
File No. 170834· Committee Item No. --------- _ ____,__,_ __ _ 
Board Item No. :i ---=-------

COMMITTEE/BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
AGENDA PACKET CONTENTS LIST 

Committee: Date ----------- -------
Board of Supervisors Meeting Date· ~r_;{~cJol~ 

Cmte Board 
D D Motion 

D Legislative Digest ~ 
D · Resolution. 
D Ordinance 

D Budget and Legislative Analyst Report 

i
. . DD Youth Commission Report 

Introduction Form 
·D Department/Agency Cover Let~er and/or ~eport 
D Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 

D 0 Grant Information Form · 
D D Grant Budget 
D D . Subcontract Budget 

· D D Contract/Agreement 
D D . Form 126 - Ethics Commission 
D D Award Letter 
D D Application 
D D Form700 
D D Vacancy Notice 
Q D · · information Sheet 
JC' · D Public Correspondence · 

OTHER 

I 
-~ 
D 
D 
D· 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

(Use back side if additional space is need~d) 

Eeonomic \mpac+ Repcrrt 

Completed by: Alisa Somera Date July 19, 2017 
Completed by=--------~--- Date ______ _ 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

FILE NO. 170834 · · 

AMENDED IN BOARD 
9/12/17 

ORDINANCE NO. 

[Planning Code -.1.nclusionary,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 Affoidable 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 clarifv lnclusionarv 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 
9 

yirelfare under Planning Code, Section 302; and making findings of consistency with the 
10 

· Gene.ral Pl~n, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 1 Ot.1. 
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NOTE: · Unchanged Code text and i.mcodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes-are in 'single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions_to Codes ai:e in strikethrough italics Times }lew Romanfont. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined· Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough /\rial 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: 

SeGtibn 1. General Findin-gs. 
\ 

(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 
-

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

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

2 No§,. 19903 and '19956, adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are 

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

4 Code Section 101.1. The Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution.s_ 

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

6 herein by reference. 

7 (c) Pursuant to Planning Gode Section 302, this Board finds that this Planning Code 

8 Amendmen.t will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth 

9 in Planning Commission Resolution No§,. 19903 and 19956, and the Board incorporates such 

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

11 19956 is on file with the Board of Supervisors in File No. 170834. 

) 

13 Section 2. Findings About lnclusionary Affordable Housing Requirements. 

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

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

16 City Charter's inclusionary aft'.ordable housing requirements, which won overwhelming support 

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

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

19 415.10 of the Planning Code, and elaborated upon further outlined in Ordinance No. 76-16. 

20 which required that the Citv study how to set inclusionarv housing obligations in San 

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

22 to create affordable housing. The inclusionarv affordable housing obligations set forth in this 

23 ordinance will supersede and replace any previous requirements. 

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

_5 the United States. In February 2016, the California Association of Realtors reported that the 
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1 median priced home in San Francisco was $1,437,500. This price is 222% higher than the 

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

3 ($348,900). While the national homeownership rate is approximately 63.8%, only 

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

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

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

7 over $126,864. 

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

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

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

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

12 Jow-income households and 5,460 units for moderate/middle income households, and a total 

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

14 moderate/middle-income San Franciscans. 

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

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

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

18 area median income. The study demonstrates a need of 31.8% affordable h<?using for rental 

19 housing, and 37.6% affordable housing for ownership housing, and a need of 24.1 % onsite 

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

21 housing for households with incomes up to 120% of Area Media11 Income. When quantitving 

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

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

24 41.3% affordable housing for ownership housing. 

25 
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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 seu-Idcan set the initial onsite requirements at a maximum fe~sible 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 scheduie of lnclusio.nary housing fees to 

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 itself. 

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 inclusionarv 

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

20 financial feasibility of housing development projects. 

21 (g) The City's lnclusionarv 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 
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1 (h) As rents and sales prices outpace what is affordable to the typical San Francisco 

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

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

4 Ci) In order to maximize the benefit of state and federal funds supporting affordable 

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

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

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

8 area median income. 

9 CD The Board of Supervisors recognizes that this lnclusionary Housing Program ·is only 

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

11 moderate-. and middle-income households. The City will continue to acauire. rehabilitate and 

t2 proauce units through the Mayor's Office of Housing ar-id Community Development. provide 

13 rental subsidies. and provide homeownership assistance to continue to expand its reach to 

14 households in need of affordable housing. 

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

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

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

18 family-friendly multiple bedroom units. 

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

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

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

22 affordable housing requirement. 

23 

· 24 Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 415.3 and 

25 415.6, to read as follows: 
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SEC. 415.3. APPLICATION. 

* * * * 

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

application prior to January 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 to certain development projects consisting 

of 25 dwelli:'lg ~nits or more during a limited period of time as follo'vvs. 

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

housing, the develoµment project shall provide the following_,amounts ofon-site affordable 

housing. AH 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 units 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. 

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

9 
Paae6 



. 1 (E) Notwithstanding the provisions set forth in subsections (b )(1 )(A), (B) 

· 2 and (C) of this Section 415.3, if a development project is located in a UMU Zoning District or 

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

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

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

6 2016, plus the following additional amounts of on-site affordable units: (i) if the development 

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

8 2014, the Project Sponsor shall provide additional affordable units in the amount of 1% of the 

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

1 O · Environmental Evafuation application prior to January 1, 2015, the Project Sponsor shall 

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

-1-2 on-site; or (iii) if the development project has submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation 

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

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

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

16 Environmental Evaluation application on or before_ January 12, 2016 and seeks to utilize a 

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

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

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

20 applicant seeking a density bonus under the provisions of State Law shall provide reasonable 

,21 documentation to establish eligibility for a requested density bonus, inc~ntives or concessions, 

22 and waivers or reductions of development standards. 

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

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

25 following fee amount or amounts of off-site affordable housing during the limited periods of 
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1 time set forth below. All other requirements of Planning Code Sections 415.1 et seq. shall 

2 apply. 

3 (A) Any development project that has submitted a complete 

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

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

6 (B) Any development project that has submitted a complete 

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

8 site housing in an amount equivalent to 27 .5% of the number of units constructed on-site. 

9 (C) Any" development project that has submitted a complete 

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

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

2. on-site. 

13 (D) Any development project that submits an Environmental Evaluation 

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

15 415.5, 415.6, and 415.7, as ap.plicable. 

16 (E) Notwithstanding the provisions set forth in subsections (b)(2)(A), (8) 

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

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

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

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

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

22 units constructed on-site. Any buildings up to 130 feet in height located both within a special 

23 use district and within a height and bulk district that allows a maximum building height of 130 

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

.... 5 during the limited periods of time set forth therein. 
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1 (F) Notwithstanding the provisions set forth in subsections (b )(2)(A), (B) 

2 and (C) of this &t$'.ection 415.3, if a development project is located in a UMU Zoning Distiict or 

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

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

5 elects to comply with a land dedication alternative, such development project sh!=lll comply 

6 with the fee, off-site or land dedication r~quirements applicable within such Zoning Districts, 

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

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

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

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

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

12 if the development project has submitted a complete Environmental-Evaluation application 

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

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

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

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

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

18 an amount 1equivalent to 10% of the number of units constru~ted on-site. Notwithstanding the 

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

20 greater than the equivalent of 30% ot'the number of units constructed on-site. 

21 (G) Any development project consisting of 25 dwelling units or more that 

22 has submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application on or prior to January 12, 

23 2016, and is eligible and elects to providE? off-site affordable housing, may provide off-site 

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

25 forth in this Section 415.3 and in Section 415. 7 with an equivalent amount of units as specified 
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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 project. consisting of 25 dwelling units or more. 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, 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 consisting of 25 dwelling units 

or more 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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1 SEC. 415.6. ON-SITE AFFORDABLE HOUSING ALTERNATIVE. 

2 If a project sponsor is eligible and elects to provide on-site units pursuant to Section 

3 415.5(g), the development project shall meet the following requirements: 

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

5 

6 

7 

·s 

9 

10 

11. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

* * * * 

(8) Specific Geographic Areas. For any housing development that is located 

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

in any other section of the Code such as Section 419, the higher housing requirement.shall 

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

of areas areater 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 received 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 to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors. 

* * * * 

18 Section 4. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Section 249.28, to read 

19 as follows: 

20 SEC. 249.28. TRANSBAY C-3 SPECIAL USE DISTRICT. 

21 (a) Purpose. There shall be a Transbay C-3 Special Use District, which is wholly 

22 within the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area, cor:nprising all of the parcels, primarily 

23 privately-owned and zoned C-3, within the Redevelopment Area but outside of the Transbay 

24 Downtown Residential District (TB-DTR), and whose boundaries are designated on Sectional 

25 Map No. ISU of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco. This district is 
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1 generally bounded by Mission, Seco.nd, Clementina, and Beale Streets and whose primary 

2 features include the Transbay Terminal facility and its associated ramps, and a portion of the 

3 New Montgomery/Second Street Conservation District. A vision and guidelines for this area 

4 as an integral component of the Transbay Redevelopment Area are laid out in the Transbay 

5 Redevelopment Plan and its companion documents, ·including the Design for the · 

6 Development and the Development Controls and Design Guidelines for the Transbay 

7 Redevelopment Project. California Public Resources Code Section 5027.1 requires that 35% 

8 of all dwelling units developed during the life of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan in the 

9 Transbay Redevelopment Project Area shall be permanently affordable to low- and moderate-

1 O income households, as such households are defined in State law. Section 4.9.3 of the 

11 Transbay Redevelopment Plan requires that a minimum of 15% of all units _constructed on a 

) particular s-lte shall be affordable to certain qualifying households. as set forth in such Plan. 

13 (b) Controls. 

14 * * * * 

15 (6). Housing Requirements for Residential and LiveNVork Development Projects. 

16 The requirements of Section 415.1 et seq .. shall apply"' subject to the following exceptiqns: 

17 (A) l\ minimum of 15% of all units The inclusionary affordable housing 

18 provided on-site shall be the higher amount determined under Section 4.9.3 of the Transbay 

19 Redevelopment Plan or Section 415.6Ca) of the Planning Code.· as it may be amended from 

20 time to time: and the inclusionarv affordable housing constructed on the site shall be 

21 affordable to, and occupied by, :qualifying persons and families~ as defined by Section 4.9.3 

22 of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan; 

23 (B) All required inclusionary affordable housing units in the Transbay C-3 

24 SUD required by this Section shall be built on-site; and 

L'.5 
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1 (C) Off site construction or in lieu fee payment Payment of the Affordable 

2 Housing Fee or compliance with the Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternative are shall not be 

3 permitted to satisfy tRis-the inclusionarv affordable housing requirement. 

4 

5 Section e~. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

6 enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

7 ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

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

9 

1 O Section~- Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 
.. 

11 intends to·amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 

12 numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 

13 .. Code that are explicitly shown in this--ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 

14 · additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Note" that appears under 

15 the official title of the ordinance. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J RRERA,·City Attorney 

By: 

n:\legana\as2017\ 1700109\0121.8327.docx 
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FILE NO. 170834 

AMENDED IN BOARD 
9/12/17 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[Planning Code - lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee] 

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 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 Plan.ning 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-f-ee 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% for an ownership housing project and 30% for a rental housing project. 

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 lnclusionarv Affordable Housin·g Units: If eligible, a project sponsor may elect to 
provide on-site 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 consisting of 1 O - 24 
units, beginning on January 1, 2018, until the requirement reaches 15%. Owned Units shall 
be affordable to households earning up to ~ 00% of Area Median Income, with an affordable 
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9/12/17 

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 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 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. 

• Rental Units for low-income households shall have an affordable rent set at 55% of 
Area Median lr:icome 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 hp.ve 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, 
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which shall be defined in accordance with the Planning Department's American 
Community Survey Neighborhood Profile Boundaries Map. 

Starting on January 1, 20.18, and each year thereafter, MOH CD 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 dev~lopment 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 j, 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). 

3. Off-Site lnclusionary Affordable Housing. 

• 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% of all units 
constructed on the project site. 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 households, 
8% of the units affordable to moderate-income households, and 7% of the units 
affordable to middle income households .. Owned Units for low-income

1

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 lncor:ne eligible to apply for moderate-income units. 
Owned Units for middle-income households shall have an affordable purchase price 

Supervisors Breed, Kim, Peskin, Safai, Tang 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 1 9 Page 3 



FILE NO. 170834 

AMENDED IN BOARD 
9/12/17 

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 uh its 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 midd!e-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 
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, 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 not procure 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. 

The 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 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 Planning Department, in consultation with the Controller, must undertake a study of areas 
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 received 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 to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors. 

Amendments to Current Law 

The Proposed Legislation ~ould change the inclusionary affordable housing requirement in 
the following ways. 

The inclusionary affordable housing requirements would not apply to any project consisting of 
25 dwelling units or more that has not submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation· 
Application on or before January 12, 2016, if such 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 in 
those areas are adopted, such projects consisting of 25 dwelling units or more shall (1) pay a 
fee 0( 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 constr.ucted 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 fo low-income households, 6% shall be 
affordable to moderate-income households and 6% shall be affordable to middle-income 
households. · 

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 received 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 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors. 

The Ordinance clarifies its application to the Transbay C-3 Special Use District. The 
re.quirements 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; and the inclusionary affordable 
housing constructed on the site shall be affordable to, and occupied by, "qualifying persons 
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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 415.10 
in February 2017. 

The City adopted new inclusionary housing requirements, which became effective August 26, 
2017. 

n:\legana\as2017\ 1700109\01218385.docx 

Supervisors Breed, Kim, Peskin, Safai, Tang 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 22 Page6 



Modifying lnclusionary Housing Requirements: 
Economic '·mpact Report 

Office of Economic Analysis 

Items #161351 and #170208 

May 12, 2017 

23 



Introduction 

• Two ordinances have recently b~en introduced at the San Francisco Board of Supervrsors 
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 housing11 refers to new housing whose rent, or sales price, is limited to make 
it affordable to households that cannot afford most new privately-produced, 11market­
rate" housing in the city. Because this liJ!1ited 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 marke.t-rate housing developer, 
which increases their cost of development. It is often argued that developers pass these 
costs on to la0d-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 
market-rate housing consumers. 

. . 
• However, a reduction in bids from developers c;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, hou$ing 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 housi)lg 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 locqtion 
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 

• 

• 

• 

·in 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 inclusio.nary 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 Controller'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 .Technical Advisory Committee, to make a series of 
recommendations in a final report issued in February, 2017. _ · 

• Recommendations of the feasibility study include: 

- Charging different inc!usionary 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 inc!usionary·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 new 

housing. 

- Establishing initial fee options at the rate of 18-23% for rentals, and 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. K.im I 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 lower them 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 would 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-~ite 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 av~rage 

of 90%, and 12% must be in the 100-140% AMI range, with an average of 120%. For on-site 
rentals, 15% must be for 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 changed 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) Kim/P_eskin Proposal- - -

Fee for 25+ unit 33% Falls to 30% for rental· 

projects projects 

Safai/Breed/Tang Proposal 

Falls to 28% for ownership 

and 23% for rental projects. 

Would increase 0.5% per· 
year for 10 years. 

-~~J'1:!r:~f • ~{~:~;1~~~~~~~tJ . · R1se1i0 Z#frir\; < ..•.•.••. •· Si~;i~i\er; 1a111 to ,03 tor · 

25+ unit project 

income limits 

Low is 55% of AMI for 

rentals, 80% for condos; 
Moderate is l00% 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 advantage 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. 
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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 

··• Klm/Peskln • Kim/Peskin 

---~----
-Safa! 

• Kim/Peskin 

@ 
Safa! 

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(f ang proposal 
establishes initial requirements at the 
maximum of each of the 
recommended ranges, although the 

income limits in the Safai/Breed(fang 
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, proforma prototypes that 
took the maximum State Density Bonus 
would be financially feasible under the 
Kim/Peskin requirements. 

5% -- --·- -------- ------------ -----------· .. -----------j-··---

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 null)ber 
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 prohibite~ 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 the bonus has, to date, been limited in San Francisco, and the study reached no 
conclusions 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 would contribute more to affordable housing than a non~ 
bonus project. 
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12.0% 

The Statistical Model .uses the Cost of the Proposed Policies to Estimate 
Their Effect on Housing Production 

Estimated Cost of On site lncluslonary Housing Requirements for Projects with 25+ Units, 
as a Percentage of Sales Price, 2017-2032 

= ~ ~ ·= = - - - = ~ = = - ·= = ~ 
• Prop C iti 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 
the 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 does 
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 qverthe 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 harder'to estimate. 

This approach is only reasonable when onsite and fee options are comparable to each 
other. ~ecause of this, we are not analyzing 10-24 unit projects, as under the Kim/Peskin 
proposal, their onsite requirements increase 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 

. ·~~.~u~:i;'~p~;ri-#(?.~:6'FHi.~ii2~A1i 1-E ..... 
. . 

Number of Affordable Housing units 

. Aver~~~··.~·~r·si·~~···~~/~~~·;.¥~~iJ\ih.it•_ .•. 
.. ,'; -. ..:: '.-. 

Total annual value of subsidy 

Controller's Office • Office of Economic Analysis 
City and County of San Francisco 

- Kim7Peskin Proposal vs. 
_Prop C 

0.0% 

2%to 4% more 

$1 M to $4 M more 
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_ Safai/Breed/Tang 
Proposal vs. Prop c · 

0.1% to 0.8% less 

5% to 8% less 

"ii% t~ i2% i~s'~ . 

. $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 niore 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 rnnsumers gain betw~en $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. 

Controller's Office• Office of Economic Analysis 
City and County of Sari Francisco 
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Staff Contacts 

Ted Egan, Ph.D., Chief Economist -ted.egan@sfgov.org 

Controller's Office• Office of Economic Analysis 
City and County of San Francisco 
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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 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. 

This amended legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

~~1rvfr< 
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 

Not defined a~ a prbject under CEQA Guidelines 
. Sections 15378 and 15060 (c) (2) because· ii: does· 

not result in a physical change in the 

environment. 
c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 

Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning Dlgh:ally signed by Joy Navarrete 

J N 
ON: OF.Joy Navarrete,. o=Plannlng, oy ava rrete DU=Envl<0nmontalPl'"nlng, . 

• .. emall9oynavamte@sfgov.<1rg. c=US 4 1 . Date: 2017.o6.011'1:59-.20-07'00' 



BOAR.'D .of:SUPERVISORS 

December 20, 2016 

Lis~ Gi.psqn 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Dep~rtment 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 941"03 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

File No. 161351 

On De~mber 13, 2015, Supervisor Kim introduced the following proposed legisratlon: 

Fire No. ts·1.351 

Ordi.nan.ce amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
~nclusiona_ry. Affon:lalll~ Housing Fee and th~ O:n-Sjte and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other lntlus:ionary Housing 
requirements; affirming the Planning Department'·s determination under the 

_ California Environmental Quality .Act; making findings under .Plann.ing 
Code. Section 302; and mak,ng findings of cons-istency with the G'eneral 
Plan, and the eight priorify policies of .Planni"ng Code, Section 10.1.1. 

This legisl·ation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

. Angel~~llo~e Board 

· (\ By: Ji~era, Legislative Deputy Direotor 
~ 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. 

~V\··e- ~ &76 
1 zl 2-0 /t(p 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

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; and 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 
ON: cn=Joy Navarrete, o=Plannlng, 
.ou=Environmental Planning, 
emall=joy.navarrete@sfgov.org, 
c=US 
Date: 2017.03.23 08:43:30 -07'00' 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

April 21 1 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 April 18, 2017, .Supervisor Kim introduced the following substitute legislation: 

File No. 161351 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
lnclus.ionary Affordabie Housing· Fee arid the On-Site and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other lnclusioilary Housing 
requirements;. adding reporting requirements for density bonus projects; 
affirming the. Planning Department's determination under the California 
Enviro.nmental Qualify 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 wm be scheduled for hearing upon receipt 
of your respon·se. 

erk of the Board 

c: John Rahaim, D~rector of Planning . . . Not defined as a project under CEQA 
Aaron Starr, Acting !"lanage: ~f Legislative Affairs Guidelines Sections 15378 a d 15060( )(2) 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Admm1strator . . n . c 
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Office becaus~ it does n?t result in a physical 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor change in the environment. 

Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning REVIEWED . . · • · •. ' 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning J 

By Joy ·Navarrete at 12:09 pm, Apr 28; 2017 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLAN·NING .E>EPART.MENT 

. Date: 
J?roject Name: 
Case Number: 
Sponsored by: 
Staff Con.tac:t: 

Reviewed by: 

Planning C.ommission 
Resolution No. 19937 

HEARING DATE: JUNE 15, 2017 

June8,2017 
Indusionazy Afford~ble Hou$ing Ptogram (Sec 415} Amendments 

2017-D01061PcA [Board J1ile No. 161351 v4] 
Supervisors Breed, Kim, Peskin,.Safai, and Tari.g 
Jqcob 'Bintliff~ Citywide Pla'rµU11g Division 
Iacob.bintliff@sfgov.org, 415-575-9170 · 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor 

Recommendation: Recommend Approval with Modifications 

i (al~0f 
~~~l\~k\.-' 
Bwl i& l·0trt 

1650 Mission st 
SUlte.400 
San Franci~co, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415'.558.6378 

~: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lrrtoimatlon: 
415.558.6377 

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF 'SUPERVISORS 1) ADOP'T. A PROPOSED ORDINANCE, 
WITH Ni°ODIFICATIONS THAT WOULD AMEND THE PLANNlNG CODE TO REVISE THE AMOUNT OF 
THE INCLUSIONARY AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE AND THE ON-SITE AND OFF.oSITE 
AFFORDABLE HOUplNG ALTERNATIVES AND OTHER INCLU$10NARY HOUSING 
REQ,UIREMENTS; TO REQUIRE MINIMUM DWELLING UNIT MIX IN ALL RESIDENTIAL DiSTRICTS; 
TO ESTABLISH DWELLING UNIT MINIMUM SIZES; TO ESTABLISH A PROHIBITION· ON STU010 
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 
AFFIRMING THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT'S DETERMINATION 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 Kim and Supervisor Peskin introduced a proposed 
Ordinance under Board of Supervisors (hereinafter "Board") File Number 161351 (referred to in i:his 

resolution ·as Proposal A), which amends Section 415 of the Plat\ning Code to tevise the amount of the 
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off~Site Affordable Housing Alternatives and 
other Indusionar:y Bousing requirements; and adds reporting requirements for density bonus projects; 

and, 

WHEREAS, on February 2.8, 2017 Supervisor Kirn and Supervisor Peskin introdiu:ed substitute legislation 

under Boa:rd File Number 161351 v2; and, 

WHEREAS, on Febru~ry 28., 2017 Supervisor Safai, Supervisor Breed, and Supervisor Tang introduced 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 Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-



Exhibit A: Re$olutlon No. 19937 
June 15., ·20:17 

CASE NO. 2017-00.1061PCA 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

Site and Off-Site Affordable Housfug .Alt~tives and other lncl'usionary Housing requirements; and 
requires a minimum dwelling unit mix in all residential districts; ~d, 

WHEREAS1. on September 29, 2015, Mayor Ed Lee 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;>ercent Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the Analyzed State 

.Density Bonus Program, and the Indi~dually Requested State Density Bonus Program, to provide· for 

developmenfbonuses and zoning ·m~difkations 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 Plannjng Conmrlssion voted to initiate an amendment to·the General 

l'lan to add language to certain policies, objectives and maps that cla-rifi~d that the City could adopt 

policies or programs that allowed additional density and development potential if a project included 
increased amounts of on-site affordable.housing; and 

WHEREAS, on Febtuaty ZS~ 2016, this Commission found that the Affordable Housing Bonus: Program 

was, on balance, consistent with the San FranciSco General Plan as amended; and forwarded the 

Affordable Housing Bortus Program, together with. several recc>nunended amendn\ents, to the Board of 

Supervisors fot their consideration; and 

WHEREAS, oh June· 13, 2016, Supervisor ·Tang duplicated the AHBP ordinance file and amended the 

.AHB-P ordinance to include ~nly the 100%·Af£ordable 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 appeal to the Board of Supervisors; and 

WHEREAS, on June 30, 2016, in :Resolution 19686, the Planning Commission found tha:t both the 100% 

Affordable Housing Bonus Program [BF 15.09G9J .and 10('}%. Affordable Housing Density and 

Develwment Bonuses· (BF 160668] to .be consistent with the General Plan, and in Ju1y 2016 the Board of 
Supervisors adopted· the 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program, which is now found in Planning 
Code section 206; and 

WHEREAS, TI1e Planrrlng ·co:m.n:rission (hereinafter "Commissitm") conducted a duly noticed public 

informational hearmg at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the two proposed ordinances on 
March 16, 2017; and 

WHEREAS, The Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting 
to consider. the two proposed Ordinances on April 27, 2017; and 

WHER~, The Conurtission ~assed 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 

SAN.FRANCISCO 
PLANNING PJ!:PARTIYl!':NT 2 
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t::xhibitA: R~solution No. 19937 
J.une 15, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017-0010S.1PCA 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

WHEREAS, On May 22, 2017 at the Land us.e and Transportation Committee, Supervisor Peskin moved 
to ar:tuind BF 161351. Afte1• the motibn was seconded by Supervisor Safai, the ordinance as amended 
became the "Consensus" ordinance. 

WHEREAS, The components of the ConsenStis Ordinance that are materially different than el.em~ts 
considere9 by the Commission on April 27., 2017 include the follo~g: 

1. to require a minimum dwelli,ng.unit mix in all residential districts for projects of 10 - 24 units, as 

well:as projects of 25 units or more, in all residential zoning districts outside of Pla:r:i Areas; 

2. to establish a minimum unit size for inclusionary units required through Section 415,; 

3. to prohibit the designation of inclusiorn~ry studio units at affoidable levels above 100% AMI; 
4. to reqµ.ire replacement of or fee payment for any affordable units that may be lost due to 

demo.\itioh or coiw.etsioh, above and beyoµd the required inclusi9nary units under Section 415; 

5. to exclude certain areas fro:in the proposed citywjde Inclusionary requirements and make them 

subject to higher requirements until additional analysis is completed to address affordability 
levels in these areas, including a) the Eastern Neighborhoods Mission Planning Area; the North 

of Market Residential Special Use District Subarea 1 or Sub.area 2 and the SOMA Neighborhood 

Commercial Transit DiSJ;rict. 
6. to tequfre an Affordable Housing· Fee amount that is substantially above the maximum 

econm;nically .feasible level as identlfied by the 'controller's Economic Feasibility Study required 
by· Proposition C, and .thus establish a significant disincentive fo:r the use of the State Density 
Bonus Law to produce bonus units. This is because Bonus units Would be subject to the Fee 

.amount under the proposed Ordinance. This disincentive was not previously considered by the 

Pianning Com.mission. 

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 l:o the Inclusionary Affordable. Housing Program in the modified 
ordinance is hot defined as a project under CEQA GuideHnes 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 on 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 .~clusionary 
Affordable Housing Program [BF 161351]; and 

'SAN rnANGiSCO 
PLANNING 'DEPARTMENT 

47 
3 



./ 

Exhibit A: Resolution No. 19937 
June 15, 2017 

·CAS:E NO. 2017~001061PCA 
lnc:lusioflary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

VVHEREAS, The Planning Commission determines that: 

1. 'In making the recoII'tmendation to revise the Incfosionary Affordable Housing Program, the 

Commissibn reaffirms the.Boardof Supervisor's policy-established by Resolution Number 79-16 

that it· shall be City policy to ma.Xim'ize the economically feas~ble percentage of inclusionary 

affordable housing in market rate.housing development. 

2. Inclusionary requirements should not exceed the rates recommended in the Controller's 

Economk Feasibility Study established in Proposition C, that the maximum economically feasible 

requirements for the on-site alternative are 18% for.rental projects or 20% for ownership projects, 

or the equivalent of a fee or off-site alternative requirement of 23% for rental projects or 28% for 

ownership projects. 

3. The Inclusionary Affordable HoUBing Program requirements should remain below the City's 
current Nexus Study. 

4. The City should.use the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program to help serve the housing 

needs· for low-, moderate-, and above-moderate income hpliscltolds that area above the level 

eligible for projects .suppoi:ted by federal low income housing taX credits, and also. eam below the 

minimum level needed to access market rate housing units in San Francisco. 

5. The Planning Department $hould implement additional inonitor.ing and reporting procedures 

regarding the use of the State Density Bonus Law, and should require· that eligible projects that 

seek and receive a bonus under the State Bonus Law pqy the Affordable Housing Fee on-
additional units provided. · 

6. The incremental increases to the inclusionary requirements. as established by tli.e passage of 

-Proposition C for projects that entered the pipeline between January 1, 2013 and January 12, 2016 

should .be retained for projects electing the on-site· alternative, and removed for projects paying 

the:Affordable Housing Fee or electirig the off-site alternative, to maintain consistency with the 

re~ommended maxi.mum 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.d the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the Commission's recommended 

modifications to the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program are consistent with the General Plan for 
the reasons set forth below; and be it 

FUR1HER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Board of 

Supervisors approve a modified ordinance to revise the Inclusfonary Affordable Housing Program as 

descttbed within Resolution Number 19903 and within this resolution and adopts the findings as set forth 

below. 

SAN fRAIJClSCO 
PLAl\lNU~G DEPA'FITMEl\lT 4 
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Exhibit A: Resolution No. 19937 
June 15, 2017 

FINDINGS 

CASE NO. 2017-00106.1PCA 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

Having review~d 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 Cpmpliance. The proposed Ordinance and !he Commission's recommended 
modifications are consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan: 

HOUSING ELEMENT 
OBJECTIVEl 
IOENTIFY AND ;MAKE AV A:ILABtE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET 
THE CITY'S HOUSING NE.EDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENIL Y AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

POLICY1.1 
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the. City and County of San Francisco, especially 
affordabie housing~ 

The ordinance amending the Inclusionar.y Affordable .Houshig Program furthers the potential for creation 
of permanently affordable housing in the City and facilitate an increase the number of affordable housing· 
units that could be built £11 San Francisco. Gmerally affordable projects require that units be affordable far 
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. 

POLICY1.6 
Conside:i>greater. fl:e:xibility in number.and size of uniti;; within established building 
:envelopes· in community based planning processes, especially ff it can. increase the number of 
affordable units. in multi,,familr structures. 

The ordinance amending the lit+luslonary Affordable Housing Pr.ogrnm provides greater flexibility in the 
number of 1mits permitted in new njj'otdable housing pY.ojects by providing increased heights, relief from 
any residential density caps. a1.1d allowing some zoning modificatietiS. This is achieved by pairing tlie 
programs with eitherihe State Denst'ly Bonus Law, California Governwrn.t Code section 65915 et seq. or 
through the local ordinance implementing the state law, such as theAffordabte H.ousing fJonus Program or 
HOME-SF [BF 150969}. 

POUCY3.3 
Maintain balance in affordability .of existing housing stock by su,.ppo:rt.ing affordable 
moderate ownership Qpportunities.. · 

. The ordinance mnending the InclitPio}iartj Affordable H1msing Program increase affordable ownership 
opportunities for householdnvith moderate income$. 

The ordin.aiice amending the lnclusionary Affordable Housi11g Program generally maintains the (:Urrent 
"low" arid "moderate" income tiers, with the significant change that these targets would be defined as an 
average A Ml served by the profect, with units falling within a·specified range of income levels: Considering 
the average incomes served. the proposal Would serve hoiJseholds in the mMdle of both the Low bicome 

SAN FRANGISCO 
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Exhibit A: Resolution No.19937 
June 15, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 
lnclusionary,Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

and Moderate Income groups, and Would meet the demonstrated need of both income groups, while serving 
segments of both ,income groups that are leas/ served by .the City;s r:urrent qffordable housing programs . 

. POLlCY4.1 
Develop new housing, and encourage the xemodeling of existing. housing, for families. with 
childr~n. . . 
The ordinance amending the Inclus.fonary Affordable Housing Program can increase the supply of new 
affordable housing, including new affordable housing for. fainilies. The ordinance amending the 
Incfasionary Affordable' Housing Program includes dwelling unit mix requirements that encourage certain 
percentages of units with two or three bedrooms. 

POLICY4.4 
'Encourage sufficient and suitable ~enfal housing opportunities, emphasizing pe~anently 
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 
qffordablefor the life oftheprdjec;f. 

Policy4.5 . 
Ensure that new pennanent.ly affordable housirtg is located in ·all 0£ the city's neighborhoods, 
and encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types provided at a range 0£ 
income Ieve!S. 

The. ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Rousing Program; reaches throughout the City which 
enqbles the City to increase. the YiUmber of very low, low and moderate income households and encourage 
integration of nerghborhoods. 

OB1ECTIVE7 
S~QJ'RE FUNDING.ANb RESOl,TRCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFOROABLE HOUSING, 
INCLUDING INNOVATIVE P:ROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON 
TRADIDONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL. 

The ordinance amending the Inclusiona:ry Affordable Housing Program seeks to create permanentlY. 
affordable housing by leveraging the ii1vestment of private development. 

OBJECTIVES 
BUILD PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR CAPACITY TO SUPPORT, FACILITATE, 
PROVIDE.AND MAlNTAIN AFFORDABtE HOUSING. 

The ordinance amending' the Inclu.siona:ry Affordable Housing Program supports 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 . 

. POUCYS.3 
Support the production and management of permanently affordable housing. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING OE:P4FJTMEP(r 6 
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EXhiblt A: Resolution No. 19937 
June 15, 2017 ,.,;"',; 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

The ordinance amending the fo.clusion:an; Affordable Housing Program supports Jhe produdtion of 
permanently affordable housing supply. 

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

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program encow·ages mLY:ed income 
buildings and neighborhoodp. 

POUCY11.3 . . 
Ensure gwwth .is accortunodated without substantiaily and adverseiy impacting existing 
residential neighborhood cha,ra¢ter. 

Establishing-permanently affordable ho~ing in the Citts 'Qarious 1U!ighbothaoils would enable ffJ,e City ta 
stabilize very lotv, low and moderate in.come households. T11ese households meaningfully contribute fo the · 
existing character of San Francisco·'s div'erse neighoorhoods. · 

POLlCYll.5 
Ensuie cl.~nsities in established residential a:i:eas prpmote <;ompatibility with prevailing · 
neighborhood cha.ra'Cter. 

'The ordinance amending the lnclirsionan; Affordable Housing I;ragta,m will prod,uce buildings that are 
generally compatible with existiirgneighborhoods. State Densrty. Bqm.1s Law, California Goliernment Code 
section 659 I 5 et seq: does enabl.e higher density that- San Francisco's zoning would otherwise allow . . 

OBJECTIVE 12 
'BALANCE IlOUSING GROWTHWlTHADEQUATEIN'FRASTRUCTQRE THAT SERVES 
UIE .CITY1S GROWING POPULATION. 

OB.JECTIVE 13 
PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND CONSTRUCTING 
NEW 'HOUSING. 

Housing produced under either ordinance amending the !nclusionary Affordable Housing Program would 
pay impact fees that supporl the City's infrastructure. 

URBAN .DESIGN ELEMENT 

BALBOA PARK AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 4.5: PROVIDE INCREASED HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO A 
MIX OF HOUSEHOl,DS ATV ARYING INCOME LEVELS. 
The ordinance crmending thd1tclu1>ioiiaty Affordable Housing Progrmiz would incl'ease affordable housing 
opportunities for a mix of hov.sehold incomes. · 

7 
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Exhibit A: Resolution No. 19937 
June 151 20.11': · 

BAYVIEW AREA PLAN 

CASE NO. 2017-001061.f)CA 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amend~nts 

OBJECTIVE- 6 ENCOURAGE THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW AFFORDABLE ANP MARKET 
RATE HOUSING AT LOCATIONS AND DENSITY LEVELS THAT ENHANCE THE OVERALL 
RESlDENTIAL QUALITY OF BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT. 

The ar#mm.ce amending the Iirclusionary Affordable. Housing Program would i'ncrease affordable housing 
oppor.tunities for a. mix of household"incomes. 

CENTRAL WATERFRONT AR.EA PLAN 
OUJECT'IVE 2.1 ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PEllCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING 
CREA.TED IN IBE CENTRAL WATERFRONT IS A,FFORD.A.BLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE 
RANGE OF INCOMES. . 

·The ordinance amending the 1n~lusionary Affordable Houstng Program would increase affordable. housing 
opportunities: 

CHINATOWN AREA PLAN 
. OBJECTJVE 3 
STABILIZE AND WHERE POSSIBLE INCREASE THE $UPPLY OF'lIOU$ING. 

The ordinance amending the btclusionary Affordable Housing Prof(ram would increase affordable housing 
'opportunities. 

MARKET-AND O.CTAVIAAREA.PLAN. 
OBJECTlVE 2.4 . 
PROVIDE l'NCREASED .HOUSING OPPORTUNITlES AFFORDABLE TO HOUSEHOLDS AT 
VARYlNG INCOME LEVELS. 

The ordinance amending the Incfusionary 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 ordinrmce amrnding the In'dusionary Afforaable Housing Pr.ogr~m would increas-e affordable housing 
opporfuitities, 

SHOWPLACE/POTRERO HILL AREA PLAN 
OBlECTIVE 2.1 
BNSURE TJ:lAT A .SIGNIFICANt PERCENTAGE. OF NEW HOUSING CREATED IN THE 
SHOWPLACE lf.'OTRERO IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF 
INCOMES~ 

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Progra:nt would increase affordable housing 
opportunities. · ' 

SAN Ff\ANCISCD 
PLANNING Da>ARTMJ!NT 8 
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Exhibit A: Resotution No. ·19937 
JiJne 15, 2017 

SOMA AREA PLAN 
OBJECTJVE3 

CASE NO. ·2017-001'061 PCA 
lnclosionary Affordable Housing.Rrogram Amendments 

ENCOURAGE THE DEVELOPMENT OF ·NEW HOUSING, PARTICULARLY AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING. 
The ordinance amending the Ind.usionary Affordable Housing Program would increase ~fforda~le housing 
opportunities. 

WESTERN SHORELINE AREA PLAN 

POLICY11.3 
Continue the enforcement of citywide ]+ousing policies, ordinances and standards regarding 

the provision of safe and conveil.ieµt housing to r.esidents of all income levels, especially low-

a:nd modera~e~~ncome:people. . 
The orr.fotance 11mendi1ig the .biclusionar.y Affordab1e Housittg Program would increase affordable housing 
opp.ot~nities. · . · 

POLICY11.4 
Strive to increase the amoiiiit of houSi:ng units citywide, especially units for low~ and 
moderate~income people. 

· The ordinance amend.frig the Inclusionary Afforilable Housing Program would increase q.ffardable housing: 
opp.or.tunities.-

WE:STERN SOMA AREA PLAN 

OSJECTIVE S.3 . 
EN SU.RE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF THE NEW HOUSING CREATED IS 

AF:FORPABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES 
Tll:e nrdintmce n,meiidi1tg the jridusicmary 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 Poli:cies set.forth in S~tion 101.1(b) of the Planning Code in 

that: 

1. That existing neighborhood-serving · retajl uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resid~t employment in and dwnership of such businesses enhanced;. 

The· -0rdi1J-atice amending the· .Tnclusianary. Affordable Housing Prpgram would not have a negative 
effect on ·neighborhood serving retail uses and will not liave a negative effect im opportunities far 
resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood-serving retail 

2. Thqt existing housing and nr;!ighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to· 
preserve the cultural and ·economic diversity of our ;neighborhood's; 

S~N FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 53 
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Exhibit A: Resolution No. 19937 
June 15, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 
lnclusionary Affo'f.dable Housing Program Amendments 

The ordinance amending the Inclusion.ary Affordable Housing Program wauld not have a negative 
effect on housing fir 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 Cihj's supply 
of permanently affatdable housing: 

4. That commut~r ttaffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighbdrhood par.king; 

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program would. result in commuter 
traffic impedi1w MUNI transitBeroice or overburdening the· streets or neighborhood parking. 

5. That a diverse. economic base be maintained by protecting our indu5trial 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.us.fng would not cause displacement .of the 
. industrial or service sectors due fo office development as it·does not enable office development. 

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of1ffe h an 
earfuquake; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on City's preparedness agains.t injury and 
loss of life in an earthquake. 

7. That the landmarks and hfstotic buildings be preserved; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have .an lid.verse effect on the C#y"s Landmarks and hi.i;to.ric 
puildings. · 

8. That our parks and open space anp their access to ~nlight 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 sunlight and vistas. · 

9. Planning Code Section 302. Fin4ings, The Planning. Commission finds from the fact.c; presented 

that the public necessity, convenience an:d general welfare require the proposed amendments to 
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302; and . 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Commission hereby recoffilI1-ends that the Board. ADOPT a 
proposed Ordinance amend~ng the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, as described in the 
Comm.ission's April. 27, 2017 recommendation as recorded in Resolution Number 19903, with the 
following new recommended modifications as summarized below, 

10 

54 



Exhibit A: Resolution No.19937 CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 
June 15, 2017 r.Jnclusionary Affordable Housing. Program Amendments 

Material Modifications. For the matetial 'modtfications, the Commission's new recommendations are as 
follows: 

1. Add clarifying language about the dwelling unit mix requirement, that the total requirement 

should be inclusive Cif the 3-bedroom requirement; 
2. Set the proposed ·minim.uni unit.·sizes to be equal to the. clirrent TCAC minimum sizes for all 

indusionary Units; . 
~. Remove the p:rohibitiort on studio units with prices set at 100% AMI or above and distribute 

units evenly across iricome levels; 
4. Establish a consistent dtywide inclusfonary .requirement that is witltln the feasible level 

identified by the -Controller's Study;. unless appropriate study ha~ been completed to support 
any neighborhood of district specific requirements. Further; H the :Board maintains 
neighborhood-specific Inclusionary Requirements, the upcoming, study by the Controller, in 

'COnsultation with ah Indusionary. Housing Technical Advisory Committee: should be required to 
·include a study 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 

ofSupervis.o.rs. 
5. Set econ?rnicaiiy ·feasible Affordable Housing Fee requirements that do not establish a 

disincentive to use the State Density Bo~us Law to produce bonus units and recommend further 
stµ.dy through the Fee Schedule Ana!ysfo to be c.onductetj. by the Controller and TAC 

Implementatfon and Techn:kal Recom.inendations. 

Beyond the response to the material modifications described above, Department .staff have reviewed the 
Consehsus Ordinance for itriplementation · and ·techf1ical considerations and offers the following 
additional revisions: 

6. Clarify the gtandfathering language so a$ to specify th.at the new an:d modified provisions of the 
In~lusiona:ry program under the. Consensus Ordinarice would apply only to n:ew p:rojects that 
filed an EEA on or .. prfor to January 12, 2016, while. rrtaintaining the incremental increases to the 
On-Site and Fee/Off-Sife percentag~ requirements for pipeline proj_eds as· established by 
Proposition C. 

7. Add clarifying language to ensure that the cumulative rounding up of required lnclusionary 
units in each of the three. income tiers in no case exceed tli.e total percentage requirement as 
applicable to the project as a whole-(e.g. 18% ~otal) · 

8. Reference the appropriate Planning Department map of neighhorhood areas ·for the purpose of 
analyzing neighborhood-level data fo ensure that 'indusionary units are priced below the market 
rate, the Alneri~an Community Survey Neighborhood Profile boundaries map. 

9. 'Ensure that the application of the new ~equirements under Section 415 of the Planning Code is 
. consistent with the Transbay Redevelopment {>Ian and the state law governing redevelopment 

of the Transbay area, per OCII recommendation. 

10. Revise provisions regardin~ the determination and sunsetting of indusionary requirements for 
_projects to allow for program implementation lhat is consistent with standatd Department 
practices and Plannh~g Commission recommel'i.datioM, specifically that the- applicable 
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Exhibit A: Resolution No. 19937 
June 15, 2017 .nw~ · 

. CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing 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~ 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Hillis, Richards, Johnson, Koppel, and Melgar 

NOES: Moore 

ABSENT: Fong 

ADOPTED: June 15, 2017 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 12 
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SAN FRANClSCO 
PLANNING .DEPARTMENT /[11351 

May4,2017 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk 
Honorable Supervisors Kim, Safai,. Peskin, Breed, and Tang 
Board of Supetti.so:rs 
Cicy and County of San Francisco 
0.ty Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco., CA 94102 

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2017--00106U'CA 

Amendments to Section 415, Indusi:onary Affurdable Housing. Program 
Board File No: 161351 Inclusfonary Affordable Housing Fee and Req'uirements; 

170208 lnclusionary Affordable Honsirig Fee a;nd Dwelling Unit 
Mix Requirements 

Plannii;tg Commission :Rerommendatiol'I! Approval with Modifications 

Dear Ms. Calvillo and Supervisors Kim, Sa!ai, Peskin, B.reed, and Tang, 

On April 27, 2017, the Planning Commission conducted. a duly rtoticed public hearing at a 
regularly scheduled meeting to 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 Planning Cqmmission recommended approval w;ith 
modifications. 

Specifically, the Planning Commission reco:m:meri.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 amendments are recommended . 

. B. INCLUSIONARY REQutREMENrS 

a- Include a condominiwn cm:wersfon provision to specify thatp.rojects converting to 

ownership projects must pay a convef!>i~µ fee equivalent to the difference between 

the fee requirement for own&Ship 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 "maximum economically feasible" requirements 

wwvJ.s.fplanning.org 

57 

1&50Mi.9nSt 
Sulte·40ll 
San FranclSctl. 
CA 941ll3-2479 

Recep!if!ll: 
415.558.6378 

fax'. 
415.5511.$409 

Planning 
lmQ!'llla\i!)Jl: 
415.5'58.6377 



Trap:;rmltal Materials CASE NO. ·2017-Q.01Q61.PCA 
A.mend~nts· to Planning:Code Section 41$. 

tnclusionary Affordable Housing Program 

remnunend«i in the· Cqnttoller's Study .. 
Inclli:d~ provisions -0f 'Soard F"tle :No. 170208 (":Proposal B'1 wifhout m.o'difica:tiop,, 
as fullows: · 

For Rental Projects; 

i. Fee ur Off-~te Alternative: ~uivalexrt ·Of 23% of project units 

ii On-Site Alter.µative: 18% of projecf"tmits 

For Ownersbip Ji'roj~ 

i.. Fee o~ Off-Si~ Alternative: equivalent 0£'28%.of p:roje~t atiits 

ii On:-:Site AJ;l:erna.tive: 20% of p:rnject units 

C. SCIQID'OLE OF A'NNUAL INCREAS'ES!O ltEQUllIBMENTS 

a. B.s.tabli,Sh an explidf maxhnum :reqiri.:rement atwhkh: the scltedule of i;ncreases 
would ~te1 and that .tal:e .should be' bi;ilow the maxilnum:requirement legally 
suppc;irted by the Nexus $tudy. . 
Include provisimts of Be.i:rd F'lle- No. 179Z08 _("Pr-0posal 1>~') with rimdliicafior.s itl 
clatifJJ:hat this provision aJ:so applies to both Smaller and Larger projects, as 
follows: 

For Reili&l :Ptoje($: 

t Fee o:.r 0££-Site Altetnativ>ez eqttivaient q:f 28% 0£ project 111;1its. 

ii On-Site Alternallve: 23°/& of project .uriits 

Fo.r Owrer$hip l?r.oi¢CtS:. 

i.. Fee o.r Off.:.Slte Alternative: eqµivalent of33% of project units · 

it On~Site.Al~w:ative; :25% of project units 

b. Establish that req~ent rates be inaei!.Sed by 1.0 percenf:age point e~ery twu years 
:fot both Smaller and Large projects: · 
md~de ;provisions of Boa.fit File No. 170208: ("''i1roR;osal W'), as modified above. 

c. . The .schedule of inc::tea.-ses should commence no few.er than 24 m:cml1hs fuIJ.owmg the 
effective date uf fitW ordinance fur both Smaller and Larger projects. 

Under either ordinance, final le&i.sfa.fign should. be amend~d .aro:>rd:ingly• · 

. · d. 'Estab&h a "'sunset" p.ro'Vi.$ii;n that is -cQnSist-ent w:i:fh curxe.nt pra~tlces fur the 
<:i-etem:rinaf:ion of inclusioruiry requitetrlents and Planning Dep~t procedures, 
spedfkally·fh.at the requirement be establisheii at the date of Env.!ro~ . 

Evaluation Application and be reset if fueproject.has ~t received a £irsi;coristru.ction 
document >t.\?ithin three years ()f 'the project's first en.fit:l.einent approv.aL 
Include provisions of Board File' No. 1702-08 f''Proposal W't) .v.ifi.i _mod.ifiealions to 
clarify: that this provision applies to both Sma11& alld Larger projects. 
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T ransmital Materials CASE NO. 2017...{)01De1PCA 
Amend!lfents to Planning. Cod~ Section 415 

lncrusionary Affordable Housing Program 

D. AFFORDABLE HOUSING FER 

a. Apply the fee on a per gro.ss:square foof basis so thatthefee is assessed 

. proportionally tcr the total area of the project.. 

Inclu.de proviswn:s of Board File No. 1'711208 ("Ptoposal_B:> wif:hont modification. 

b. ·Revise langttage to allow MO.HO) to cal~ate the foe to match the actual oost t-o the 
City ta consf:rlli;t b~low ma:r.ket rate mrlis,. wj:thootfattoring tlte maximum ·sale price 

of the equiv.aleI\t m¢.usionary unit. 

Include provisions of Board File No. 17.0ZOS (''Proposal B") _wil:hout modifkafion •. 

'E. INCOME. LEVELS 

a. Establish affmdability reqniremenfs that dearly apply to the maxim.um rent· or 
:maximum sale price 0£ the inclusi.onary unit and. not to the income level. of the 
houseboltlplaced in that unit 
Under eithernrdirtanee, final legislation should be,!llilencted accordingly. 

b. Designate inclusionary mtlts.at three dis<;I-ete affrirdabiliey levels for La:tget 

proj eds to. better se:rve honseholds with incomes between t;h.e c:utrettt low and 

moderat~ income tiers. 

fuclud-e-prov:isfons 0£ B.oard File No.-170208 ("Proposal B';t wifh modified income 

tiers as belo'W. 

c. Final legislation ~hotdd target inclusion.ary unit5 to: serve the gap m coverage 

. between low~incom.e rouseholds who canacressofuer existing housing prog:quns and 
moderate· apd mid:dle-filmme households oeammg less than fuele'Vcln~ded to a~ 
lQ1lµ'ket rate uri.its, 
Include provisions ofl>oar.d. File N.o.17020S ("'Proposal B''}, with modiflooons, a§ 

follows: 

For Rental Projects: 

i. Two-thirds of um.ts .at no more. lhM 55% .ot Area M~an 
Inco:r:ne 

ii. One-.fhird of units split evenly between units at no .n'IOte. 

than 00%: of Area Median Income,. .md units ~t no more than 110% of 
At.ea JV:t£:dian. Income 

For Owner.ship. Projects: 

i. 'f wo-thlrds of units at :no ntor.e than 90% of Atea Median. 
Income 
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Transrnttal Materials CASE NO. 20'l7-0010S1PCA 
· ·Amendments to. PJanning Code Section 41:5 

lnclosit:mary Affordable Housiil.9 Program 

ii One-third of units split evenly between units at no more 
than 110% of Area Median Income, and units at no more than 140% of 
Area Median Income · 

d. Designate indusionaxy units at a single affordability level for Smaller projects. 

This requirement should be set to match the riddle tier established for larger 

projects, as described below. 

Include provisions of Board File No. 17!i:l.tJS ("Proposal :S"'t.wifh modifications 

as follows; 

i For Rental Projects: all indusioriary units at no more than 55% of Area 
Median Income 

ii. For Ownership Projects: allindusionary units at no.more than 80% of Area 
Median Inrome 

e. Final legislation should in.dud~ language :requiring MOHCD to undertake 

necessary action to ensure that in no case may an inclusionary af.fm:dable unit be 

provided at a maximum :rent or sale price that is less than 2G percent below the 

average asking rent or :sale price for the relevant market area within which the 

inclusionary unit is l?C<,l;ted. 

Under either ordinance, final legislation shoutd. bt=:' amgnded aecordlrigly~ · 

F. DENSITY SONUS PROVISIONS 

a. Encourage the use of density bonus to maximize ihe production of affordable 

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 0£ Board :Fde No. 170208 (''Proposal B") without modificafion. 

b. The final Inclusionary ordinance should be parred with a local density bonus . 

ordinance, 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 N-0. 170208 t'Pmposal B"> without modification. 

c. Direct the PlaIUlbig Department to require .ureasonable 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 ptotedures 

detailed in a loc.ally adopted ordinance implementing the State Densitjr Bonus Law. 

Include provisions of Board File No. 161351 ("Pro_posal A") without modification. 

d. Re.quire the Planning. Depa:rtment to prepare an annual report on the use of the 

Density Bonus to the Planning Commission beginning in January 2018 that details 
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Tran.smital Materials CASE NO. 201T-0010S1PCA 
A~nctmenl$ to Planning Code Section 415. 

lndusionary Affordable Housing Program 

the numbero.f projects seeking a bonus a:od the coru:essions, waivers, and level of 
bonus provided. 

Include provisions 0£ Bmttd File No. 161351 ("Proposal A'') without modification. 

e. Require fu.a:tproject:S pay the Affurdable Housing Fee on any additiorutl units 

auf:horlZ-ed by the State Bon'US program. 

In,cl ude provisions nf Board F'ile Na, 170208 ('."Proposal B'1 ·without modification. 

G. UNITMIX lIBQUiltEMENTS 

a. Dwelli.rtgunit mix requirements should .apply to total project units, not only to on­

site inclusionary units to allow for inch.tsionaryUl.'lits·to be provided comparable tu 

market rate units, as required in Section 415. 
Under.either ordinance, fina1 legislation should be amended :acq~~ly. 

b. Fmal legislation sh~'µld set a large unit requirement at 4{)% of the total nl1:litbet of 

units as two~bedrotim or larger, with no fewer than 10% t)f tfre b)tal munber of 
units being pr<1vided as 3~bedroom or largci. 

Undet either or<linance·, final 1egisiatio'n: should be amended accordingly. 

a. Smaller Projects should rema1,n.subject to" gr~thered" oll"site and fee or off.-site 

. requirements •. Boih Orc;lirta.nces would maintain this };t;r:uctu:re. 
No recommended amendments. 

b. Larger Projects (25 ot more units) choosing fue on--site afiemative should remain 

subject t.o the iru:rememal·percentage requirements estab~ed by Proposiii:on C. 

lndude provisions of Board File No. 17U2U8 ("Proposal B'1 witll{mt modification. 

c, The inctetnental increases established for Larger Projects choosing the fee or off~site 

altemati'Ves, should be amended to match the pennanent reqttlrements establj:Shed in 

the final 1-e.gisla:tion, which should not exceed the maxi:m.um £easi~ :rate. 

Include provisions of Board File No. 1702-1}8 f'Proposal B"l without modification. 

d. The incremental increases established by Proposition C fut L;;trger ProjeOi? that· 

enteted ~ pipelli.te bef,l)r¢ 2.016 at.id are l0¢ated in UMU distdd:s should be. re:mov~ 
leaving the area-specific requirements of Section 419 in plare fur these prpjects. 

Include provisions of 'Soard File No. 170208 ("Proprisal B"l w:i,futrnt :modlficatfon. 

e-, F,mal legislation should explicitly establish ~t projects in UMU districts th.at entered 

the pipeline after Januru'f 12., 2016 ·should be suhj.ect to the hi:gher of th.e on~site, fee, 

or oit~:;ite requirements set forth in Section 419 or the citywide requ:i:temen~s in 
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TransmitaJ M,ateriafs CASE.NO~ 2t111..001061PCA .. 
Amendments to Planning Gode Section 415 

lncfuslonary Affordable Hnu~ng 13rogram 

Section 415, as established by final legislation. 

Under either ordinance, final legislation should be amended accordingly. 

f. Establish that all other Section 415 provisions will apply to pipeline projects, 

regardless of the acceptance date of the project's EEA; projects that wa-e fully entitled 

prior to the effective date cl final legislation would be subject to the indusionarjr 

requirements in.effect at the time of entitlement 

Under either ordi.T\llnce, final legislation should be amended accordingly. 

L ADDIDONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

a. The Commission recommends that the Board of Supervisors should consider 

additional measures that may be undertaken by the City to subsidize the ancillary 

hou.sirlg costs to owners of inclusionary ownership units, including but not 

limited to Homeowners Association dues. 

Under either ordinance, final legislation should be amended accordingly. 

b. Final legislation should require MOHCD to provide re8ulanepo:rting to the 

PTunning Commission on the radal. and household composition demographic 

data of occupant hoUseholds of intj.usion'!ry' affo:i:dable units. 

Under either ordinance, final legislation should be amended accordingly. 

J. REQUIRED FEASIBILITY STUDIES 

a. Additional feasibility studies to determine whether a higher on-site inclusionary 

affordable honsirtg :requirement is feasible on sit-es that have received a 20% of 
greater mcrease in de:velopahle resid.®iial gross floor area of a 35% or gr.eater 

increase in residential density over prior zoning, should onlv be required when; 

1) the upzoning has qccurrl'!d after the effective date of this o:rdinancej 2) no 

feasibility study for the specificupzoning has previously been completed and 

published; 3) the up.zoning 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 Commissicm into your proposed O.r:clinance. Please 

S!\tl FRANCIS[;() 
PLANNING· OEPARTMENT 
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Transmital Materials CASE N0._2017~'001-0Si:?CA 
Amendments to Planning Code $~ci:ion 415 

lnclusionacy Affordable t:lous1ng Program 

find attached documents relating to the actions of the C-0rnmisSion. If you have any questions or 
require furlher infonnation please do not hesitate to contact me. , 

cc 
Audrey Pearson, Deputy City 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.ai .of the Clerk of the Board 

bos.legi.slation@sfgov.org . 

Attachments;,. 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 19903 

Planning Departme..ri.t Executive Summary 

SA.ll FMNOISOO . 
PLANNIN~ PEPP,..RTMENT 
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SAN FRANCISCO ... 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Project Name: 
Case M.Jmber. 

Initiated by; · 

Initiated hy; 

· . St<!ff Conta<;t 

Planning Commission 
Resolution No;; 19903 

HEA~tNG DATE: APRIL 27, 2017 

lntluslbnary Affordable Housrntf Prograrn (Sec 415) Amendments 
2017-0D1061PCA . 

$Up:ervisors Kim and Peskin, Introduced December 13~ 2016 
V-$t'Sion 2, fntn;1ducffi;I February 28, 2017.; Version 3, Introduced April 18., 201 i 
lnclusfonary Affordable Housing F~e and Requirements · · 
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RECOMMENDING 'THAT THE B{)ARO OF SUPERVISORS 1} ADOPT A PROPOSED ORDINANCE, 
WITH MODIFICATIONS THAT WOULD AMEND THE PLANNING CODE TO REVISE THE AMOUNT 
OF IHE mcLUSIONARY Af'l=ORDASLE HOUSING .FEE ANO. THE ON-SITE AND OfF-SlTE 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING ALTERNATIVES. AND OTHER INCLUSION.A.RY HOUSING 
REQUIREMENTS: REQUlRE MINIMUM DWELLING UNIT MIX iN .ALL RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS; 
AFFlRM THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT'S DETERMINATION UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACi; MAKE FINDINGS UNDER t>LANNING CODE, SECTION 302; AND 
MAKE FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH l'HE GENERAL PLAN, ANO THE EIGHT PRIORITY · 
POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE, SECTION 101.1 AND 2) AND MAKE FJNDINGS OF CONSISTENCY 

·WITH THE GENERAL PLAN A.ND THE EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 
'101.1 'FOR THE AFFORDABU: HOUSlNG ·aoNUS PROGRAMS AND HOME.SF. 

t>\lfffi~,,. on December 13, 2.016 Supervisor Kim and ·Supervisor Peskin introduced a proposed 
Ordinanc-e under B.oard of So:per.visots (hereinaftet ""Boatd"} File Number 161351 (rclerred to in thif1 
resolution as Proposal A}~ which am:ends Section 415 of the Planning Code to revise the amount of t'he 
Indil$ionary Afford?.hl.e Housing Fee and the Qn.-S.ite and Off-Site Affoxdahie Housing Altern.Afives and 

. other lncluskmary Housing requirements;. .and adds :reporting requirements for .density bonus pr-ojects; 
and.; 

vVHEREAS, on February 28, 2017 Supervisor Kim and Supervisor Peskin lnfro.dnc.ed subsfilo:te legislalfon 
under Board File .Number 161S5ht2; and, 

v_,v,-,r.w .sfplarming.org 
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Resolution No. 19903. 
AprJI 27, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 
lncJusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

WHEREAS,. on Fel?roary 28J 2017 S,uperviso.t Sctlat, Supervisor Breed, and· .SuperviSat Tang bltroduced a 
proposed.ord.inanre under Bo.atd File Number 170208 (referred to in this' resolution as Proposal B),, which 

anrends the Planning Code to rev.:ise fhe :;µ:t.ount. of :the Inclusionary ,AJfordabJ'e. ifousittg Fe~ ·and .$,e On-
• Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing After.natives .and -other Jnclusionary Hou8ing requirements; and 

requires a min.lmum dwcllirig unit iniX, fn an res~tial disttic!s; and, 

WHEREAS, 01-L Sep~er 29, 2015, Mayor Ed Lee .and Supervisot Tang· introd'u~ a p~oposed 
Ordinance under 'Board File Nul'l;lbe)'.' 150969r to .add Planning Code Se.£;tion 206 to o:eat.e the Affol'dable 
Housing Bonus Prb:gtam.,, the' 100. Percent Affo,rdabl.e Housing Born.ls Program, -the Analyzed .State 

Density '.$onus P:rogram, and the TruiMd~y Requested State Density Bo.llli:S. Program,. to pro\tiae fo~ 
·development. bo:nllses::,and z.ollifig modi'fications foz" increased affo.rdab!e hotismg, :ih c.ompllanci:!' with, 
an~:!,: above those required by the State Density' Bonus Law; G-ov.ermnen.t. Coder·Sedion 659.15, et seq.; ro 
establish the proceclnres itt ~mclt these Programs shall be.rev.iewoo and approved;. and l-0 add a fee for 

applications under the ;pro~; and · 

WHEREAS, on. Octnher 15, 2015 lhe Planning Commission voted m. initiai;e an .amendmehl ro :the General 
Plan to- add language to cetjru.n polict~, objectives· and maps that clarified tlµ.t the dty could adopt 
polides or progi:a.:ms that allo'Wied a4dftional density and development: potential if a. project included 
kicr~ed ammm~ of on-site a.ffo;rdable housing; and · . 

W'fIEREAS, on Februaty 25f 20161 tlris Conm;rissfon found that the Affordable Ho:usfug Bonus Program 

WCJ.S, on balance, consistent with the ·S;an Fr;mcisco General Plan .as .. ;;imentled, and :{.orwai:ded the 

Affordabl~ lfousing Bonus Program.,. together with several recommended ru;nendments,, to ·the Board. cl 
Supei:vlsors for th~. ronsideration; and . 

W:HEREAS, on JUI'lftl 13{ 201b, Super:visox Tang duplk:atfii t:J:te.AHBP ordina:ru:e fill! and am~ed th~ 
· ABBP -0;i:dinance to. 'inclu.dei only the 100% Affurdable Hou.sin& Bonus Program, and amended the 100% 

Afford.able HC!using B.onus: Program to~ an:\Qng other items, prohibit the "use of the.program :on pitttels 

containing re.siderifial units and m allow art appeal t-0 the Board of Supervisors;. antl 

~\'I{EREAS; vn Jut'i.E :3Q; 1016, irt Resolution '1%86,. t'he Plamrln.gConun.tssl:on found that both fue HJO% 
Affotdable Hnusin,g Bort.us Program [BF 180969] and 1DD% .Affurda:hle Housing· Density and 

'Development Bonuses: [BF 160'668} to be consistent with' the.General Plan, :and ID, July 2{)16 the Boar.ct of 
·Supervisors adopted the· 10Q% .Affordable Flo?Sing Bonus Program, wh:icl:r is now found in Planning 

Cude section 206; and 

V\7JiEREAS, the state law :requires that localities adop;t ordinances impleni.enting the: State Density Bollllil 
L~W);1ttd comply with.its r.e.qui;remertl:S, ·Md the Affur.d.able Housing B"Citl.US Program ·described in Board 

File No. 150969', WPWd he stJ.ch a lbcal.ordlnance.itnplemim.ting the Sta~ Density Bonus taiv; ;;ind 

WHERE.AS,. on Marcil 13, 2017 the Land U:se .and T.tansportati~n Com.mitt.ee am~ed the Affordable 
Housmg Bonus.Program.in Board File Number 161351v6, renaming the Local Affur.d,ahle Housing Bon.us 
Program as J:P,e HOME:..SF Program Mtl amendil'.'ti;. among other tequtt.e:tnen!:$, the :EtOME--SF Program's 
average median ihctime levels su?t that those levels mirror the average median income levels m the 
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Resolution Np,. 19903 
April 27, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017-001-061PCA 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments . 

ordin~ amending the Inclusionary Affordal>le H-OUSing Program introduced by Sup.er-visors Safai, 
Breed and Tang on February 28, 2017, and l:his Commission mlIBt consider wh~er. the AffoTdable 

Hl;)using Bo-nus Program otdinan:c.e as .a.mendetl, is consist~t ·wiUt the General Plan; and 

WHEREAS~ both- pmposed ordinances atneru:Ung the Tncl.usionary Affordable Housing Program include 
an explicit reference to the State Density "BO!llls Law under California Govemment Code Section 65915r 

and at least one of the proposed ordfrumces explicitly references the Affurdable Housing Bonus Program 
in Board File No.150909, or itS:equiVa.lent; :and 

WHERE.AS.r. The .Planning Commission (herein"after "Commission'') conducted a du.l.y noticed public 
informational hearing at a regularly sche-Ouled meeting to consider th.e two proposed ordinances on 
March 16~ 20).7; and 

WHEREAS, The Comrrtlssion. ~onducted a duly noti~d public hearing at.a regularly scheduled meeting 
"toconsid~r th~ two proposeQ: Ord~(.:es on April 'Zl. 2017; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed .amendments to the Irtdusionary Affurdable-.Haas:ing Progtam in the tw"o 
erdln~ces are not d~fined as a project under CEQA Gui.defines Sectl..on. 15060( c}(2) and 15378 'Pecause 

they do not result ma physical change in the environment, ~d on January 14, .21J16 the Planning 
Depa,.rb.nent published Addendum :3 to the 2004 mui 2009 HfJUS.f.n:g Element .tlR analyzing the 
environmental impacts-of the Affordable HPusing So:nus. Program, and having reviewed fhe Em and the 
adtlenda theteto~ !he Pl~g Commission finds that no further assessment of supplemental or 
sul;>sequent.E!R, is requb:ed;and 

WHEREAS, the Planning C-ommission has heard and. i::Ol!Sidered the testimony presented to it. at the 
public hearing .and has further c.onsirlered written materials and oral testimony presented. on behalf of 
Department staff and other int€!ested parties; and 

WHEREAS! all pertinent d~cumenf$ rn.ay b.e found in_ the files of the- De.parhnent1 as the custodian ·o.f 
re.cords, at 1650 :rvlission Street, Suite 4P~ San Francisco; and 

WHEREAS~ the Plannii:tg Commission haS' reviewed the two prpposed ordinances amending the 
Inclu~ionary Affordable Housing Ptogram. and thi:! amendments tQ .the Affordable H0usii:rg Bonus 
Program including the HOl\4E-SF Program; and 

1. In ni.aking the recoltmiendation to reviSe the Tnclusiortary Affordable Hol.tsing P.rogram, the 
Commissio~ reaffirms ihe :Board of Supervisor's policy establi.She.d. by ResolutiQn Number 79-16 
that-it shall be City policy to maximize th~ economically feasible percerttag:.e of inclusionary 
affordable housing in market rate housing devclo:pment. 

i. Inclusionary requirements should not exceed the :rates recommended in the Controller's 
Eeono:tnic Feasibility ST:µdy estab-lished-in Prop~sition C, that the maxim.um eco:tinmicaUy feasible 
requirements for the on-site alternative ate 18% for rental projects or 20% f-Or ownership p;rojects, 
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Resolution No.19903 
April 27,, 2017 

CASE NO. 2011~01061 PCA 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

Indusionacy Affordable Housing Program. as described within this resolution and adopts the findings as 

set furth below. · 

FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the pr~le above, and having heard all testimony and 
ro:gumeri±s, this: Commission finds, ronclui;ies, and determines as folfows: 

9. General :rI.an Cotnpliance.. · The three proposed Ordinances and the Conun.ission' s 
rerommen!ied modjficq.:t:ions. are consistent wlth the following Objectives 'and Policies of the 
General Plan; · 

HOUStNG ELEMENT 
OBJECT1VE1 
IUENTIFY AND MA..T<E AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES .TO MEET 
THE GTY'S ffOUSlNG NEEOS~ ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

POUCY1.l . . . 
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and COttttty of San Francisco, especially 
.affordable housing. 

Baih ortii.nmu:es wending the fncl:usfonanJ Affordrible Housing Progtf.lin further the pvtenti.al for creatirm 
of permtrnf$tty affordable. housing 1}t th~ City and facilitate an fu:crease t1re numbet o.f effonk.bJe; h,ausin.g 
m#ts. t1uit could be built f:n San FtMciseo. GeneraUy effordabli! ptojects require that itr.tits b.e affo.rclable: for 
55 'ff.W'S or permane:rt.tly, depending on tht funding source. This pragtmtt fa .omt. tool to plan fot ti/forda.bl.e 
hausin.g needs of very tow, low and moderate £µcome hous(dwlds. 

The HOME-SF Program eligi1il.e districts generally include the City's neigliborhooa optnmerciit districts, 
wheiY: residents luwe easy ·access ta do.fly sennC4, and are locq.ted along mtqQt tramit co~. Th{: 

HOME-BF Program eligible dis.mets generally allow or e.nccmrag.e mi:t-ed mes. J.md active ground flao.rs. 
On hnla:nce the program area is lm::ated ~ithin a quartet-mile (or 5 minuf:e.-walk) uf tb.e proposed Muni. 
Rapid Network.Ji which st1i.Je$ almost 70% of Nmn:i. rideri; tmd· ~ill 'Cf:/n:ti1me·i:Q receive mtljar in.vestmmts ta 
p1'ioritize .frequ1mcy and reliability. 

PQUCYl.6 
Consider greater fl~ility in number and size of units within estabUshed building envelopes 
in e-0mmunity based platu:llng processes, esp~cia11y if it can :increase the rum:1:her of affordable 
units in multi-family slntctures. · · 

Both. qrdfnances amending the lndu.sil:m.ary Affordable Housing ProgrJJ.m provide great.er flexibility in .the 
rium.b-er of U'f.lits permitted.in new affordable housing projects: by'providmg increased heights., rel.lef from 
any residen:tfal de!J$it)1 caps1 and allowing M:Jme zoning modift.e:ations. This is: achieved by pairing tl:ze 
pr.ogratn$ witk either ihe StaJ;e Dmsfty 8oni:s Law, California Government Code section 6591 S et seq. or 
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Resolution No. 19903 
April 27 i 2017 

CASE NO. W17--001061PCA 
· fnclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

or the equivalent 0.f .a fee. o:r off ..sit~ altematiV'e reqttir~t of 233 for rental projects ot 28% for -· 
ownership prajects. 

3, The Indusionary Affordable Housing Pro.gram requiremen.t.s·should rem.am be3::0w the Qty's 
cur.rent Nexus Study. 

4. The~ lilihQuld ~the lrtclusionary Affu:rdable '.Housing Program tu help serv~ the housing 
needs for low-, modeJ:a.:te-, and abo~oderate int::o:me households that area above the level 
eligible for projects supported by federal low income housing tax credits, ai;ld also earn below the 
minimum, leve~l needed to access market rate housf\lg units in San Fr.andsco. $pecificaJly 
inclusionary units. should be designated to s.erve households earning at or below 55%, 80%, and 
UO% of Area Median Income {J\1\fil_for Rmtal Projects, or 90%,. 1100k, and 1403 of Area Median 
furome (AMI) for Ownership Projects, with 25 or more units. 

p. The Planning Deparl:n1ent should implement additional monitoring and repotting proc.edµ.res 
teg"'a:t".ding the use of the State Density Honus Law, and should requ!re that cligible projects that 
.s~ and receive a bonµs under the.State Bon:i;cs La,w pay the Affordable Housing: Fee on 
additio.n:al units prov.:ided. · 

6. The increm-en:tal increases to the inclusionary requirements as established by the passage of 
Pr.opo.sil;i-0p. C for pi:ojects that entered the-pipeline JJetween J:au:ufi:ry 1~ 201.3 and· f anuaty 12, 2016 

. should be :retained .Wt proj~ electin,g the '011-site alf6native, cmd r~oveq for projects paying 
the Af:futdi'.'lble Hou~in.g F~e or. clecfu\g the·off·site altematiV:~ to maintain co.nsi.StM.cy with the 
recommended maxitnum ecpnoroically feasible requireinents rernmmended in. the:Conttolrer's 
Study, 

7. The City f?hou:ld. adopt a local ordinancer such as the HOME-SF Program, that implements the 
State-Density Bonus J'..aw in a. manner that is tailored to the S!m F:rnnclscor s context!1.al and policy 
needs. 

8'.. The purpc;:>se. <ff. both, the· two pri;>p0$ed ordinances amending the Inclusi1;:ina:ry Affordable 
Housing Progiam and !:he amendmen.fs to the pr9posed.Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
ordinance to create the HOME-SF Program is to facilitate the: develop:m.ent and· construction of 
affordable housing in San Francisco. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED~ that the Planning Commission hereby finds that 1) fua,t both 
proposed or~qc to ~end the Inclus~onary Affordable Hortsing Program and the C~on's 
recommended modifications to the fudusionary Affordable H6uslng Pt.q~ .at)d 2.) '!he Afford.ahle 

Housing Honus Program,.. includmg th.e HOME-SF Program and pending amendments,. are consistent 
with the Gen-era! Plan fut the reasons set forth below; :md be it 

ft!RTHER R);!SOL VED, that the Planclng Commission hereby recommends that tlJ;e Board pf 
Superviso;rs: approve a modified ordinance that combines elements of both proposals to revise the 
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Re.soluti()n No.19903 
Aprir 2.7, 2:017 

CASE NO. 2017~001061PCA 
· lnclusionary Affordable Housing.Program Amendments 

throiJ.gh a local ordJJwu:e implementing the state law, suck as the A.ffordable HCUSl/J.g F$011us Program 01' 
HOME-SF; . 

l'OUCYL8 
Promote mixed u.sed.evelupmettt, and include hottsing, particulatlyperma:nenfly affo:rdable 
hou,ping, in new cooinnercl:al, institu.tional or other single use development projects. 

!Mh ordinances amend:mg the Indusian:ary Afford!lble If.Dusing Program and the fIOME..:SF Program 
Otwmtnce generally include the city's neighborhood commercial districts. where residents hav.e easy 
access to daily serviees, and are located along major trt111Sit corridors: 

FOUCY1.10 
Support new hou'Sing pt.o.jectst especially affordable housing, where households can easily 
rely on public fransporlat:ion, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips. 

On 'f,olnnoe, the ordinarliCeS amending the J:ndusicmary Affarik1ile Housing Pr6gram and the HOME-SF 
Program Ord~nance idmti/y ilig;ible par:eeJa· that at? 1otXJ.t~d withm a quar.ttr-Ji:iue.(ot 5 minute-walk) of 
the proposetl Muni Rapid Network, which $en?es almost 70% of ¥uru' rir:Jers ant! w.fll ·cantirme to r~it 
major. i'rN?Sfme.rtts to prioritize freq~ncy an4 reliability. ThµJe l!>rdinaftces· would support projects that 
include qffordabfe t;niis wfwre ~f!hoJds· £OU!d et!$ily r.ely o.n:tr(IflSil 

POLICT3.3 
Maintain bplan('.e in affQrd~ility of exisl:1ng h~usmg sro~ }?y suppll~ affordable modera~e 
ownership opportunities. 

Both ordinances Jffl1el'J.ding the In~ionary/ AJJl:miabb:f Hausi1tg Ptagrltflt and'fhe. [IOME-SF Prognzrn 
Ordinance increase affordable owrtetship opportuflities for houseliolrlS with mode.rate· incomes. 

Proposed Drdintmce BF 16135 l ~2 mnem:liirg the f*du.Sfrml1IJ• Ajfordahle. Hoiis'ing Program getrerally 
maintains the c.utre11t ''lovl' cmd "moderat?." fncome. W,irs, with tJw #gniflcanf change that these targets 
would be definml as: an average AME served b)i the project, .with 'ltiifts fallin!; Within a specified ra'lige of 
income lf!Vels. Considering the average lncomes served{fi8% C!J.Uivaknl. average for ow;nership}, the 
proposa.1 would serv.e households in the middle of both.the Low lnc(J'ftl$ (50 -8()% AMI) and Motkt.ate 
liwome (80 ._., I2il% if/1.1!) gr.o1lJ!S, and wa,Uld meet the demonstrated needofbofii iru:mme .gro:aps, while 
servin~ segm.eyts .of bofh income groups ~at are least ~e:rved.Qy. the City's current ajforilabJe housmg 
prograrm:_ 

'PrtJposed OrmnflJU:eS BF l70i08 amendibg the lncl:usion.ar)' Affordable Housing Program and proposed 
Ordinance BF J 509ti:9 creating the HOME-SFProgranrwould generally raise the AMI level:s Mlrved by the 
In.cluswnary Fro.gram, twtd al.so deft!JJ!. mcwne levels :as t1i1. average: AMI. sen?.ed by the pmject. Crmsiderlng 
the av./!lf"age incomes served, these proposals wo.uM serve J:rouseholtk at the upper end ojboth the Low 
I:nco.me (.5-0 - 8fl°/o AMI) and Mm:Jer-ate (80 - l Z0% AMI) group~. and would meet the demonstrated need of 
both bu:.ome gr<JUps, >Yhile serving .segments of both ·moome groups that are least served by 'the City's 
current affordable housing programs. · 

POLICY4.1 
Develop new housing, illld encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with 
children. 
Both ordfuances (JJn:e'nding the Incl11!limrary Affcmhtble I{ausfog Program and the HOME-SF Program 
Ordinance can in&ease. the supply of new ajfordable housing. including new affordable homing for 
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Resolution No. 19903 
April 27, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017~001'.061PCA 
lnc1usionary Affordable Housing Program.Amendments 

frmtil.ies, JJofh ordi.nanoe amettdl:ng the 111olutio:nary Affordable Housl:ng Pte-grttm mclU.i:ie dwdli11g 'll.f!J)t 

mil: requirements. that encourage. cerUdn percentages of tmtts 1fi:th two or three be41'o()1/1.S, and the HOME­
·sF Pr~gr4111 includes a dwelling unit mix requirement qnd-e:rioowa-ge famil)1 fi1e.ndly a#?eitities. 

POLICY 4.4 
Encourage s:uffident and suitable rental housing opportunities~ emphasizing permanently 
a.£fpxdable J:en.W units wherever possible. 

Both ardi.ntmces amending the l:nd:us.imr.ary Ajfordab~e Housing .Program and the HQMJ!,..SF Program 
Ordinance encourag-e the dw.dopm-ent of greater numbers of pennanenJJy q/fordabk housi73.g. fudud:ing 
retfia( ®its. These affordable units are .affordable for the lifB of the proj.m 

Policy4.5 
Ensure that new petn:i11nently affordable housing is iocated m ~ of the city's neighborhoods, 
an.d encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types provided at a range of 
income levels. 

Both otdina11CeS amending the !1'1.dusit>nary Affardable musing reach throughout the City and the IfOME­
SF Pro-gram Ordmanoe reaches the. .City'$ neighborhood commercial di8tricts all three oj which enables 
the: Qty to increase the rcumber- ·of very low, lo.w and moderate. incame ho:aseholds. and encourage 
.integration if neighbo:rhoo.ds. 

OBJECTIVE1 
SECURE FUNDING AN"D RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDARLE HOUSING_, 
INCLUDING 1NNOVATIVE PROGJ.iAM$ TlIA. TARE NOT SOLELY lUlllANl ON 
TRADITIONAL. MECHANISMS QR CAPITAL 

Bath ~di:nances mnendi.ng l:he indusianary A[fori:labltt HDu:smg Ptagr.qm and the. l!01vfE.SF Progrd(n 
Ordfrumce seek to create permanently ajfarda!Jle housing by.}.eVeragtng tke irwest'menf of private 
devel.opment.. · 

Policy'7.5 
Encotttage the ptodt_lction of affordable housing through plio-ces& and zoning accommodations, 
and pi;io.ritize affordable hous.ing in the review and approval processes. 

The HOME.SF Program Orafnanoe ptO'Pldes ztming tt11t! pto®!J accom.m;l)4atWns inoltfding ptfutity 
processing for projects. that prmici:pate by providing on-site effardal?fe lwWiing. · 

OBJECTIVES 
SmtD :PUBLIC ANO PRIVATE SECTOR CA.PA CITY TO SUPPORT, FACILITATE, 
PROVIDE AND WIN'T AlN .AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

"!Joth o.r.di.rtances amending the Indusionary Affordable Housing Program anrf. the HO~SF Program 
Ordinance support this flhjective by revising the hu:iusionary Affordable Ho.using Program to maximize~ 
production of qffordabte h.oustng in concer.t with the producti.on of market~rate housing. 

POLICYS.3 

SlrM fAAOOISCG 
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Resolution No. 1990;J 
April 27,.2P17 

CASE NO. 2617:..001061PCA 
lnctusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

Support the production and management of permanently affordable honsing. 

Both ord£'nances amending the b:idu.sirma:ry Affiml.iiM.e Ho.using: Program and the HOMB-SF Program 
Ordinance s.upport the produci:Wn of perm~ently affordable housing supply. 

POLICYl0.1 
Create .certaln.ty in the development eniiUementptoc.ess, by providing clear comnturuty 
param.ete:rs for developlhent ~d.co.n:sistent appliafilon ·of these regulations. 

The HOME-SF Program Ordi:rtt:tnt:eproposes a. clear and detailed review ana eniitletnen:i:pr.ocess. The 
process i:µd:udes deJ:at-'l:ed. .and Jimite.d. zoning concessions and m.od.ificaiio~. Depending the. seiecied 
prqgrmttptojects. will either have no.change to the e;i,.iSfi:t.zg zoningprncess, or some proje.ctswill require a 
Condtti.Qum Use Authorizlition... 

OBJECTIVE 11 
SUPPORT AND RESPECT nm OrvE.RSE ANO DlSTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN 
FltANClSCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS~ . . 

]1.oth ~-P:n.ces anuwd11rg the Tnch:tsionary Affdrd.d#.14 Ro.usin_g Program amJ. the HOME-SF Progrmn 
Ordinance encourage ir.l;fx.ed income buildlnfJ$ rmdneigbb_arhoods. · · 

. . 
In recognition. that the ;prq.ject-s utilizing the .AH13I? will som.eiimes be t-a.ller or of differing '1:imES thai:J. the 
surto.unding cl!fllext, the AR1lP Design Guidelinecy. clarify how projeots shall both maintain thtir size .iiJid 
udapt to thd:r n.eig!Worhotid context. These design guidelines endble .AF[B.P projects to $Uppttrt lJ114 respect 
the tE:oers~ and distinct chatactrer: of San Frn:ncfsca's n.d$fi~o.thoo.th. 

POUCYU.3. 
Ensnre growth is accommodated without substantially and adv.erselr impacting existing 
residential neigJ;i.borllood di.aracter. 

Es.:tabfisliing plf111fm.ilitly ajjard:a1:ile lwu:smg in l:he City's ila.ri.o'us neigkfwrhood:s wordd enal?Iit the Ci.f:f! ta 
E'tiib141ize very low., 1mo. :and moderate i.nw.rne hc:u.seho'lds. These househ.alds me'!nin.gfully co.ntpbute to the 
ex.isi;fng cfta.raclerof Smi Frmr.d$co's diverse :ndghIJarhood.s. · 

POUCY11..S 
Ensure· densities in $.labllshed !1e$ldentfal ~s pl'.QI.llme ~l'npatibilitywith prevailing 
neighporhood cl.laracter. 

Both. ori1.mftnces llritmd:ing the Inr:litsiwurry AjfurdMJ1-e Hr:rusi.ng Program w:J.1lproduce buildings th"(lt are. 
~enera:Jly comptJtible With -ex.ts.ting neighborhoods. state Density :So1't"iiS law, Ctilifornitf Governm.ent Code 
section. 6S915 et $-eq. does enable high.er ckn$ity thtit San Frcmr:.tsco 's :to.1'ling. would. othei'!'Pise all()'W. 

'f.n.recagnition t1W the projects utt1iting the .AHB.F wiJl sametimes be tiller or of differing 1n.ass. than the 
surr.oiaiding c-cmtext, tlre. AHBP Design Guidelines clarify how projects shri£l bJJi:h maintain. their $-lze and 
adapf t& tfi,ei;r nefghborlw.od context These design guideB.nes enable AHBP projects to supp.art .and respect 
the. diverse and distinct character of San Frandsca's neighborTwods. 

Sllll fRAllCffiCO 
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BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH wrni ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE TIIATSERVES 
TifE CITY'S GROWING J.>OPULA TION:. 

OBJECTIVE 13 . 
PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVEWPMENT IN PLANNJNG FOR AND CONSTRUCTING 
NEW fIOUSING. 

Housing produced under either onifnance ame:nding the Inclus.wnary Afforadble Housing Program and 
that produced ihrough the HOME-SF Program Ordinanc~ would puy impact fees that iupp.o:rt th~ City'$­
infrastnJf;ture. 

:POLICY lS.1 
Buppmt "sni:arf'' regional growth that locates new housing close fo jobs ancf 'tramlif: 

On· balance. the AHBP area is located within a qua:rter-mife for 5 minu.te-wa1kJvf the praposeii Muni Rnpid 
nefwr;:r.'k, Wh:fufi Ser(J?S' a~t 70% ·oj Muni riders (ind Will Cl;Jntinue fo r.ecef:oe i11:1lf0r m1,1:estnrenf:s iv 
prioritiu frequency and re.liabiUty. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

POLICT4.15 
Protect the livability and character ofresiden~aI properties from the intrusion of inco~patible 
new btrildings. 

In 1:erog1f.;tion Jf:mt. the projects. utilizing the AHBP will :s.ametimes. be tall.er or of differing 11UfS5 thim thrt 
· sitrrounding aon:~t, the AHBP Design Guidelines drmfy haw projects shali f?oth mairria:i.n tl:>ei.r size cmd. 
. adapt to their 11:eighbcrdw.od ccmle:xi. 

BALBOA PARK AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 4.5: PROVIDE INCREASED HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO A 
MIX OF HOUSEHOLDS AT VARYING INCOME :LEVELS. 
Beth. 6rdfoarice1? amending the lJicf:usiOn.riiry Ajfotdttble Housing 'Frf?grtnn qn4 the ROME..:SF' Pro-gram 
Ordinanc~mu.ld increase reffordrzbk housi:ng opp.orl;Imiti.et; for a tnix of household mcomes. 

BAYVIEW AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 6 ENCOURAGE THE CONSTRUCTION OF NliW AFFOllDA'BLE AND MAR.KET 
RA TE HOUSING AT LOCATIONS AND .DEJ\"SI.TY LEVELS THAT EN.HANCE THE OVERALL 
RESIDENTIAL QUALITY OF BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT. 

Bo,tk tmlintruees a:men:ding the Iridusion.a.ry Affordable Haus.ing Program and the HOME-SF Program 
Or-dinance provide zcn:iJ'tg AAd process ruxommvda.'tion:s which would increase ajfotdiifile hottSittg 
uppornmi.ties for u.. mix of hoi.IEeJwld in.co.mes.. 

SAA l'IWIClSCll . . 
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CENTRAL WATERFRONT AREA PLAN 
OlUECTIVE 2.1 ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING 
CREATED 1N tf[E CENTRAL WATERFRONT JS AFFORDABLE TO PEO.PLE WITH A WIDE 
RANGE OF INCOMES. . . 

CHINATOWN AREA PLAN 
OBJEC11VJ!: 3 
STABILlZE AND WHERE POSSIBLE INCREASE TIIE SUPPLY OF HOUSING. · 

JJ.oth rmlint1JU;:£$ am.ending the. Indusianary A}fu.rdabte Housing Program mid the HOME-SF Program 
Ordinance prtroitle zoning and process acao.mn.wilaHom. which would intre11Se aff.otdabte housing 
opp.ortunities, · . 

DOWNTOWN PLAN 
OlUECTNE7 
EXPAND THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING JN AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN. 

The HOME.-SF Program Ordinanc-e ptovide zoning and process a:ccamml)dizti.ons which would fh:Cl'f*Se 
t1jfori!al;fe Jw.u:sing. ..opportunities. 

MARKET AND OCTAVIA AREA PLAN 
·OBJECTIVE 2.4 .. 
'.PROVIDE INCREASED HOUSING O'.PPORTUNITIES AFFO'.RDABLE TO lIOUSEHOLDS AT 
VARYING INCOME LEVELS. 

13.oth rmIW.an.ces tmlfJ!il.ing the Inchl-s.iana.ry Affardabk Housing Pro.gram .and the HOME-BF Program 
Ordinance: would mcr-ea$.e affordable housz11g opportmii.ii:es. . 

MISSION AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE :z.i 
ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUS'.IN-0 CR'EATEb IN TIIB 
MISSION IS .AF.FORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOM'.ES. 

Both o:rdi:nances 0.11.mnaing. the Inclus.Wna.ry.Affordnbie Haus.mg Program and the HO.lvffi-SP Program 
Ordinancew.ould im:tertse affordable. housing opporl:t1.nities. 

SHOWPLACE/POTRERO HILL AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 21 

SAN filANCfSCO 
Pl-ANNING DEPARTllliENT 1D 
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ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT .PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING CREATED JN· TRE 
SHOWPLACl!: ll'OTRERO JS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WlDE RANGE OF 
INCOMES. 
Ba.th 0.td:inttnces .amending the In:cl.usit:m.my Ajfordilble Housing Progrtttf.f. Mil the: HOME-SF Pr-ogra:m 
Ordinance wo.uld increase affordable housing opportrmities.. 

SOMA AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE.3 
ENCOURAGE THE DEVELOPMEl\'TOF NEW HOUSING~ PARTICULARLY AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING, . 

Eoth ordinlil11CeS am.ending the In.clu.sio'/1.ary Affordable Hou.sing Program and flu!, HOME-SF Ptogram 
Ordinance w_.ould mcrease afferdiiEJl.e Jw;W§tng opportunities. 

WESTERN SHORELINE AREA PLAN 

POLICYll.1 
P:reserv.e the .scale and character of existing residential neighborhoods by seffing allowable 
densities .a1 the density gen.era.Uy prevailing in the atea and regulating new development sq its 
appearance is c-0mpatible wifh adja.cent buildings. · 
The AHEPs provide zoning :IIDd process ac.commodation:s which woutd increase flf:fonlpbk htJ:Uf!Utg 
Gppommiti.es. Ba,sed. on ~t.aff -~ r:x:Jrisultrmt analysis, the City umlers.tmu~ tfmf CU.rtent a11owabk 
derr..sities .ate 1uJ.t always teflecti:tJe of prevai'fittg densities in P. neighbo.rhood. Mo:ny huiJ,di.ngs crm.s.troc.ted 

. befo:re .the 1970's and 198.fYfl exceed tlie exisHng aensity regutatimts •. .Accordingly zoning Wicessi-On:s 
av.p:iJ.dbJe thrC.ttgh the AR13P gertmilly set al.I!TtDable densiti_es within the r0;nge of prevail,ing den.sitici. 

POUCYll.3 
Continue the ertforcent-eut of citywid:e ho:usfug polideSt, urdinances and standards te.g;i:rding 
the provision of safe and corivenienfhonsing lo residents of .all income lerels, especially low-
and mQ.derate-income people. . 
Eoth ardflv:mces amendfng the Inclusionary Affordible Housing Program aud· fhe HOME-SF Program. 
Ordt:/1.a,ttce Wiitdd. fl1,crea.se ajfo.rdabl.e fioii.Stng DpPOrf:t#ti:J:ies, . 

l?OUCYll.4 
Striv-e fo increase the . .amount of housing units citywide, especially uniis for low- and 
moderate-inoome ·people, 
Roth ordinances amending f!h:e lndusir;;nary Affotdab.!e Housing Program and the HOMErSF Ptogrmn 
Ord:f:rum-ce wllUld increase a..ffrrriiab.le hmrsing c.pportw#ties. 

WESTERN SOMA AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 3,3 

?NSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCEN'rAGE OF THE NEW HOUSING CREATED IS 
. AFFORDAB1.E TO PEOl'LE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES 

Bath ord1.1ui,tices (IJ.neltdi:ng the lndusion'a"t)f Affotd.a"llle Housing Program n.tzd ~ HOME-SF Program 
Ordfrumce would iru::rease ajfordable hoiJ.Stng opprmimitles. 
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· 10. Planning Code. Seclion 101 Finnmgs. The proposed amendtnents to the Planning Code are 
consi:ste'rl: with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Section 101.l(b) of the Pfannir.g Code in 

tJ:tat! 

1. That existing nei.ghborhood~!lemng retail uses. be preserved and ~ and future 
opportunities· for resident ernployntent in and ownership of such businesses .enhanced; 

Neither ordinances ~g the lndusion/ilJ'y Affordable Housing Program would. have a negative 
effect cm nefghbi?rh.ood i;im;ing retaa uses and· will not .hiroe. fi neg<zti:oe 'fffect mi vppwtu:nities for 
r~ent emp~in. and. ow:nerskip of neighborhood~g retai1.. 

Pairing either ordinance witk the HOME~SF Program Otdinr1J.1:ce wopld. crme a :net tulilition of . 
neighborl:rood serving' com:merciaI ifs.es. Many -0f the a1Stricts enc~urage or r~irt .flmt ~dal 
uses b:e place mt the gtmtnd JJ.oo:r. These. ..exis.firtg tet{tt.itements filtS.Ute tJt.e proposed amendmems will 
Mt have a negati._ve eJfecJ: rm neighborhood serving retail uses imd wt1l no.t .affect opportunities for 

. r~id.tnJ ttnploynie11t tn and ownership of 11:eighbothpod:-seroiJig retail. 

2:. That :existing housing and :neighbotl:u;md ch<!PlC!:er" be conserved and protected in order to 

preserve the cultura,I and economic diversity of our neighborhoods; 

Nei±'hei ordinance amending the. lndUs.iOttl.ltlJ Affordtibk HoJts.ing Pr.ogn:mt. would ha:o-e a. negati.ve. 
effect. cm hpusfug-.or. l!f.£tigkborhofiii. character. 

Pairing lither o,rdi.1tance With tJw HOM&SF Program Ordinance wot(.iQ. conserve 411d prater;t the 
exis#ng 11eighbarhopd ch11tac.J:et by .staliilizmg very: ww? ]1Jii! awJ. ttJ.(Jde.mJ:e incoµw households wlw 
cantti'frute greatly ta the City's cultural and economic diversity, ttnd by prouiding design re:oie:w 
opportunities through the Affordablti Hnusing BO'JlUS Program Design Review. Guidelines. and Board 
of Superoisots trpperil ptcJcess~ 

3:. That !:he: Gfy's supply of affordable housing: be preserved and enhancad; 

Both ordinances arneni#ng t1.1e lnc!:usinnary Affotdible R.tmsirtg Progral'!f. md the HO.ME-SF 
Program OrdiJumce increase City's supply ef permrmr-nti.y !lffordaJ:tle housing. 

4. That commu.te:r h:.affic no.t impede. MUNI b:ansit service or overburden <:rur streetS .or 
neighborhood parking; 

Neif;ltet ardi.nanees amending the Inclusion.ary Afferda,ble Housing Progmm and the HOME~SF 
Program . Ordinance rpould result. iii . catnm.i1.ter traffic impeding MUNI tnmsit service o:r 
av:ertn:mienfttg tJ!!e .streets or neighborhood parking. 

5. That a diverse economic 'base be milintained by protecting our mdustri:ai and service sectors 
from displacement due to comt:nercial 6'ffice <level~pment,,. and that .future opporturuties for 
resldmt employment.and ownership fu th~ sectors be enh:a..nc.ed,; · 
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Ne.i.ther a.rdina:rtceS am,e;rui.i!tg fl¢ Indusio111a.ry Affordable Rousing Program and the ifDME-SF 
Program OrdinfilU:e would causa di$J1~t of the industrial or service sectors due · fu office 
di.</elopment as it does not en.able office. ~t.. Fu.rtlier, pratected irulustria.l districts,,. indudfng 
M-1t M-2 and FDR.ate not eligible for the HOME SF Prqgra:m. 

6. That ·the City achieve tli:e greatest p.ossibk. preparedness to protect agafus1; injury and loss of lire in an 
ea,rthqiaa~ 

The proposed Ord:inattces would not Jmve an adverse ·e.ffer± on City's preparedn.e$5 against injury 4rid 
.loss of life in rm ea.rthqrmke. . 

. 7. That the landmarks and hl:storlt buildings be preserved; 

The. prO'{Josed Ordinqnces wouid lfQt htttJe mt adverse effect on the- Cityfs. Lartd7jia.rks anti. historic 
b:ui'ldings. Pu.rflwr the HOM.E~SF Program Ordinance ·specifi:Cally excludes any projects ·liwt would 
crm.se a suh.sta:rtUul µd:aers11 dtange in: t:hl: signi.fi:cam::e of r:m histork re.source .(1$ d.efine4 ·fry Cali.Jo.mi.a 
Code of Regul@;ix:p:ts, Title 14, Section 15064.5. · 

8. That ol.ir parks ahci open space and their a,~s to sunlight and vistas be protected. from 
development; 

The propos~d OrQ.iiumtes. would not lume an adverse: effect ott. the City's parks anti open sp~ am1. 
thei.r access to su.n.lJght- and 1Jisfas. Purfhet the HOl\.1£-SF Program. Ordinance speoi.fo:olly ex:cl.udes 
anyptojects that would adversely impact. wind or shadow. 

11. :Planning Code -Section 302 rm.dings. Th:e PtannitJ.g Conurussion finds from the facts presente<l 
that the public necessity, convenience and gmeral welfare require the proposed amendments. to 
the Planning Code as set forth hi Section 302; and • 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the {~p:r.mnission hereby recomrru:nds that the Board ADOPT a 
proposed Ordinance .amending _the Inclusfonary Affordable Housing Prograin that includes element$ of 
bo:!:h the. Ordinanoo proposed by Supervisors !G.rn and Peskin (referred to below as J?rqmsal A) and the 
Ordinance p~posed by Supervisors Safal, Bree;. and Tung {referr-ed to below as: Proposal B}, as deoctibed 
here: 

A. APPUCATION 

VOTE+7--0 

a. In.clusionary requiremei;its. should continue t-o ~pply only to residential projects of 1D o:r -more 

units, and additional requirements should Con.tinue to- be applied fur Larger Projects of 25· or 

m<:1r~ 1,mlti;, as -curre:ntly defined in both Ordinances. N·o amendments are needed. 
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B. INCLUSIONARY REQtrmEMENiS 

VOTE +5 -z (MELGAR, MOORE AGAINST) 

a. The requftement for Smaller Projects{iO - 24 units) should remain 2'0% for the fee or off-site 

~temative, or 12% for the on-site alternative, as- currently defined in bofh Ordinances. 

No amendments are needed. 
. ' 

b. Set higher requirements for ownership projects than for rental projects, fo~ Larger Projects (25 

or more units). 5-o.th Ordltiartces Would establi$h this structure. No amendments- a.re needed. 

c. Include a condom:irtium convetsion pro.vision ta specify that p.i:ojects ®nverting to 

ownership projects.must pay a oonvetsiort fee equivalent to the difference. be.i;we.en the fee 

requirem:ent for m.¥ners.hip projects in. effect at; the. time of the convet~ion ind the 
requirement the project .satisfied at the time of entitlement Include pi:o~ions. of :Proposal 

A, with modifications. · 

d. EstaMish fee, on-site,. and off-site reqttjr~ts for Larger J.?i:ojects (25 or more units) that. ;;u:e 

wi!:Wn th.e tang-e Qf "ma:x:im:um, eronomkally feasible" tequb:ements recommended in the 
ControHru:'s Study. Include provisions of P~oposal B without :ritodif:i.cafion, as follows: 

e. Eo:i; Rental Projects: 

• Fee or Off~Sife Ali:ernatlve: equiVqlent of 23% of project ~ts 

• On-Site Alternative; 18% of project units 

• Fee or 0££-Sii;e Aftemativ$. equivalent. of 28%- of p:i;-0jeq; pnits 

• On-Site Afrernative::20% Of project unil:I?-

C SCHEDUL'E OF ANNUAL IN'CltEAS'ES TO REQUIREMENTS 

VOTE +6 -1 (MOORE AGAINST) . 

a. Establish an explicitma:xintum r:e.quirement at whichfhe· schedule nf mcrc;iases would. · 
t~ate, ~ that rate should be below the i;rtaxi'm.um requirement legally supported by the 
Nexµs Study: Inclttdt: prov.isi~ns of Proposal. B with modifications to clarify that this 
prqvision.al,so applies fo-both smaller and. larger projects .. 

b. Establish fu:at requirement rates be increas~d by 1.0 percentage point every two"years. 
In-elude provisiotJS of Proposal Br with ·modifications to clarify that this provision aloo 
applies to bot:h Slnaller and larger projects. 
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-c. The scliedule of increases. sh(.luld commence no fewer than 24 months following the 

effective date of final t'.Jl'dinance for both smaller ®d larger projects. Under either 

ordinanc~ final legislation shquicl be amended accordingly. 

d. Establish a u.sµnsel;',. provisio~ th~t is ~nsistent wil:P cw:rent prac;fi_ces for the 

de~rratiPU of lindusionacy·requireme'lts and Plantlmg De.pro:tment pro.c.edures1. 
specifically that the requkement be established at the date of Environmental Evaluation 
Application and be. reset 1£ the project has :not received a first .construction docu::rnent Within 
three years af the prqect's first entitlement approval. Include provisions of Proposal B: with 
modifieafions to clarify fhatfhis provis.io.n rus() applies to both smaller and larger projeds. 

D. AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE 

VOTE +5 -2 (10.ELGAR, MOORE AGAINST) 

a. · Apply the fee on a per gross square foot b~s-so· that the foe is. assessed proportionally to 

the toj:al i'lreii of (he ·_pr9ject. Include provisions pf P:tQposal B with(Jl.lt mQdification. 

b. Revise language to- allow MOH CD to calculate the fee ro match the actual cost to the City to· 

construct below nw-ket rate units, without factoring f1:i.e maxhnum sale price of the 

equivalent inclnsionary unit. Include provisions of Proposa:f B without modificaffon.. 

a INCOME LEVELS 

VOTE +4 -3·(FONG1 KOPPEL, HILLIS AGAINST) 

a. Establish affotdabillfy requiremenfs that deatJy apply fu the maximum relit or maximum. 

sale price of the inclusionary unit, and not to the income level .of the household placed in 

that unit. Under either ordinance, ·final l:e.gislatfon should be amended ac<:ordingly. 

h. De~ate mcl:usfonary units.at three. discrete affmdability levcls fotlarget projects to 
better serve households with incomes between the current low and moderate income tiera. 

hi.dude pr0visiol!l1 of Prap.osal B, with modificafi.011&-. · 

c. Firtai legislation should tttget 1.ru1tisionary units to serve fhe ~.in coverage between low_, 
l:ncqme hi:msehoids wru). Ciiln access other existing housing pxog:i:ams. and mocle~te and . 
m.iddl~inoome households earning less than the level needed to access market rate units. 

In.dude provisions of Proposal B~ with modifi-cations, as foUows; 

SAM Fli~NlllllCB" 

i For Rental Projects; 

i. Two-thirds of units at no tri.ore th~S5.% of Area Median Ittcome 

ii On~d of tJnits split ev-~y betw:eet!- units al: no more than 80% of Area 

Median fucom~ and units at no more tha.n 110% of Area Median Income 

H. Fo:r Ownership Projects: 

L Two-thirds of units at no mrue than 90% of Area Medi.an lncome 

PLANNING :DS'>ARTMENT 
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ii. One-fuitd of unlts splitf!V'enly between \l!lits at no~ than 110% of Area 

Medi<\11. Income, and~ at no more than 140% of At.ea Medi~ Inco:tne 

d. Designate inclµsi9naxyunits ata single afford.ahilify leveI for smaller projects. This. 

tequlrementshould be set ro match the middle tier established for larger projects, as 

descn"bed below. Indttde proVisions of P:teposal B, with lil.Qdificatlons as follows~ 

i. For R.entaIPtojlrls; al.linc:j'.usionary units at.no mor..e than55% of Area 
~edian Income 

ii For Own.er$hip ·projects: all inclusionary units at no more than 80% of · 

Area Median Income 

e. Final legislation should im:lude language requiclng MOHCD to undertake nec~ary action 
to ensure that in nQ ~may an incluiioni;tty ~r<lable unit he prcNided ata tn.aiimum: rent 

or sale price that iS less~ W per~t below the average asking rent or sale pri¢e for the 

relevant market: area 'WitlUn which the inchllifo.ha±y unit is located, 

K DENSITY BONliSP~OVISIONS 

VOTE +5 -2 (MELGAR, MOORE AGAlNS1) 

a. Encoip:age the use of density bonus to maximize the production of affo~dable housing. At the . 

same time,. beca\lSe a density bonll$ may not he used in every situation;. the indnsionary 

re.qu.:i:rement'S- establi~hed in Secnon 41e; &hould be ecQno:m.kaliy feasible ·regat.dless of 

whdb:er a de:tt.si.fy bonus i.s exercised. ~nclwle prov,isfonS' of Froposal B without 

modification. 

b. ~e £irtal Inql.u$i0.rtary ordinw.ce should be paµ:ed. with a focal density.bonus ord:lnpnce, sucll 
. as the HOME-SF Program,, that i!.npl.err:i..~tS the State Density 'Bonus ta:w.m a ;rnru;mer !hat is . 

tailored to the San Francisco's .contextual and policy needs.. Include p:rovisions ot Proposal B 
without mudification. 

c. Direct the Pfa:nn:in.g Depatfment to require T(r.eas001able documentation° front project 

~ponsors seeking a State 'Bonus ro establish eligibility for a reque5ted' density bonus, 

f.ncenj.:ives of concession, and waivers orrednctionS of development standards, as provided 

for mic;ler state. lp,w, and as consistent with the process at1d prtedures detailed in a lotally 

. adopted ot<lin!filce fu:tplem:entirtg the State Density 'Bon.us Law. Include p.rovfsi.mµ;-of 
· ;r;roposal A without modification. 

d. Reqt:di:~ the Planning Department to prepare an ann:ual .tep.ort on the use of;the Density 

lYonus to the Planning Com.mission beginning in January 2-018 that ~details the number of 

projects seeking a bonus and the concessforlS, wai\fersT .md l~1rel of bonus provided.. Include 
provisions 0£ Proposal A wi.th(lu:f: modificati:on.. 
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April 27~ 1017 

CASE NO. ·2017-001061 PCA 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

. e. Require that projects pay the Affo:f.'dable Housing Fee on any additional units authorized 

by the State Bonus p-ro~ lnclude ?rorisi.o.ns of Proposal B without In!)difkation. 

G~ UNIT MIX REQUIREMENTS 

VOTE+/ .... o 
. a. Dweliing 'Llnif mix requirements should apply to tofal project nniw, not Qnly to on~site 

. inclusionaty milts to all0.w for inclusionary units to be pwrided comparable to market ra:te 

· units,. as re.qui.red iii Section 415, Under ~ther ordinance, final legislation should be 

amended ~ccordingly. 

b. Fmal le_gisfatlon should seta large"unit :reqn:itement at 46% of the total number of units as 

two-bedtoom ox larger, -with,. no fewer than 10% of the total number of tutlts being 

provided as. 3-b.edr:oom or larger. Und~:i: either ordinanc~, final legislation should be 
amended accordingly. 

H. ,.,GRANOFAiHERING,.'.l>ROVISIONS 

VOTE+7-0 

a. Smaller Project.$ should remain subject to .,, grand:fatl'lered" on..fil;te ;md fe.e .or off-site 

requitement.s. Both Ordinances, would mainfain this structure. No amendm.ent:s are-needed. 

b. Larger Projects f2S: or more units) choosing the Qn-site altem<!.fiv~ $11\>tild remhln subject ti:! 

the mo:emen.tal percentage requirements established by Proposition C. Include ptovisions of 

PrL>posal .n without modification. 

c. The incremental increases established for Larger Projects. ch.o.os.ingthe fee or off-site 
alternatives, shmtld. l:>eamended to match: the permanent requirements established in th~ 
final. legislation, Which should not ex<:eed the maxim.um feasible rate. lnclude provisions of 

Proposal R without lliOdffi.c~tion. 

d, The .J.w:.r:etften.tal. ~~es establi:;;hE;td b.'y Prpp~tion C fo;r La.rger Projects that e:nte:recl the 
pip.elln-e-before 2.0~6 and are located in UMU disttkts should be removed,, lea\ring fue area­
specific requiren.tents o.f Section 419 in place for these projects. Include provisions of 

Froposal -:s· witlwut modification. 

a Final legislation $hould explicitly establish. that projects in UMU districts that entered !:he 

pipcline aft~ J~y 12, 2016 should be subject to the 111.g:her of the on-site, fee., br off-site. 

:reqilirements .set forth in Section 4.19 ot the citywide requirements in.Section 415, as 

established by. final legislation. Under ~ther ordinance, final legislation should be am.ended 
ac.co:rdingly. 
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Resolution No.19903 
A.pril 27~ 2017 

CASE NO. 2-017--00'10S.1PCA 
l,rdusionary Affordable Housing Pro.gram Amendments 

f. Establish that all other Section 415 pwv:ish>ns will apply to p:lpcline projws, regatdless of 
fue aa::eptance date of the project's .EEA.; projects that were fully entitled ,Prior to thl'!< effective 

date of final l.e,gl:slatiott wculd he su.bject fo the indusii:mary re.quireuients 1n effect at the time 

of entitlement. Under ,either or-Oinance, filial legislation should be amended accordingly. 

L .ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

VOTE+7--0 

a The Commission re~mrnend~ that the Board of Supervisors should c.onsider additional 
tn.easqres th.at may be, undertaken by the Ci:ty t-0 subsicl:ize the ancillary housing costs to 

owners of.indusionary ownership unfts, lndudfu:g but not limited to Homeowners 
.ASsoclation dues. 

b. Final legislation should. requireMQHCD to pmvi,de regular reporting to the.Planning 

Cotr..mission on the ra~W: and household composition dei:nogtaphk da'fa-of ott.upcint 

hous.eh:dlds 0£ fuclusionary :<Iffordabl:e units. 

J, R]QUDIBD FEASIBILITY STUDIES 

VOTE +4 -3 (}UHNSON, I\PPPF.t, MOORE) 

a. Additlon<rl feasibility studies t.o dete:rmine whether a higher cm-site :inclush:!,onaiy 
affordable housin~ requir~.ent is feasible on: sile&. that have received a 20% of ~eater 

increase in devel:opable n:sident.tru .gross floor sar-ea of a, 35% or freater increase. in 

residetrnril density o-ver prior ztm'ing, Sh.Quid only be required whg n~ 1) tli.e upzonfng 

has oCCUI'I'ed after the effective date of this ordinance; 2) no feasibility study for the 

specl.fk upzopmg haS previous.I y been completed and.published.;. 3) !he up:z-on:iri.g 

oc.cU.tred ~part o~ an At~ Plan.fu<M: has .alteady been adopted o;r whkh has already 
been .a.naly.zed for f~ibility and cominunity ~efits prior to the effecti?e date of the· 

-ordinance. In no case should the r-equi:renent apply for a:n..y project ot group ,of projects 
that has been €ntitl~d prlbrto ·fhe effec.tlv'ei dat~ of the ordin.anee. 
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Resolution No.19903 
A.p.riI 27, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

f hereby certify that the for.egoing ReJIDlution was adopted by the Commission at i.tS meeting OU April 27 
2017. . . . 

i' I ;,.\ 
~ .~ 

:(·. ~i'. t ~ 'J-..f 11..l'~ 
~~ 

Jonas P. Ionin \.. 
Comm:ission Secretary 

AYES.:: Fong, Richards, Hillis, Melgar, Koppel, Johnson 

ABSENT: None 

ADOPTED: April Zl, '2017 
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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: 

lnclusionary 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. 1613511 

1sso MWsion St. 
Suife400 
San Francisca, 
CA 941-03'-2:479 

Reception: 
415:55U.6313 

"""", CM. 

. 415~5.5&Ji41l9 

Planning 
lnformafian: 
4.15,5ti!Lti377 

Initiated by: Supervisors Safai, Breed, and Tang Introduced February 28, 2017 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Dwelling Unit Mix Requirements 
[Board File No. 1702081 · 

Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

. I. BACKGROUND 

Jacob Bi.ntliff, Citywide Planning Division 
jacob .bintliff@sfgov.org, 415-57 5-9170 

AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor 
anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org, 415-558-6395 

Inclusion~ Housing Program 

The Inclusionary Affordable Ho~ISing 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 seryed by other common affordable housing funding sources, such as the federal Low 

Income Housing Tax Credit program.· 
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Inclusionary Affordable Housing 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 unanimolisly 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 housill.g 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 ai;lvise the Controller. 

The TAC convened from July, 2016 to February, 2017 and Controller provided a set of 

prelimin~y recommendations3 to the Board of Supervisors on September 13, 2016 and issued a 

set of final recommend!ltions 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 MaxirniZing a Feasible Inclusionary Affordable Housing Requirement [Board 
File No 160166, Reso. No. 79:..16], approved March 11, 2016. Available at 
https:flsfgov.legistar.comNiew.ashx?M=F&ID--430257l&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 Planrring Coinmission on March 31, 2016. The Commission's recommendations are available here: 
https://sfgov.legistar.corn.Niew.ash:x?M=F&ID=4387468&GUID=8D639936-88D9-44EO-B7C4-
F61E3E1568CF . 
3 Office of the Controller. "Inclusionary 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. "Inclusionary Housing Working Group: Final Report," published February, 13 
2017, with the consulting team of Blue Sky Consulting Group, Century Urban LLC, and Street Level 
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Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

Hearing Date: April 27, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 

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. 

1702081 on February 28, 2017. This report will refer to this ordinance as "Proposal B: Supervisor 

Safai, Supervisor Breed, and Sul'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 indiv?-dual development projects and to maximize affordabl~ housing 

production. 

Th~ 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 compahble with local policy goals, their' 

Inclusionary ordinance is paired witi\ HOME-SF5, a proposal for a locally tailored 

implementation of the state density bonus law. 

Advisors. Available at 
http://sfcontroller.org/sires/default/files/Documents/Economic%20Analysis/Final%20Inclusionary%20Housin¥%20Re 
port%20February%202017.pdf 

5 On March 13, 2017 the Land Use and Transportation Committee amended an ordinance previou;;ly 
reviewed by the Commission when it was titled "Affordable Housing Bonus Program" [Board File 
Number 161351 v6], renamihg 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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Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

Hearing Date: April 27, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 

Planning Commission Hearings and Additional Supporting Material 

The Commission held an informational hearing on the proposed changes on March 16, 2017. 

The accompanying staff report for that informational heari.."1.g, dated March 9, 2017, provides a 

more detailed summary of the current inclusionary housing program; the findings and 

recommendations of the Controller's Study; the provisions of bo~ 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 Pla.Ilning Com.mission hearing6, when the item was originally calendared. That report 

included a comparison chart of fue provisions of bofu proposed ordinances, as well as fue 

current program. Thi.s comparison chart is reproduced here as Exhibit A for reference. 

This report is intended to assist the Commission's action on the proposed ordinances. As such, 

less background is provided and fue 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:/f commissions.sfplanning.org!cpcpackets/2017-001061PCA-02.pdf 
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Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

Hearing Date: April 27, 2017 · , 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 

IL IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS 

Either proposed ordin~ce would constitute the most sweeping set of structural and material 

changes to the City's Inclusionary Housing Program since the 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 development 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 within a project that elects the on-site alternative. This process is bound by 

multiple procedures ~d 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 ma:i;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 Condominium. 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. Stciff' s recommendation for a conversion fee is included in 

this report. 
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Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

Hearing Date:' April 27, 2017 · 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 

However, it should be noted that the Planning Department does not currently have procedures 

in place to ~onitor changes in project tenure following entitlement, and the range of options 

available to monitor such conversions is unknown at this time. ?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 Deparlment 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, in~uding 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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Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendmen~s 

Hearing o·ate: April 27, 2017 

Ill. REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 

Th.e proposed Ordinances are before the Commission so that it may 1) make recommendations 

to the Board of Supervisors as required by Planning Code Section 302; 2) affum the Planning 

Deparbnent's determinations under the California Environmental Qualify Act;_ 3) make findings 

of consistency of ~e 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. 

7 

89 



Inclu.sionary Afforda~le Housing Program Amendments 

Hearing Date: April 27, 2017 

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 

The Department recommends making findJngs in support of the proposed Ordinances and 

associated actions as described in the attached draft resolution (Exhibit C). This section focuses 

on potential CommiSsion recommendations based on .staff analysi$ of the City's affordable 

hm~sing need, our existing housing programs, the findings of the Controller's Study, comments 

frorri the Commission and the public, consultation with MOBCD, and considerations of 

program implementation. 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 Pla..rming 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 ap!JlY 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 Proje~, as currently defined in both Orclinance~. No amendments are 

needed. 

7 http:ljcommissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-001061PCA-02.pdf 
s As of January 1, 2016 Sec~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 the project total. 
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Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

Hearing Date: April 27, 201~ 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 

8. INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENTS 

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, Proposal 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 projects .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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Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

Hearing Date: April 27, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 

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: Establish 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. SCHEDUL,E OF ANNUAL INCREASES TO REQUIREMENTS 

Both proposals would establish a schedule of annual increases to the percentage requirements, 

though under differe:t;tt 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 percentage point every two years. This is equivalent to the Controller's 

recommendation of an increase of 0.5 percentage points per year, but would provide for 

a more effective and transparent implementation of the program by more closely 

matching the pace of the entitlement process· and mirUmizing ambiguity in the rounding 

of requirement percentages. Include provisions of Proposal B, with modifications. 

-- ~ ! 
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Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

Hearing Date: April 27, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 
- ····{. 

)> 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, fulal 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 year~. 

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 legislation should establish a "sunset" provision that is 

consistent with current practices for the determination of inclusionary requirements 

and Planning Deparbnent procedures. Include provisions of Proposal B without 

modification. 
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Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

Hearing Date: Api;il 27, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 

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 cost' 

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 units. 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 a.J?-1-0unt of the fee is currently calculated based on the cost of construction of 

residential housing and th.e maximum purchase price for BMR ownership units. MOHCD 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. 

12 

94 



InclUBionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 

Hearin.g Date: April 27, 2017 i 

E. INCOME LEVELS 

Currently, inclusionary units are designated as affordable at two discrete income tiers - units 

serving. "low-income" or "moderate-income" households, as defined in Section 415. Both 

proposals would modify 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 constitute a significant structural change in the way units are designated .. 

Planning Department staff, iri consultation with MOHCD, considered the City's affordable 

housing need and existing housing programs to arrive at the following recommendations: 

);> Recommendation: Final legislation should establish affordability requll: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:f OHCD Procedures Manual, 

which will come before this Commission for review. Under either ordinance, final 

legislation should be amended accordingly. 

~ 

);> Recommendation: Final legislation should designate indusionary units at three 

discrete affordability levels for larger projects 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~sionary 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 below. Include provisions of Proposal B, .with modifications. 
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Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

Hearing Date: April 27, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 

In addition to the strucfural 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 hous:ing programs, and 

also are generally not served by market rate housing. 

Staff compared existing and proposed affordability requirements to current data on the City's 

affo;rdable hous:ing need and existing hous:ing programs to recommend an appropi:iate range of 

·affordability levels to be served by the Inclusionary Program. Note that, aga:in, the requirements 

set forth in the Plann:ing Code shoul~ stipulate the maximum rent or sale price of :inclusionary 

units, while MOHCD will continue to exercise diScretion in plac:ing 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 earn:ing 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% of AMI 80%ofAMI 110%ofAMI 

Owner Projects 90%ofAMI 110% of AMI 140%of AMI 
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For rental projects, these recomrriended 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· oi: market rate units. 9 

9 Market rate rents and sale prices vary widely depencling on location and builcling 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, depencling 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 fu.clusionary 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 assUm.e that all projects will utilize the State 

Bonus, or that if those projects would necessarily receive the maximum borius allowed. 

Accordingly, th~ Controller'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 fE!asibility by partnering with the 

State Density Bonus Law. This means that developmen~ would not be feasible, according to·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 

maxlln.ize the production of affordable housing. At the same time, because. a density 

bonus may not be desired in every situation.1 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 ~ 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 mcorporate 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: · 

)> Recommendation: Final legislation should direct the Pla:llning Department to require 

"reasonable documentation" from project.sponsors seeking a State Bonus to establish 

eligibility for a requested density bonus, fucentives 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 Plarining Commission 

beginning in January 2018 that details the number of projects seeking a bonus and the 

concessions, waivers, and level of bonus .provided. Inclu.de provisions of Proposal A · 

without modification. 

)> Recommendation:. Final legislation should not include a requirement to provide 

information about the value of the 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!21ude this provision 

of Proposal A. 
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Affordable Housing Fee for Bonus U:~rits 

The Controller's Study sought to provide guidance as to how the Inclusionary 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, s:imilar to 

how the City impose other impact fees for infrastructure and.other City services. 

);:>- Recommendation: Firial 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 modifica~on. 

G. UNIT MIX REQUIREMENTS 

. Both proposals w<;mld 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-bedroom 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. 

10 In the RTO, RCD, NCT, DTR, and Eastern Neighborhoods 11ixed Use districts, the current requirement 
is for 40% of total project uriits to be provided as 2-bedroom units or larger, or for 30% of total project 
units to be provided as 3-bedroom Uilits 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 rn:iits, as required in Section 415 and under both Ordinances. 

Under either ordinance, final legislatiori 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 conclusion5 did reflect; developmeh~ 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 miit 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 should also be noted that there may be affordability trade-offs to dwelling unit mix 

requirements. Larger units will be~ at least in the first seve~al years of building 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 maxim.i.Zing affordability. These recommendations have an 

unknown impact on affordability and are therefore only provided as "parameters" for final· 

legislation that seek to balance the goals of maximizing affordability with the goal of providing 

units with more bedrooms. 

H. "GRANDFATHERING" PROVSIONS 

Following the passage of PropositioJ;l C in June 2016, Section 415 was amended to estqblish 

incremental on-site, off-site, and fee requirement percentages for projects th.a~ 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 remam subject to II grandfathere?-" on-site 

and fee or off-site requirements. Both Ordinances would maintain this structure. No 

amendments are needed. 

11 AB of January 1, 2016 Section 415 required that projects of 10· or.more units provide 12%. of units on-site 
as low inco:tne 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 Plait. In 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, leaving the area-specific requirements 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 

pipeline 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 /1 grandfathering" provisions of Proposition C only addressed the requirement rates and did 

not specify when other featul:es of the inclusionary program w01p.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 tl1e time of 

entitlement. Under either ordinance, final legislation sho-iµd be amended accordingly. 

A comparis~:m table of Current and recommended /1 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 Pesldn [Board File No. 161351] is not defined as a project under CEQA 

Guidelines SectioU? 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) becau8e it does not result in a physical change 

in the environment 

VI. PUBLIC COMMENT 
AB of the date of publication the Plarwing Deparhnent 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 billk of the concerns raised in these hear~gs were focused on the income levels to be served 

by the program, the inclusionary requirement percentages, 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- and 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 mode~ate-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 ade~uate 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 
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and recommendations of the Controller's Study and legal limits supported by the Citys 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 commenters 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 signilicant 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;rnissioners, 

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 progr~ but not at the expense of low-income households; that the 

program should 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 "Statell1:ent of Principles on Inclusionarjr 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_t, 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 expanded 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 Yimby Action. The letter expressed opposition to both 

proposed ordinances based on concerns related to the methodology of the Controller's 

Economic Feasibility Study and NeXp.s Study, and proposed that modification8 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 

13.90 Market Street, Suite 1150, San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 552-9292 FAX (415) 252-0461 

Policy Analysis Report 

Supervisor Peskin 

"h\ e. Nos. 1 51)C1 tp9 
1u1051 
1'1oz..ne, 

From: Budget and Legislativ.e _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 Analyst 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 I 1 Budget and legislative Analyst's Office-
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Disparities in Median Household Income Across City Neighborhoods 
. . 

While rising housing costs in San Francisco have been accompanied bY an estimated 31.8 percent 

· .increase. 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 Sur~ey 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 11nd Legislative An·afyst'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 shoym in' Figure 2 below. The neighborhoods with the highest median 

household income, on average, from 2011 to 2015 in~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 

Neighbprhood Household 
Income 

Count 

Presidio $164,179 3,681 

Potre'ro Hill $153,658 13,621 

Sea cliff $i43,864 2,491 

West ofTwin Peaks $131,349 37,327 

Noe Valley $131,343 22,769 

Presidio Heights $123,312 10,577 

Haight Ash bury $120,677 17,758 

Castro/Upper Market $120,262 20,380 

Marina $119,687 24,915 

Pac[fic 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 ~lso observed a variation in median household income across the 
diverse 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 Sui:vey. These 12 neighborhoods represent the areas with the lowe~t median 
household income and account for 41.5 percent of all San Francisco residents on average during 2011 to 
2015, as shown in Figures 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 the 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 burden. Figure 5 below 

sh·ows med!an 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:3 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 five-year estimates 

Page I 5 Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office 

1 1 1 



Memo to Supervisor Peskin 
May 5, 2017 

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 ~}·?L~.:. $886 $25,895 28,820 3% 

Chinatown H:;J~3'2'.3··.:.: :;":'. $605· $21,016 14,336 2% 
Treasure Island $1,732 $40,769 3,187 0% 
Sunset/Parkside " .. /;~:?:.1 >(::: $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 Hefghts 27.0 $1,733 $102,735 25,487. 3% 
Financial pistrict/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% 
Mission 25.7 $1,472 $79,518 57,873 7% 
Mission Bay 25.5 $2,774 $107,798 9,979 1% 
Sea cliff 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 

,i~~~,~ 
$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: America~ Community Survey 2015 five-year estimates. 
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Memo to Supervisor Peskin. 
May 5, 2017 

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 $25,895 $27,641 $19,933 $9,441 $27,183 

Chinatown 14,336 605 

. ~1]f~iJ~ 
'$21,016 $71,252 $0 $ci $18,962 

Treasure Island 3,1B7 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 $75,280 $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 $831.523 $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 1,872 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 
Missfon Bay 9,979 2,774 25.5 $107,798 $124,740 $65,985 $0 $106,674 

Sea cliff 2,491 2,196 25.1 $143,864 $145,938 $0 $0 $121,607 
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Memo to Supervisor Peskin 

May 5, 2017 

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 

1~~~1~~~~~% 
$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 

Haight Ashbury 11,158 1,922 $120,677 $122,991 $48,673 $0 $150,108 

Russian Hill 18,179 1,864 $1Q6,953 $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-year estimate$. 
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Memo to Supervisor Peskin 
May 5, 2017 

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 19,954 563 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 4,552 
Nob Hill 14,523 771 62 8,981 70 746 1,229 2,720 
Bernal Height:S 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 ,53 349 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(lpantown 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 409A01 46,791 2,854 284,353 3,649 54,383 38,924 128,6~9 
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-
Feb ·2017 

Feb - April 2017 

May 2017 

June 15·, 2017 . 

Proposi~ion C 
• Temporary requirements · 

· • Feasibility.Study and.:TAC 

Controller's Economic Feasibility Study + 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) · 
• Maximum economically feasible requirements 
• Additional recommendations 

Planning Com·mission hearings . 
• Commission Recommend.ations·- April 27. 

Board of Supervisors Committee hearings 
• "Consensus" Ordinance - May 22 

Planning Commission·- Additional Recomme·ndations 

3 

~ 
~:('?\ 

... r :~1 
~ 



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 
(0 

4. Replacement Units: increasing inclusionary requirement 

5. Specific Areas: se·parate requirements for certain areas 

6. Fee Requirement: disincentive to use. State Bonus La~~;~·~'}''·· 
. . . . if.:·~:~~~·'.}! 

·"'-'·~'~--;,i,.-;;,. 
. ···-~:::;:1(~~~~:::~y, 
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COM.·MISSION R_ECOMMENDATIONS: 
MATERIAL MODIFl·CATIONS. 

1.. Dwelling Unit Mix 

> lss_ue: The requirement is now proposed to apply to 
smaller projects as well. For_ these. projects; the 
requirement would be more difficult to meet. 

. . 

> Recommendation: Clarify that the requirement is for 25% 
large units, including 10% as· 3~bedrooms or larger. 

2-. Minimum Unit Sizes 

> Issue: Would establish new 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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N ....... 

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 lnclusjonary Program. 

> ·Recommendation: Apply citywide feasible requir~ment in 
all areas, unless specific requirements supported by 
appropriate study. 

:§f·~:~~'.~;~'1 
'"''4·-1.;;-,.~ .~ ... ; 
<(t!}~11jl' 
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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. 

);;> Recommendati·on A: Set feasible Fee requirement (23/28%). 

~ > Recommendation B: Include _Fee requirement in required 
2017 TAC study- of Fee methodology. 

7 --
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COMMIS·SION RECOMMENDATIONS: 
TECHNICAL ·and. IMPLEMENTATION 

..... 
N 
CJ,) 

6~ Grandfathering Provisions . 

~ Issue: Pipeline projects would be subject to ne\N 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 Requirem~nt~ 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.· 

4>:~(1~\ I''" , ,~ . ..::, "" 
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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 tl1e 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 Neighborhqod Profile Boundaries Map for the requi_J~r.f~t 
market analysis. . · , . 1f<~~ .. ~~·, 

. . ~~ 
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COMMISSION RECO.MMENDATIONS: · 
. . . 

TECHNICAL 8.nd IMPLEMENTATION 
· 1 O. Tra·nsbay District Provisions 

~ Issue: Transbay Redevelopment Area must meet 
· inclusionary targets s·et in Transbay Redevelopment Plan 
and State law.· 

~ Recommendation: .Amen·d Section 249 .. 28. of the 
Plannfng Code to clar_ify 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 inclusiona.ry units f!lUSt serv(3 Condo units below 100% of · 
AMI, or Rental units below 60% of AMI. · 

11 
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From: Somera, Alisa CBqS) 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, June 19, 2017 11:17 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 

Subject: FW: Land Use Committee June 19 Include 650 Divisadero In Affordability Housing Study 

AUMvS~o..­

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 

• 4'0Click 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 ident[fying 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 Housing 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 

~28 



Dear Ms Somera 

ise include for your Land Use committee records a copy ofthi~:erp:ail asking not to allow Sup. Breed to 
exempt 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: 3 0 in Room 25 0 at City Hall. We need more affordable housing on Divisadero. 

Thanky'?u. 

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 SupetVisors 
Land Use Committee 6119 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 
C.ontrollers Office 
for possiple increased affordable units that can be required due to allowing increased 
density in those areas.. . . 
The Divisadero-Fillinore NCT must be included in the study and not treated separately or 
differently 
from other Breas 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 Calling "Death Foods" 
3 Harmful Foods 
htto://thirdoartvoffers. iuno.comff GL3132/594 72ea140d2e2ea 11 a94st02duc 



" "llera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

·Subject: 
Attachments: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, June 12, 2017 9:53 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; 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@sfgov.org>; London.Breed@sfgove.org; Cohen, Malia (BOS) 
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Mark.Farrell@sfgove.org; Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@SFGOVl.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 Biblowitz <irisbiblowitz@hotmail.com> 

Subject: support strong OMI tenant protections 

Dear Board of Supervisors: 

,... -1arding the proposed agenda item 6 before the Land Use and Transportation Committee on Monday, June 12, we are 
1ng to encourage you to listen to tenants who have been affected by owner move-in (OMI) evictions and to incorporate 

proposals submitted earlier in SupervisorPeskin'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 tenants 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 ~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, 2017 

To: San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
From: Iris Biblowitz and, Frances Taylor 
Re: Owner move-in evictions 

-~Te are two senior renters, a 70-year-old retired registered nurse (Biblowitz) and a ·67-year-old retired medical 
Jtor (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 at77 Mirabel.Avenue in Bernal Heights for five years when our two landladies living 
upst~irs in the two-flat building dedded they needed to liy~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 iu..0· 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 notice 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 betvveen 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. \Ve 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 somethinglike "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 re~t and decided to move. The landlord ·eventually evicted ail 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 bogils type adds a bitter tvvist 
to life in an unforgiving city. Lack of enforcement adds salt to the wounds. 
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April 28, 2017 

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 ~d 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 indeed fraudulent. 

We were lucky to have been evicted jµst 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: p·monette-shaw@eartlink.net 

June 5, 2017 f 

~and Use arid Transportation Committee, Board of Supervisors 
The Honorable Mark Farre.11, 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 Inclusionaty 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 owne1::n1ip 
;-· ~rental percentages set in the 

.promise "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- · - . . - . 

0 
• ' • Astute Publfe Testimony: Dunng the Board of Supervisors 

percent (0.5%) increase starting January 1, G t .11... .• d't ..r 0 · · ht C ·i:• ,. •...i1 "'S 
2018 

.1 . h th . · T · f overnmen rt.U 1 . an"" vers1g · ommh.t"ee meedng on w1ay a t 

~ ~o;,; unti .1t r~ac .es e maxim~m cei mg 0 2017, a perceptive member of the pubiic displayed this graphic on 
0

• It will take six years unLll 2023 to the overhead projector. [Red text added for clarity.] 
.ch that 15% maximum, during which time 

the 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 readrng 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 . 

. 1d 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 stil.1 be racking in a "shit-ton" of profits (as Supervisor Pes'k(aSas 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 ... l 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'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 
hlgh 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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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 

f GOlVJ Guy & County o1 San Frano"'.'-

~ 

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 added 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! 

'll\t 

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 
. k I . 11 

units as mar et-rate renta units. 

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 12% on-site affordable 

housing units to 25°/o, with 15% as 

affordable to low-income households, and 

10% to middle-income households.u 

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 
maximize their housing project profits, in part to help the City's property tax base. 

Showdown at the OK Corral: Two Competing Housing Proposals {~ay 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 
. ff 

part to help the City's property tax base. 

AB 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 subcoinmittee 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 -
anp. Ron Conway - happy, is a good thin.g. 

... ... 
The two competing proposals to revise · 

the inclusionary housing percentages were 

first heard by the Board of Supervisors 

Land Use and Transportation subcommittee 
. u 

on May 15. 

1 . 

The two competing propos(lls to revise the inclusionary 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 ~n-lieu of constructing 
affordable units on- or off-site, building affordable units on-site, or building affordable units off-site. Reportedly, the 
trend I:ias 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 artide on 48Hills.org. CCHOis widely regarded 
as the most influential and most thoughtful of affor.dable 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 men noted there's a big difference between what Peskin 
and Kim want, versus what Safai and Breed want, and there ii.re 
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 eX:pand 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 opportuniti~s for all, without reducing any'one else's opportunities, Cohen and 
Marti seem to argue. 1 3 8 



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 

proposals is instructive."' 

• The Safai-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 
propo~al lowered t.11.e rental ~aximums in Prop. "C" from 55% of AMI for low-income renters and 100% of AMI for 
middle-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
inco"':e 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 hoµseholds 
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 

ll'1< 

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 

,!?Solo, 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 low-income 

San Franciscans against their middle-
. . hb ,, mcome ne1g 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 households would have a maximum 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 untts set in Prop. "<t'3f9r off-site projects to just 28%, with average affordable 
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units set at 120% of AMI, 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% 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 the 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 Sofai!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 proposal reduces the 
inclusionary requirements, and thereby reduces the number of affordable units. 

This is remarkable, in part because the June 2016 vott?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 

'II'> 

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.
11 

November 2016 and only narrowly beat her opponent, Deari 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 artide also. included a quote by Jennifer Fieber of the SF Tenants Union she testified about 
during a recent hearing: · 
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· i ."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: 
11'! 
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'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.'1 

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 
. Yd 

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 Difference Difference Difference in Difference in Difference In Difference-

Level Price BO%to100% 100%to 120% 120%to140% for 25 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 per the Federal Reserve Bank. 

2 
Estimate based on extrapplated data; not included on page 14 in Source document 

Source: MOHCD Annual Report FY2014-2015, page 14. 

48Hills.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 -... -,.------------------
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 
fr 

the ~MI thresholds. 

claimed it does not maintain this data, despite having reported similar data in FY 2014-2015. 

Yet another 48Hills.org aiiicle-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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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 suppoJ1 the Safai-Breed proposal: 

"We are all in this together. We refuse to have teachers pitted agalnst 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 concerned 
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'.u 

- Gen Fujioka, Policy Director 
Chinatown Community Development Center 

Another 48Hills.org article - Sq.fai-Bre~d 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 un)_ts 
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. · 

..... 
'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'.
1111 

- 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 to · 
48Hills' analysis by. CCHO wrote: 

"Not onlfis 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 developers. . .. The Breed/Safai legislation undercuts Prop C and pits middle and low 
income folks against one another." [emphasis added] 

As weli, 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 l~wer percent would mean more profits for developers and less housing for San' 
Franciscans who live on a paycheck.". 

The next day, the San Francisco Examiner 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 the 6% in the Safai-Breed proposal. The article quoted Supervisor Peskin: 

. " 'This is not 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 ign:ored 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'. 

Kif 

ABAG' s recori1mendations issued October 26, 2006 for the 2007- . -~----C_o_m_._m_e_n_t_P_o-'-st_e_d_._o_n_4_B_H_il_ls_.o_,.,_Y_ 
2014 period recommended the allocation of housing goals by income categories of housing needs for San Francisco: 

Table 2: ABAG Recommendations vs. Actual Housing Bllilt: San Francisco 2007-2014 

Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress: San Francisco 2007-2014 

San Francisco's 
%Share of 
Eight-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% 
/>hove fvbderate >120% 42% 65.5% 23.5% 
Upper Income ? ? 

Total 100% 100.0% 

Sources: PJ3AG's October 26, 2006 Recommendations vs. San Francis104~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% 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 
u 

'Above Moderate-Income' category. 

An alternative RHNA 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 RHNA 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 o!).ly 19% of the goal for "Moderate-Income" households. 

Table 3: Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress: San Francisco 2007-2014 

Regional Housing Needs Allocatlon Progress: San Francisco 2007-2014 
o/oof 

RHNA RHNA o/oof 
AMI Allocation Eight~Year Allocation RHNA Goal RHNA Goal 

%Share of 
Bght-Year 
Total Built Income Level Level Goal Total Built Built Not Built Not Built 

Very low 0-50% 6,589 4,118 62.5o/o 
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 "Ve!}'. Low"+ "Low" Combined 12,124 5,781 47.7% 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department 

Of note, MOHCD's FY2014-2015AnnualReporttried 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 4 7. 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 
out 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 37.5o/o 20.1% 
3,872 70.0% . 8.1% 
5,471 81.0% 6.3% 

(1,076) -8.7% 65.5% 

10,738 34.4% 100.0o/o 

...... 
An alternative view - looking at R_HNA 

goals - San Francisco built 108.7% of the 

gqal 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.
11 

Second, of the 20,455 housing units that were actually built, just 2g.2% 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 a9tual 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" RHNA goals 
were not built. 
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.. , 
Then there's the issueiof 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?" 

Why aren't those unmet goals rolled over and added onto the subsequent eight-year reporting period for 2015-2022? Or 
does ABAG simply "forgive~' the municipality for not ha.ving -,.-,.--------------------
built those units, and 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°/o ·of the 'Very-Low 
deed restrictions. Fully 1,877 (9.2%) of the units in the Income' RHNA goals were not built." 
combined "Very Low," "Low," and "Moderate" income units 
constructed do not have "affordable.income 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 same situation as the 
problem with "expiring regulations preservation" where 
previously affordable units are lost to conversion to market-rate 
units at ti.1.e end of 25- to 30-year legal contracts, called 
"covenants," or otI?-er expiring deed restrictions. It is not yet 
k_r,iown 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%) 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 
. u 

mar et-rate units. 

Table 4: Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress: San Francisco 2007-2014 

Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress: San Fi'ancisco 2007-2014 

%of 8ght-Year %of 
AMI #of Units By Total Eight-Year 

.Income Level Level Deed Type 
1 Units Deed Type tBuilt Total Built 

Very Low 0-50% Deed-Restricted 2,886. 70.1% 4,118 20.1% 
Non-Deed Restricted 1,232 29.9% 

Low 50%-80% 
Deed-Restricted 

Non-Deed Restricted 

1,481 

182 

89.1% 

10.9% 
1,663 8.1% 

IVoderate 
Deed-Restricted 820 63.9% 

80%-120% 1,283 6.3% 
Non-Deed Restricted 463 36.1% 

Abow IVoderate 120%-150% 13,391 13,391 65.5% 

Upper Income >150% ? ? 

Total Units:2D,455 20,455 

Combined Non-Deed Restricted Subtotal 1,877 
Combined Non-Deed Restricted Percentage 92% 

1 Deed-Retricted: Legally bound to rent or sell to households under income limits ata price thatis •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 
"affordabl~." 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 
fie' 

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. Supervisors Safai, 
Breed, and Tang purportedly reached a "deal" on Wednesday, May 17 that was reoorted in the San Francisco Examiner 
on Friday, May 19. "' 

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 tliere was 
no way to co.nfirm or analyze details of the -

FY 
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 unit~ that the Peskip.­
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 rental 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.n 

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 reaso1.1: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 com.promises on 
ownership units. 

On a thud, the Examiner ccmch.i.ded 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]." 

146. 

""' . 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?.Y.1 



Page 11 

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] 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 Frapcisco Sunshine Ordinance Task Force had ruled that the 
previous Land Use and Econonlic 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. !IT 

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 locaZ.and state open-meeting laws by sneaking in 14 pages of amendments 
to the Parkmerced developmen~ 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 hi:tve 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 
prior 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 5 ,meeting. 

At least now members of the public will 

have time to see a single consolidated 
version of the combined 'deal'. !Tt 

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 

"""' Supervisor Tang's HOME-SF proposal 
is 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~caJJr households against 1ower-income households! 
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Peter Cohen, co-'dfrector of CCHO, testified on May 22, in part: 

"We are concerned that we have a separate inclusionary [ qffordable housing] ordinance that is not . 
consistent with that [HOME-SF]. So we do ask that these two mirror each other. lf 'inclusionary' 
[goals] is not embedded in HOME-SF, at least they should mirror each other." 

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. 

Granting "Sanctuary" to Developers 

"'" · 'CCHO's Peter Cohen and others are 

correct th.at the HOME-SF and Inclusionary 

Housing ordinances should 'mirror' each 

other regarding affordable housing 
• T1 

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 abqut devdopment of affordable housing from the Housing Balance Reports that Supervisor Jane 
Kim managed to require be provided from the Planning Depaitment, 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 Balanc~ Citywide 

717/2015 200501-201404 30%" 14%
2 

Not Avail. 11.:o~/o 
2 9/4/2015 2005 o~ -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 Q1 - 2016 Q4 22% 13.6% 22.5% 14.0% 

Footnotes: 

1 
Prop. "K" pass~d by1.0ters in November 2014 set a goal that 33%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~ba~k ev~ry six 
months to the the~ previous ten years. · · · 

"''" 
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% to just 22% across esse"ntially a 
. d IT two-year perio • 

point" has plummeted, it will take awhile to turn. around any increase (should that happen at all). 
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: "2 + 2 = 5" .. ·! 

In additibn 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 represent fully 68 % of the new affordabie 
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 constf4ct or rehabilitate at least 30,000 homes by 
the year 2020, claiming 50% of the housing would be affordable 

't% 

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 Jost to demolition and 

owner move-in and Ellis Act evJctions. · 

The 4,182 units lost represent fully 68°io of 

t.he new affordable housing built. r: 

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~ted housing balance" citywide still stands at just 14%. 

Here we are now 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 

\\11 

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 inc.reased during the same ten-year rolling period, developer& 
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 · 

·:O.'!l 
affordable housing. The Board of Supervisors may have 

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. · 

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 

h 
. n 

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. 

''"" Do we want to be. a 'Sanctuary City for 

Developers' to maximize their profits? Or 

do we ':"'ant to be.a Sanctuary City for all 

San Franciscans seeking affordable 

housing, without pitting neighbor against 
. FF 

1 4 g neighbor? 



Page "14 

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@1vestsideobse111er.com. 
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Patrick Monette-Shaw 
975 Sutter Street, Apt 6 

San Francisco, CA 94109 
Phone: (415) 292-6969 8 e-mail: pmonette-shaw@eartlink.net 

Junes, 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 item 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 instlfficient 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 c9mpromise "deaf' almost guarantees that the 
2ity'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 

· Astute Public Testimony: During the Board of Supervisors 
a miserly 12%, and provide~ for a half-percent (0.5%) increase starting 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 comprorrtjse 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 i;mly 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 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, 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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year 2027. And if there~ 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 threshoids. 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 ~oss 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 affordabkhousing - 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 
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~r,mera, Alisa {BOS} 

From: 

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 I,IO:ME 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 THE INCLUSIONARYPROGRAMIN ANYWAY. 

It.PI 351 

The Inclusionary H<:msng 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 oflow 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 MIDDLE 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 INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PROGRAM. To do so would defeat the will of the voters. 

Further, I think that the low inpome units-to-middle income units ratio and income levels in the HO:ME 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 Inclusionary 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'1<ank you. 

Lorraine Petty 
one of the 67% of voters who approved Prop C 
District 5 Voter 
Senior & Disability Action member 
D5 Action member 153 



Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
·-- (. 

From: Board ·of Supervisors, (BOS) 

170.2-08 
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.supeniisors@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 coIT,le 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, Lmda 

Linda Stark Litehiser 
78 Havelock St. San Francisco, CA 94112 
District 11 
415-585-8005 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

r-rom: 
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 

and #3 170208 Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee & Dwelling Unit Mix Requirements 

PLEASE DO NOT COMBINE THESE TWO ITEMS IN ANYWAY. 

# 3 iinvolves a Charter mandate .from the voters and must be kept as separate legislation with the mandate being 
+,..,Uowed as closely as possible in. the new legislation regarding the same ratio 

low income units to middle income units as that approved by the voters. DO NOT REVERSE THE 
RATIO. To do so would be a colossal betrayal of the public trust!! 

#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 Deµsity proposal should be the same as 
that approved by the voters under Prop C. ~d set.by the whole Board under Prop C Inclusionary Affordable 
Housing. 

Thank you. 
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:/ /third partyoffers. j uno .com/TG L3132/590e86c 722eb 76c66de9sto3duc 



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 

:1'10208 
I (JJI 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, 2017 11:17 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Norman.Yee.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@SFGOV1.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.angu!o@sfgov:org> 
S_ubject: HVNA T & P Letter Regarding lnclusionary Housing Ordinance 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

Attached is a letter regarding the lnclusionary 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 ord.inance. I've cc'd the 
supervisors who haven't yet received a· copy. 

Thank you very much. 

-Jason Henderson 

Chair, Hayes Valley.Neighborhood Associ~t!on Transportation & Planning Committee. 

Jason Henderson · 

San Francisco CA 
94102 
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f['he ~AYES VALLEY Weig1zborhood4s~°Wiq"t~~~~I RVNA - _ -. 

- - .. - _- ~- - --.--. -~ -. --- . -_ J(,~li:~~~;~,'.i(<. . ~- -: . 

President London Breed 
San Francisco Board of Supervjsors 

RE: Below Market Rate Housing Policy and lnclusionary Housing Ratios i 

Dear London, 

The Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association's Transportation & Planning Committee, as 
demonstrated in the 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% BMR 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 4ousing 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 youPpoint 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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Sctn Francisco Building and 
1188 FRANKLIN STREET • SUITE 203 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94109 
EMAIL: mike@sfbctc.org 

LARRY MAZZOLA 
President 

22 May2017 

Supervisor Mark Farrell 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
Supervisor Katy Tang 

A ·century of Bxcdlencc 
in Cmft>mtt11ship . 

MICHAEL THERIAULT 
Secretary- Treasurer . 

Dear Supervisors Farrell, Peskin, and Tang: 

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 com;mittee 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 of 9 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. Jolmstone 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 

cc: ~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 Inclusionary Housing Proposal 

Subject: Support Kim-Peskin Inclusionary Housing Proposal 

Dear Ms. Somera, 

Jtpl35/ 

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 

April 6, 2017 · 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

San Francisco Planning Commission 

Re lndusionary Housing Proposals 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

W_e are responding to the presentation by the Staff (the "Staff') of the Planning Commission (the 

"Commission") oftwo prop~sed ordinances (the "Proposals" or a 11Proposal") contai·ning different 

versions of changes to the Planning Code to modify the requirements relating to below market rate . . . , 

housing provided as part of a multifamily market rate development (11inclusionary housing") in San 

Francisco. One Proposal is sponsored by Supervisors Kim and Peskin (the 11Kim-Peskin Proposal") and 

the ot.her by Supervisors Safai, Breed and Tang (th~ "Safai-Breed-Tang Proposal"). Currently, req~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 Proposals were to be considered by the Commission on April 6, 2017, butthat 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.Al-BREED-TANG PROPOSAL REFLECTS A TECTONIC SHIFT UPWARD IN THE INCOME 

LEVELS OF ELIGIBLE LPEP,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: Sail Fra1:1cisco 

{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 · 

displace me ht 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 ~evelopers, (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 SAFAl-BREED-TANG PROPOSAL 

NEVER REACHES EXISTING LAW REQUIREMENTS. 

(Explanatory Note) Both Proposals start below their ultimate maximum required levels of 

inclusionary hc:i'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 Propes.al, the time period to reach maximum is 15 years, and it ~ould still not 

reach current law levels then!! 'Under Kim-Peskin, the req.uired annual increase Increments are 

somewhat larg.er 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 PRC?POSALS 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 oryurohase units, respectively). !he 
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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:ENTAGES 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 

Francisco-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~ 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 SAFAl-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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CoalitJon 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 start~d on the facility to be funded with fee'd out dollars, plus any "toppi(lg 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 sh91l be subject to revised Affordable 
Housing fees or provide a percentage of dwelling unitS either on-site or off-site, and other 
requirements; as follo\f\'.s: 

lnclusionarv 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 constructing affordable residential housing, including development and 
land acquisition costs. 

On-Site Affordable Housing option: 
• 10 to 24 units: 12%, increasing by 0.5% annually for all development projects with 10-

24 units of housing, beginning on January 1, 2018, ~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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• 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:· 
• 10 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 sliall 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 Neighb<xhoods Mission Planning Area,. the North of 
Market Residential Special Use District Subarea 1 or Subarea 2, orthe·SOMA Ne'ighborhood 
Commercial Transit District, that have submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation Application 
OIJ o~ before January 12, 2016, shall pay a fee or provide off-site housing in an amount equivalent 
to 30% or pr.ovide 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 of 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 I Fax (800) 464-2839 

Visit us @ www.LegalAdstore.com 

ALISA SOMERA 
CCSF BO OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES) 
1 DR CARLTON 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 tiled with the County Clerk, if required, and mailed to you after the last 
date below. PuQlication 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 
*A000004463782* 

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. CARL TON B. 

GOODLETI PLACE, SAN 
FRANCISCO, CA 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN 
THAT !he 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: File No. 
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 
olher lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; to require 
minimum dwelling unit mix In 
all residential distr1cts; 
affirming the Planning 
Department's detemiination 
under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; 
making findings of public 
necessity 1 convenlence, and 
welfare under Planning 
Code, Section 302; and 
making findings of consis­
tency with the General Plan, 
and the eight priority policles 
of Planning Code, · Section 
101.1. If the legislation 
passes, new res!dential 
projects shall be subject to 
revised Affordable Housing 
fees or provide a percentage 
of dwelling units either on­
site or off-site, and other 

rn~~~o~:nts, as Ai:~~~f ~ 
Housing l?'ee: 10 units or 
more, but less than 25 units: 
20%; 25 units or mare: 33% 
for ownership projects or 
30% for rental projects. The 
Mayor's Office of Housing 
and Community Develop­
ment shall calculate lhese 
fees based on the City's cost 
of constructing affordable 
residential housing, Including 
develoRment and land 
acquisition costs. On.Site 
Affordable Housing option: 
1 o to 24 units: 12%, 
increasing by 0.5% annually 
for all development projects 
wilh 10-24 units of housing, 
beginning on January 1, 
201 B, until such require­
ments Is 15%; 25 ownership 
units or more: 20%, 
increasing by 1.0% annually 
for two consecutive years, 
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starting on January 1, 2018, 
and then by 0.5% annually 
starting January 1, 2020, 
with the total an-site 
inclusionary affordable 
housing requirement not 
exceeding 26%; 25 rental 
units or more: 18%, Increase 
by 1.0% annually for two 
consecutive years, starting 
on January 1, 201 B, and 
then by 0.5% annually 

~~ng th~anufc1al 1, 0~~~Pe 
lnclusionary affordable 

~~~;~"Jing rei~~re~lif~ 
Affordable Housing option: 
1 O units or more, but less 
than 25 units: 20%; 25 
ownership units or more: 
33%; 25 renlljl 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 restr1cts rents or is 
subject.to any fomi of rent or 
price control, the project 
sponsor 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 bedrooms and 
sales prices or rents, In 
addition to compliance with 

~~nts~0~1h"~0n1!Z s~~~ulbe 
imposed on any additional 
units or square footage 
authortzed 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, Iha · 
North of Market Rasldential 
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 
liousing In an amount 

~~~~:~~t to~~~ ori~rovi~~ 
amount of 25% of !he 
number of rental units 
constructed on-site or 27% 
of the number of owned units 
constructed 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 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. Written 
comments should be 
addressed to Angela Calvillo, 
Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 
1 Dr. Canton B. Goodlett 
Place, Room 244, San 
Francisco, CA 94102. 
lnfamiation relating to this 
matter is available in the 
Office of the Clerk of the 
Board. Agenda lnfomiation 
relating to this matter will 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 amendi.ng 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. The three bt,Jilding 
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 HEARD 
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 \Nill 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. 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: May4, 2017 
PUBLISHED: May 5 & 11, 2017 

.01~ 
V 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 I 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 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 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 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 
*ADD0004436801* 

EXM# 3007787 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC 

HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

OF THE CITY AND . 
COUNTY OF SAN FRAN-

CISCO 
LAND USE AND TRANS­
PORTATION COMMITTEE 
MONDAY, MAY 15, 2017 -

1:30PM 
CITY HALL, LEGISLATIVE 

CHAMBER, ROOM 250 
1 DR. CARLTON B. 

GOODLElT 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 
interested parties may attend 
and be heard: File No. 
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 
reporting requirements fer 
density bonus projects; 
affirming the Planning 
Departmenfs detenmlnation 
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 

~~~~~~ of 16~~r.ninglf eag;. 
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: lnclusionary 
Affordable Housing Fea: 10 
units or more, but less than 
25 units: 20%; 25 units or 
more: 33% for ownership 
projects or 30% for rental 
projects. The Mayo~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. The three bullding 
types would be based on the 
height of the building: 1) up 
to 55 fee~ 2) above 55 feet 
and up to 85 feet, and 3) 
above 85 feet The afforda­
bility gap would be calcu­
lated within six months of the 
effective date of the 
amendments and updated 
annually to ensure the 
amount refiects the City's 
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current costs for the various 
bullding types and tenures. 
On-Site Affordable Housing 
option: 10 to 24 units: 12%; 
25 ownership units or more: 
27% of all units constructed 
an 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 uni~ of housing, 
beginning on January 1, 
2018. 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%. 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. 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. 
lnfonmation 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. -
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the 
Board 



SAN FRANCISCO EXAMINER 

835 MARKET ST, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103 
Telephone (415) 314-1835 I Fax (510) 7434178 

ALISA SOMERA 

CCSF BD OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL' NOTICES) 

1 DR CARL TON B GOODLETT PL #244 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA- 941 o2 

PROOF OF PUBLICATION 

(2015.5 C.C.P.) 

State of California ) 
County of SAN FRANCISCO ) ss 

Notice Type: GPN - GOVf PUBLIC NOTICE 

Ad Description: 

AS - 05/15/17 Land Use - 161351 Fee Au 

I am a citizen of the l:Jnited 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 newspaperpublished 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 pi:inalty of peljury that the foregoing is true and 
correct. 

Signature · 

I lllllll llll lllll ll\1111111 111111111111111 111111111111111 11111111111111 Ill\ 
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EXM #: 3oons7 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC 
HEARING. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
· OF THE CITY AND 

COUNTY OF SAN FRAN· 
. CISCO 

LANO USE AND TRANS· 
PORTATION COMMITTEE 
MONDAY, MAY 15, 2017 -

1:30 PM 
CrrY HALL, leGISLATIVE 

CHAMBER, ROOM 250 
1 DR. CARLTON B. 

GOODLETT PLACE, SAN 
FRANCISCO, CA 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN 
THAT the Land Use and 
Transportation Commillee 
wm hold a public hearing to 
consider the following 
proposal and said public 
hearing wi11 be held as 
fonows, at which lime .,.11 

·~~~b~d h!~: ~.a~no~ 
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 lndusionary Housing 
requirements: adding 
reporting requirements for 
density bonus projects; 
affirming the Planning 
Department's determination 
under the California 
Environmenlal Quality Act; 

< making findings under 
Planning Code, Section 302; 
and making findings of 
consislency with the General 
Plan1 and 11\e eight priority 
polioes of Planning Code, 
Section 101.1.. If the 
legislation passes, new 
residential projects shall be 
subject to revised Affordable 
Housing fees or pro\lide a 
percenlage of dwelling units 
either on-site or off~site, and 
othet requirements, as 
follows: lndusionary 
Affordable Housing Fee: 10 
units or more, but less than 
25 units: 20%; 25 unlto or 
more: 33% for ownership 
projects or 30% for rental 
pro)ec:ts. The ·Mayor's Offioe 
of Housing and Community 
DeveioRment shall calculale 
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. The three building 
types would be based on the 
height of the bullding: 1) up 
to 55 feet; 2) above 55 feet 
and up to 85 feet and 3) 
above 85 feet The afforda­
bility gap would be calcu- · 
laled within six months of the 
effective date of the 
amendmenls and updated 
annually to ensure the 
amount reflects the City's 

current costs for the various 
building types and tenures. 
On-Sile Affordable Housing 
option: 10 to 24 units: 12'l'o} 
25 ownership units or more: 
27% of all unils 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 unils of housing, 
beginning on January 1, 
2018. Olf-Slte 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 accordan'ce 
with Admlnislrative Code, 
Section 67.7-1, persons who 
are unable to attend the 
hearing on this matter rnay 
submit written comments to 
the City prior to the time the 
hearing begins. These 
comments will be made as 
part of the Oflidal public 
record in this matter, and 
shall be brought to the 
attention Of the members Of 
the Committee. Written 
commenls 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. -
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the 
Board ' 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

June 1, 2017 

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 

File No. 161351 

On May 22, 2017, the Land Use and Transportation Committee amended the following 
legislation: · 

File No. 11i1351 

Ordinance amending the · Planning · Code to revise th~ 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, al)d the eight priority 
policies ofPlanning Code, Section 101.1. 

This amended legislation is being transmitted to you for .environmental review. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

~Jr1r-
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Plannin.g 
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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 . 

TDD/TTY 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: June1,2017 

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 detennination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of ,public necessity, 
convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302; and making 
findings. of cons.istency 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 E?oard of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San 
Francisco, CA 94102 or by email ~t: Erica.Major@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 

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 

TDDffTY 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 

City Hall 
-Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
. Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fa:t No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

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. 

Angela alvil~o, Cl rk of the Board 
'- / 

~JL By: is So ra, Legislative 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, Ck 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

April 21, 2017 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDtrTY No. 554-5227 

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/TTY No. 554-5227 

M E M 0 RA N D U M. 

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 . 
\). 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 legislation, introduced by 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 ~nd . .other lnc;:lusionary 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 
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 

File 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 
lnclusiona..Y 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 

By: lisa Somera, egislative Deputy DireCtor 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 

179 



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 2s; 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 b~fore the 
Land Use and Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt 
of y_our 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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C,ityHall 

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 

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,_introduced 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 foiward 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 
Planning 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 101.1.. · 

This legislatio.n is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Attachment · 

Angel';17.l~lo~e Board 

.fr,__ By: Jlsf~era, Legislative Deputy Director 
Land Use and Transportation Committee . . 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
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City Hall 
... ~· i . 

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: 

December 20, 2016 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDtrTY No. 554-5227 

On December 13, 2016, Supervisor 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: Ali 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 
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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 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Olson· Lee, Director, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development 
Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director, Office of Community lnvestmerit and 
Infrastructure 

FROM: ~ Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director 
\)v 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 
Cla.udia Guerra, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 
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. Member, Board of Supervisors 

District 2 
City' and County of San ·:Francisco 
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DATE: May ~.s. 2017 en . ,_ 

r..:i 

TO: Angela Calvillo I 

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

FROM: Supervisor Ma~k Farrell 

RE:.· Land Use and Transportation Committee 
COMMITTEE REPORTS 

. . . 
Pursuant to Board Rule 4.20, as Chair of the Land Use and Transportation Committee, I 
have deemed the following matters are of an urgent nature and request.they be 
considered by the full Board ?n Tuesday, May 23, 2017, as Committee Reports: 

170240 Police, Building Codes - Lactation in the W~rkplace 

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 renovated 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 qesignated 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 0 1 Dr.CarltonB.GoodlettPlace • Room244 ° SanFrancisco,California94i02-2489 ° (415)554-7752 
Fax (415) 554-7843 • TDDITTY (415) 554-3;;6£. E-m?-il: MFJ.Tk.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 Housung 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 
ctetermination 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 I nclusionary 
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 priodty 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. · 

C)ty Hall • l Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place w Room 244 • San Francisco, California 94102-2489 • ( 415) 554-7752 
Fax (415) 554-7843 • TDD/TTY (415) 55tWS7 • E-mail: Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org 



· P~irit Form J 
Introduction Form· r\:C·,1 :_ .; 

By a Memb'et of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor 

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

';1: ll ? PD l 
£Ui I A. I\ )Tim~ /shnlip: 0 l 

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. 

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 -. ----------.! from Committee .. 

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

lXI 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 followmg: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspectim;1 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: --~--1,...,,._ ___ Cj_.,,__. -~~~-~· =·~---
F Clerk's Use Only: 
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Introduction Form 
RECE!¥E 1 

BOARD OF SUPEt:VtSORS 
S td-4 FR A NC SCO 

.... ... ~ 

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayol"!ft l -j f t:"B{ r.O p" 4: 5 9 
, t.Ul L 

Time stamp 

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

D 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendrp.ent) · 
. . . . : . . ; : .. ' ' 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Cornmittee. 

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. r-1 ---~----...! fr~m Committee. 

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

IX! 8. Substitute Legislation File No.I~---~-~ 

D 9. Reactivate File No. I~·----~ 

inquires" 

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 0 Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

I Sup~rvisor Kim._ 

Subject: 

Planning Code - Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements 

The text is listed below or attached: 

ISee attached. 

_I 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: _.._Q-r---J=-=~-=----"""'---0----1-~--'-"'---=--
For Clerk's Use Only: 
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Introduction Form 
By·a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor 

~~ 

12f r~J11Q e_ 
tt:J.t\ rM 

Time stamp Cb 
or meeting date I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): 

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

D · 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committey. _ 

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

D 

D 

. o 

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires" 
~~~-~~~~-~~-~~~~ 

D 

D 

5. City Attorney request. 

6. Call File No. ...-1--... -.-.... -. -.. -.. ---...! from Committee . 

7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion). 

8. Substitute Legislation File.No. ~I ~~~-~~j 

D 9. Reactivate File No.~'-----~ 
fl 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 

~---~~---~~--~ 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

0 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. 

5ponsor(s): 

!supervisors Kim and Peskin 

Subject: 

Planning Code - Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements 

The text is listed below or attached: 

ISee attached. 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: __ (_~+-F----"==--(} _ _,__. _· ()______"'---. -=·~----
f Slerk's Use Only: 
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