UMU) districts. Projects in these districts are subject to the specific inclusionary requirements 

established :in Section 419 of the Planning Code to reflect_ the zoning modifications implemented 

through the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan. fu some cases, these :incremental :increases 

exceed the maximum feasible rate. 

)> Recommendation: The incremental increases established by Proposition C for Larger 

Projects that entered. the pipeline before 2016 and are located in UMU districts should be 

removed, leav:ing the area-specific reqmrements of Se~tion 419 in place for these · 

projects. Include provisions of Proposal B without modification. 

Additionally, final legislation. should make clear that for projects in UMU districts that enter the 

pipel:ine after January 12, 2016 whether area-specific or citywide inclusionary requirements 

apply. 

)> Recommendation: Final legislation should explicitly establish that projects in UMU 

districts that entered the pipeline after January 12, 2016 should be subject to the higher 

of the on-site, fee, or off-site requirements set forth in Section 419 or the citywide 

requirements :in Section 415, as established by final legislation. Under either ordinance, 

final legislation should be amended accordingly. 
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Additional Provisions 

The II grandfathering" provisions of Proposition C only addressed the requirement rates and did 

not specify when other features of the inclusionary program wo~d be applicable (e.g. income 

level targets) to projects in the entitlement proc:e~s. Given the additional changes to the 

inclusionary program proposed in both ordinances, staff recommends as follows: 

)> Recommendation: Final legislation should establish that all other Section 415 

provisions will apply to pipeline projects, regardless of the acceptance date of the 

project's EEA; projects tl;tat were fully entitled prior to the effective date of final 

legislation would be subject to the inclusionary requirements in effect at the time of 

entitlement. Under either ordinance, final legislation should be amended accordingly. 

A comparison table of current and recommended II grandfathering" and UMU districts 

requirements is provided as Exhibit D. 
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

On March 1, 2017 the Environmental Review Officer determined that the legislation filed by 

Supervisors Kim and Peskin [Board File No. 161351] is not defined as a project under CEQA 

Guidelines Secti.oll$15378 and 15060(c)(2) because it does not result in a physical change in the 

' environment. 

On March 7, 2017 the Environmental Review Officer determined that the legislation filed by 

Supervisors Safai, Breed, and Tang [Board File No .. 170208] is not defined as a project under 

CEQA Guidelines Sections 15378 and 15060( c)(2) because it does not result in a physical change 

in the environment. 

VI. PUBLIC COMMENT 
As of the date of publication the Planning Department has received written public comment on 

the proposed amendments, as well as extensive public comment provided at the Planning 

Commission informational hearings on February 23 and March 16, 2017. 

The bitlk of the concerns raised in these hear~gs were focused on the income levels to be served 

by the program, the inclusionary requirement pe;rcentages, and the impact of the State Density 

Bonus Law on the program. 

Most speakers addressed the income levels at which inclusionary units should be designated, 

and many urged that the program should primarily serve the needs of low-income households 

as provided for by. other existing affordable housing programs, and that the expansion of the 

inclusionary program to serve low- ~d moderate-income households above this level be 

limited to the levels established by Proposition C. Many speakers also highlighted the growing 

need for housing affordable to moderate-income households who have traditionally been 

served by market rate units, but who have also struggled to find affordable housing in recent 

years. Many also shared their personal experience being unable to find adequate housing in San 

Francisco either because they could not afford market rate rents, were unable to access the 

limited supply.of affordable units, or because thef earned too much to qualify for available 

affordable units, but not enough to access market rate units. 

Regarding the inclusionary requirement percentages, speakers generally advocated for a higher 

inclusionary rate than that in place prior to Proposition C, but differed on how the conclusions 

23 

187 



Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

Hearing Date: April 27, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 

and recommendations of the Controller's Study and legal limits supported by the Gty' s Nexus 

Study should be applied to the inclusionary program. Many speakers expressed that the rate 

should be as high as economically possible, while many others felt that the rates should be set 

higher than the maximum rates recommended in the Controller's Study. 

In particular, many comm.enters focused on the impact of the State Density Bonus Law on the 

inclusionary program. Generally, those who felt the Bonus Law would result in most San 

Francisco developments receiving significant density bonuses supported higher inclusionary 

rates, while others cautioned that the requirements should avoid imposing too high a 

requirement and thus become ultimately ineffective. 

Written comment was also received during and subsequently to recent hearings, and is attached 

as Exhibit E. At the February 23 hearing several speakers presented data on household income 

levels. In addition, a letter was presented from the Council of Community Housing 

Organizations which posed a series of important questions for consideration by Com;missioners, 

which generally match the topic areas addressed in the accompanying staff report to the 

hearing. Most notably, the letter advised that the availability of the State Density Bonus Law 

should support higher inclusionary rates th_at those recommended in the Controller's Study; 

that requirements should increase over time at the higher end of the range discussed by the 

Controller's Technical Advisory Committee; that moderate-income households should be 

served by the inclusionary program, but not at the expense of low-income households; that the 

program s~ould be structured to discourage projects to "fee out"; and that the more two- and 

three-bedroom ·units should be. provided to meet the needs of family households. 

At the March 16 hearin~ a document titled "State~ent of Principles on Inclusionary Housing" 

was presented on behalf of about two-dozen listed organizations. The statement focused on 

concerns that the inclusionary program should continue to prioritize housing for low-income 

households at the income levels historically served by the progran;i., and served by other 

existing housing programs. While recognizing the struggle of middle income households to find 

affordable housing, the statement urged that the inclusionary program not be exp.anded to 

serve these households beyond the levels established in Proposition C. 

In addition, the Planning Department received a letter adchessed to the .Mayor and Board of 

Supervisors dated April 10 from Yim.by Action. The letter expressed opposition to both 

proposed ordinances based on concerns related to the methodology of the Controller's 

Economic Feasibility Study and Ne:l\US Study, and proposed that modifications to the 

inclusionary program be postponed until these analyses can be revised. 
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To: 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 

1390 Market Street, Suite 1150, San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 552-9292 FAX (415) 252-0461 

Policy Analysis Report 

Supervisor Peskin 

h\ e. Nos. , 50C! tp9 
1u1o51 
1'102..t>e, 

From: Budget and Legislative.Analyst's Office 

Re: .Statistics on Median Household Income Across San Francisco Neighbor.hoods 

Date: May 5, 2017 

Summary of Requested Action 

Your office requested that the Budget and Legislative Analys.t gather information on the 

median household income across San Francisco neighborhoods by ethnicity and household 

type. Your office also requested that the Budget and Legislative Analyst c9mpare the average 

rent paid by San Francisco residents with median household income by neighborhood. 

For further information about this report, contact Severin Campbell at the Budget and 

Legislative Analyst's Office. 

Project Staff: Jennifer Millman, Latoya McDonald, and Severin Campbell 

· Page 11 Budget and legislative Analyst's Office. 
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Disparities in Median Household Income .Across City Neighborhoods 

While rising ho.using costs in San Francisco have been accompanied py an estimated 31.8 percent 

· increa~e- in median household income from $69,894 in 2011 to $92,094 in 2015; there h~s been an 

unequal distribution of.household income across City neighborhoods, and particularly among different 

ethnicities. Figure 1 below shows the disparity in median household income by neighborhood using the 

39 neighborhoods identified by the Department of Public Health, the Mayor's Office of Housing and 

Community Development, and the San Francisco Planning Department.1 In addition to these geocoded 

neighborhood locations, the Budget and Legislative Analyst used the American Community Suryey 2015 

five-year estimates to review median household income across neighborhoods in the .County of San· 

Francisco. 

Figure 1. Median Household Income across San Francisco Neighborhoods 

Source: American Community Survey 2015 five-year estimates. 

. . 
1 While this data represents reasonable estimat.es of San Francisco neighborhood boundaries, there are areas in 
need of improvement in the data. For example, Golden Gate Park and Lincoln Park were identified as high-income 
neighborhoods even though they are public parks. For this reason, the Budget and Legislative Analyst did not 
include the statistics for the Golden Gate Park and Lincoln Park in this analysi?. 

Page I 2 Budget pnd Legislative Analyst's Office 
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From 2011 to 2015, on average, the 10 neighborhoods with the lowest median household incomes 
earned 33.3 percent of the income earned by.the 10 neighborhoods with the highest median household 

income in San Francisco, as shol(lm in· Figure 2 below. The neighborhoods with the highest median 

household income, on average, from 2011 to 2015 inr;:lude the Presidio, Potrero Hill, Sea Cliff, West of 

Twin Peaks and Noe Valley. The poorest neighborhoods include the Tend·erloin, Chinatown, McLaren 

Park, and Lakeshore. 

Figure 2. Neighborhoods with the Highest and Lowest Median Household Incomes 
. . 

Highest Median Household Incomes 
Median 

Population 
Neighb_orhood Household 

Income 
Count 

Presidio $164,179 3,681 

Potrei-o Hill $153,658 13,621 

Seacliff $i43,864 2,491 

West ofTwin Peaks $131,349 37,327 

Noe Valley $131,343 22,769 

Presidio Heights $123,312 10,577 

Haight Ashbury $120,677 17,758 

Castro/Upper Market $120,262 20,380 

Marina $119,687 24,915 

Pacific Heights $113,198 24,737 

Total 178,256 

Source: American Community Survey 2015 five-year estimates. 

Variation in Household Income across Ethnicities in San Francisco . 
. . . 

The Budget and Legislative Analyst ~Isa observed a variation in median household income across the 
divers~ ethnicities represent~d in San Francisco during 2011-15. As shown in Figure 3 below, the · 

earnings of white households far outpace that of other ethnicities with African American and 

Hawaiian/Pacific Islander households in San Francisco earning the lowest median household incomes. 

Page I 3. Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office 
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Figure 3. Median Household Income in San Francisco by Ethnicity 
{2011-15) · 
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Source: American Community Survey 2015 five-year estimates. 

. . 
Neighborhood-Level Household Income Conceals Rent Burden across Ethnicities 

Rent burden is defined as instances where an individual or household spends more than 30 percent of 
their income on housing costs. Of the 39 City neighborhoods identified, only 12 spent more than 30 

percent of their median household income on rental housing costs, as per data collected from the 

American Community Survey. These 12 neighborhoods represent the areas with the lowest median . . . 

household income and account for 41.5 percent of all San Francisco residents on average during 2011 to 
2015, as shown in Ffgures 4 and 5 below. 2 

· 

The low number of City neighborhoods with rent burden is in part due to higher income ethnicities 

skewing the overall median household income of ·specific City neighborhoods. The Budget and 

Legislative Analyst found that there are significant disparities in median household income across 

ethnicities, even within the same neighborhood. For example, Potrero Hill has the second highest 

median household income in the City at $153,658. However, the high incomes of White and Asian 
households in Potrero Hill ($168,011 and $143,206, respectively) conceal the low incomes of African 

Americans ($58,368) and t~e Hispanic/Latino households ($61,049) in Potrero Hill. Because White and 
Asian households represent the majority of the Potrero Hill population, using neighborhood-level 

household. income conceals other populations that are struggling with rent b~rden. Figure S below 

sh·ows median household income by neighborhood and ethnicity with gross rent paid while Figure 6 

below shows the population of the various ethnicities represented in each San Francisco neighborhood. 

2 The rent burden percentages shown in Figures 4 and 5 below were taken from. the American Community Survey 
2015 five-year estimates. 
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Type of Households across San Francisco Neighborhoods 

Given time constraints· and the data available, the Budget and Legislative Analyst was unable to stratify 

.San. Francisco neighborhoods by the type of households (family or non-family) represented. However, 
during 201i to 2015, 45.8 percent or 161,887 of all 353,287 San Francisco households were family 

households? Family households include married couples or non-married family members residing in the 

same household. The remaining 54.2 percent of households in San Francisco during this time were non-: 
family households, which include single persons an~ groups of individuals who are not related. 

3 
American Community Survey 2015 fi~e-year estimates 
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Figure 4. Rent Burden across San Francisco Neighborhoods 

Percent 
Median 

: Median 
Percent of ·Rent 

Gross Rent 
Household Population 

Total 
Burden(%) Income 

Lakeshore $1,800 $46,552 13,469 2% 

Visitacion Valley $1,071 $48,376 17,793 2% 

Oceanview/Merced/lngleside $1,570 $74,102 28,261 3% 

Portola $1,625 $70,746 16,269 2% 

Outer Mission $1,549 $76,643 23,983 3% 
Bayview Hunters Point $1,217 $53,434 37,246" 4% 

Excelsior $1,525 $68,550 39,640 5% 

Tenderloin $886 $25,895 28,820 3% 

Chinatown 1:i;t;J, $605· $21,016 14,336 2% 
Treasure Island $1,732 $40,769 3,187 0% 
Sunset/Parkside $1,847 $85,980 . 80,525 10% 

Outer Richmond 30.6 $1,588 $70,085 45,120 5% 

Subtotal 348,649 41% 

Japantown 29.5 $1,500 $63,423 3,633 .0% 

South of Market 2.9.3 $1,180 .$64,330 18,093 2% 

McLaren Park 28.6 $267 $16,638 880 0% 
Nob Hill 28.4 $_1,425 $64,845. 26,382 3% 
Glen Park 28.3 $1,665 $1~3,039 8,119 1% 

Twin Peaks 28.1 $900 $97,388 7,310 1% 
Western Addition 27.4 $1,295 $59,709 21,366 3% 
Inner Richmond 27.1 $1,602 $78,836 22,425 3% 
Bernal Hei'ghts 27.0 $1,733 $102,735 25,487. 3% 
Financial ~istrict/South Beach 26.8· $1,872 $88,998 16,735 2% 

North Beach 26.7 $1,575 $66,526 12,550 1% 

Lone Mountain/USF 26.4 $1,654 $85,284 17,434 2% 

Mjssion 25.7 $1,472 $79,518 57,873 7% 
Mission Bay 25.5 $2,774 $107,798 9,979 1% 
Seacliff 25.1 $2,196 $143,864 2,491 · 0% 
Inner Sunset 25.1 $1,829 $102,993 28,962 3% 
West of Twin Peaks 25.0 $2,302 $131,349 37,327 4% 
Presidio Heights 24.9 $1,950 $123,312 10,577 1% 

Hayes Valley 24.8 $1,552 $82,915 18,043 2% 
Presidio /t;ii; $2,963 $164,179 3,681 0% 

Pacific Heights $1,987 $113,198 24,737 3% 

Castro/Upper Market $1,840 $120,262 20,380 2% 
Haight Ashbury $1,922 $120,677 17,758 2% 
Russian Hill $1,864 $106,953 18,179 2% 
Noe Valley $2,091 $131,343 22,769 3% 
Marina $1,928 $119,687 24,915 3% 
Potrero Hill $2,289 $153,658 13,621 2% 

Subtotal 491,706 59% 

Total 840,355 100% 

Source: Americary Community Survey 2015 five-year estimates. 
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Figure 6. Median Hou~ehold Income by City Neighborhood and Ethnicity 

Median 
Gross 

Median Rentas Median 
Gross %of Household White not Hispanic/ African 

Population Rent Income Income Hispanic Latino · American· Asian 

Lakeshore 13,469 1,800 $46,552 $45,581 $41,979 $45,139 $28,369 

· Visitacion Valley 17,793 1,071 $48,376 $47,567 $24,844 $15,872 $55,987 

Oceanview/Merced/lngleside 28,261 . 1,570 $74,102 $92,496 · $71,108 $52,353 $80,154 

Portola 16,269 1,625 $70,746 $55,848 $57,759 $11,406 $73~089 

Outer Mission · 23,983 1,549 . $76,643 $78;777 $60,928 $0 $82,414 

Bayview Hunters Point 37,246 1,217 $53,434 $103,428 $40,709 $34,547 $58,239 

Excelsior 39,640 1,525 $68,550 $68,873 $67,218 $33,969 $69,165 

Tenderloin 28,820 886 

~ttl1i 
$25,895 $27,641 $19,933 $9,441 $27,183 

Chinatown 14,336 605 '$21,016 $71,252 $0 $d $18,962 

Treasure Island 3,1S7 1,732 $40,769' $67,500 $26,591 $29,464 $0 
sunset/Parkside 80,5~ 1,847 $85,980 $90,474 $34,178 $0 $86,139 

Outer Richmond 45,120 1,588 '·30-5· ·"·· $70,085 $75,2~0 $45,971 $19,460 $71,278 

Japantown 3,633 1,500 ?29:5 ':-':· $63,423 $84,643 $93,750 $0 $24,500 

South of Market 18,093 1,180 29.3 $64,330 $111,036 $21,807 $15,111 $71,413 

Grand Total 840,763 '1,624 29.1 $84,578 $97,648 $52,792 $16,816 $79,462 

McLaren Park 880 267. 28.6 $16,638 $0 $40,250 $0 $15,469 

Nob Hill 26,382 1,425 28.4 $64,845 $82,605 $25,124; $18,528 $49,001 

.Glen Park 8,119 1,665 28.3 $113,039 $141,017 $54,063 $0 $46,193 

Twin Peaks 7,310 900 28.1 $97,388 $101,066 $83,523 $40,235 $87,326 

Western Addition 21,366 1,295 27.4 $59,709 $75,271 $28,987 $12,156 $56,.009 
, Inner Richmond 22,425 1,602 27.1 $78,836 $105,050 $48,968 $0 $50,350 

Bernal Heights 25,487 1,733 27.0 $102,735 $135,993 $37,182 $21,334 $112,022 

Financial District/South Beach 16,735 ;I.,872 26.8 $88,998 $87,627 $0 $0 $95,140 

North Beach 12,550 1,575 26.7 $66;526 · $91,456 $26,201 $3,507 $59,720 

Lone Mountain/USF 17,434 1,654 26.4 $85,284 $90,247 $81,131 $42,116 $67,232 

Lincoln Park 330 2,250 25.8 $145,000 $134,688 $0 $0 $181,500 

Mission 57,873 1,472 25.7 $79,518 $107,952 $54,288 $10,503 $59,396 

Mission Bay 9,979 2,774 25.5 $107,798 $124,740 $65,985 $0 $106,674 

Seacliff 2,491 2,196 25.1 $143,864 $145,938 $0 $0 $121,607 
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Median 
Gross 

Median Rentas Median ~ 

Gross %of Household White not Hispanic/ African 
Population Rent Income In.come Hispanic Latino American Asian 

Inner Sunset 28,962 1,829 25.1 $102,993 $106,813 '$80,168 $25,625 $103,398 

West ofTwin Peaks 37,327 2,302 25.0 $131,349 $140,962 $101,192 $21,759 $129,001 

Presidio Heights · 10,577 1,950 24.9 $i23,312 $122,398 $0 $84,120 $110;692 

Hayes Valley 18,043 . · 1,552 24.8 $82,915 $92,903 $52,904 $13,100 $119,075 

· Presidio 3,681 2,963 

~~:~ 
$164,179 $164,821 $0 $0 $237,292 

Pacific Heights · 24,737 1,987 $113,198 $119,804 $76,977 $8,558 $102,154 

Castro/Upper Market 20,380 1,840 $120,262 $124,346 $142,309 $18,501' $81,608 

HalghtAshbury 17,758' 1,922 $120,677 $122,991 $48,673 $0 $150,108 

Russian Hill 18,179 1,864 $10,6,953 $129,661 '$54,239 $0 $64,153 
Noe Valley 22,769 2,091 $131,343 $129,740 $87,549 $11,875 $163,324 

Marina 24,915 1,928 $119,687 $121,132 $105,228 $0 $81,398 

Potrero Hill 13,621 2,289 $153,658 $168,011 $61,049 $58,368 $143,206 

Golden Gate Park 78 1,772 $125,750 $126,167 $0 $0 $0 

Total 840,355 

Source: American Community Survey 2015 five-y~ar estimates. 
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Figure 7. Representation of Ethnicities across San Francisco Neighborhoods 

Two or 
Hispanic 

White not African Native 
Asian 

Pacific Other 
More 

or Latino 
Hispanic American American. Islander Race 

Races 
(any 
race) 

Sunset/Parkside 27,422 669 88 46,956 106 1,596 3,688 5,122 
Mission 34,130 1,773 430 7,587 139 10,715 3,099 22,707 
Outer Richmond 19,988 808 74 20,330 369 1,029 2,522 3,337 
Excelsior 11,222 943 284 19,589 97 6,058 1,447 12,460 
West ofTwin Peaks 20,293 1,222. 28 12,574 81 1,180 1,949 3,977 
Bayview Hunters Point 6,280 10,302 164 13,267 955 3,988 2,290 8,255 
Inner Sunset 16,954 563 69 8,906 0 984 1,486 2,427 
Tenderloin 12,084 2,827 222 · 9,027 48 3,423 1,189 6,679 
Oceanview/ Merced/ Ingleside 5,993 3,823 191 14,787 97 2,161 1,209 4,5S2 
Nob Hill 14,523 771 62 8,981 70 746 1,229 2,720 
Bernal Heights 15,145 1,243 98 4,071 20 3,353 1,557 7,490 
Marina 20,582 253 20 2,715 15 273 1,057 1,868 
Pacific Heights 18,948 801 2 3,956 63 316 651 1,524 
Outer Mission 5,994 309 99 12~555 40 4,117 869 7,375 
Noe Valley 17,327 650 93 3,092 64 630 913 2,463 
Inner Richmond 12,290 453 18 8;183 -63 349 1,069 1,746 
Western Addition 9,324 4,346 222 5,735 29 722. 988 2,081 
Castro/Upper Market 16,161 595 102 2,192 48 523 759 1,953 
Russian Hill 11,534 170 0 5;577 13 461 424 957 
South of Market 6,791 2,222 66 7,142 79 930 863 1,900 
Hayes Valley 11,770 2,425 80 2,176 95 706 791 2,679 
Visitacion Valley 1,930 2,324 65 10,114 603 1,988 769 3,322 
Haight Ash bury '' 14,333 551 53 1,474 27 233 1,087 1,502 
Lone Mountain/USF 10,585 1,196 11 3,937 124 636 945 2,221 
Fil')ancial District/ South Beach 9,327 310 31 5,794 21 461 791 2,091 
Portola 3,540 737 63 9,229 7 2,329 364 3,893 

·Chinatown 2,155 108 73 11,603 9 235 153 519 
Potrero Hill 9,047 762 21 2,253 70 768 700 2,117 
Lakeshore 6,645 912 35 3,836 24 1,120 897 2,115 
North Beach 6,501 117 0 4,826 0 253 853 1,105 
Presidio Heights 7,318 266 1 2,250 73 127 542 683 
Mi?sion Bay 4,230 509 0 4,382 0 619 239 1,083 
Glen Park 5,625 520 20 1,123 0 435 396 1,010 
Twin Peaks 5,032 314 16 1,142 17 380 "409 1,020 
Presidio 3,222 0 0 310 · 0 13 136 214 
J?pantown 2,117 205 0 1,166 0 54 91 281 
Treasure Island 1,191 593 53 545 62 411 332 909 
Seacliff 1,757 13 0 580 0 15 126 165 
McLaren Park 91 186 0 391 121 · 46 45 87 
Total 409,401 46,791 2,854 284,353 3,649 54,383 38,924 128,609 
Percent ofTotal Population 49% 6% 0.3% 34% 0.4% 6% 5% 15% 

Source: American Community Survey 2015 five-year estimates. 
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-AMENDMENT PROCEss-

June 2016 

July 2016 -
NI Feb ·2017 
0 
0 

Feb -April 2017 

May 2017 

June15,2017. 

Proposi{iqn C . ._ 
• Tetnporaryrequirements · 

, • Feasibility Studyand;TAC 
. . 

Controller's Economic Feasibility Study +· 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) · 

I · 11 . ., 
I 

• Maximum economically feasible requirements 
• Additional recommendations . . 

Planning Com,mission hearings 
• Commissi9n Recommendations·- April 27. 

Board of Supervisors Committee hearings 
• "Consensus" Ordinance - May 22 

Planning Commission.- Additional Recomme·ndations 

3 -
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MATERIAL MODIFICATIONS. 

1 . Dwelling Unit Mix: applied to Smaller Projects (10-24 units) 

2. Minimum Unit Sizes: differ from state TCAC·standards 

~· 3. BMR Studio Units: prohibited over 100%· AMI 
..... 

4. Replacement Units: increasing inclusionary requirement 

5. Specific Areas: separate requirements for certain areas 

6. Fee Requirement: disincentive to use. State Bonus LaV)l:~~·~-~s}J:·,, 
. . . . . 1?~:~?t,1 

,·c,•,~,-11.-.,1.,/"' 
. '-?·-::;',;~~~\i~:·Y 
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COM-MISSION RECOMMENDATIONS: 
MATERIAL MODIFICATIONS 
1 .. · Dwelling Unit Mix 

> lss~e: The requirement is now proposed to apply to 
smaller projects as well. For_ these. projects,- the 
requ.irement would be more difficult to meet. 

. . 

> Recommendation: Clarify that the requirement is for 25% 
large units, including 10% as, s~bedrooms or larger. 

2·. Minimum Unit Sizes 

> Issue: Would establish ne·w minimum .sizes with no 
. analysis or C(?nsideration by Commission 

> Recommendation: Set minimum unit sizes for 
lnclusionary units equal to TCAC standards. 

5 
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COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS: 
. . 

MATERIAL MOD·IFICATIONS . . 

3. BMR Studio Units 

);;;> Issue: Prohibiting Studio units above 100% AMI would 
reduce "family-size" units for low-inco·me households. 

)- · Recommendation: Do not prohibit Studio units above 
100% of AMI; distribute units evenly across income levels. 

4. Specific Area Requirements 

)- Issue: Specific area requirements without analysis would · 
w~aken. effectiveness of lnclusionary Program. 

~ · Recommendation: Apply citywide feasible requirement in 
all areas, unless specific requirements supported by 
appropriate study. 

..f:W~?~\ 
\,..,,~~·:,.,,,,.'<;'~ ,;;., .~ "" ,~ . ··- .~ .... """. ,,.,. ,'-=t.c-lW,.,-

·-.:.\:'.'~!~~~~;·~:·/: 
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COM.MISSION RECOMMENDATIONS: 
MATERIAL MODIFICATIONS 
5. Fee and State Bonus Units 

~ Issue: Fee requirement {30/33%) above feasible; disinc~ntiv 
to provide State Bonus units, which are su_bject to the Fee. · 

~ Recommendation A: Set feasible Fee requirement (23/28%). 

~ Recommendation B: Include _Fee requirement in required 
2017 TAC study- of Fee methodology. 

~i~ 
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COMMIS-SION RECOMMENDATIONS: 
TECHNICAL ·and. IMPLEMENTATION 

N 
0 
c.n 

6~ Grandfathering Provisions . 

> Issue: Pipeline projects would be subject to new provisions. 

·> .Recommendation: Clarify that new provisions on·ly apply to 
pipeline projects_ after 1/12/2016; maintain the incremental· 
requ.irements ·for 2013-. 201°6 p·rojects, per Prop C. _ 

7. Determination of Requi-rem_ent~ Sunsetting of Entitlement 

> Issue: Requirement would be determined later .in the 
entitlement process than standard Department procedures. 

. . 

> Recommendation: Determine requirement ·at time of EEA; 
reset the requirement if no First Construction Document_: 
within 30 months from Entitlement.· !\~;,, 

8 



"" 0 
a, 

COMMISSION 'RECOMMENDATIONS: 
TECHNICAL and IMPLEMENTATION 
8. Rounding of R~quired BMR LI.nits 

> Issue: Rounding required BMR units ·by AM·I tier would resu'.: 
in a higher inclusionary requiren1ent for smaller projects. 

> Recommendation: Clarify that the total percentage of 
inclusionary units provided not exceed the applicable · 

· requirements. 

9. Neighborhood Profile Map 

> Issue·: Ordinance references the ·incorrect Planning 
·o.epartment map for the purpose of market analysis. 

> Recommendation: Reference the Planning Department's 
ACS Neighborhqo·d Profile Boundaries Map for the requt~~§iQ~_ 
market analysis. . . , . rf<.~;>~t·, 

• ,;~>>fa\:'!'"•,!~·_;,' 
\:;,.J.:2ltl~%',.' 
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COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS:· 
TECHNICALand IMPLEMENTATION 

. . 

10. Tra·nsbay District Provisions 

> Issue: Transbay Redevelopment Area must meet 
· inclusionary targets s·et in Transbay Redevelopment Plan 
and State law. 

> Recommendation: .Amend Section 249 .. 28. of the 
Planni'ng Code to clarify that in the Tra.nsbay Area: 

> Higher of 15% or Section 415 req·uirement applies 

> All inclu·sionary units must be provided On-Site · 

> All inclusionary units must serv~ Condo units below 100% of · 
AMI, or Rental units below 60% of AMI. · 

1ti}1 
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From: Somera, Alisa (B(?S) 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, June 19, 201711:17 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 

Subject: FW: Land Use Committee June 19 Include 650 Divisadero In Affordability Housing Study 

ALi4o-,S~~ 

Legislative Deputy Director 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

415.554.7711 direct I 415.554.5163 fax 
alisa.somera@sfgov.org 

• iill'Ociick HERE to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information pro_vided will not be 
redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the 
Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office 
regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's 
Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone 
numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may 
appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

From: Joe Chmielewdki [mailto:jcin506@yahoo.com] 

Sent: Monday, June 19, 2017 10:26 AM 

To: Somera, Alisa (BOS) -<alisa.somera@sfgov.org> 

Subject: Land Use Co_mmittee June 19 Include 650 Divisadero In Affordability Housin& Study 

June 19, 2017 
To:: Alisa Somera 
alisa.somera@sfgov.org. 

From: Joseph Chmielewski 
50 Golden Gate Ave. #506: 
SF, 94102 
<jcin506@,yahoo.com> 
1(415)756-2913 

Subject: Include 650 Divisadero In Affordability Housing Study 
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Dear Ms Somera 

ise include for your Land Use committee records a copy of thi~erp:ail asking not to allow Sup. Breed to 
txempt Divisadero and Fillmore Streets, and specifically 650 Divsadero St., from an affordable housing study 
for her district constituents. It's part of the inclusionary housing bill being heard at Land Use committee on June. 
19th at 1:30 in Room 250 at City Hall. We need more affordable housip.g on Divisadero. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph Chmielewski 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 

Monday, June 19, 2017 8:58 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Major, Erica (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

FW: Land Use Committee Agenda 6/19 File No. 161351 

From: lgpetty@juno.com "[mailto:lgpetty@juno.com] 

Sent: Suf!day, June 18, 2017 6:52 PM 

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 

Subject: Land Use Committee Agenda 6/19 

Dear Supervisors 
Land Use Committee 6/19 Consideration of lnclusionary Housing legislation amendments. 
Re: lnclusionary Housing Amendment Regarding NCT's and other Upzoned Special Use 
Areas: 
As a lifelong Senior voter from District 5 
I urge you to include the Divisadero-Fillmore Corridors NCT area 
in the proposed study under the lnclusionary Housing Program by SF Planning staff & the 
Controllers Office 
for possi~le increased affordable units that can be required due to allowing increased 
density in those areas.. . 
The Divisadero-Fillmore NCT must be included in the study and not treated separately or 
differently 
from other areas designated as special upzoning districts. 
I believe the Divisadero-Fillmore NCT must be· accorded higher affordability requirements. 

Thank you. 
Lorraine Petty 

3 Common Foods Surgeons Are Now C~lling "Death Foods" 
3 Harmful Foods 
htto://thirdoartvoffers.iuno.com/TGL3132/59472ea140d2e2ea11 a94st02duc 
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Snmera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

· Subject: 
Attachments: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, June 12, 2017 9:53 AM 
BOS-SupeNisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

FW: support strong OMI tenant protections 
supes omi, taylor-biblowitz.docx 

From: Frances Taylor [mailto:duck.taylor@yahoo.com] 
·Sent: Saturday, June 10, 2017 5:16 PM 

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@isfgov.org>; London.Breed@sfgove.org; Cohen, Malia (BOS) 
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Mark.Farrell@sfgove.org; Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@SFGOV1.onmicrosoft.com>; 

Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary 

<hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Sheehy, Jeff (BOS) <jeff.sheehy@sfgov.org>; 
Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org> 

Cc: Iris Biblo'!"Jitz <irisbiblowitz@hotmail.com> 

Subject: support strong OMI tenant protections 

Dear Board of Supervisors: 

RP.garding the proposed agenda item 6 before the Land Use and Transportation Committee on Monday, June 12, we are 
:ng to e·ncourage you to listen to tenants who have been affected by owner move-in (OM!) evictions and to incorporate 

i-,, 0posals submitted earlier in. Supervisor. P.eskin's OMI Reform Legislation .. 

When.the issue came up earlier this year, we submitted the letter pasted and attached below (whichever is easier for 
you), and .we hope our personal stories help illustrate the difficulty of the problem and the necessity of consulting with· 
actual tenant.s whose lives are turned upside-down, often for fraudulent reasons. · 

While we support any effort to remedy the problem, moving ahead too quickly without taking into consideration earlier 
thoughtful proposals, such c!S Supervisor Peskin's legislation, will do less to help tenants than will a more measured and 
complete process. · 

Thank you, 
Frances Taylor 
Iris Biblowitz 

April 28, 201 7 

To: San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
From: Iris Biblowitz and, Frances Taylor 
Re: Owner move-in evictions 

'Ve are two senior renters, a 70-year-old retired registered nurse (Biblowitz) and a 67-year-oldretiredmedical 
ltor (Taylor), who have been forced out of our home twice by owner move-in evictions. The circumstances 

differed in these two cases, but the devastation was similar. · 

In 1984, we had lived at-7_7 Mirabel.Avenue in Bernal Heights for five years when our two landladies living 
upstairs in the two-flat building decided they needed to 1~9 ~art, one in each unit, so we had to leave with a 



month's notice. This was a legitimat~ OMI, as the party involved did move lliL1J' our flat, but it still completely 
upended ou,t.ljves. Even though we were much younger then and it was still possible to Jmd,. reasonable rent in 
San Francisco in_:the 1980s, being evicted was a considerable hardship. · · · : .. , , . 

In 1995, after living at 2866 22nd Street in the Mission for 11 years, we received another eviction notice from 
. one landlord who was in the process of breaking up with the othet landlord and dividing up their various 

properties. Again, we were given one month's notice. We suspected that this OMI was bogus, as this landlord 
had expressed dislike for the neighborhood when he had lived upstairs from us earlier, and we had witnessed 
nasty exchanges between him and local youth with homophobic taunts on one side and racist insults on the 
other. Most unpleasant. We consulted a tenant lawyer, who put her face in her hands when she saw our 
landlord's name. She was already representing another tenant who had been attacked physically by this same 
landlord, suffering injuries. We later learned that this tenant won a substantial settlement. 

Meanwhile, as we haggled over our eviction notice, the landlord tried to rescind it verbally, .not in writing-, 
saying something like "that thing I sent you is off, but I may have to do it again, maybe every month." We 
decided that we did not want to live with this uncertainty over our heads every month. At the same time, we 
learned of a vacant flat close by at similar rent and decided to move. The landlord ·eventually evicted all tenants 
in the building and sold the property. He never moved back in, so the original OMI notice was indeed· 
fraudulent. 

We were lucky to have been evicted just before the dot-com boom, but again the process was horrible. Being 11 
years older didn't help,.and we were disgusted to have this happen a second time. We have now lived in that 
new flat for 22 years and hope to be able to .stay here for as long as we can handle the 30 steps. Given the 
current environment of frequent evictions and almost no affordable housing, we live with constant fear, just like 
all tenants in San Francisco. 

Our personal experience tells us that any OMI eviction harms the evicted, and the bogus type adds a bitter twist 
to life in an unforgiving city. Lack of enforcement adds salt to the wounds. 
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April 28, 201 7 

To: San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
From: Iris Biblowitz and Frances Taylor 
Re: Owner move-in evictions 

We are two senior renters, a 70-year-old retired registered nurse (Biblowitz) and a 67-year-old 
retired medical editor (Taylor), who have been forced out of our home twice by owner move-in 
evictions. The circumstances differed in these two cases, but the devastation was similar. 

In 1984; we had lived at 77 Mirabel Avenue in Bernal Heights for five years when our two 
landladies living upstairs in the two-flat building decided they needed to live apart, one.in each · 
unit, so we had to leave with a month's notice. This was a legitimate OMI, as the party involved 
did move into our flat, but it still completely upended our lives. Even though we were much 
younger then and it was still possible to find reasonable rent in San Francisco in the 1980s, being 
evicted was a considerable hardship. · 

In 1995, after living at 2866 22nd Street in the Mission for 11 years, we received another 
eviction riotice from one landlord who was in the process of breaking up with the other landlord 
and dividing up their various properties. Again, we were given one month's notice. We 
suspected that this OMI was bogus, as this landlord had expressed dislike for the neighborhood 
when he had lived upstairs from us earlier, and we had witnessed nasty exchanges between him 
and local youth with homophobic taunts on one side and racist insults on the other. Most 
unpleasant. We consulted a tenant lawyer, who put her face in her hands when she saw our 
landlord's name. She was already representing another tenant who had been attacked physically 
by this_ same landlord, suffering injuries. We later learned that this tenant won a substantial 
settlement. 

Meanwhile, as we haggled over our eviction notice, the landlord tried to rescind it verbally, not 
in writing, saying something like ''that thing I sent you is off, but I may have to do it again, 
maybe every month." We decided that we did not want to live with this uncertainty over our 
heads every month. At the same time, we learned of a vacant flat close by at similar rent and 
decided to move. The landlord eventually evicted all tenants in the building and sold the 
property. He never moved back in, so the original OMI notice was indee4 :fraudulent. 

We were lucky to have been evicted just before the dot-com boom, but again the process was 
horrible. Being 11 · years older didn't help, and we were disgusted to have this happen a second 
time. We have now lived in that new flat for 22 years and hope to be able. to stay here for as long 
as we can handle the 30 steps. Given the. current environment of frequent evictions and almost no 
affordable_ housing, we live with constant fear, just like all tenants in San Francisco. 

Our personal.experience tells us that any OMI eviction harms the evicted, and the bogus type 
adds a bitter twist to life in an unforgiving city. Lack of enforcement adds salt to the wounds. 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Patrick Monette-Shaw <pmonette-shaw@earthlink.net> 
Monday, June 05, 2017 12:41 PM 
Farrell, Mark (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS) 
Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Hepner, 
Lee (BOS) 

Testimony Regarding the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee ""Deal" ... and ADVERSE 
EFFECT ON HOUSING BALANCE Reports 

Printer-Friendly Testimony to Land Use and Transportation Committee Inclusionary 
Housing 17-06-05.pdf; SF _Sanctuary_City_for_Housing_Developers.pdf 

Patrick Monette-Shaw 
975 Sutter Street, Apt. 6 

· San Francisco, CA 94109 

Phone: (415) 292-6969 • e-mail: pmonette-shaw@eartlink.net 

June 5, 2017 / 

~and Use arid Transportation Committee, Board of Supervisors 
The Honorable Mark Farre·II, Chair 

The Honorable Aaron Peskin, Member 

The Honorable Katy Tang, Member 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Testimony Regarding the Inclusiona:ry Affordable Housing Fee 

Dear Chair Farrell and Members of the Land Use ·and Transportation Committee, 

This testimony concerns item 8 on today's Land Use and Transportation Committee's (LUT-C) a~enda, the Ordinance to 

amend the Planning Code, titled lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Dwelling Unit Mix Requirements. 
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I am concerned that the various owner :,.tip 
and rental percentages set in the .· 

,Jromise "deal" reached between 
Supervisors Peskin, Kim, Safai, Breed, and 
Tang are insufficient and continues to award 
too much of a Sanctuary for Housing· 
Developers, as I discussed in my June 2017 
Westside Observer article, "Sanctuary City 
for Housing Developers," attached for your 
convenience. 

Most alarming, the compromise "deal" 
almost guarantees that the City's Housing 
Balance will continue to be adversely 
affected by details in todays proposed 
legislation: 

On-Site Units-10-24 Units 

The compromise deal you are considering 
today sets the initial requirement for on-site 
inclusionary units in projects of 10-24 units 
at a miserly 12%, and provides for a half- . . . ~- • . . .. , - ... _ . .. _ . .··. . . . _ • . _ 

t (o 5%). t rt· J 1 Astute Publtt: Testimony. Dunng the Board-of Supervisors 
percen . ·. 0 increases a 1_ng anua.ry ., Government.Audit and Oversight Committee meeting on May 15t 
20~8 until_ it r~ach_es the maxim~m ceilmg of 2017, a perceptive member of the public displayed this graphic on 
J 5%. It will take six years - until 2023 - to the overhead projector. [Red text added for clarity.] 

:h that 15% maximum, during which time 
tne Cumulative Housing Balance is more than likely to remain at its current 13.6% (as of Housing Balance Report #5). 

On-Site Units - 25 or More Units 

As one member of the public noted in his slide on.the overhead projector during the LUT-C May 15 hearing, San 
Franciscans had not passed Prop. "C" in June 2016 to hand developers license to build 82% market-rate units, by 
restricting affordable rental units to just 18%. 

Unfortunately the compromise deal before you today retains that 18% threshold, albeit there is a provision to raise the 
rental percentage to 20% by January 1, 2019 apparently apportioned only to low-income rental units which may be 
capped at 20%, and to begin raising the rental unit percentages allocated equally only to moderate- and middle-income 
units starting January 1, 2020 in half-percent (0.5%} increments. Will the low-income units be capped at 20% and not 
receive the 0.5% increases apparently allocated only to moderate- and middle-income units? Is that a drafting error? 

If.I am readi'ng page 24 correctly in the legislative Ordinance (Legislation and Legislative Digest Version 4) before you 
· today, the 1% increases in January 2018 and January 2019 will be applied only to low-income rental or sales (condo) 

units, and it will take until January 2020 before the 0.5% increases for moderate- and middle-income units to become 
added, essentially capping the moderate- and middle-income units at 18% for two years until 2020. 

If my reading is incorrect and the low-income units will receive the 0.5% increases starting in 2020, it will take ten years 
to reach the 24% maximum inclusionary housing rental ceiling for low-income units, which won't be reached until the 
year 2_027. And if there is a two-year period before the 0.5% increases for moderate- and middle-income units kick in, in 
2020, it will take 14 years (in 2031} to reach the 24% maximum for the moderate- and middle-income rental units. 

d if my reading is correct that there will be the same 10-year and 14-year delays for ownership (sales) units - for low­
income vs. moderate- and middle-income units - it will also take until 2027 or 2031 to reach the maximum 26% 
threshold for ownership units. 

Once the 24% maximum rental threshold is reached and the 26% maximum for ownership units is. reached, developers 
will stilJ be racking in a "shit-ton" of profits (as Supervisor Pe~ihnas noted) from the remaining 74% to 76% of market-



rate rental and sales units, and they w ... essentially have license to do so pretty da1 ... , close to the 82% market-rate units 
that they will have if you adopt this legislation as currently written taking 10- to 14-years to get to the! .~4% and 26% 
maximum threshofds. You'll just be handing them license to continue to make a "shit-ton" of profits: · 

And you'll essentially end up causing the Cumulative Housing Balance to remain at just 13.6%: 

I would be remiss if I didn't note that you have commendably added a provision that if the principal project will result in 
demolition, conversion, or removal of affordable housing units subject to restricted rents or rental control, the project 
sponsor has to pay the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee equivalent for the number of affordable units removed, in 
addition to compliance with the inclusionary requirements for the new units. 

Although this new provision may help tide the loss of "Units Removed from Protected Status" in the·Housing Balance 
Reports, it will not be enough, because not all of the units removed (lost) are a result of developers converting or 

. demolishing those units, for instance owner-:move in evictions that don't involve demolition of existing buildings . 

. Finally, I should note that the provision for on-site projects of 25 units or more sets the owned unit sales prices far too 
hrgh at 130% of AMI for middle-income units, allowing households of 120% to 150% of AMI to be eligible to.apply. That 
150% percentage is obviously market-rate housing - not affordable housing...,.. as then Supervisor Mark Leno had 
envisioned when he first authored the lnclusionary Housing Ordinance. · 

I think today's legislation needs further refinement, and should be continued to a future meeting to re-negotiate many 
of the terms in this Ordinance, with an eye on improving the Housing Balance .Report data. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Patrick Monette-Shaw 
.columnist 
Westside Observer Newspaper 

cc: The Honorable Jane Kim, Supervisor, District 6 
The Honorable Ahsha Safai, Supervisor, District 11 
The Honorable London Breed, Supervisor, District 5 
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June 2017 

. f'lttlnf NeljliAnAyalnft He-iyli}Prjitr A;Jim(a}te 1/-nt.ft'nj­

SF: Sanctuary City for Housing Developers 

by Patrick Monette-Shaw 

As the .debate intensified over what percentage of inclusionary 
affordable housing must be developed, one proposal authored by . 
Supervisors Ahsha Safai, London Breed, and Katy Tang - with 
Mayor Lee's backing - proposed reducing on-site affordable 
rental units in construction projects building 25 or more dwellings 
to just 18%. 

That prompted an astute member of the public to note that voters 
had notpassed Proposition "C" in June 2016 to allow developers· 
to build the remaining 82% of units in a rental housing project of 
25 dwellings or more as market-rate rental units, leading to the 

Astute Public Testimony; During the Board of Supervisors 
Government Audit and Oversight Committee meeting on May 15, 
2017, a perceptive member of the public displayed this graphic on 
the overhead projector. [Red text addea for clarity.] 

slide he presented to Supervisors on May 15 during the Land Use Committee's first hearing on the competing proposals, 
. shown on the right, above. · 

Indeed, voters passed Prop. "C" in 2016-which required a 
50% + 1 affirmative vote for passage - by a whopping 67 .9%. 
Voters spoke resoundingly that they wanted to double the then 
12% on-site affordable housing units to 25%, with 15% 
affordable to low-income households and another 10% 
affordable to middle-income households. That would have still 
allowed housing developers to devote 75% to market-rate units! 

"'" That prompted an astute member of the 

public to note that voters had not passed 

Proposition 'C' in June 2016 to allow 

developers to build the remaining 82°/o of 

units as market-rate rental units. 
11 

The dueling proposals have been all about quibbling over whether developers will. be able to devote 75% vs. 82% of 
new construction to market-rate housing to increase their bottom-line profits. Obviously, developers want the higher 
percentage - and Safai, Breed, and Tang are only too happy to oblige. 

But in exchange for requiring private developers of new market­
rate housing projects of 25 or more units to double affordable 
housing provisions to 25%, Prop. "C" was also contingent on 
granting authorization to the -Board of Supervisors to set 
affordable housing requirements in a "trailing ordinance" by 
removing inclusionary housing requirements out of the City 
charter, instead of having to seek further voter approval at the 

· ballot box. 

"' Voters.spoke resoundingly they wanted 

to double the then 120/o on-site affordable 

housing units to 25°/o, with 15°/o as 

·affordable to low-income households, and 

100/o to middle-income households.n 

Skullduggery at the Board of Supervisors soon commenced, in part because the Controller's Statement on Prop. "C" in 
the voter guide fretted about the potential loss in property tax revenues should developers face restrictions on how 
much market-rate housing they could develop. Apparently, City Controller Ben Rosenfield was more concerned about 
the reduction in property tax revenues that would result from lower taxes on assessed values of lower-priced units, and 
less concerned about developing inclusionary affordable housing units for actual people. 

Rosenfield was concerned about money, not people being 
displaced out of town from skyrocketing housing costs. And 
apparently, Mayor Ed Lee also appears to be as concerned about 
lost tax revenue, rather than being concerned about San 
Franciscans seeking housing. 
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It's very clear that both Lee and Rosenfield want to create a Sanctuary City for Housing Developers to help them 
max}mize their housing project profits, in part to help the City's property tax base. 

Showdown at the OK Corral: Two Competing Housing Proposals (May 15, 2017) 

Proposition "C" in 2016 was tied to a requirement that the City 
Controller perform an analysis of the threshold of inclusionary 
housing percentages that might affect production of market-rate 
housing, and required the analysis be provided to the Board of 
Supervisors. Prop. "C" explicitly allows the Board of Supervisors 
to adjust the inclusionary percentages using "trailing" legislation to 
follow without further voter approval, so there was no guarantee that 
the percentage increased by voters under Prop. "C" would remain. 

...... 
It's clear that both Lee and Rosenfield 

want to creat~ a Sanctuary City for 

Housing Dev.elopers to help them 

maximize their housing project profits, in 

I "ty' lif part to he p the C1 s property tax base. 

As the Westside Observer reported last March in "Housing Bond Lurches Down a Cliff," the City Controller released his 
first inclusionary housing advisory analysis on February 13, 2017 and submitted it to the.Board of Supervisors who were 
expected to debate the Controller's analysis on Valentine's Day. But the San Francisco Examiner reported on February 
15 that the Board's discussion was postponed to February 28. ' 

The Board of Supervisors agenda for February 28 did not include any agenda items regarding the Controller's 
inclusionary housing analysis to discuss whether the Board will adjust the inclusionary percentages passed by voters in 
Prop. "C," nor did the agendas for other Board subcotnmittee meetings that week, and the discussion wasn't placed on the 
full Board of Supervisors March 7 agenda either. 

The Board's discussion languished for over two months. 

Th~ Examiner article on February 15 shows that Mayor Lee is 
concerned that affordable.housing threshold requirements will 
"keep [private sector] investors confident." That appears to 
mean that anything to keep the Mayor's development friends -
an.d Ron Conway - happy, is a good thin$. 

" ... The two competing proposals to revise 

· the inclusionary housing percentages were 

first heard by the Board of Supervisors 

Land Use and Transportation subcommittee 
. !fl 

on May 15. 

l . 

The two competing proposl!ls to revise the inclusicmary housing percentages were first heard by the Board of Supervisors 
Land Use and Transportation subcommittee, summarized in the May 15 Legislative Digest for the Peskin-Kim version of 
the proposed amendments, and a separate May 15 Legislative Digest for the Safai-Breed-Tang version of the proposed 
amendments. 

Developers can choose between three options to meet inclusionary requirements: Paying a fee in-lieu of constructing 
affordable units on- or off-site, building affordable units on-site, or building affordable units off-site. Reportedly, the 
trend 1\as been that developers prefer to pay the "in-lieu-of' fee to th.e City rather than build the affordable housing units. 

Back on March 23, 2017 noted housing experts Peter Cohen and Fernando Marti, co-directors of San Francisco's 
Council of Community Housing Organizations (CCHO), published an article on 48Hills.org. CCHO is widely regarded 
as the most influential and most thoughtful of affordable housing organizations. Their article explored the two 
competing inclusionary housing proposals, and corrected · 

significant misstatements and mistakes in media reports ,. 'Importantly Cohen and Marti noted it is 
regarding important facts about the two proposals: 

The two meri noted t:here' s a big difference between what Peskin 
and Kim want, versus what Safai and Breed want, and there are 
many nuances between the two proposals. Importantly the pair 
noted that it is only the Peskin-Kim proposal that expands · 
housing opportunities for both low-income and middle-income 
households, and that the Safai-Breed-Tang proposal reduces one 
category in order to expand the other category of household 

only the Peskin-,Kim proposal that expands 

housing opportunities for both low-income 

and middle-income households, and that 

the Safai-Breed-Tang proposal reduces one 

category in order to expand the other 
· Ff 

category of household incomes. 

incomes. That's a form of pitting one income l~vel against another, or pitting neighbor against San Francisco neighbor. 
After all, we should be expanding housing opportunities for all, without reducing any"one else's opportunities, Cohen and 
Marti seem to argue. · 2 2 0 · 
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Side-by-Side Comparison 

A side-by-side comparison of the Peskin-Kim vs. Safai-Breed­
Tang competing proposals as of May 15 is instructive: 
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..... 
A side-by-side comparison of the Peskin-

Kim vs. Safai-Breed-Tang competing 

I 
• • • ,, 

proposa s 1s instructive. 

• The Sa:fai-Breed version proposed lowering the in-lieu fee for projects consisting of 25 housing units or more from the 
33% fee passed by voters under Prop. "C" in June 2016, to just a 23% fee for rental units, and just 28% for sales units, 
typically condo's. Right off the bat, ~afai and Breed chose to hand developers a windfall by reducing fees intended to 
build affordable housing. 

• For on-site housing units in construction projects of 25 housing units or more, the Peskin-Kim proposal sought to 
increase the current 25% affordable requirement for ownership (sales) units to 27%, keeping the current 15% for low­
income households, and increasing the middle-income affordable units from 10% to 12%. On-site sales units for low­
and lower-income households would range from 80% to 100% of Area Median Income (AMI), with average sales 
prices of 90% of AMI, up slightly from Prop. "C," and sales prices for middle- and moderate-income households 
ranging from 100% to 140%, with average sales prices of 120%. However, the Peskin-Kim proposal provided that 
single-income households would have a maximum sales price set at 100% of AMI, which is 20% lower than the 120% 
of AMI specified in Prop. "C" for middle-income households." 

In contrast, the Safai-Breed-Tang proposal sought to hand developers another windfall by reducing the current 25% 
requirement under Prop. "C" for ownership units to just 20%, equally split between households earning 90%, 120% 
and 140% of AMI (Area Median Income), up from the 80% for low-income households and up from the 120% cap for 
middle-income households. 

• For on-site housing units in construction projects of 25 housing units or more, the Peskin-Kim proposal sought to 
decrease the current 25% affordable requirement for rental units by 1 % to 24%, keeping the current 15% rental units 
for low-income households, and decreasing the middle-income affordable rental units from 10% to 9%. Their 
proposal lowered the rental ~aximums in Prop. "C" from 55% of AMI for low-income renters and 100% of AMI for 
middl~-income renters to 40% to 80% of AMI for lower-income households with average rents at 60% of AMI, and 
increased AMI from 80% to 120% for middle-income renters with art average rent at 1.00% of AMI and a maximum 
rent also at 100% of AMI. 

Also in stark contrast, the Safai-Breed-Tang proposal sought to hand developers yet another windfall by reducing the 
. current 25% requirement under Prop. "C" for rental units to just 18%, equally split between households earning 55%, 

80%, and 110% of AMI, up from the 55% for low~income renters and up from the 100% cap for middle-income 
renters. In effect, the Safai-Breed-Tang reduction of rental 
units awarded just 6% to each of these three AMI categories, 
pitting low-income San Franciscans against their middle­
income neighbors! · 

• For off-site owned units in projects of 25 units or more, Prop. 
"C" currently calls for 33% of the off-site owned units to be 
affordable, with 20% affordable to low-income h01._1seholds 
and 13% to middle-income households. The Peskin-Kim 
proposal kept the 33% requirement, but sought to decrease the 
off-site affordable owned units to 18% for low-income 
·households and increase the middle-income households to 
15%, with the low- and lower-income households having 80% 
to 100% of AMI, and average affordable sales prices set at 
90% of AMI. The Peskin-Kim proposal for off-site owned 
units for middle- and moderate-income households would have 

11., 
The Safai-Breed-Tang proposal sought to 

hand developers yet another windfall by 

reducing the current 25°/o requirement 

under Prop. 'C' for rental units to Just ts%, 
equally split between households earning 

~5'%, 80%, and 110% of AMI. . In effect, 

the Safai-Breed-Tang reduction of rental 

· units awarded just 6% to each of these 

three AMI categories, pitting law-income 
San Franciscans against their middle-
. . hb /ff mcome ne,g ors! 

ranged from 100% to 140% of AMI, with average sales prices of 120% of AMI. However, the Peskin-Kim proposal 
again provided that single-income househol?s would have a maximµm sales price set at 100% of AMI. 

Once again, the Safai-Breed-Tang proposal would have handed yet another lucrative windfall to developers by 
reducing the 33% affordable owned units set in Prop. "2'.2fl:>r off-site projects to just 28%, with average affordable 
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units set at 120% of AMT, but again, equally distributed among households earning 90%, 120% and 140% of AMI, in 
effect again pitting low-income ~an Franciscans against their middle-income neighbors! 

• The side-by-side comparison linked above shows that for off­
site rental projects, the Safai-Breed-Tang proposal would have 
reduced the 33% set in Prop. "C" to just 23%, handing 
developers another 10% savings - or another 10% increase 
to their net profits, depending on your point of view! The 
reduction to 23% of affordable off-site rental units would be 
equally distributed between households earning 55%, 80%, 
and 120% of AMI, with an average of 85% of AMI. 

,.,,. 
The side-by-side comparison shows that 

for off-site rental projects, the Safai-Breed­

Tang proposal would have reduced the 

33% set in Prop. 'C' to just 23%, handing 

developers another 10°/o savings - or 

another 10% increase to their net profits. 
11 

The Peskin-Kim proposal reduced the 33% to 30%, evenly split at 15% between low-income and middle-income 
households, with average rents set at 60% of AMI for low- and lower-income households and average affordable rents 
set at 100% of AMI for middle- and moderate-income households. 

• Finally, the Peskin-Kim proposal sought to require that both on-site-and off-site affordable units have a total of 60% 
of units set aside for families, with 40% consisting of two-bedroom units and another 20% for three-bedroom units. 

In stark contr~st, the Safai-Breed-Tang proposal required a unit mix of either 25% two-bedroom, or 10% three­
bedroom units, apparently left to th~ discretion of developers to choose between the two options. 

The May 15 competing proposals were continued to the Land Use Committee's May 22 meeting in order to continue 
negotiations between the competing proposals. 

After the two proposals were continued to May 22, the City's Chief Economist released a report dated May 12 that noted: 

"In every scenario, the-Safai!Breed!Tang proposal, which reduces inclusionary requirements, 
leads to the production of more housing relative to Proposition C, and lower prices for existing 
housing, at the cost of reducing the number of affordable units, and the value of subsidy 
generated they generate. Under the Safai/Breed/I'ang proposal, the gain to market-rate housing 
consumers is greater than the loss of affordable housing subsidy:" [ emphasis added] · 

There you have it from the City's Chief Economist: An admission that the Safai-Breed-Tang proposalreduces the 
inclusionary requirements, and thereby reduces the number of affordable units. 

This is remarkable, in part because the June 2016 vot(?r guide 
contained a paid argument in support of Prop. "C" submitted 
jointly by Supervisor London Breed and former District 10 
Supervisor Sophie Maxwell titled "African American Leaders 
Support Prop C' to provide affordable housing "opportunities."· 

Readers may recall that Ms. Breed ran for re-election in 

'll'll 

There you have it from the City's Chief 

Economist: An admission that the Safai­

Breed-Tang proposal reduces the 

inclusionary requirements, and thereby 

reduces the number of affordable units.,, 

November 2016 and only narrowly beat her opponent, Dean Preston, by just 1,784 votes (a 4.3% spread between them). 
Might it be that Breed supported Prop. "C" in June 2016 as part of her re-election strategy, but five months later changed 
her tune about affordable housing for African Americans when she joined Supervisor Safai in gutting the number of 
affordable housing units in May 2017? 

"Sanctuary" for Developers to Maximize Profits 

48Hills.org reported May 14 on the median household income in San Francisco by ethnicity and also the·median 
household income by San Francisco neighborhood, and astutely reported that "The residents of the ten neighborhoods 
with the lowest median income earned only 33 percent of the money that the residents of the ten highest-income areas 
took home." The 48Hills article also_ included a quote by Jennifer Fieber of the SF Tenants Union she testified about 

· during a recent hearing: · 
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· { · "Tenants who live in below-market-rate units have to report their income every yean 'and pay the 
maximum amount they can afford. ' On the other hand, developers who get city favors don't have to 

. disclose anything: 'When they [developers] say it doesn't pencil out, we just believe them'." 

Why doesn't the City develop regulations that require developers to report their per-project profits? 

That 48Hills article also noted that: ..... 

Page 5 

'If the Safai-Breed bill goes through,. it 
"If the Safai-Breed bill goes through, it would undermine 
those neighborhood and community-level talks [ with 
developers to ·increase inclusionary percentages in 
particular development projects] and allow developers 
to continue making, in the words of [Supervisor] Peskin, 
'a shit-ton of money' without paying their share to the 
community.'? 

would undermine those· neighborhood and 

community-level talks and allow 

developers to continue making, in the 

words of [Supervisor] Peskin, 'a shit-ton 

of money' without paying their share to 
· YI 

the community. 

The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
(MOHCD) FY 2014-2015 annual report included an 
unnumbered table comparing AMI income levels to affordable housing sales prices. 

Table 1: Increased Developer Profit Margins 
Increased Developer Profit Margin 

Affordable 
1 Increase Increase Increase 

AMI Sales DHference Difference Difference in Difference in Difference in Difference 
Level Price 80%10100% 100%10120% 120%10140% for25 Units for 50 Units for10 Units 

80% 
2

· $ 291,000 
100% $ 385,000 $ 94,000 $ 2,350,000 $ 4,700,000 $ 9,400,000 
120% $ 479,000 $ 94,000 $ 2,350,000 $ 4,700,000 $ 9,400,000 

140% 
2 $ 573,000 $ 94,000 $ 2,350,000 $ 4,700,000 $ 9,400,000 

150% $ 620,000 

Footnotes: 

1 
·Affordable sales.price calculation assumes 33% of income is spent on housing, including taxes and insurance, a 
10% downpayment and 90% financing based on an annual average interest rate perlhe Federal Reserve Bank. 

2
. Estimate based on extrapplated data; not included on page 14 in Source document . 

Source: tv'OHCD Annual Report FY2014-2015, page 14. 

48Hil/s.org 

As Table 1 above illustrates, for each 20% increase in AMI levels, developers stand to earn an additional $94,000 in 
profits on each unit sold. That's a lot of incentive for developers n 

seeking sanctuary to market housing units to higher income For each 20°/o increase in AMI levels, 
households by increasing the AMI thresholds. This .illustrates the developers stand to earn an additional 
significance of all of the lucrative windfalls the Safai-Breed-
Tang proposal would hand to developers by way of fiddling ,with $94,ooo in profits on each unit sold. That's 
and increasing, various AMI thresholds. a lot of incentive for developers seeking 

sanctuary to market housing units to 
When asked on May 17 for an update to the current sales price 
data by AMI level- which MOHCD conveniently excluded 
from its FY 2015-2016 Annual Report-MOHCD lamely 

higher income households by increasing 
u 

the "'MI thresholds. 

claimed it does not maintain this data, despite having reported similar data in FY 2014-2015. 

Yet another 48Hills.org article -The shape of the housing battle to come- on March 16, 2017 reported that the Safai­
Breed proposal pits the middle.class against lower-income people. The article reported: 

"What Safai and Breed did not say is that they are proposing to reduce the amount of affordable 
housing available to people who make less than around $50,000." 
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Page6 

And the article further reported that Ken Tray, the political director at.the teacher's union United Educators of San 
Francisco, said his union doesn't suppoi;t the Safai-Breed proposal: 

"We are all in this together. We refuse to have teachers pitted against our lower-income brothers 
and sisters. There is no moral foundation that will pit classroom teachers against our low-income 
students and their families." · 

And finally, the article reported that Gen Fujioka, policy director at the Chinatown Community Development Center, 
"noted that the Safai-Breed plan. 'is a step backward. It shrinks the amount of affordable housing'." 

That's ironic, because the initial inclusionary housing legislation 
was designed by then-Supervisor Mark Leno back in 2002 to 
increase, not shrink, the amount of affordable housing built. Is 
that concept lost on Safai and Breed? 

Commendably, the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods 
(CSFN) submitted testimony dated April 6 to the Board of 
Supervisors and to the Planning Commission regarding the battle 
over the two competing inclusionary housing percentages 
proposals. CSFN' s testimony was intended for the 
Commission's April 28 meeting. 

... ,. 
'We are all in this together. We refuse to 

have teachers pitted against our lower­

income brothers and sisters. There is no 

moral foundation that will pit classroom 

teachers against our low-income students 
and their families'. u 

Ken Tray, Political Director 
United Educators of San Francisco 

CSFN's testimony noted the Safai-Breed-Tang proposal places more emphasis on middle-income housing, but would 
result in the displacement of equally-worthy low- and lower-income households who have greater needs than middle­
income households. CSFN noted such a major policy change would pit low- and lower-income San Franciscans against 
San Franciscans with higher incomes, and suggested this policy change should not be undertaken without a more 

. comprehensive review and without a vote of the electorate. 

Among other issues CSFN raised, they were also cohcerned 
about "ceilings" and "floors" associated with the ranges of AMI 
levels, such that households with incomes below the "floors" (the 
bottom end of the AMI ranges) are squeezed out of qualifying for 
the affordable units. 

... ... 
[The Safai-Breed plan] 'is a step 

backward. It shrinks the amount of 

affordable housfng'." 

Gen Fujioka, Policy Director 
Chinatown Community Development Center 

Another 48Hills.org article - Safai-Breed housing bill: A $60 million giveaway- on April 26, 2017 reported: 

"Developers in San Francisco could stand to pick up an additional $60 million in profits under an 
affordable housing proposal by Sups. London Breed and Ahsha Safai, a new analysis shows." 

48Hills went on to discuss that the new study was authored by CCHO co-directors Peter Cohen and Fernando Marti. 

The CCHO analysis showed that for a hypothetical construction 
project of 100 rental housing units, with just 18 % of the units 
deemed affordable, developer's annual income would be 
approximately $1 million more. Multiplied by the 3,000 ull:its 
the City wants to build each year, CCHO concludes developers 
would be earning $30 million more in profits .. But that's only for 
~ental projects. · 

.. 11 

'Developers in San Francisco could stand 

to pick up an additional $60 million in 
profits under an affordable housing 

proposal by Sups.· London Breed and Ahsha 
Safai, a new analysis shows'. VI! 

- 48Hills.org 

CCHO noted incomes from ownership condo projects is even more stark. Increasing the threshold from 96% to 120% of 
AMI and given average sales prices, developers profits would increase by $2 million. The article reports that by adding 
things up, developers "could walk away with as much as $60 million in additional profit." 
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CCHO's analysis supports the data presented in Table 1 above: And as one person who posted a comment on-line tq · 
48Hills' analysis by. CCHO wrote: 

"Not only·is the Breed/Safai legislation terribly misguided in its failure to address the full blown 
affordable housing crisis that is destabilizing San Francisco, but it actually takes from the neediest 
and gives to devewpers . ... The Breed/Safai legislation undercuts Prop C and pits middle and ww 
income folks against one another." [emphasis added] 

As well, the San Francisco examiner carried an article on April 27 by Larry Bush, the co-founder of the group Friends of 
Ethics, who noted that should the Planning Commission decide to recommend lowering the percentage for inclusionary 
housing requirements, it would lead to less affordable housing being developed: · 

"At stake is the _amount of housing developers will have to set aside that is affordable ... A decision 
to make this a lower percent would mean more profits for developers and less housing for San 
Franciscans who live on a paycheck.". 

The next day, the San Francisco Exam[ner carried an article on April 28 by Michael Barba that reported the Planning 
Commission had recommended the day before that the rental.housing proposal by Safai and Breed increase the set-aside 
for low-income households to 12% from t4e 6% in the Safai-Breed proposal. The article quoted Supervisor Peskin: 

. " 'This is rtot a technical change, this is a sweeping piece of public policy about how you divide up 
the affordable housing pie,' Peskin said. 'I appreciate their [Planning's]. recommendations but 
they're just that. They're just recommendations'." [emphasis added] 

Despite the Planning Commission's recommendation to increase the rental amounts for low-income households to 12%, 
Safai and Breed appear to have ignored those recommendations - as just recommendations as Peskin had noted - and 
the Safai-Breed proposal that advanced to the Board of Supervisors stubbornly clung to cutting low-income rental units 
to just 6% not only to Supervisor Breed's constituents in District 5, but low-income African American residents citywide. 

Recent Housing Production Performance in San Francisco 

The Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) process is a state mandate regarding planning for housing in 
California, which requires that all jurisdictions in the state update 
the Housing Elements of their General Plan~. In the Bay Area, it· 
is the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) that sets 
the City of San Francisco's RHNA goals. 

The two primary goals of the RHNA process are to: 1) Increase · 
the supply of housing, and 2) Ensure that local governments 
consider the housing needs of persons at all incon;ie levels. 

\!." 

'Not only is the Breed/Safai legislation 
terribly misguided ... it actually takes from 

the neediest and gives to developers ... and 

pits middle and low income folks against 

one another'. 
/!ff 

ABAG's recori1mendations issued October 26, 2006 for the 2007- . ____ -_c_o_m_·m_e_n_t_P_o_s_te_d_.o_n_4_8_H_il_ls_._o_;rg::.___ 
2014 period recommended the allocation of housing goals by income categories of housing needs for San Francisco: 

Table 2: ABAG Recommendations vs. Actual Housing Built: San Francisco 2007-2014 

Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress: San Francisco 2007-2014 

San Francisco's 
%Share of 
Bght-Year 

ABAGs RHNABuilt 
October 2016 Per 

AMI RHNA Planning 
Income Level Level Recommendation Department Variance 

Very Low 0-50% 23% 20.1% -2.9% 
Low 50%-80% 16% 8.1% -7.9% 
Moderate 80%-120% 19% 6.3%. -12.7% 
/lbove tvbde rate >120% 42% 65.5% 23.5% 
Upper Income ? ? 

Total 100% 100.0% 

Sources: Af3AG's October 26, 2006 Recommendations vs. San Franci~~nning Department 
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Table 2 sho'.ws that it's clear San Francisco ended up building housing far differently, than what had ABAG 
recommended in 2006 that the City build: For the "Low­
Income" category, San Francisco built just half (8.1 % ) of the 
16% ABAG had recommended, built just one-third (6.3%) of the 
19% ABAG had recommended be dedicated to "Moderate­
Income" households, and built a staggering 23.5% more than 
ABAG had recommended for construction of "Above Moderate­
Income" households. 

But the share of housing built versus ABG' s recommended share 
of housing that should have been built in Table 2 above is 
somewhat deceptive. · 

""' Of ABAG recommendations for 2007-

2014, San Francisco built just half (8.1%) 

of the 16°/o recommended for the 'Low­

Income' category, built one-third (6.3%) 

of the 19% recommended for the 

'Moderate-Income' category, and built 

23.5% more than recommended for the 
flt 

'Above Moderate-Income' cate~ory. 

An alternative RIINA report provided by San Francisco's Planning Department for the eight-year period between 2007 
and 2014 illustrates disturbing information: Table 3 below shows San Francisco built 108.7% of the RIINA Allocation 
Goal for "Above-Moderate" households, built 62.5% of the goal for "Very-Low Income" households, built just 30% of 
the allocation goal for "Low-Income" households, and built 011ly 19% of the goal for "Moderate-Income" households. 

Table 3: Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress: San Francisco 2007-2014 

Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress: San Francisco 2007-2014 
%of 

RHNA RHNA %of 
AMI Allocation 8ght~Year Allocation RHNA Goal RHNA Goal 

%Share of 
Sght-Year 
Total Built Income Level Level Goal Total Built Built Not Built Not Built 

VeryLow 0-50% 6,589 4,118 62.5% 
Low 50%-80% 5,535 1,663 30.0% 
Moderate 80%-120% 6,754 1,283 19.0% 
Above Moderate 120%-150% 12,315 13,391 108.7% 
Upper Income >150% ? ? 

Total 31,193 20,455 65.6% 

I "Very Low'+ "Low" Combined 12,124 5,781 47.7% 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department 

Of note, MOHCD's FY 2014-2015 Annual Report tried to 
downplay the amount of housing developed between 2007-2014 
by income level, since MOHCD creatively combined "Very 
Low" and "Low" income levels into a single category it 
creatively called "Low Income" (everything below 80% of 
AMI), asserting that of the housing built 47.7% of the allocation 
goal.had been met for low-income households. That's obviously 
not all true. 

First, just 30% of the RIINA goal for "Low-Income" households 
had been met, and 62.5% of the RHNA allocation goal was met 
for "Very-Low Income" households, whic;h admittedly pencils 
oU:t to a combined average of 47.7%. Again, it's notable that 
only 30% of the "Low-Income" goal had actually been. met, 
while just 19% of the "Moderate Income" goal was reached, and 
a staggering 108. 7% of the goal for "Above Moderate" income 
households was met. 

2,471 37.5% 20.1% 
3,872 70.0% . 8.1% 
5,471 81.0% 6.3% 

(1,076) -8.7% · 65.5% 

10,738 34.4% 100.0% 

""' An alternative view - looking at R.HNA 

goals - San Francisco built 108.7% of the 

ge>al for 'Above-Mode.rate' households, 

built 62.5% of the goal for 'Very-Low 

Income' households, built just 30% of the 

goal for 'Low-Income' households, and 

built only 19% of the goal for 'Moderate-
n 

Income' households. 

"" It is thought that the 'Upper Income' 

units and perhaps a good chunk of the 

'Above Moderate Income' units are 

probably all market-rate housing units . .,,. 

Second, of the 20,455 housing units that were actually built, just 2!L2% were built for the two_ low-income categories, 
. while only 6.3% of the units built were for "Moderate Income" households, and the remaining 65.5% of units built were 
for "Above Moderate" income households. Unfortunately, the RHNA reports from the Planning Department do not 
document what proportion of the "Above Moderate" housing goals or ac;tual housing constructed actually went to "Upper 
Income" households earning more than 150% of AMI, further driving up developer profit margins. 
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It is thought that the "Upper Income" category is probably all 
market-rate housing units, and perhaps a good chunk of the 
"Above Moderate" units may also be market-rate units. 

Then there's the issue of the RHNA goals that were not met in 
the eight-year period between 2007 and 2014. Fully 10,738, or 
34:4%, of units were not built of the RHNA target goals. Table 3 
also shows that 81 % of the "Moderate Income," 70% of the "Low 
Income," and 37.5% of the "Very-Low Income" RIINA goals 
were not built. 
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"'' . - J. . Then there's the issue·of the RHNA 

goals that were not met in the eight-year 

period between 2007 and "2014. Fully 

10,738, or 34.4%, of units were not built 

of the RHNA target goals. Does ABAG 

simply 'forgive' the municipality for not 

having built those units?'
1 

Why aren't those unmet goals rolled over and added onto the subsequent eight-year reporting period for 2015-2022? Or 
does ABAG simply "forgive1

' the municipality for not ha_ving -,-,.--------------------
built those units, a,nd everyone simply forgets that the RHNA Table 3 also shows that 81 % of the 
goals weren't met? · 'Moderate Income,' 70% of the 'Low 

Table 4 below highlights another potential problem, involving Income,' and 37.;5% ·of the 'Very-Low 
deed restrictions. Fully 1,877 (9.2%) of the units in the Income' RHNA goals were not built. u 
combined "Very Low," "Low," and "Moderate" income units 
constructed do not have "affordableincome limit" deed restrictions. That portends that years from now (or even sooner), 
those units that do not have deed restrictions to maintain them as affordable units may face rent increases and may end up 
becoming market-rate units. -.. -.. 

There's another potential problem, 
So we may end up being right back in the saine situation as the 
problem with "expiring regulations preservation" where 
previously affordable units are lost to conversion to market-rate 
units at the end of 25- to 30-year legal contracts, called 
"covenants," or otl_ier expiring deed restrictions. It is not yet 
~IJ.OWn how many of the deed-restricted units do have the typical 
55-year deeds or covenants that may also eventually expire, and 
face conversion to market-rate units. · 

involving deed restrictions. Fully 1,877 

(9.2°/o) of the units in the combined 'Very 

Low,' 'Low,' and 'Moderate' income units 

constructed do not have 'affordable' deed 

restrictions, and may end up becoming 

k 
. FT 

mar et-rate units. 

· Table 4: Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress: San Francisco 2007-2014 

Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress: San B'ancisco 2007-2014 

AMI 
1 

#of 

.Income Level Level Deed Type Units 

Very Low 0-50% Deed-Restricted 2,886. 

Non-Deed Restricted 1,232 

Low 
Deed-Restricted 1,481 

50%-80% 
Non-Deed Restricted 182 

lv'Dderate 
Deed-Restricted 820 

80%-120% 
Non-Deed Restricted 463 

Above Moderate 120%-150% 13,391 
Upper Income >150% 7 

Total Units: 20,455 

Combined Non-Deed Restricted Subtotal 1,877 
Combined Non-Deed Restricted Percentage 9.2% 

%of 8ght-Year 
Units By Total 

Deed Type tjBuilt 

70.1% 4,118 
29.9% 
89.1% 

10.9% 
1,663 

63.9% 

36.1% 
1,283 

13,391 

7 

20,455 

%of 
8ght-Year 
Total Built 

20.1% 

8.1% 

6.3% 

65.5% 

1 Deed-Retricted: Legally bound to rent or sell to households under income limits at a price that is "affordable." 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department 

Deed-restricted units are legally bound to rent or sell to households under income limits at a price to guarantee 
affordability of those units for a minimum time period, usually 
55 years. 

Notably, neither the "Above Moderate" nor the "Upper Income" 
income units face deed restrictions to set sales prices that are 
"affordable." They aren't guaranteed·to be affordable. It's clear 
developers are looking for the sky's-the-limit at setting market­
rate sales prices ! 
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"" Neither the 'Above Moderate' nor the 

'Upper Income' income units face deed 

restrictions to set sales prices that are 

'affordable.' They aren't guaranteed to 
{ii' 

be affordable. 
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And predictably, data provided by the Planning Department of RHNA planning.goals for the eight-year period between 
2015 arid 2022 shows the same disturbing trends as in the 2007-2014 RHNA allocation, despite the fact that we are just 
two years in to new the eight-year cycle. Of the 12,536 RHNA 2015-2022 goal for "Above Moderate-Income" households, 
6,592 (55.5% of the eight-year goal) have already been built within the first two years of the eight-year period. We are 
again on track for excessive production of "Above Moderate Income'.' housing, just as w_e :were for 2007-2014! 

The. Sudden "Deal" Struck for lnclusionary Housing (Two Days Later on May 17, 2017} 

The dueling proposals for Inclusionary Housing amendments between Supervisors Peskin and Kim vs. Supervisorn Safai, 
Breed, and Tang purportedly reached a "deal" on Wednesday, May 17 that was reported in the San Francisco Examiner 
on Friday, May 19. n 

Unfortunately, the actual "compromise" legislation was not 
posted to the Board of Supervisors web site in advance of its 
Land Use Committee hearing on Monday May 22. Lacking both 
a Legislative Analysis and the actual compromise legislation 
itself, there was no way to confirm or analyze details of the 
proposed "deal" prior to the deadline to submit this article for 
publication in the Westside Observer. 

The actual 'compromise' legislation was 

not posted to the Board of Supervisors web 

site in advance of its Land Use Committee 

hearing on Monday May 22, so tftere was 
no way to co'nfirm or analyze details of the -

Ff 
proposed 'deal'. 

In brief, the Examiner reported that the "deal" hashed out would require that." developers of large rental projects with at 
least 25 units who choose to build affordable housing on.:site would be required to designate 18% of units as affordable," 
and that number would grow to 19% in 2018. and then gradually grow an additional 5% to 24% by 2027. 

Great! We'll only have to wait for another decade to get back up to the 24% of affordable on-site uni~ that the Peskiµ­
Kim proposal had proposed. That's another decade in which developers will be making another shit-load of profits! 

The Examiner's article noted that the agreement "deal" reached 
would decrease the percentage of affordable housing that 
developers must build on-site under Prop. "C", "except for in the 
two neighborhoods most impacted by the housing crisis until 
further study." The Examiner didn't indicate which two 
neighborhoods might be exempted from the "deal." 

The Examiner also reported that the rep.tal amounts initially 

'"" The Examiner's article noted that the 
agreement 'deal' reached would decrease 

the percentage of affordable housing, 

'except for in two neighborhoods .... ' 

The Examiner didn't indicate which two 
neighborhoods might be exempted. u 

proposed by Safai-Breed-Tang would be changed from a 6% split to each AMI category, into three tiers of rentals: 

• 10% will be allocated to those who earn 55% of AMI, although those who earn between 40% and 65% of AMI would 
be eligible to rent those units; 

• 4% will be allocated to those who earn 80% of AMI, although those who earn between 65% and 90% of AMI would 
be eligible; and 

• Another 4% will be allocated to those who earn 110% of AMI, and apparently those who earn between 90% and 
130% percent of AMI may be eligible for that tier. This is another massive increase for developers, who under Prop. 
"C" faced a cap of 100% of AMI for middle-income renters. Now households earning up to 130% of AMI may 
become eligible for the rental units! 

One reaso~able question is: How much affordable housing will be lost during the 10-year period that it takes to move the 
dial back up to 24% for rental housing in 2027? 

The Examiner reported no details about sales (ownership) units, or how the "deal" may have reached compromises on 
ownership units. 

On a thud, the Examiner q::mcluded its reporting saying that the 
revised "proposal is expected to reach the Land Use and 
Transportation Committee on Monday [May 22] and the full 
Board of Supervisors for a vote Tuesday [on May 23]." 

22a. 

..,.. . 

One reasonable question is: How much 

affordable housing will be lost during the 

10-years it will take. to move the dial back 
up to 24% for rental housing in 2027?u 
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Land Use and Transportation Committee Hearing (May 22, 2017) 

Notably, the legal language of the compromise amendments to the inclusionary housing ordinance was not placed on the 
Board of Supervisors web site for members of the public to examine 72 hours in advance of the Land Use hearing on 
May 22 in order to adequately understand and prepare testimony, 
regarding the proposed new "deal." 

One City Hall staffer wrongfully opined that "substantive 
amendments to a properly agendized item can be proposed for 
the first time [ during a J committee [hearing], and public 
comment may be taken thereupon at that time. The Committee 
may then take action upon the agendized item." 

That's complete nonsense, and ignored that way back in 2011 the 
San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance Task Force had ruled that the 
previous Land Use and Economic Development Committee had 
failed to provide substantive amendments to the Park Merced 
development agreement and had committed official misconduct 
for having failed to provide those amendments to members of the 
public before the amendments were considered in Committee. 

""' In 2011 the San Francisco Sunshine 

Ordinance Task Force ruled that the 

previous Land Use and Economic 

Development Committee failed to provide 

substantive amendments to the Park 

Merced development agreement and had 

committed official misconduct for having 

failed to provide those amendments to. 

members of the public before they were 
considered· in Committee. u 

As reported in the July 2012 Westside Observer article "Who Killed Sunshine?": 

"On September 27, 2011 the Sunshine Task Force heard a complaint from Parkmerced resident 
Pastor Lynn Gavin that Board of Supervisors President David Chiu and the board's Land Use and 
Economic Development Committee - composed by Supervisors Eric Mar, Malia Cohen, and Scott 
Wiener-had violated loeal·and state open-meeting laws by sneaking in 14 pages of amendments 
to the Parkmerced development deal only minutes before approving it. Pastor Gavin asserted the 
amendments were so drastic that the Board's agenda didn't accurately reflect the real deal under 
consideration, and that voting_ to approve it without sufficient time for review by members of the 
public violated open-meeting laws. The Sunshine Task Force ruled in Gavin's favor, finding 
Wiener and the other three supervisors had committed official misconduct, and referred the four 
Supervisors to the Ethics Commission for enforcement." 

Someone at City Hall must h:;ive gotten through to the Chairperson of the Land Use Committee, Supervisor Mark Farrell, 
who continued the two competing inclusionary housing 
proposals now combined into a single proposal to the Land Use 
Committee's June 5 meeting. At least now members of the 
public wili have time to see a single consolidated version of the 
combined "deal," and there will be time to post both a 
Legislative Analysis and the final legislation to the Board of 
Supervisors web site prior to June 5. 

After all, Farrell admitted during the May 22 hearing that there 
have been "massive changes" and the Inclusionary Ordinance 
may now be 40 pages long, none of which had been made public 
l_)rior to the May 22 hearing. 

"' ... 
The Chairperson of the Land Use 

Committee continued .the two _competing 
inclusionary housing proposals now 

combined into a single proposal to the 

Land Use Committee's June S ,meeting. 

At least now members of the public will 

have time to see a single consolidated 
version of the combined 'deal'.u · 

Several people who provided oral public comment on May 22 noted that the inclusionary housing legislation that we've 
had for the past 15 years would become all but moot, given the HOME-SF legislation proposed by Supervisor Katy Tang 
and the Mayor that they are ramming through the Board of Supervisors, since housing developers will likely opt to use 
the less stringent HOME-SF formulas for density bonuses rather than complying with the Inclusionary Housing 
Ordinance, because developers will apparently be able to choose 
which Ordinance they will follow. And those HOME-SF units 
may only end up being 700 square feet in size (or smaller), 
hardly conducive to family housing. 

CSFN president George Wooding's article in the May 2017 

'l\'il 

Supervisor Tang's HOME-SF proposal 

1s toxic, since it pits middle-income 

against lower-income households! u 

Westside Observer- "Tang's Radical Housing Proposal" -was right on target with his warnings that Supervisor 
Tang's HOME-SF proposal is toxic, since it pits middle-i,~9e households against lower-income households! 



Peter Cohen, co-=ditector of CCHO, testified on May 22, in part: 

"We are concerned that we have a separate inclusionary [ affordable housing] ordinance thµt is not . 
consistent with that [HOME-SF]. So we do ask that these two mirror edch other. If 'inclusionary' 
[goals] is not embedded in HOME-SF, at least they should mirror each other." 

"'" 
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Cohen and others who testified similarly during the May 22 
hearing are correct that the HOME-SF and Inclusionary Housing 
ordinances should "mirror" each other regarding affordable 
housing requirements. Otherwise, developers will choose the 
more lucrative HOME-SF affordable housing requirements rather 
than the inclusionary requirements. 

· 'CCHO's Peter Cohen and others are 

Granting "Sanctuary" to Developers 

correct that the HOME-SF and Inclu~ionary 

Housing ordinances should 'mirror' each 

other regarding affordable housing 
. u 

requirements. 

Are we granting developers "sanctuary" from building affordable housing? And are we granting them sanctuary 
permission to reap as many profits as they can eke out over the next ten years? 

The public speaker on May 15. who asserted voters had not given permission at the ballot box to hand over 82% of all 
new housing ·construction to developers seeking to build ·more and more market-rate housing was absolutely prescient. 
Then there's the concern of pitting San Franciscans of different income levels against one another. 

There's a final clue abcmt development of affordable housing from the Housing Balance Reports that Supervisor Jane 
Kim managed to require be provided from the Planning Department, Table 5 below paints a disturbing vision: 

Table 5: Production of "Affordable" Units Over a Ten-Year "Rolling'' Basis 

Successive San Francisco Housing Balance Reports 

%of 
1 

Net New "Expanded'' 
Housing "Constrained" Citywide Projected 

Housing Date Produced cumulative Cumulative Housing 
Balance of Housing Balance As Housing Housing Balance. 
Report# Report Period "Affordable" Balance Balance Citywide 

717/2015 2005 01-201404 30%' 14%
2 

Not Avail. · 11..0o/o 

2 9/4/2015 2005 03-2015 02 28%. 15.2% Not Avail. 11:0% 
3 3/31/2016 2006 01-201504 · 25%. 8.8%' 17.6% 15.0% 
4 9/29/2016 2006 03-2016 02 23%·. . 7.6% 16.7% 18.0% 
5 5/12/2017 2007 01 - 2016 04 22% 13.6% 22.5% 14.0% 

footnotes: 
1 

Prop. "K" pass~d by voters in November2014 set a goal that33%of all new housing units should be "affordable." 

2 
Because the methodology for calculating housing balance changed following the first report, the second housing 

balance report re-calculated the first housing balance report of a 21 % cumulative housing balance to just 14%. 

Source: Housing Balance Reports Issued by the San Francisco Planning Department 

In 2015, Supervisor Jane Kim sponsored legislation requiring the Planning Department to provide housing balance 
reports every six months, on· a "rolling" ten-year basis under City Ordinance 53-15, involving a look~back ev~ry six 
months to the then previous ten years. · · · 

... ll 

Since the first Housing Balance Report in July 2015, the 
percentage of net new affordable housing produced has 
plummeted from 30% to just 22% across essentially a two-year 
period, suggesting that as the ten-year rolling periods continue to 
roll along the number of net new affordable units may continue 
plummeting even more. After all, once an eight-year "price­

Since the first Housing Balance Report in 

July 2015,'the percentage of net new 
affordable housing produced plummeted 

from 30°/o to just 22% across essentially a 
. d n two-year per10 . 

point" has plummeted, it will take awhile to turn. around any increase (should that happen at all). 

230 
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: "2 + 2 = 5" -! 

In addition to the 8%·nose-dive in net new affordable housing being built, Housing Balance Report #5 shows the 
principal reason the cumulative hou~ing balance stands at just 13.6% shown in Table 5 above, is that while 6,166 new 
affordable housing units were produced in the most-recent 10-year rolling reporting period (first quarter 2007 to fourth 
quarter 2016), 4,182 affordable units. were lost to demolition and 
owner move-in and Ellis Act evictions during the same period. 

The 4,182 units lost repr-esent fully 68% of the new affordable 
housing built, in effect reducing the net new housing units built 
to just 1,984 units (an Orwellian and ironic number of 1984 that 
may have given George Orwell a good laugh). 

The double-speak coming out of Mayor Ed Lee's "Ministry of 
Truth" -Lee's January 2014 State of the City speech in which 
he pledged to constrq.ct or rehabilitate at least 30,000 homes by 
the year 2020, claiming 50% of the housing would be affordable 

-.~ 
While 6,166 new affordable housing 

un.its were produced in the most-recent 10-

year rolling reporting period (first quarter 

2007 to fourth qu~rter 2016), 4,182 

affordable units were lost to demolition and 

owner move-in and Ellis Act evictions. 

The 4,182 units lost represent fully 6S0io of 
t_he new affordable housing built . ., 

for middle-class households, and at least 33% would be affordable for low- and moderate-income households­
apparently forgot to consider that lost housing might severely erode net new affordable housing gains. Perhaps Mayor Lee 
bought into the Orwellian propaganda that "2 + 2 = 5," while the "proj~cted housing balance" citywide still stands at just 14%. 

Here we are ~ow just three years away from the Mayor's 2020 timeline, and we're still getting double-speak.from him 
regarding affordable housing. · 

Just after competing writing this article and while posting it on­
line, 48Hills.org published another article on May 29 that also 
comments on the erasure of new housing built due to the lost 
housing. The article is titled "SF is losing affordable housing 
almost as fast as we can build it." 

The decline in net new "affordable" housing produced suggests 

,. ... 
The_ double-speak coming out of Mayor 

Ed Lee's 'Ministry of Truth' apparently 

forgot to consider.that lost housing might 

severely erode net new affordable housing 

gains. Perhaps M~yor Lee bought into.the 
Orwellian propaganda that '2 + 2 = ·s·.n 

that if net housing - including market-rate housing - has inqeased during the same ten-year rolling period, developers 
have been, and will continue to be, rolling in nice profits under their Sanctuary deals, even while net new affordable • 
housing has plummeted. 

· It's clear that when developers are left to their own devices, they have little interest in developing new. affordable 
housing and prefer to pay the in-lieu fee rather than building new 
affordable housing. 

It appears the Board of Supervisors may have caved in to the 
Safai-Breed-Tang deal, and the "consensus" deal reached will 
hand developers their 82% Sanctuary license to build more and 
more market-rate housing, at least for the majority of the next 
decade through 2027. Take that to the "anti-gentrification" bank. 
Let's see if it trickles down. · 

:,,. ... 
The Board of Supervisors may have 

caved in to the Safai-Breed-Tang deal, and 

the 'consensus' deal reached will hand 

developers their 82°/o Sanctuary license. 

to build more and more market-rate 

h 
. rv 

ousmg. 

We'll have to see, ~hen Land Use takes up this issue again on June 5. 

Do we want to be a "Sanctuary City for Developers" to maximize their profits? Or do we want to be a Sanctuary City for. 
all San Franciscans seeking affordable housing, without pitting 
neighbor against neighbor? 

Contact the Board of Supervisors and urge them to increase 
inclµsionary affordable housing requires now, and not wait until 
2027 to do so. 
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do we ~ant to be_a Sanctuary City for all 

San Franciscans seeking affordable 
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Monette-Shaw does not presume to speak as a public policy or housing subject-matter expert. · But as a reporter, he does have First 
Amendment opinions on this housing debate. 

He's a columnistfor'San Francisco's Westside Observer newspaper, and a member of the California First Amendment Coalition 
(F_AC) and the ACLU. Contact him at monette-shaw@westsideobsen1er.com. 
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Patrick Monette-Shaw 
97 5 Sutter Street, Apt. 6 

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

Jund, 2017 

Land Use and Transportation Committee, Board of Supervisors 
The Honorable Mark Farrell, Chair 
The Honorable Aaron Peskin, Member 
.The Honorable Katy.Tang, Member 

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

Re: Testimony Regarding the lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee 

Dear Chair Farrell and Members of the Land Use and Transportation Committee, 

This testimony concerns itein 8 on today's Land Use and Transportation Committee's (LUT-C) agenda, the Ordinance to 
amend the Planning Code, titled Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee 
and Dwelling Unit Mix Requirements. 

I am concerned that the various ownership and rental percentages set in 
the compromise "deal" reached between Supervisors Peskin, Kim, 
Safai, Breed, and Tang are insufficient and continues to award too 
much of a Sanctuary for Housing Developers, as I discussed in my 
June 2017 Westside Observer article, "Sanctuary City for Housing 

FGol"vJ Cl1y. Co""'' ol San'""""'.'-
-- --- ~• 

Developers," attached for your convenience. 

\.1ost alarming, the c9mprbmise "deal" almost guarantees that the 
,'ity's Housing Balance will continue to be adversely· affected by 

details in today's proposed legislation. 

On-Site Units - 10-24 Units 

The compromise deal you are considering today sets the initial 
requirement for on-site inclusionary units in projects of 10-24 units at 

•' 

a miserly 12%, and provides. for a half-percent (0.5%) increase starting Astute Public Testimony: During the Board of Supervisors 
Government Audit and Oversight Committee meeting on May 15, 

January 1, 2018 until it reaches the maximum ceiling of 15%. It will 2017, a perceptive member of the public displayed this graphic on 
take six years~ until 2023 _ to reach that 15% maximum, during the overhead projector. [Red text added for clarity.] . 

which time the Cumulative Housing Balance is more th~n likely to remain at its current 13.6% (as of Housing Balance 
Report#S). 

On-Site Units - 25 or More Units · 

As one member of the public noted in his slide on the overhead projector during the LUT-C May 15 hearing, San 
Franciscans had not passed Prop. "C" in June 2016 to hand developers license to build 82% market-rate units, by 
restricting a:ffordable rental units to just 18%. · 

Unfortunately the comprm:ntse deal before you. today retains that 18% threshold, albeit there is a provision to raise the 
rental percentage to 20% by January 1, 2019 apparently apportioned only to low-income rental units which may be 
capped at 20%, and to begin raising the rental unit percentages allocated equally (?Illy to moderate- and middle-income 
units starting January 1, 2020 in half-percent (0.5%) increments. Will the low-income units be·capped at 20% and not 
receive the 0.5% increases apparently allocated only to moderate- and middle-income units? Is that a drafting error? 

If I am reading page 24 correctly in the legislative Ordinance (Legislation and Legislative Digest Version 4) before you 
today, the 1 % increases in January 2018 and January 2019 will be applied only t_o low-income rental or sales (condo) 
.nits, and it will take until January 2020 before the 0.5% increases for moderate-. and middle-income units to become 

added, esse~tially capping the moderate- and _middle-income units at 18% for two years until 2020. 

If my reading is incorrect and the low-income units will receive the 0.5% increases starting in 2020, it will take ten years 
to reach the 24% maximum inclusionary housing rental ceiling for low-income units, which won't be reached until the 
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Testimony Regarding the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee 
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year 2027. And if there i:§. a two-year period before the 0.5% increases for moderate- and middle-income units kick in, in 
2020, it will take 14 years (in 2031) to reach the 24% maximum for the moderate- and middle-income rental units. 

And if my reading is correct that there will be the same 10-year and 14-year delays for ownership (sales) units -for low­
income vs. moderate- and middle-income units -it will also take until 2027 or 2031 to reach the maximum 26% 
threshold for ownership units. 

Once the 24% maximum rental threshold is reached and the 26% maximum for ownership units is reached, developers 
will still be racking in a "shit-ton'' of profits (as Supervisor Peskin has noted) from the remaining 74% to 76% of market­
rate rental and sales units, and they will essentially have license to.do so pretty damn close to the 82% market-rate units 
that they will have if you adopt this legislation as currently written taking 10- to 14-years to get to the 24% and 26% 
maximum thresholds. You' 11 just be handing them license to continue to make a "shit-ton" of profits. 

And you'll essentially end up causing the Cumulative Housing Balance to remain at just 13.6%. 

I would be remiss if I didn't note that you have commendably added a provision that if the principal project will result in 
demolition, conversion, or removal o.f affordable housing ~ts subject to restricted rents or rental control, the project 
sponsor has to pay the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee equivalent for the number of affordable units removed, in 
addition to compliance with the inclusionary requirements for the new units. 

Although this new provision may help tide the fOSS of "Units Removed from Protected Status" in the Housing Balance 
Reports, it will not be enough, because not all of the units removed (lost) are a result of developers converting or 
demolishing those units, for instance owner-move in evictions that don't involve demolition of existing buildings, 

Finally, I should note that the provision for on-site projects of 25 units or more sets the owned unit sales prices far too 
high at 130% of AMI for· middle-income units, allowing households of 120% to 150% of AMI to be eligible to apply. 
That 150% percentage is obviously market-rate housing-not affordable'housing-as then Supervisor Mark Leno had 
envisioned when he first authored the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. 

I think today's legislation needs further refinement, and should be continued to a future meeting to re-negotiate many of 
the terms in this Ordinance, with an eye on improving the Housing Balance Report data. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Patrick Monette-Shaw 
Columnist 
Westside Observer Newspaper 

cc: The Honorable Jane Kim, Supervisor, District 6 
The Honorable Ahsha Safai, Supervisor, District 11 
The Honorable London Breed, Supervisor, District 5 

234 



Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
r . 

1-rom: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 

Friday, May 19, 2017 8:36 AM 
FW: INCLUSIONARY HOUSING & HOME SF 

From: lgpetty@juno.com [mailtp:lgpetty@juno.com] 

Sent: Thursday, May 18, 2017 8:00 PM . 

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board:of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 

Subject: INCLUSIONARY HOUSING & HOME SF 

To All Supervisors 

Re: Land Use Committee.May 22, 2017 & 
Full Board Meeting May 23, 1917 

150969 Bonus Density Program f:IOME SF and 

. 170208 Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program 

Dear Supervisors, 

I urge you NOT TO COMBINE THESE TWO ITEMS IN ANYWAY OR ALLOW "HOME SF" · 
"'" SUPPLANT OR SUPERCEDE TIIE INCLUSIONARY PROGRAM IN ANYWAY. 

I lPI 3S1 

The Inclusionary H~:iusng Program is a Charter mandate from the voters and must be kept as separate legislation, with 
. the mandate 

being followed as closely as possible for a preponderance of low income units over middle income units and for 
adherence to other Inclusionary 
building requirements as agreed upon by the Full Board. 

PLEASE DO NOT APPROVE MORE l\llIDDLE INCOME UNITS THAN LOW INCOME UNITS. 
The city should continue traditional emphasis on building low income units as those units must go to 
those who have the greatest need with the fewest other options. 

HOME SF AND ALL OTHER DENSITY BONUS PROGRAMS SHOULD BE SEPARATE PROGRAMS -- NOT 
COMBINED WITH or SUBSTITUTED FOR or SUPERSEDING 
THE INCLUSIONARYHOUSING PROGRAM. To do so would defeat the will of the voters. 

Further, I think that the low income units-to-middle income units ratio and income levels in the HOME SF legislation 
should be the same or greater as that approved by the voters under Prop C 
as determined by the Full Board under as Prop C Inclu.sionary requirements. 

If anything, any Density Bonus program should have MORE low income units than that required by Inclusionary 
Housing, as 
developers are given a profit bonus from the city through permission to build extra floors and other rezoning benefits. 

'T'hank you. 

Lorraine Petty 
one of the 67% of voters who approved Prop C 
District 5 Voter 
Senior & Disability Action member 
D5 Action member 235 



Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
-- ( . 

From: Board ·of Supervisors, (BOS) 

/70)..08 
1u 1351 

Sent: Monday, May 15, 2017 8:35 AM _ 
Subject: FW: Upcoming workforce housing legislation--in ·support of Safai, Breed and Tang 

proposal. File No.170208 

From: Linda Stark Litehiser [mailto:linda.litehi@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, May 14, 2017 8:25 PM 

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 

Subject: Upcoming workforce housing legislation-in support of Safai, Breed and Tang proposal. 

Dear members of the board, I wanted to go on record in support of the Inclusionary Housing legislation 
proposed by Supervisors- Safai, Breed and Tang. I have studied the proposal as well as the competing proposal 
and feel that the _Safai, Breed and Tang proposal is far superior for our city at this time. 

I will try to con;ie to testify in person but wanted to be sure that my support was noted. For too long our working 
families'have been driven out of the city by the high cost of housing. My husband and I have four children and 
all of them have been forced to leave San Francisco, the place of their birth for other locations. Had housing that. 
focused on reasonable costs for wqrking families been available, I have no doubt that several of them would be 
living near us today. There needs to be a mix of housing affordability standards and this is legislation that could 
make that happen. . 

Best regards, Linda 

Linda Stark Litehiser 
78 Havelock St. San Francisco, CA 94112 
District 11 
415-585-8005 



Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

.1m: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Board. of Supervisors,· (BOS) 
Monday, May 08, 2017 8:44 AM 
FW: 

From: lgpetty@juno.com [mailto:lgpetty@juno.com] 
Sent: Saturday, May 06, 20l7 7:29 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, {BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: · 

To All Supervisors 

Re: Land Use Committee ·May 8, 2017 

Item . #2 150969 Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

1701.06 
I tp/3S/ 

and #3 170208 Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee & Dwelling Unit Mix Requirements 

PLEASE DO NOT COMBINE THESE TWO ITEMS IN ANY WAY. 

# 3 iinvolves a Charter mandate .from the voters and must be kept as separate legislation with the mandate being 
followed as closely as possible in. the new legislation regarding the same ratio 

1.ow income units to middle income units as that approved by the voters. DO NOT REVERSE THE 
n..ATIO. To do so would be a colossal betrayal of the public trust!i 

#2 must be considered as separate legislation and NOT COMBINED WITH or SUBSTITUTED FOR or 
SUPERSEDING any other density bonus legislation. 
I believe that the ratio of affordable housing units for the Item 2 Bonus Den,sity proposal should be the same as 
that approved by the voters under Prop C. imd set.by the whole Board under Prop C Inclusionary Affordable 
Housing. 

Thankyou. 
Lorraine Petty 
District 5 Voter 
Senior & Disability Action member 
D5 Action member 

From the Bible: One Cup of This Burns Belly Fat Like Crazy! 
Biblical Belly Breakthrough 
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TG L3132/590e86c 722eb 76c66de9st03d uc 



Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, May 08, 201711:41 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Jhenders@sonic.net 

."('10208 
I (.pl 35/ 

Subject 
Attachments: 

FW: HVNA T & P Letter Regarding Inclusionary Housing Ordinance - File No.170208 
2017 05 03 HVNA T & P BMR Letter to London.pdf 

Hello, 

Please add this letter to File No.170208. 

Thank you. 

-Original Message---
From: Jason M Henderson [mailto:Jhenders@sonic.net] 
Sent: Monday, May 08, 201711:17 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Norman.Vee.BOS@sfgov.org; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) 
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS) 
<sandra.fewer@SFGOVl.onmicrosoft.com>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)· 
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Sheehy, Jeff (BOS) <jeff.sheehy@sfgov.org>; Angulo, S~nny (BOS) <sunny.anguJo@sfgov:org> 
Subject: HVNA T & P Letter Regarding lnclusionary Housing Ordinance 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

Attached is a letter regarding the lnclusronary Housing Ordinance going before the Board of Supervisors. A printed copy 
has been delivered to President Breed. We'd like for this to be included in the file for the ordinance. I've cc'd the 
supervisors who haven't yet received a copy.-

Thank you very mucll. 

-Jason Henderson 

Chair, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Associat\on Transportation & Planning Committee. 

Jason Henderson · 

San Francisco CA 
94102 
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. ·-;. ·. : .· . - . - ' . '·~if-~~;:~:. ·-:- - -;·-· -- ' -- --

. The ~AYES VALL~Y Weighborhocul4s~W.i.4-~~n!I P:-VNA - -. 

· - . -:-· . -. . -. . .. 1r:Lt-~;j1:! · . . . : 

President London Breed 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

RE: Below Market Rate Housing Policy and Inclusionary Housing Ratios 

Dear London, 

The Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association's Transportation & Planning Committee, as 
demonstrated in ~e Market and Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan, has long supported housing 
policies that enable people of diverse incomes to live and work in our community. This point 
was re-affirmed at our January board and community retreat and affordability was raised as the 
most important issue facing our community.· 

HVNA has been observing the dialogue and various inclusionary housing proposals 
brought before the supervisors recently. We are troubled that our organization, one of those 
organizations that embraces high-density housing and inclusionary housing onsite, has not been a 
part of these discussions for D5 and beyond and particularly the HUB. 

We have concerns about a proposal that reduces the increment of low and moderate income 
BMR's when compared to a more inclusionary proposal, both of which are now before the Board 
of Supervisors. While we recognize the need for a housing policy that helps middle class and 
upper middle class families (households making 110-140% of AMI), we do not wish to see that 
subsidy come at the expense of much-needed lower income housing. 

HVNA's T & P Committee endorses the proposal for 24% BMR in new large rental 
developments with density bonus and is comfortable with the split between low income (15%) 
and moderate income (9%) rather than the proposal for 18% BMR in large rental developments, 
with a 6%-6%-6% spread subsidizing households making 110% of AMI. For condos, we 
support the 27% BJ\1R ratio, and the spread of 15% low and 12% moderate income BMRs. 
Subsidizing someone at 140% of AMI, as the other proposal allows, might say something about 
how insane housing costs have become; but as it stands now, it would be robbing from the lower 
class to achieve it. 

We also encourage the Board of Supervisors to include the most aggressive "annual 
indexing" provision as possible in the inclusionary policy, so that the BMR program continues to 
grow every year. That growth can primarily go toward middle income needs to further increase 
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housing opportunities, and again doing so without taking away opportunities from lower income 
households. 

We are especially concerned that a major affordable housing opportunity will be lost in the 
rezone of the Hub. Rezoning the Hub to give higher heights, and thus hundreds of additional 
housing units, will give the supervisors the means to pressure developers to provide more units 
for people who live and work in our city. Maintaining that requirement at 15% is not only 
consistent with the Prop C measure on Inclusionary Housing adopted by voters last June but it 
will also be more consistent with the spirit of the Market and Octavia Plan and go much further 
at ensuring diversity and fairness, and keep working families in our city. 

Increasing the low income increment to 15% and 9% for middle income will be more 
consistent with the spirit of the Market and Octavia Plan. A total of 24% BMR rental and 27% 
BMR for condos in the Hub will go much further at ensuring diversity and fairness, and keep 
working families in our city. 

. . 
HVNA T & P recognizes your and your staff's commitment in addressing the complexities 

within inclusionary housing Inclusionary Housing legislation with the highest total increment of 
BMRs and with more emphasis on lower income housing consistent with the current city policy. 
We urge that you and your colleagues continue to seek ways to secure more middle class housing 
for the economic health of our city. We would appreciate more fully understanding your-point of 
view. 

We look forward to continued dialogue with you and your team. We want to furthe,r outline 
ways HVNA can support solutions to create housing for those most in need. 

Sincerely, 

Gail Baugh, President, HVNA 

Jason Henderson, Chair, HVNA Transportation and Planning Committee, 
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. San Francisco Building and 
1188 FRANKLIN STREET • SUITE 203 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94109 
EMAIL: mike@sfbctc.org 

LARRY MAZZOLA 
President 

22May2017 

Supervisor Marlc Farrell 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
Supervisor Katy Tang 

A ·century vf Exccllmcc 
in Cmfrsm1t1iship . 

MICHAEL THERIAULT 
Secretary - Treasurer . 

Dear Supervisors Farrell, Peskin, and Tang: 

I lil 36'/ 

Construction Trades Council 
· TEL ( 415) 345-9333 

www.sfbuildingtradescouncil.org 

JOHN DOHERTY 
· VICTOR PARRA 

Vice Presidents 

As you may know, Emily Johnstone of the AFL-CIO Housing Investment Trust served on the 
Controller's co:mp:rittee that made feasibility recommendations per last year's "inclusionary 
housing" charter amendment Now as then, Ms. Johnstone has the trust of the San Francisco 
Building and Construction Trades Council. 

Accordingly, the Board of Business Representatives of the Council voted at its meeting of9 May 
2017 to instruct me to send a letter to the Land Use and Transportation Committee in support of 
the proposal that resulted from the recent negotiations between Supervisors Breed, Safai, and 
Tang and Supervisors Peskin and Kim if Ms. Johnstone indicated that the proposal was close 
enough to the recommendations of the Controller's committee to warrant her support. 

She has so indicated. 

We support the proposal. 

Respectfully yours, 

Michael Theriault 
Secretary-Treasurer 

co: ~upervisors Safai and Breed 
Emily Johnstone 
Affiliates· 



Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

May.21, 2017 

To: Alisa Somera 
alisa.somera@sfgov.org 

From: 
Joseph Chmielewski 
50 Golden Gate Ave; 
#506· 
SF, 94102 
1(415)756-2913 
<jcin506@yahoo.com> 

Joe Chmielewski <jcin506@yahoo.com> 
Sunday, May 21, 2017 8:09 PM 
Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Support Kim-Peskin InclusioparyHousing Proposal 

Subject: Support Kim-Peskin Inclusionary Housing Proposal 

Dear Ms. Somera, 

II.Pl35/ 

As clerk for the Land Use and Transportation Committee, please let the committee members lmow that 
I support the Inclusionary Housing proposal sponsored by Supervisors Jane Kim and Aaron Peskin. Their 
"consensus" measure lowers current inclusionary levels from a voter-approved .25 percent to 18 percent-but 
gradually increases the rate to 22 percent by 2019. 

Please ask the members to reject Katy Tang's Home SF measure, a loophole for San Francisco's inclusionary 
housing policy that allows developers to build high density housing and· charge more for the project'.s required 
affordable units. 

Thankyciu. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph Chmielewsld 
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Coalition for San. Francisco 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

Sari Francisco Planning Commission 

Re lnclusionary Housing Proposals 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

April 6, 2017 

W_e are responding to the presentation by the Staff (the {(Staff') of the Planning Commission (the 

{(Commission") of two prop~sed ordinances (the {(Proposals" or a "Proposal") containing different 

versions of changes to the Planning Code to modify the requirements relating to below !Tiarket rate 

housing provided as part of a multifamily market rate development (uinclusionary housing") in San 

Francisco. One Proposal is sponsored by Supervisors Kim and Peskin (the {(Kim-Peskin Proposal") and 

the at.her by Supervisors Safai, Breed and Tang (th~ "Safai-Breed-Tang Proposal"). ·currently, reql!ired 

inclusionary housing levels are governed by Proposition C passed by the voters in June, 2016. 

The development of the Proposal_s reflects in part the conclusions of the Final Report dated February 

13 2016 [sic] (the "Report") of the lnclusionary Working.Group, led by the Office of the Controller, which 
develope_d models·and analyses of economically feasible levels of inclusionary_ housing which could be 

suppled as part of a market rate multifamily housing development. 

The Prnposals were to be considered by the Commission on April 6, 2017, but that has been put over 

until April 28. In the hope that in the meantime there will be consideration_of changes to the Proposals, 
the following comments are offered by the Coalition For.San Francisco Neighborhoods: 

1. THE SAF.AI-BREED-TANG PROPOSAL REFLECTS A TECTONIC SHIFT UPWARD IN THE INCOME 

LEV~LS OF ELIGIBLE LPE~SONS FOR INCLUSIONARY HOUSING THUS SQUEEZING OUT LESS 

FORTUNATE CLASSES. THIS BENEFITS DEVELOPERS WHICH CAN CHARGE MORE FOR 

INCLUSIONARY UNITS, HELPING THEIR PROFIT MARGINS 
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Coalition for. San Francisco 

(Explanatory Note) The Safai-Breed-Tang proposal places much more emphasis on middle income . 

beneficiaries. Because inclusionary rental or sales charges can be high.er for these beneficiaries, this 

helps developers' profits margins. While these beneficiaries are certainly worthy, it will result ih the · 

displacement of equally worthy, low and lower income groups who have even greater needs. 

Such a major policy change as this is, pitting low and lower means persons against those with 

higher means, with no s\gnifican\ changes in the amount of inclusionary housing to be produced, 

should not be undertaken without (1) a much more comprehensive review which extends beyond 

the Report, which focused primarily'on financial issue and mitigating risks for developers, {2} 

ultimately, a vote of the people. 

2. INITIALLY AND FOR SOME TIME TO COME, THE PERENTAGES OF INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PER 

PROJECT FOR LARGE DEVELOPMENTS ARE LESS UNDER BOTH PROPOSALS THAN CURRENT LAW 

AND SHOULD ALLOW FOR EARLIER VOLUNTARY INCREASES. THE SAFAI-BREED-TANG PROPOSAL 

NEVER REACHES EXISTING LAW REQUIREMENTS. 

(Explanatory Note} Both Proposals start below their ultimate maximum required levels of 

inclusionary he/using in a project, for larger developments, and step up in very small annual 

· increments, based on a formula proposed by the Report as a risk hedge for developers. Under the 

Safai-Bre.ed-Tang Proposal, the time period to reach maximum is 15 years, and it "'Yould still not 

reach current law levels then!! ·under Kim-Peskin, the req.uired annual increase Increments are 

somewhat larger and would ultimately provi~e for inclusionary percentages per project in excess of 

current law. BOTH PROPOSALS SHOULD PROVIDE FOR PERMISSABLE VOLUNTARY INCREMENTS AT 

GREATER THAN THE RQUIRED RATES. 

3. BY STATING RANAGES OF QUALIFYING INCOME, BOTH PROPOSALS HAVE·CAPS AND FLOORS 

FOR QUALFYING LEVELS, SO PERSONS \(l,'ITH INCO~ES BELOW THE FLOORS ARE SQUEEZED OUT. 

CURRNENT LAW MERELY PROVIDES FOR INCOME CAPS, NOT FLOORS 

(Explanatory Note} Under current law, for smaller developments, (10 to 24 units, the qualifying 

income level is "not to exceed" 55% or 80%of AMI (for rental or.purnhase units, respectively}. !he 
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Coalition £or Ban Francisco 

two Proposals state ranges with averages, so those below the range don't qualify, and the Safai, 

Breed-Tang Proposal exacerbates that by significantly raising the ranges as well. See Item 1 above. 

THE RANGES SHOULD.BECOME 'NOTTO EXCE~D' PERC::E~TAGES OF QUALFYING INCOME SO THAT 

LOWER LEVELS WOULD QUALIFY AS WELL. 

4. QUALIFYING INCOME TESTS ARE BASED UPON TOO ECONOMICALLY DIVERSE GEOGRAPHIC 

AREAS, THUS SQUEEZING OUT PERSONS AND FAMILIES LIVING IN VERFY LOW INCOME 

NEIGHBORHOOD/REGIONS WHO CANNOT MEET A STATED MEANS TEST. 

(Explanatory Note) The Commission agreed, with respect to AHBP, to use a more neighborhood/San 

Frandsco-Centric.means test, meaning that, e.g. "55% of AMI" would be calculated on smaller 

geographic area to eliminate or mitigate the impact of th_e significant disparities in income levels 

which can be generally extant in the standard AMI tests. This does not appear to have been done 

AND MORE OF AN EFFORT SHOULD BE MADE TO ACCOMMODATE THAT. 

5. THE REPORT AND THE SAFAI-BREED-TANG PRPOSAL SEEK TO IMPOSE A "FEE OUT" FEE ON 

BONUS UNITS WHICH ARE RECEJIVED UNDER STATE LAW. SINCE THE BONUS UNITS MUST BE 

BUILT UNITS, THIS VIOLATES STATE LAW 

(Explanatory Note) Under the State Density Bonus Law, to qualify for a bonus, the affordable units 

must be built on the site of the market rate housing on qualifying donated land. The Report and the 

Safai-Breed-Tang Proposal both say that there should be a "fee out" charge anyway for BUILT UNITS 

!! California case law (the "Napa Case") allows inclusionary units built under a local law 

program to count as affordable units under State Law, if they otherwise qualify. Since they have to 

be built on site or on donated land, and can't be fee'd out under State Law, and sin.ce inclusionary 

units which are built, are not charged a fee'd out fee under local law, we believe that if litigated, a 

court would hold that the fee is impermissible, and would view it as a penalty or tax disincentive to 

use State Law. 
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Coaliti'on for San Francisco, 

6. INCLUSIONARY UNITS WHICH ARE FEE'D OUT SHOULD BE BUILT WHEN THE MAIN PROJECT IS 

BUILT OR SOON THEREAFTER, AND FUNDS THEREFOR SHOULD NOT BE PLACED IN A FUND TO 

LANGUISH AS THEIR VALUES DECLINE. 

(Explanatory ~ate) The whole concept of "feeing out" i.s antithetical to developing as much 

inclusionary housing as possible, as rapidly as possible. The City needs the housing now which the 

fee'd out dollars are to provide. With land and construction costs seemingly on an irreversible 

upward trend, then the worth of a dollar today will decline with the passage of time, and the 

intended number of inclusionary units may not be able to be built. 

So either eliminate feeing out OR hold up the certificate of occupancy on the building in chief 

until construction is starte.d on the facility to be funded with fee'd out dollars, plus any "toppirig off' 

necessary to build the number of inclusionary units·originally contemplated. 

COALITION FOR SAN FRANCISCO NEIGHBOHOODS 

Cc: John Rah.iam, An Marie Rodgers,· Jacob Bintliff 
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City Hall 

.BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 

, Fax No. 554-5163 
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITIEE 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Transportation Committee will hold 
a public hearing to consider the following proposal and said public he~ring will be held as follows, 
at which time all interested parties may attend and be heard: 

Date: 

Time: 

Location: 

Subject: 

Monday, June 12, 2017 

1:30 p.m. 

Legislative Chamber, Room 250, located at City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place~ San Francisco, CA 

File No. 161351. Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the 
amount of the lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and 
Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternatives and other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; to require minimum dwelling unit mix in all residential 
districts; affirming the .Planning Department's determination under the 
California. Environmental Quality Act; making findings of public necessity, 
convenience, and welfare under Planning .Code, Section 302; and making 
findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority' 
policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

If the legislation passes, new residential projects sh~II be subject to revised Affordable 
Housing fees or provide a percentage of dwelling units either on-site or off-site, and other 
requirements, as follolJl.'.s: 

lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee: 
• 1 O units or more, but less than 25 units: 20% 
• 25 units or more: 33% for ownership projects or 30% for rental projects 

The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development shall calculate these fees 
based on the City's cost of constructing affordable residential housing, including development and 
land acquisition costs. 

On-Site Affordable Housing option: 
• 1 O to 24 units: 12%, increasing by 0.5% annually for all development projects with 10-

24 units of housing, beginning on January 1, 2018, l!ntil such requirements is 15%. 
• 25 ownership units or more: 20%, increasing by 1.0% annually for two consecutive 

years, starting on January 1, 2018, and then by 0.5% annually starting January 1, 
2020, with the total on-site inclusionary affordable housing requirement not exceeding 
26%. 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HE.Ak 
File No. 161351 (10-Day Fee Ad) 
June2,2017 Page2 

• 25 rental .units or more: 18%, increase by 1.0% annually for two consecutive years, 
starting on January 1, 2018, and then by 0.5% annually starting January 1, 2020, with 
the total on-site inclusionar'y affordable housing requirement not exceeding 24% 

Off-Site Affordable Housing option:· 
• 1 O units or more, but less than 25 units: 2q% 
• 25 ownership units or more: 33% 
• 25 rental units or more: 30% 

If the principal project results in the demolition, conversion or removal of affordable 
housing units that are subject to a recorded, covenant, ordinance or law that restricts rents or is 
subject to any form of rent or price control, the project sp·onsor shall pay the lnclusionary 
Affordable Housing Fee equivalent for the number of units removed or replace the number of 
affordable units removed with units of a comparable number of bedroo.ms and sales prices or 
rents,· in addition to compliance with the inclusionary requirements. 

The fee shall be imposed on any additional units or square footage authorized and 
developed under California Government Code Sections 65915 et seq. where the development 
project submits an Environmental Evaluation application after January 1, 2016. · 

Projects located within·the Eastern Neighborhoods Mission Planning Area,. the North of 
Market Residential Special Use District Subarea 1 or Subarea 2, or the ·SOMA Neighborhood 
Commercial Transit District, that have submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation Application 
Or) o~ before January 12, 2016, shall pay a fee or provide off-site housing in an amount equivalent 
to 30% or provide affordable units in the amount of 25% of the number of rental units constructed 
on-site or 27% of the number of owned units constructed oh-site. 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable to attend 
the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the time the hearing 
begins. These comments will be made as part of the official public record in this matter, and shall 
be broyght to the attention of the members pf the ·committee. Written comments should be 
addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place; Room 
244, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information relating to this matter is available in the Office of the 
Clerk of the Board. Agenda information relating to this matter will be available for public review 
on Friday, June 9, 2017. · · ·· 

DATED: June.2, 2017 
PUBLISHED: June 2 & 7, 2017 

f'Angela Calvillo 
. Clerk of the Board 
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CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU 

DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATION 

Mailing Address : 915 E FIRST ST, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
Telephone (800) 788-7840 / Fax (800) 464-2839 

Visit us @ www.LegalAdstore.com 

ALIS.A SOMERA 
CCSF BD OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES) 
1 DR CARL TON B GOODLETT PL #244 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 

COPY OF NOTICE 

Notice Type: GPN GOVT PUBLIC NbTICE 

Ad Description AS - 06.12.17 Land Use -161351 Fee Ad 

To the right is a copy of the notice you sent to us for publication in the SAN 
FRANCISCO EXAMINER. Thank you for using our newspaper. Please read 
this notice carefully and call us with ny corrections. The Proof of Publication 
will be filed with the County Clerk, if req'uired, and mailed to you alter the last 
date below. Pul:!lication date(s) for this notice is (are): 

06/02/2017, 06/07/2017 

The charge(s) for this order is as follows. An invoice will be.sent after the last 
date of publication. If you prepaid this order in full, you will not receive an 

I lllllll llll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll llll llll 
*ADDOD04463782* 

EXM# 3017724 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC 

HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

OF THE CITY AND 
COUNTY OF SAN FRAN-

CISCO 
LAND USE AND TRANS­

PORTATION COMMITIEE 
MONDAY, JUNE 12, 2017 • 

1:30 PM 
LEGISLATIVE CHAMBER, 

ROOM 250, CITY HALL 
1 DR. CARLTON B. 

GOODLETT PLACE, SAN 
FRANCISCO, CA 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN 
THAT !he Land Use and 
Transportation Committee 
will hold a public hearing to 
ccnsider the following 
proposal and said public 
hear1ng will be held as 
follows, at which time all 

~~~~=d h:~~ mFfieatt~~~ 
161351. Ordinance amend­
ing the Planning Code to 

. revise !he amount of the 
lnclusionary Affordable 
Housing Fee and the On-Site 
and Off-Site Affordable 
Housing Alternatives and 
other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; to require 
minimum dwelling unit m,x In 
all residential districts; 
affirming the Planning 
Department's determination 
under the Callfomia 
Environmental Quality Act; 
making findings of public 
necessity, convenience, and 
welfare under Planning 
Code, Section 302; and 
making findings of ccnsis­
tency with the General Plan, 
and the eight priority policies 
of Planning Code, · Section 
101.1. If the legislation 
passes, new residential 
projects shall be subject to 
revised Affordable Housing 
fees or provide a percentage 
of dwelling units either on­
site or off-site, and other 
requirements, as follows: 
lncluslonary Affordable 
Housing Fee: 1 O units or 
more, but less than 25 units: 
20%; 25 units or more: 33% 
for ownership projects or 
30% for rental projects. The 
Mayor's Office of Housing 
and Community Develop­
ment shall calculate these 
fees based on the City's cost 
of ccnstructing affordable 
residential housing, Including 
develoEment and land 
acquisition costs. On-Site 
Affordable Housing option: 
1 o to 24 units: 12%, 
Increasing by 0.5% annually 
for all development projects 
with 10-24 units of housing, 
beginning on January 1, 
2018, until such require­
ments Is 15%; 25 ownership 
units or more: 20%, 
Increasing by 1.0% annually 
for two ccnsecutive years, 
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starting on January 1, 2018, 
and then by 0.5% annually 
starting January 1, 2020, 
with the total on-site 
lnclusionary affordable 
housing requirement not 
exceeding 26.%; 25 rental 
units or more: 18%, increase 
by 1.0% annually for two 
ccnsecutive years, starting 
on January 1, 2018, and 
then by · 0.5% annually 
starting January 1, 2020, 
with the total on-site 
incluslonary affordable 
housing requirement not 
exceeding 24%; Off-Site 
Affordable Housing option: 
1 O units or more, but less 
than 25 units: 20%; 25 
ownership units or more: 
33%; 25 rental units or more: 
30%. If the plincipal project 
results in the demolition, 
conversion or removal of 
affordable housing units that 
are subject to a recorded, 
ccvenan~ ordinance or law 
that restricts rents or is 
subject.to any form of rent or 
price control, the project 
sponsor shall pay the 
lncluslonary Affordable 
Housing Fee equivalent for 
the number of units removed 
or replace the number of 
affordable units removed 
with units of a comparable 
number of bedrooms and 
sales plices or rents, in 
addition to compliance with 

~:nts~n~'/i6~onf~ s:~ul: 
imP.osed on any additional 
umts or square footage 
autholized and developed 
under California Government 
Code Sections 65915 et seq. 
where the development 
project submits an Environ­
mental Evaluation applica­
tion after January 1, 2016. 
Projects located within the 
Eastern Neighborhoods 
Mission Planning Area, the · 
North of Market Residentlal 
Special Use District Subarea 
1 or Subarea 2, or the SOMA· 
Neighborhood Commercial 
Transit District, that have 
submitted a complete 
Environmental Evaluation 
Application on or before· 
January 12, 2016, shall pay 
a fee or provide off-site 
housing In an amount 

:~~\~~~: to i~~ or1~rovi:: 
amount of 25% of !he 
number of rental units 
constructed on-site or 27% 
of !he number of owned units 
ccnstructed on-site. In · 
accordance with Administra­
tive Code, Section 67.7-1, ·. 
persons who are unable to 
attend the hearing on this 
matter may submit written 
comments to the City prior to 
the time the healing begins. 
These comments will be 



made as part of the official 
public record in this matter, 
and shall be brought to the 
attention of the members of 
the Committee. Written 
comments should be 
addressed to Angela Calvillo, 
Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 
1 Dr. Cartton B. Goodlett 
Place, Room 244, San 
Francisco, CA 94102. 
Information relating to this 
matter is available in the 
Office of the Clerk of the 
Board. Agenda Information 
relating to this matter wlll be 
available for public review on 
Friday, June 9, 2017. -
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the 
Board 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Transportation Committee 
will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal and said public hearing will be 
held as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be heard: 

Date: Monday, May 15, 2017 

Time: 1 :30 P:m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, Room 250,· located at City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subject: File No. 161351. Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise 
the amount of the lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On­
Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternatives and other 
lnclusionary Housing requirements; adding reporting requirements 
for density bonus projects; affirming the Planning Department's 
determination under the California Environmental .Quality Act; 
making findings under Planning Code, Section 302; and making 
findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

If the legislation passes, new residential projects shall be subject to revi~ed 
Affordable Housing fees or provide a percentage of dwelling units either on-site or off-site, 
and other requirements, as follows: 

lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee: 
• 10 units or more, but less than 25 units: 20% 
• 25 units or more: 33% for ownership projects or 30% for rental projects 

The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development shall calculate these 
fees based on the City's cost of construction of providing the residential housing for three 
different building types and two types of tenure, ownership and rental. Jhe three bt:1ilding 
types· would be based on the height of the building: 1) up to 55 feet; 2) above 55 feet and 
up to 85 feet; and 3) above 85 feet. The affordability gap would be calculated within six 
months of the effective date of the amendments and updated annually to ensure the 
amount reflects the City's current costs for the various building types and tenures. 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARil 
File No. 161351 (10-Day Fee Ad) 
May 15, 2017 

On-Site Affordable Housing option: 
• 10 to 24 units: 12% 

Page2 

• 25 ownership units or more: 27% of all units constructed on the project site 
• 25 rental units or more: 24 % 

Annual indexing. The required on-site affordable housing.shall increase by 0.75% 
annually for all development projects with 10-24 units of housing, beginning on January 1, 
2018. 

Off-Site Affordable Housing option: 
• 10 units or more, but less than 25 units: 20% 
• 25 ownership units or more: 33% 
• 25 rental units or more: 30% 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable 
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the 
time the hearing begins. These comments will be. made as part of the official public 
record in this matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of-the 
Committee. Writteri comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the 
Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
Information relating to this matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board, 
Agenda information relating to this matter will be available for public review on Friday, 
May 12, 2017. 

DATED: May 4, 2017 
PUBLISHED: May 5 & 11, 2017 

.at~ 
.fr Angela Calvillo 

Clerk of the Board 
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CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU 

DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATION 

Mailing Address : 915. E FIRST ST, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
Telephone (800) 788-7840 / Fax (800) 464-2839 

Visit us @ www.LegalAdstore.com 

ALISA SOMERA 
CCSF BD OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES) 
1 DR CARL TON B GOODLETT PL #244 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 

COPY OF NOTICE 

Notice Type: GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE · 

Ad Description AS- 05/15/17 Land Use -161351 Fee Ad 

To the right is a copy of the notice you sent to us for publication in the SAN 
FRANCISCO EXAMINER. Thank yoµ for using our newspaper. Please read 
this notice carefully and call us with ny corrections. The Proof of Publication 
will be filed with the County Clerk, if required, and mailed to you after the last 
date below. Publication date(s) for this notice is (are): 

05/05/2017, 05/11/2017 

The charge(s) for this order is as follows. An invoice wlll be sent after the last 
date of publication. If you prepaid this order in full, you will not receive an 

I IIIIIII IIII IIIII IIIII IIIII IIIII IIIII IIIII IIIII IIIII IIIII IIIII IIIII IIII IIII * A O O O O O 4 4 3 6 8 0 1 * 

EXM# 3007787 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC 

HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

OF THE CITY AND . 
COUNTY OF SAN FRAN• 

CISCO 
LAND USE AND TRANS­
PORTATION COMMITIEE 
MONDAY, MAY 15, 2017 -

1:30 PM 
CITY HALL, LEGISLATIVE 

CHAMBER, ROOM 250 
1 DR. CARLTON B. 

GOODLETI PLACE, SAN 
FRANCISCO, CA 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN 
THAT the Land Use and . 
Transportation Committee 
will hold a public hearing to 
consider the following 
proposal and said public 
hearing will be held as 
follows, at which time all 

~~dre~;d h!~r':i~ m;ir0attN~~ 
161351, Ordinance amend­
ing the Planning Code to 
revise the amount of the 
lnclusionary Affordable 
Housing Fee and the On-Site 
and Off-Site Affordable 
Housing Alternatives and 
other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; adding 
reporling requirements for 
density bonus projects; 
affirming the Planning 
Deparlment's determination 
under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; 
making findings under 
Planning Code, Section 302; 
and making findings of 
consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority 

~:~~~ o\ 6~~1~ning1f eag;9 
legislation passes, new 
residential projects shall be 
subject to revised Affordable 
Housing fees or provide a 
percentage of dwelling units 
either on-site or off-site, and 
other requirements, as 
follows: lncluslonary 
Affordable Housing Fee: 10 
units or more, but less than 
25 units: 20%; 25 units or 
more: 33% for ownership 
projects or 30% for rental 
proJacts. The Mayo(s Office 
of Housing and Community 
Development shall calculate 
these fees based on the 
City's cost of construclion of 
providing the residential 
housing for three different 
building types and two types 
of tenure, ownership and 
rental. The three building 
types would be based on the 
height of the building: 1) up 
to 55 feet; 2) above 55 feet 
and up to 85 feet; and 3) 
above 85 feel The afforda­
bility gap would be calcu­
lated within six months of Iha 
effective date of the 
amendments and updated 
annually to ensure the 
amount reflects the City's 
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current costs for the various 
building types and tenures. 
On-Sile Affordable Housing 
option: 10 lo 24 units: 12%; 
25 ownership units or more: 
27% of all units constructed 
on the project site; 25 rental 
units or more: 24%. Annual 
indexing. The required on­
site affordable housing shall 
Increase by O. 75% annually 
for all development projects 
with 10-24 units of housing, 
beginning on January 1, 
2018. Off-Site Affordable 
Housing option: 10 units or 
more, but less than 25 units: 
20%; 25 ownership units or 
more: 33%; 25 rental units or 
more: 30%. In accordance 
with Administrative Code, 
Section 67 .7 -1, persons who 
are unable to attend the 
hearing on this matter may 
submit written comments lo 
the City prior to the time Iha 

~~~~~nts ~T1r1~~ ma1~e~: 
part of . the official public 
record in this matter, and 
shall be brought · to the 
attention of the members of 
the Committee. Written 
comments should be 
addressed to Angela Calvillo, 
Clerk of the Board, City Hali, 
1 Dr. Cartton B. Goodlett 
Place, Room 244, San 
Francisco, CA 94102. 
Information relating to this 
matter is iivallabla in the · 
Office of the Clerk of Iha 
Board. Agenda information 
relating to this matter will be 
available for public review on 
Friday, May 12, 2017. • 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the 
Board 



SAN FRANCISCO EXAMINER 

835 MARKET ST, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103 
Telephone (415) 314--1835 / Fax (510) 743-4178 

ALISA SOMERA 

CCSF BO OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES) 

1 DR CARL TON B GOODLETT PL #244 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA - 94102 

PROOF OF PUBLICATION 

(2015.5 C.C.P.) 

State of California ) 
County of SAN FRANCISCO ) ss 

Notice Type: GPN - GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE 

Ad Description: 

AS- 05/15/17 Land Use -161351 Fee Ad 

I am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the State of California; I am 
over the age of eighteen years, and not a party to or interested in the above 
entitled matter. I am the principal clerk of the printer and publisher of the SAN 
FRANCISCO EXAMINER, a newspaper.published in the English language in 
the city of SAN FRANCISCO, county of SAN FRANCISCO, and adjudged a 
newspaper of general circulation as defined by the laws of the State of 
California by the Superior Court of the County of SAN FRANCISCO, State of 
California, under date 10/18/1951, Case No. 41'0667. That the notice, of which 
the annexed is a printed copy, has been published in each regular and entire 
issue of said newspaper and not in any supplement thereof on the following 
dates, to-wit 

05/05/2017, 05/11/2017 

Executed on: 05/11/2017 
At Los Angeles, California 

I certify (or declare) under p~nalty of peljury that the foregoing is true and 
correct. 

Signature · 

I lll!l!l llll II!!! ll!!l ll!ll lllll lll!l lll!l lll!l ll!ll ll!II !!11111111111! 1111 
Email *A000004463269* 
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This space for filing stamp only 

EXM#:3007787 

NOTICE OF PUBllC 
HEARING. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
· OF THE CITY AND 

COUNlY OF SAN FRAN· 
. CISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANS­
PORTATION COMMITTEE 
MONDAY, MAY 15, 2017 • 

1:30PM 
CITY HALL, l.l;GISLATJVE 

CHAMBER, ROOM 250 
1 DR. CARLTON B. 

GOOOLEIT PLACE, SAN 
FRANCISCO, CA 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN 
THAT the Land Use and 
Transportatlon Coinmitlee 
will hold a public hearing to 
consider lhe following 
proposal and said public 
hearing wm be held as 
fonows, at wlllch time all 

-~n~~ret:d ~~;t; Ffi.""N"o~ 
161351. Ordinance amend-, 
ing lhe Planning. Code to 
revise the amount of the 
lncluslonary Affordable 
Housing Fee and the On-Site 
and Off-Site Affordable 
Housing Alternatives and 
other Jndusionary Housing 
requirements; adding 
reporting requirements for 
density bonus projects; 
affinning lhe Planning 
Department's determination 
under the California 
Environmenlal Quauty ,!let; 

, making findings under 
Planning Code, Section 302; 
and making findings of 
consistency with the General 
Plan1 anti !lie ei!Jht priority 
polices of Planning Code, 
Section 101.1.. If the 
legislation passes, new 
residential projects shall be 
subject to revised Affordable 
Housing fees or provide a 
percentage of dwelling units 
either on-site or off-site, and 
other requirements, as 
follows: lnciusionary 
Affordable Housing Fee: 10 
unils or more, but less than 
25 units: 20%; 25 unlls or 
more: 33% for ownership 
projects or 30% for rental 

w~~1:·~~~~~; 
Oevelo~ment shall calculate 
these fees based on the 
City's cost of construction of 

~g;.~~~g for~ree~'if.:~ 
buTiding types and two types 
of tenure, ownership and 
rental. The three building 
types would be based on the 
~eight of lhe building: 1) up 
to 55 feet; 2) above 55 feet 
and up to 85 feet; and 3) 
above 85 feet The afford&­
bllity gap would be calcu- · 
lated wilhln six months of the 
effective date of the 
amendmenls and updated 

::ouu~r re:ac:":ere Cl~:· 

current costs for the various 
buliding types and tenures. 
On--Site Affordable Housing 
option: 10 to 24 units: 12%; 
25 ownership units Or more: 
27% of all unils constructed 
on the project site: 25 rental 
unlts or more: 24%. Annual 
indexing. The required on­
site affordable housing shall 
increase by 0.75% annually 
for all devefopment projects 
with 10-24 units of housing, 
beginning on January 1, 
2018. Off.Slte Affordable 

~~~:"6Lt°fe'!~0fu·~~ 2~
0:il~~ 

~
0
c~: :oZ~~~~ ~~: ~~ 

mare: 30%. In accordance 
with Administrative Code. 
Section 67.7-1, persons who 
are unable to attend the 
hearing on this matter may 
submit written comments to 
lhe City prior to the time lhe 
hearing begins. These 
comments will be made as 
part of the official public 
record in this matter, and 
shall be brought to lhe 
attention of the members of 
lhe Committee. Written 
comments should be 
addressed to Angela Calvillo, 
Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 
1 · Dr. Cartton B. Goodlett 
Place, Room 244, San 
Francisco. CA 94102. 
Information relating to lhis 
matter is available in the 
Office of the Clerk of the 
Board. Agenda information 
relating to this matter will be 
available for public review on 

~~:r~ ~~10:~1e~0Y·111; 
Board ' 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Departme·nt 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

June 1, 2017 

File No. 161351 

On May 22, 2017, the Land Use and Transportation Committee amended the following . 
legislation: · 

File No. 161351 

Ordinance amending the · Planning · Code to revise the amount of the 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives an.d other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; to require minimum dwelling unit mix in all residential 

· districts;· affirming the Planning Department's determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of public necessity, 
convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302;. and making 
findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority 
policies of ·Planning Code, Section 101.1 . 

. This amended legislation is being transmitted to you for .environmental review. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

lT~1rlr 
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689. 

TO: 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163. 

TDDffTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 

Olson Lee, Director, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development 
Nadia Sesay, Interim Executive Director, Office of Community Investment" 
and Infrastructure 
Robert. Collins, Executive Director, Rent Board 

FROM: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

DATE: June 1, 2017 

SUBJECT: AMENDED LEGISLATION 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee amended the 
following legislation, introduced b_y Supervisor Kim on April 18, 2017: 

File No. 161351 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives and ·other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; to require minimum dwelling unit mix in all residential 
districts; affirming the · Plannfng Department's deter!llil'lation under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of public necessity, 
convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302; and making 
findings. of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

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

c: Eugene Flannery, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
Kate Hartiey, Mayor's Office of Housing and .Community Development 
Amy Chan, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103. 

Dear Commissioners: 

May 25, 2017 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/fTY No. 554-5227 

On May 22, 2017, the Land Use and Transportation Committee amended the following 
ordinance. The Office of the City Attorney has advised that this ordinance requires an 
additional Planning Commission hearing: 

File No. 161351 

Ordinance amending the Planning- Code to revise the amount of the 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; to require minimum dwelling unit mix in all residential 
districts; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of public necessity, 
convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302; and making 
findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302, 
for public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the Land 
Use and Transportation Committee and is scheduled for hearing on June 5, 
2017. 

c: John Rahaim, Director of Planning 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

By: Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Lisa·Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, $te. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

April 21, 2017 

File No. 161351 

On April 18, 2017, Supervisor Kim introduced the following substitute legislation: · 

File No. 161351 

. Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; adding reporting requirements for density .bonus projects; . 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning Code, Section 
302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the 
eight.priority._policies of Planning Code, Section 101 .. 1. 

This substitute legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Attachment 

Angel~lv~o, 'rk of th~ Board 

{ol(.. By: "~~~alive Deputy Director 
. Land Use and Transportation Committee 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, Ck 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax: No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

April 21, 2017 

On April 18, 2017, Supervisor Kim introduced the following substitute legislation: 

File No. 161351 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; adding reporting requirements for density bonus projects; 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning Code, Section 
302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the 
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

The substitute ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 
302(b), for public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the 
Land Use and Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt 
of your response. 

c: John Rahaim, Director of Planning 
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD!fTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM. 

TO: Olson Lee, Director, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development · 
Nadia Sesay, Interim Executive Director, Office of Community Investment 
and Infrastructure 
Robert Collins, Executive Director, Rent Board 

FROM: l Alisa S~mera, Legislati~e Deputy Director . 
-u· Land Use-and Transportation Committee 

DATE: April 21, 2017 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the 
following substitute legi~latiori, introduced by Supervisor Kim on April 18, 2017: 

File No. 161351 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
·1nclusionary Affordable Housing Fee . and the On-Site and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives and _other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; adding reporting requirements for density bonus projects; 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under -the California 
Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning Code, Section 
302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and· the 
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

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

c: Eugene Flannery, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
Kate Hartley, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
Amy Chan, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Lisa ·Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

March 1, 2017 

. f=ile No. 161351 

On February 28, 2017, Supervisor Kim introduced the following substitute legislation: 

File No. 161351 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount · of the 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and ·the On-Site and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; adding reporting requirements for density bonus· projects; 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning Code, Section· 
302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the 
eight priority policies of Planning Cod~, Section 101.1. · 

This substitute legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

rk of the Board 

. ~ By: isa Somera, egislative Deputy Director 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
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City·Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

March 1, 2017 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

On February 28'. 2017, Supervisor Kim introduced the following substitute legislation: 

File No. 161351 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Sit~ and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; adding reporting requirements for density bonus projects; 
affirming the Planning Departmen_t's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning Code, Section· 

. 302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the 
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

The substitute ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 
302(b), for public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending be.fore the 
Land Use and Transportation Committee an~ will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt 
of your response. 

c: John Rahaim, Director of Planning 
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
.~oy Navarrete, Environmental Planning. 
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CjtyHall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Cadton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Olson Lee, Director, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development 
Nadia Sesay, Interim Executive Director, Office of Commu.nity Investment 
and Infrastructure 

FROM: l Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director 
p· Land Use and Transportation Committee 

DATE: March 1, 2017 

SUBJECT: SUBSTITUTE LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the 
following substitute legislation,Jntroduced by ?upervisor Kim on February 28, 2017: 

File No. 161351 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; adding reporting requirements for density bonus projects; 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning Code, Section 
302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the. 
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1 .. 

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

c: Eugene Flannery, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
Kate Hartley, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

· December 20, 2016 

Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environmentai Review Officer 
Plan·ning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

File No. 161351 

On December 13, 2016, Supervisor Kim introduced the following proposed legislation: 

File No. 161351 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing · Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other lnclusionary Ho·using 
requirements'; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning 
· Code, Section 302; and making findings of consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 10.1.1 .. 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Angel~l~~lo~e Board 

(1 By: 11..rtera, Legislative Deputy Director 
fUL- Land Use and Transportation Committee 

. . 

Attachment · 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,·Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 

Planning Commission 
Attn: · Jonas Ion in 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San _Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

Tel No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

December 20, 2016 

On December 13, 2016,_Super'visor Kim introduced the following legislation: 

File No. -161351 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the 
California Environmental . Quality Act; making findings under Planning 
Code, Section 302; and making findings of consistency with the General· 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section· 
302(b), for public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the 
Land Use and Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt 
of your response. 

lerk of the Board 

~ By: ~Ii a Somera, Legislative Deputy Director 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

c: John Rahaim, Director of Planning 
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs· 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor 
·Jeanie Poling, .Environmental Planning 
Joy Navarrete, Enviroomental Planning 

265 

.. { 



BOARDofSUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton-B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Olson· Lee, Director, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development 
Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director, Office of Community lnvestmef!t and 
Infrastructure 

FROM: .tv Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director 
tv Land Use and Transportation Committee 

DATE: December 20, 2016 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the 
following proposed legislation, introduced by Supervisor Kim on December 13, 2016: 

File No. 161351 -

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
lnclusionary Affordable- Housing Fee and the_ On-Site and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives · and ·other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning 
Code, Section 302; and making findings of consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority polic_ies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

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

c: Eugene Flannery, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
Kate Hartley, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
Claudia Guerra, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 
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. Member, Board of Supervisors 
District 2 

MARKE. FARRELL 

City· and County of San Francisco 
~ 

< .-...:, . = I -J 

:z 
l> 
--< 

co 

:i:,,. -, ... -= 

DATE: May ~8, 2017 

Angela Calvillo 

U1 
- ,(..-., . ,_ c~ 

N 

TO: 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

FROM: Supervisor Mark Farrell 

RE:.. Land Use and Transportation Committee 
COMMITTEE REPORTS 

. . . 
Pursuant to Board Rule 4.20, as Chair of the Land Use and Transp_ortation Committee, I 
have deemed the following matters are of an urgent nature and request.they be 
considered by the full Board c:m Tuesday, May 23, 2017, as Committee Reports: 

170240 Police, Building Codes " Lactation in the Workplace 

Ordinance amending the Police Code to require employers to provide employees 
breaks and a location for lactation and to have a policy regarding lactation in the 
workplace that specifies a process by which an employee will make a request for 
accommodation, defines minimum standards for lactation accommodation 
spaces, requires that newly constructed or reryovated buildings designated for 
certain uses include lactation rooms, and outlines lactation accommodation be.st 
practices; amending the Building Code to specify the technical specifications of 
lactation rooms for new or renovated buildings designated for certain use; 
making findings, including environmental findings and findings regarding the 
California Health and Safety Code; and directing the Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors to forward this Ordinance to the California Building Standards 
Commis_sion upon final passage. · 

City Hall • I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place • Room 244 • San Francisco, California 94102-2489 • (415) 554-7752 
Fax (415) 554-7843 • TDDITTY (415) 554-2677 • E-majl: Mpik.Farrell@sfgov.org 
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Member, Board of Supervisors 
District 2 

City and County of San Francisco 

170208 

MARKE. FARRELL 

Planning Code - lnclusionary ·Affordable Housing Fee and 
Dwelling Unit Mix Requirements · 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the lnclusionary 
Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing 
Alternatives and other lnclusionary Housing requirements; to require minimum 
dwelling unit mix in all residential districts; affirming the Planning Department's 
qetermination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of 
public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code Section 302; 
and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

~ 161351 Planning Code - lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and 
Requirements 

Ordinance amending the_ Planning Code to revise the amount of the lnclusionary 
Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing · 
Alternatives and other lnclusionary Housing requirefTlents; adding .reporting 
requirements for density bonus projects; affirming the Planning Department's 
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; niaking findings 
under Planning Code, Section 302; and making findings of consistency with the 
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1: 

These matters will be he.ard in the Land Use and Transportation Committee at a 
Regular Meeting on Monday, May 22, 2017, at 1:30 p.m. · 

City Hall • 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place • Room 244 • San FFancisco, California 94102-2489 ° (415) 554-7752 
· Fax (415) 554--7843 ° TDD/TTY (415) 5~'.81,7 • E-mail: Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org 



Pri.nt Form J 

Introduction Form· 
,. .. 

r\ C..,, ::.. ,; 

By a Mem l>ef of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor 

2 0 l7 APR l Tim~ Marlip: 0 l 
I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): or meeting date 

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

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

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

D 

D 

D 

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor 

5. City Attorney request. 

6. Call File No. ....I -. ______ _,j from Committee .. 

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

~ 8. Substitute Legislation File No. ~I 1_6_1_35_1 ___ ~ 

D 9. Reactivate File No. I~----~ 
D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 

.... "; 

inquires" 

~--------------' 

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

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

~ote: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

I supervisors Kim; Peskin 

Subject: 

[Planning Code - Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements] 

The text is listed below or attached: 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the 
On-Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternatives and other Inclusionary Housing requirements; adding 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: --~--1rr----C)_.,__. -~--'=-----=· =·"-----

F"- Clerk's Use Only: 
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. ~-· ..... ~ Introduction Form 
REGE!\!E 1 • 

BOARD OF SIJ?E,. VtSOR::. 
Std-J FRANC SCO"-

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors ortheMayo12u l 1 FEB 

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

D I. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment) · 
. . . _: . - : : .• . ' 

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

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

D 

D 

D 

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires" ,__ ______________ __, 

5. City Attorney request. 

6. Call File No.I - ---"'--------., fr~m Committee. 

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

~ 8. Substitute Legislation File No ...... 1 _____ ..., 

D 9. Reactivate File No.I'--'·-----~ 

D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on I ---------~---"'"" 
Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the fo~lowing: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D. Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

!supervisor Ki?1 
Subject: 

Planning Code - Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements 

The text is listed below or attached: 

!See attached. 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: -~~--f""-t=·-~~--0-----..,_~-~-----
For Clerk's Use Only: 
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Paqe 1 of 1 

I 



Introduction Form 
By·a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor 

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

~~ 

12.f r~)J11q ~ 
4:4'\ ~ 

Time stamp Cb 
or meeting date 

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

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

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

D 

D 

. o 
D 

D 

D 

D 

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor 

5. City Attorney request. 

6. Call File No. ~, -. - ... -. _-___ .-__ -_-_ -_ ---1 from Committee . 

7. Budget Analyst request ( attach written motion). 

8. Substitute Legislation File.No. I ............ ~~-~ ........... 
9. Reactivate File No.I ...... ____ __. 

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

inquires" 

'--~--~~--------' 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission .O Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

~ote: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use·a Imperative Form. 

;ponsor(s): 

I supervisor~~ and Peskin _ 

Subject: 

Planning Code - Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements 

The text is listed below or attached: 

1See attached. 

-' 

I 
Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: __ (_k--t-F--~_n_~·-~~~. -=-~----

f Clerk's Use Only: 
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