
File No. 170834· Committee Item No. ----------- ---~---Board Item No. __ __._If_, _ __,__ 

COMMITTEE/BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
AGENDA PACKET CONTENTS LIST 

Committee: ----,-----..;..._ __ Date _____ _ 

Board of Supervisors Meeting Date · ~r.:>l'!.EfZ all 301 "::f - r . , 1 . 

Cmte Board 
D D Motion 

~ 
D · Resolution 
D Ordinance 
D Legislative Digest . 
·D · Budget and Legislative Anajyst Report 

~

. .DD Youth Contmission-Report 
Introduction Form 

0 Departmentf Agency Cover Lefter and/or ~eport 
D Memorandum of Understanding (MOU} 

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

· D · · D Contract/Agreement 
D D . Fann 126 • Ethics Commission 
D D Award Letter 

DD~ DD Application 
Fonn 700 

D D Vacancy Notice . 
0 D · Information Sheet 
~ · 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) 

Eeonorrite \mpoc+ Reporr 

Completed by: -~AI_isa_S_o_m_era ____ 1_4_3_ Date July 19, 2017 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

FILE NO. 170834 
AMENDED IN BOARD 

10/17/2017 ORDINANCE NO. 

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

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

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

and other lnclusionary Housing requirements; adding reporting requirements for 

density bonus projects to require minimum dwelling unit mix in most residential 

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

District: affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 

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

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

. General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

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

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

Section 1. General Findings. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

. herein by reference. 

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

Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth 
/ 

in Planning Commission Resolution No~. 19903 and 19956. and the Board incorporates such 

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

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

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 affordable 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 City study how to set inclusionary housing obligations in San 

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

22 to create affor~able housing. The inclusionary 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 

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

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

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

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

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

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

over $126,864. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

moderate/middle-income San Franciscans. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

housing for ~ouseholds with incomes up to 120% of Area Median Income. When quantifying 

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

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

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

feasibility of increased inclusionary housing requirements, entitled "lnclusionary Housing 

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

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

representatives appointed by the Mayor and Board of SupervisorsController, developed 

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

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

the City oou-kl-can set the initial onsite requirements at a maximum feasible amount of 18% for 

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

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

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

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

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

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

calculation of the fee itself. 

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

or a local bonus program were widely implemented in San Francisco. the likely result would 

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

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

financial feasibility of housing development projects. 

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

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

use controls 

Supervisors Breed; Kim, Peskin, Safai, Tang . 
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(h) As rents and sales prices outpace what is affordable to the typical San Francisco 

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

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

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

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

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

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

area median income. 

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

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

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

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

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

households in need of affordable housing. 

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

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

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

family-friendly multiple bedroom units .. 

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

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

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

affordable housing requirement. 

Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 415.3,1, aoo 
415.6. and 415.7, to read as follows: 

Supervisors Breed; Kim, Peskin, Safai, Tang 
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SEC. 415.3. APPLICATION. 

* * * 1'~ 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(F) Any development project that has submitted a complete 

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

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

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

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

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

documentation to establish eligibility for a requested density bonus, incentives or concessions, 

and waivers or reductions of development standards. 

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

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

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

Supervisor~ Breed; Kim, Peskin, Safai, Tang 
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time set forth below. All other requirements of Planning Code Sections 415.1 et seq. shall 

apply. 

(A) Any development project that has submitted a complete 

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

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

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

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

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

(C) Any development project that has submitted a complete 

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

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

on-site. 

(D) Any development project that submits an Environmental Evaluation 

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

415.5, 415.6, and 415.7, as applicable. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

during the limited periods of time set forth therein. 

Supervisors Breed; Kim, Peskin, Safai, Tang 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 151 Page8 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

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

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

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

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

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

with the fee, off-site or land dedication requirements applicable within such Zoning Districts, 

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

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

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

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

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

if the development project has submitted a complete Environmental Evalua.tion application 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

principal housing project is a Rental Housing Project. or 33% if the principal housing project 

consists of Owned Units, 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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SEC. 415.6. ON-SITE AFFORDABLE HOUSING ALTERNATIVE. 

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

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

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

* * * * 

(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 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. 

* * * * 

SEC. 415.7. OFF-SITE AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

* * * * 

(f) Individual affordable units constructed as part of a larger off-site project under this 

· Section 415.7 shall not receiye development subsidies from any Federal, State or local 

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

to satisfy any affordable housing requirement for the off-site development. Other units in the 

same off-site project may receive such subsidies. In addition, subsidies may be used, only 
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8 . 55% of area median income for off site housing, and the balance of the off-site affordable 

9 units using these funds at affordability rates that comply with the requirements of TCAC, 
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Section 4. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Section 249.28, to read 

as follows: 

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

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

within the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area, comprising all of the parcels, primarily 

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

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

Map No. ISU of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco. This district is 

generally bounded by Mission, Second, Clementina, and Beale Streets and whose primary 

features include the Transbay Terminal facility and its associated ramps, and a portion of the 
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New Montgomery/Second Street Conservation District. A vision and guidelines for this area 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

particular site shall be affordable to certain qualifying households. as set forth in such Plan. 

(b) Controls. 

* * * * 

(6) Housing Requirements for Residential and Live/Work Development Projects. 

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

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

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

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 and families== as defined by Section 4.9.3 

of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan; 

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

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

(C) Off site construction or in lieu fee payment Payment of the Affordable 

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

permitted to satisfy tA-ts-the inclusionary affordable housing requirement. 
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Section 6,5. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

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

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

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

Section +§. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

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

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

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

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

the official title of the ordinance. 

n:\legana\as2017\1700109\01227 419.docx 
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FILE NO. 170834 

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 
(10/17/2017, Amended in Board) 

[Planning Code - lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements] 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the lnclusionary · 
Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternatives 
and other lnclusionary Housing 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 Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

Existing Law-

The City generally requires private developers of new market-rate housing to provide 
affordable housing ("lnclusionary Housing") by paying a fee to the City. A developer could 
also opt to provide lnclusionary Housing on- or off-site. The City's lnclusionary Affordable 
Housing Fee and other requirements are .set forth in Planning Code Sections 415 et seq. and 
provide 3 methods of complying with the requirements. 

1. Affordable Housing Fee: The development project pays a fee equivalent to the applic~ble 
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 lnclusionary Affordable Housing 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 10 - 24 
units, beginning on January 1, 2018, until the requirement reaches 15%. Owned Units shall 
be affordable to households earning up to 100% of Area Median Income, with an affordable 
sales price set at 80% of Area Median Income or less. Rental Units shall be affordable to 
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households earning up to 65% of Area Median Income, with an affordable rent set at 55% of 
Area Median Income orless. 

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 uriits 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 app.ly for middle-income units. 

• For any affordable units with purchase prices setat 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 Income or less, with households earning up to 65% of Area Median 
Income eligible to apply for low-income units. Rental Units for moderate-income 
households shall have an affordable rent set at 80% of Area Median Income or less, 
with households earning from 65% to 90% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for 
moderate-income units. Rental Units for middle-income households shall have an 
affordable rent set at 110% of Area Median Income or less, with households earning 
from 90% to 130% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for middle-income units. 

• For any affordable units with rents set at 110% of Area Median Income, the units shall 
have a minimum occupancy of two persons, 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, Area Median Income limits for Rental Units and Owned 
Units, the maximum affordable rents or sales price shall be no higher than 20% below 
median rents or sales prices for the neighborhood within which the project is located, 
which shall be defined in accordance with the Planning Department's American 
Community Survey Neighborhood Profile Boundaries Map. 
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Starting on January 1,· 201'8, and each year thereafter, MOHCD shall increase the 
. percentage of units required on-site for projects consisting of 10 - 24 units, as set forth in 
Se.ction 415.6(a)(1), by'increments of 0.5% each year, until such requirement is 15%. For 
·all development projects with 25 or more Owned or. Rental Units, the required on-site 
affordable ownership housing to satisfy. this section 415.6 shall increase by 1.0% annually 
for two consecutive years starting. January 1, 2018. The increase shall be apportioned to 
units affordable to low-income households, as defined above in Subsection 415.6(a)(3). 
Starting January 1, 2020, the increase to on-site rental and ownership developments with 
25 or more units shall increase by 0.5% annually, with such increases allocated equally for 
rental and ownership units to moderate and middle income households, as defined above 

. in Subsection 415.6(a)(3). The total on-site inclusionary affordable housing requirement 
shall not exceed 26% for development projects consisting of Owned Units or 24% for 
development projects consisting of Rental Units, and the increases shall cease at such . 
tinie as these limits are reached. MOHCD shall provide tlie Planning Department, DBI, 
and the Controller with information on the adjustment to the on-site percentage so that it 
can be included in the Planning Department's and DBl's website notice of the fee 
adjustments and the Controller's Citywide Development Fee and Development Impact 
Requirements Report described in Section 409(a). 

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 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 
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affordable units with purchase prices set at 100% of Area Median Income or above, the 
units shall have a minimum occupancy of two persons. 

• For any Rental Housing Project consisting of 25 or more Rental Units, the number of 
affordable units constructed off-site shall generally be 30% of all units constructed on 
the project site, with a minimum of 18% of the units affordable to low income 
households, 6% of the units. affordable to moderate-income households, and 6% of the 
units affordable to middle-income households. Rental Units for low-income households 
shall have an affordable rent set at 55% of Area Median Income or less, with 
households earning up to 65% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for low-income 
units. Rental Units for moderate-income households shall have an affordable rent set 
·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. 

• A project may use California Debt Limit Allocation Committee (CDLAC) tax-exempt 
bond financing and 4% credits under the Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) to 
help fund its affordable housing obligations as long as the project provides 25% of the 
units as affordable at 50% of area median income for off-site housing. The income 
table to be used for such projects when the units are priced at 50% of area median 
income is the income table used by MOHCD for the lnclusionar1 Housing Program, not 
that used by TCAC or CD LAC. 

For all projects, the applicable amount of the inclusionary housing fee or percentage required 
for the on-site or off-site alternatives will be dete_rmined 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 inclusionaiy 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 Us_e 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 
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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 6n-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. 

The Planning Department, in consultation with the Controller, must undertake a study of areas 
where an Ai-ea Plan, Special Use District, or other re-zonin·g is being considered for adoption, 
or has been-adopted, afte·r 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 would change the inclusionary affordable housing requirement in 
the following. ways. 

. . . 
The irielusionary affo·rdable housing requirements would not apply to any project consisting of 
25 ·dwelling units or more that has not suhmitted 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 or provide off-site housing in an amount equivalent to 30% if the principal housing project 
is a Re.ntal Housing Project or 33% if the principal housing project consists of Owned Units, 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. 

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 highE?r on-site inclusionary affordable housing requirement is feasible on sites that 
have received a 20% or greater increa~e 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. 
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For off-site affordable units, a project may use California Debt Limit Allocation Committee 
(CDLAC) tax-exempt bond financing and 4% credits under the Tax Credit Allocation 
Committee (TCAC) to help fund its obligations under this ordinance as long as at least 60% of 
the off-site affordable units are affordable to households at 55% of AMI, and the balance of 
the off-site affordable unit$. using these funds at affordability rates that comply with the 
requirements of TCAC, CDLAC, and this Section 415. The income table to be used for such 
projects when the. units are priced at 55% of AMI is the income table used by MdHCD for the 
lnc!usionary Housing Program, not that used by TCAC or CDLAC. 

The Ordinance clarifies its application· to-the Transbay .C-3 Special Use District. The 
requirements of Planning Code Section 415.1 et seq. apply to this area, subject to the 
following exceptions: (A) The inclusionary affordable housing provided on-site shall be the 
higher amount determined under the Transbay Redevelopment Plan or Section 415.6(a) of 
the Planning Code, as it-may be amended from time to time; and the inclusionary affordable 
housing constructed·on _the site shall be affordable to, and occupied by, "qualifying persons 
and families," as defined by the Transbay Redevelopment Plan; (B) All required inclusionary 
affordable housing·. units: must be built on-site; and (C) Payment of the Affordable Housing Fee 
or comp.Hance with the Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternative shall not be permittetj to satisfy 
the inclusionary affordable housing requirement. 

Background Information 

The City published the Residential Affordable Housing Nexus Analysis in Novem.ber 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 effecti\te August 26, · 
2017. 

n:\legana\as2017\1700109\01227 421.docx 
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Modifying .lnclusionary Housing Requirements: 

Economic Lmpact Report 

Office of Economic Analysis 

Items #161351 and #170208 

May 12, 2017 
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Introduction· 

• Two ordinances have recently b~en introduced at th.e San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
that would modify requirements that housing developers provide.affordable housing, or 
a fee payment dedicated to affordable housing, as part of their project. 

• These requirements, called inclusionary housing, were changed in 2016 by a. City Charter 
Amendment, Proposition C, which .also gave the Board of Supervisors the authority to 
modify them again in the future. 

• This economic impact report was prepared based on an iol!ial determination of the 
Office of Economic Analysis (OEA} that both proposed ordinances would have a material 
impact on the City's economy. 
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Economics of lnclusionary Housing 

• "Affordable housing" refers to new housing whose rent, or sales price, is limited to make 
it affordable to households that cannot afford most new privately-produced, "market­
rate" housing in the city. Because this lir)'lited price is generally lower than the cost of 
producing the new housing in San Francisco, affordable housing requires a subsidy to be 
produced. 

• In inclusionary housing policy, the subsidy is paid by the mark~t-rate housing developer, 
which increases their cost of development. It is often argued that developers pass these 
costs on to land-owners, in the form of lower bids for their land. In this way, those land­
owners ultimately.bear the cost of the affordable housing subsidies, not developers or 
market-rate housing consumers. · 

• However, a reduction in bids from developers can 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. 

Controller's Office• Office of Economic Analysis 
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Developer Payment Options and Income Limits 

• Under San Francisco's inclusionary housing policy, which apply to projects with 10 or 
· more units, developers have at ieast 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'~ 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 the Board of Supervisors could modify the 
· requirements without voter approval in the future. After Proposition C was passed, in 
trailing legislation, the Board-directed the Controlle"r's Office to conduct a financial 
feasibility study to identify the maximum feasible inclusionary requirements. 

Controller's Office• Office of Economic Analysis 
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Feasibility Study Findings 

• During the summer and fall of 2016, the Cqntroller's Office worked with a team of three 
consulting firms, and an eight-person .Tec_hnical Advisory Committee, to make a series of 
recommendations in a final report issued in February, 2017. 

• Recommendations of the feasibility study include: 

- Charging different inclusionary housing requirements for rental and owner-occupied ho.using, 
based on the finding that new rental housing generally has lower feasibility limits. 

- Establishing initial on-site inclusionary·requirements in the range of 14-18% for rentals, and 17-
20% for owner-occupied units, based on the finding that higher requirements would likely drive 
land bids to below their 2012 prices, ma.king it unlikely that landowners would .offer land for new 
housing. 

- Establishing initial fee options at the rate of 18-23% for rentals, arid 23-28% for ownership 
projects, as these levels corresponded to a similar land bid as the recommended on-site ranges. 

- Gradually increase requirements at a rate of 0.5% per year, based on the finding that housing 
prices generally grow faster than development costs and land values, and projects should 
therefore be able to support higher requirements in the future. 

- The Controller's analysis was based o·n the 60/40 split between low and moderate income .units 
that Proposition C established. For example, an 20% on-site ownership requirement would mean 
a 12% for condos up to 80% of AMI, and 8% for condos up to 120% of AMI. 
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Details of File #161351 (Sups. Kim/ Peskin Legisl.ation) 

• ·File #161351, introduced by Supervisors Kim and Peskin, proposed changes to both the 
· Proposition C requirements for projects with at least 25 units, and sm·aller 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 average 
of 90%, and 12% must be in the 100-140% AMI range, with ari 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 for10-24 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 

C_urrent Law (Prop C) Kim/P_eskin Proposal Safai/Breed/Ta-ng-Proposal 

·10:2rt·~1c ··.·,···•·····ct?% Dri1~ff~O~Jff1 c;rc[ ~JtJf li~~f ff ~1J~~ltJ)!?f ll?1;t l~i~r!f !f ··.·. 
oxi.-.·.:.,.·.-.·,;.:,-.:-_'_;,_: : - :>J:.(9.WM~.r. s.hifi.··:. :_.: 

Fee for 25+ unit 33% 

projects 

25+ unit project 

income limits 

Low is 55% of AMI for 

rentals, 80% for condos; 

Moderate is 1°00% and 

120% 
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Falls to 30% for rental· 

projects 

Largely maintains Prop C 

levels 

-173 

Falls to 28% for ownership 

and 23% for rental projects. 

Would increase 0.5% per · 

year for 10 years. 

Raises average income limits 

to 80% of AMI for rentals 

and 120% for ownership 
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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 level~. 

2. Changing inclusionary requirements would also change the number of, and/or funding 
for, affordable housing units. This would reduce the subsidy that low and moderate 
income households receive from this housing, and put upward pressure on the housing 
burden facing those households. 

The net impact of both pieces of legislation depends on the relative magnitude of these two 
effects. Our estimates of them are detailed on the following pages. 
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Approaches to Estimating How lnclusionary Requirements Effect 
Feasibility and Housing Production · 

• During the feasibility study process, two approaches to estimating the impact of changes 
to the City's inclusionary requirements were developed by the consulting team, and 
relied upon by-the Controller's Office and the Technical Advisory Committee. 

• The first. approach, which is more traditional in housing feasibility studies, involves using 
proformas of representative projects, and testing the impact of policy changes on their 
financial feasibility. This approach has the advantag~ of using up-to-date information and 
a sophisticated financial model, but is weaker at estimating the citywide impact of policy 
changes, because it relies on data from only a few parcels and projects, which may not 
be representative. · 

• The second approach uses a statistical mo.de! that estimates the likelihood of each land 
parcel in the city to produce new housing, based on its land use and zoning 
characteristics, and the state of the housing and construction markets. This model, based 
on development projects during the 2000-2015 period, was developed for the DEA' s 
economic impact report on Proposition C2 and significantly refined during the feasibility 
study. 

Controller's Office• Office of Economic Analysis· 2 http://openbook.sfgov.org/webreports/details3.aspx7id=?278 
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Pro-Forma Feasibility: How the Two Proposals Relate to 
Recommendations from the Controller's Feasibility Study 

40% - · • 

35% ·-·· .. 

30% - · • 

25% 

Feasibility Ranges from Controller's Study, and lntial Requirements in Each Proposal, 
Projects with 25 or More Units 

··G 
Kim/Peskin • Kim/Peskin 

.• IF-''"" ZO% ··-----·-- Kim/Peskin--· ~:fa! --·--.....@]--···· 
· -w;;; -Safa! 

Safa! 
15% 

10% ·----------

5% -- --·- --------- -------------------·---· .• ·------
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• Kim/Peskin 

@ 
Safa! 

·--i-··---

Rentals: Onslte Rentals: Fee Ownership: Onslte Owner.;hlp: Fee 

The chart to the left shows the. initial 
requirements of both proposals for 
rentals and ownership projects, for the 

on-site and fee options. Next_ to the 
arrows are the feasibility range, in dark 
blue, identified from the proforma 
analysis conducted by consultants in 

the Controller's feasibility study1. 

The Safai/Breed/Tang proposal 
establishes initial requirements at the 
maximum of each of the 
recommended ranges, although the 
income limits in the Safai/Breed/Tang 
proposal are higher than those 
assumed in the Controller's study. 

The Kim/Peskin requirements are 
higher. However, as described on the 

next page, pro forma prototypes that 
took the maximum State Density Bonus 
would be financially feasible under the 

Kim/Peskin requirements. 

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

1 http://openbook.sfgov.org/webreports/details3.aspx ?id=2413 

12 

176 



The State D_ensity Bonus and Feasibility Findings 

• State law provides developers with an option to ·increase t0e density- and the nun:1ber 
of units - within a project, in exchange for providing affordable housing on site. Because 
the State's affordab·le 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 pro hi bite~ 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. 

Controller's Office• Office of Economic Analysis 
City and County of San Francisco 
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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 Onslte lnclusionary Housing Requirements forProjectswith 25+ Units, 
as a Percentage of Sales Price, 2017-2032 

• Prop c m Kim/Peskin Safa! 

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

178 

The statistical model created during the 

feasibility study estimates housing 
production as a function of the cost of 

the inclusionary policy to developers. 
Policy cost is expressed as a percentage 
of the sales price of a new market-rate 

.unit (condo or apartment) .. 

Estimating cost is challenging because of 
t.he range of options open to developers, 
and in this report, we focus on the 
onsite option. The chart to the left 
illustrates the estimated cost of the on­
site alternative, assuming 65% of future 
units are condominiums and 35% are 
apartments. 

Costs are projected fall over time, 
because housing prices generally rise 

faster the policy costs. The Kim/Peskin 
proposal closely tracks Proposition C; 

the Safai/Breed/Tang proposal is less 
cdstly to developers, but its cost doe.s 
not decline as rapidly, because of its 
rising onsite requirements. 

14 



Projecting the Impacts on Housing Production, Prices, and Affordable 
Housing Units and Subsidy Value 

• Using the statistical model of development developed during the feasibility study3, the 
OEA simulated the impact of the two proposals, and Proposition C, on overall housing 
production in the city qver the 2017-2032 period. 

• To estimate affordable housing production, we used the on-site option for both 
proposals: multiplying the units produced by the applicable on-site percentages. While 
developers do utilize other options, their costs and benefits are hardeno estimate. 

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

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

3 For m.ore details, see the Preliminary Feasibility Report from September 2016: 
http://openbook.sfgov.org/webreports/details3.aspx7id=i3S9 15 
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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 

·:h~Hw.'.a.:'\~ei;n:Jii~:}g:Hf;~i:ifit)\?·: .. 

Number of Affordable Housing units 

. Ave~a~:~)·J_~sl.~:V.i~f"~f ;~I~;g\tWh;;t- . 
Total annual value of subsidy 

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

- Kim/Peskin Proposal vs.- - - SafaT/Breed/Jang 
- Prop C Pro~osal vs. Prop C 

0.0% 0.1% to 0.8% less 

. {9 i0J3iM'~:ir~'~:: .. ·· - ·s 1s M: to'•$_~.~~-_if ?;;:. 
2%to4% more 

$1 M to $4 M more 
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5%to 8% less 

.· 11%t~i2%ies'i• 

. $10M to $SOM less 
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Net Impacts and Conclusions 

• In every scenario, the Safai/Breed/Tang proposal, which reduces inclusionary 
requirements, leads to the production of more housing relative to Proposition C, and 
lower prices for existing housing, at the cost of reducing the number of affordable units, 
and thevalue 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 
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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 Departme.nt'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 

ir/Jt-11r 
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk · 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 

Not_ defined a~ a pr'oj ect under CEQA Guidelines 

. Sections 15378 and 15060 (c) (2) because· it does 

not result in a physical change in the 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 

environment. 

DlgltaHy signed by Joy Navarrete 

J N 
DN: O"F.loy Navarrete,. O=f'lannlng. oy ava rrete ou=Envl<onmeatalPlanolog,, 

, .. emall~csy.navarrete@$fgov.org. e=US 1 8 3 Date: 2D17.o6.0114:59-.2D-07'00' 



BOAR.'D .of:SUPERVISORS 

December 20, 2016 

Lis~ Gipspn 
Acting EnvironmentaJ Review Officer 
Planning Dep~utment 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 941'03 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

File No. 161351 

On December 13, 2016, Supervisor Kim introduced th.e folfowing proposed tegisration: 

File No. 1'6'1-351 

Ordinan.ce amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
{nclusiona.ry Affordabl~ Housing Fee and the o.·n-SJte- and Off-Site 
Affordable Hous.ing Alternatives and other Incl u~:ionary Housing 
re.qu'irements; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the 
California Environmerttal Quality .Act; making findings under .Plann.ing 
Code1 Section 302; and m~kjng findings of consistency with the G·eneraf 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planni'ng Code, Section 101.:1. 

This legislation is being trc;insmitted to you for environmental review. 

Angel~~;"°~ Board 

· fl· By: Jl.l'f:;,,era, Legislative Deputy DireclDr 
f7JC-- Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment · . 

c: . Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 

Not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 1506D(c) and 15378 because it does not 
result in a physical change in the environment. 

~vtr"c_ ~ i,(j" 
12/ 20 /t(p 



BOARl> of SUPERVISORS 

March 1, 2017 

. ·' City Hall 
Dr. Carltoli B, Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 · 

TDD/fTY. 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 February 28, 2017, Supervisor Kim introduced the following substitute legislation: 

File No. 161351 - . 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off~Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives· and other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; adding reporting requirements for density bonus projects; 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning Code,. Section 
302; and making. findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the · 
eightpriority 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 
La.nd 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 Navatrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 

Joy 
.Navarrete 
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Digitally signed by Joy Navarreie 
DN: cn::;Joy Navarrete, o=Plannlng, 
,ou=Environmental Planning, 
email=joy.navarrete@sfgov.org, 
c=US 
Date: 2017.03.23 08:43:30 -07'00' 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

April 21, 2017 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 9410i.4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDtrTY No. 554-5227 

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

Dear Commissioners: 

. On April 18, 2017, -Supervis0r 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 lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; adding reporting requirements for density bonus projects; 
affirming the. Planning Department's determination under the California 
Enviro.nmental Quality Act; making findings uhder 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 s·cheduled for hearing upon receipt 
of your response. . . 

c: 

~,12.. By: 

1 

Ii a Somer· , Legislative Deputy Director 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

John Rahaim, D!rector of Planning . . . Not defined as a project under CEQA 
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Leg1slat1ve Affairs G ·ct r 8 r 15378 d 15060( )(2) 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator u, e me_s ec ions . an . c 
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Office becaus~ ,t does n?t result in a physical 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor change 1n the environment. 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLAN·NING .t>E:PARTMENT 

. Date: 
l?roject Name: 
Case Number: 
Sponsored. by: 
St:aff Cimlac;t: 

Reviewed by:.· 

Planning c.ommission 
Resolution No. 19937 

HEARING DATE: JUNE 15, 2017 

June8,2017 
Indusionary Afford,!.ble Hou$ing Ptogram (Sec 415) Alnendmau:s 

2017~001061PcA [Board File No. 161351 v4] 
Supervisors Breed, Kim, Peskin,.Safai, and Tang 

J~co):i ·Bintliff, Citywide Pla11rtit1g Division 
Ta:cob.bintliff@sfgov.org. 415-575-9170 · 
AnMarfe Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor 

Recommendation: Recommend Approval wHh Modifications 

j [o \60[ 
~\ruO ~11\ ~~lr · 

6w;I tG l}i1t 

1650 Mission St 
Sulte:400 
San Franci~co, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415:.558.6378 

F;!x: 
415.558.6409 

Plannlng 
Information: 
415.558.6:.m 

RECOM_MENDING THAT THE BOARD OF ·sUPERVISORS 1) ADOF'T. A PROPOSED ORDINANCE, 
WITH MODIFICATIONS THAT WOULD AMEND THE PLANNJNG CODE TO REVISE THE AMOUNT OF 
THE: INCLUSIONARY AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE AND THE ON-SITE AND QFF .. SITE 
AFFORDABLE HOU~ING ALTERNATIVES AND OTHER INCLUS.IONARY HOUSING 
REQ.UIREMENTS; TO REQUIRE MINIMUM DWELLING UNIT MIX IN ALL RESIDENTIAL OlSTRICTS; 
TO ESTABLISH DWELLING UNIT MINIMUM SIZES; TO ESTABLISH A PROHIBITION- ON STUDlO 
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 
AfF1RMING 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 

. COOE, SECTION 101.1. . 

. . 
WHEREAS, on December 13, 2016 Supervisor I<im and Supetv:isor 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 Plati.ning Code to revise the amount of the 
Indusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off.:.Site Affordable Housing Alternatives and 
other Indusionacy Housing requirements; and adds reporting requirements for density bonus projects; 

and, 

WHEREAS, on February ;?.8, 2017 S1,ipervisor Kirn and Supervisor Peskin introduced substitute legislation 

under Boa:rd File Number 161351 v2; and, 

WHEREAS, on February 2S, 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 
arnends the Planning Code to revise th~ amount of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-



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

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

Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing .Altermi.tives and other .Indusionary Housing requirements; and 

requires a minimum dwelling unit m:b( in all residential districts; ~d, 

WrlEREAS,. on September 29, 2015, Mayor Ed Lee and Supervisor Tang introduced a proposed 
Ordinahce under Board File Number 150969, to add Planning Code Section 20~ to create the Affordable 

Housing Bonus Ptogram, the 100 r»ercent Affordable Housing Bonus Program, the Analyzed State 

Density Bonus Program, and the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program, to provide for 

developmenfbonuses and zoning modifications 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 Programs; and 

WHEREAS, on October 15~ 2015 the Plannjng Commission voted to initiate an amendment to-the General 

J.>lan to add language to certain policies, objectives and maps that clarifi~d that the City could adopt 

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

WHEREAS, on Feb:tuaiy ts~ 2016, this Commission found that the Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
was, on balance, consistent with the .$an Francisco General Plan as amended; and forwarded the 
Affordabll:! Housing Botms Program, together with. several recdnunended amendments, to the Board 0£ 
Supervisors fot their c-onsideration; and 

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

.AHBP ordinance to include 9n1y the 100%·Affordable Housing Bonus Program, and amended the 100% 

Affordable Housing .Bonus Program to~ among other items, prohibit the use of the program on parcels 

containing :residential units and to allow an app~al to the Board of Supervisors; and 

WBEREAS, en June 30, 2016, in :Resolution 19686, the Planning Commission found that both the 100% 

Affordable Housing Bonus Progr~ [BF 15.0969] .and 100% Affordable Housing Density and 
Devel9Pment Bonuses· [BF 160668] to .be consistent with the General Plan, and in Ju1y 2016 the Board of 
Supervisors adopted· the 100% Affq:cdable Housing Bonus Program, which is now found in Planning 
Code section 206; and 

WHEREAS, TI1e P!anping ·Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly noticed public 
informational hearmg at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the two proposed ordinances on 
March 16r 2017; and 

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

WHERE.As, The Commission -passed Resolution Number 19903 recommending approval with 
modifications of an Ordinance amending the Planning Code controls for the Affordable Inclusionaty 
Housing Program and certain other requirements among other actions; and 

SAN. FRANCISCO 
PLANNING t1J;:PARTiil!!all!T 2 
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l::xhibit A: ResoluUon No. 19937 
J.une 15, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017-0010S1PCA 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing P.rogram Amendments 

WHEREAS, On May 22, 2017 at the Land us.e and Transportation Committee, Supervisor Peskin moved 
to amend BF 161351. Aftel' the motion was seconded by Supervisbr Safai, the ordinance as amended 
became the "Consensus" ordinance. 

WHEREAS~ The components of the Consensus Ordinance that are materially different than el.em~ts 
considere(i by the Commission on April 27,, 2017 include the follow~g: 

l, to require a minimum dwelli,ng,unit mix in all ~esidential districts for projects of 10 -24 units, as 

well:as projects of 25 units or morer in all resideritiaI zoning districts outside of Pla:t:t Areas; 
2. to establish a minimum unit size for inclusionary units required through Section 415,; 
3. to prohibit the designatiott of inclustomiry studio units at affordable levels above 100% AMI; 
4. to :req:ufre replacement of or fee payment for any affordable units that may be lost due to 

demoUtioh or conversion, above and beyc,p.d the required inclusi9nary UPits under Section 415; 
5. to exclude certain areas from the proposed citywjde Inclusiorta:ry requirements and make them 

subject to higher requirements until additional analysis is completed to address affordability 

levels in these areas, including a) !:lie Eastern Neighborhoods Mission Planning Area; the North 

of Market Residential Special Use District Subarea 1 or Sub.area 2 arn;l the SOMA Neighborhood 
Commercial Transit Dis!;rid .. 

6. to require an Affordable Housing Fee amount that is substantially above the maxim.um 
eco;nm:nically .feasible level as identified by the ·controller's Economic Feasibility Study re.quired 

by· Proposition C, and thus establish a significant disincentive fo:r the use of the State Densify 

Bonus Law to ptoduce 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 
Piatrrting Commission. 

WHEREASr Planning· Code Section 302( d) requires that material modifications added by the Board of 
Supervisors be rererred to th'=: Planning Commission for consideration. 

WHEREAS, the proposed amendni.~ts to the Incl.usionary Affordable Housing Program in the modified 
ordinance is not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c)(2) and 15378 because they 
do not result in a physical change in the environment; and · 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented .to it- at the 

public hearing and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on· behalf of 
Department staff and other ~terested·parties; and 

WHEREAS7 all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department~ as the custodian of 
records; at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission . has the "Consensus" ordinance amending the I~clusionary 
Affordable Housin.g Program [BF 161351]; and 

SAN FAANG1SCO 
PLANNING "DEPARTMENT 
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Exhibit A: Resolution No. 19937 
June ·15, 2017 

·CAS:E NO. 2017-001061PCA 
lnc:lusiortary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission determines that: 

1. ]n making the recommendation to revise the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the 
Commission reaffirms the .Board of Supervisor's policy- established by Resolution Number 79-16 
-that it·shall be City policy to maximize the economically feasible percentage of inclusionary 
affordable housing in market rate·housing development 

2. Inclusionary requirements should not exceed the rates recommended in the Controller's 
Economic Feasibility Study established in Proposition C, that the maximum economically feasible 
requirements for the on-site alternative are 18% forrental projects or 20% for ownership projects, 
or the equivalent of a fee or off-site alternative requirement of 23% tQr rental projects Qr 28% for 

ownership projects. 

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

4. The City should.use the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program to help serve the housing 
needs· for low-, moderate-, and above-moderate income hpuseholds 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 inonitormg 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 p~y the Affordable Housing Fee on 
additional units provided. · 

6. The incremental increases to the inclusionary requirements. as established by the passage of 
-Proposition: C for projects that entered the pipeline between January 1, 2013 and January 12, 2016 
should .be retained for projects -electing the on-site· alternative, and·retnoved for projects paying 
the:Affordable Housing Fee or' electing the off-site alter.native, to maintain consistency with the 
re~ommended maximum economically feasible requirements recommended in the Controller's 
Study. 

NOW TIIEREFORE 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 ar.e consistent with the General Plan for 

the reasons set forth below; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Board of 
Supervisors approve a modified ordinance to revise the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program as 
described within Resolution Number 19903 and within this resolution and adopts the findings as set forth 
below. 

SAN FnAllClSCO 
PLANNING OEPABTIVIENT 4 
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Exhibit A; Resolution No. 19937 
June 15, 2017 

FINDINGS 

CASE NO. 2017-0010S1PCA 
tnclusionary 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 the Commission's recommended 
modifications are consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan: 

HOUSING ELEMENT 
OBJEcnVEl 
IPENTI'FY AND ;MAKE AVAitABf.E FOlt DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET 
THE CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, "ESPECIALLY PERMANENTL \' AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

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

The ordinance amending the Inclusiona.ry Afford-able.Housing Progrnm furthers the potential for creation 
of permanently affordable housin:g in the City and facilitate an increase tlie number of a.ffardab1e housing­
units that could be built in San Franci13co. Generally affordable projects require that units brt affordable for 
55 years or permanently, depmding on the funding source. This program is one tool to plan for affordable 
housing needs of very low, low and moderate income households. 

POLICYL6 
Consider ·greater. flexi.bility in numb-er-and size ot unit$ within established building 
envelopes- in. community based planning processes,. especially ff it can.increase the number of 
affordable units in multHamilt structures. 

The ordinance a.mending the In{l:usfonary Affordable Housing Program provides greater flexibrlity in the 
number of units permitted in new ajfotaable housing pr.ojects by providing increased heights, relief from 
a/1)' residemial density cap$, and allowing som~ zoning modifications. This is achiev.e(i by pairing tlie 
programs with either ·the State Density Bonus Law, California Goverm1ien.t Code $eCtion 65 91 S et seq. or 
through the local ordina,;ce implementing the state law, such as the Affordable }f ousing Bonus Program or 
HOME-SF [BF 150969}. 

POUCY3..3 
Maintain balance in affordability .of existing housing stock by s-qppotHng affordable 
moderate ownership opportun~ties, . 

. The ardinance-mttending the Ittclu.sionari; Affordable Housing Program increase affordable ownership 
opportunities for households-with moderate incomecS. 

The ordi11,ance ameniJing i'he lnclusionary Affordable Housfng Program generally maintains the current 
"low,., and ''moderaie" income tiers, with the significant change that these targets would be defined as an 
average A MI served by the project, with units falling within a specified range of income levels; Considering 
the average incomes served. the proposal would serve households in the middle of both the Low lricome 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Exhibit A: Resolution No. 19937 
June 15, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017w001061PCA 
lnclusionary,.Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

and Moderate Income groups, and would meet the demonstrated need of both income groups, while serving 
segments qfbo.th ,income groups that are /eqst served by .the City;s current qffordable housing programs. 

POUCY4.1 
Develop new housing, and encourage the l'emodeling of existing_ housing, for families. with 
childr¢n. 
The ordinance amending the lnclus.ionary Affordable Housing Program can increase the supply of new 
affordable housing, including new affordable housing for fainilies. The ordinance amending the 
Inclasionary Ajfordabfe'Housing Program includes dwelling unit mix requirements that encourage certain 
percentages of units with two or three bedrooms. 

POLIC\'4.4 
Encourage sufficient: and suitable :i;enfal housing opportunities, emphasizing pe~anently 
affordable rental units wherl;!ver·posslble. 

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program encourage the d!ivelopment of 
greater numbers of permanently ajfordabte. housing, including rental units. These ajf ardable units are 
affordable for the life oftheprojecf. 

Policy4.5 
Ensure that new pennanent.ly affordable housing is located in ·all oi the city's neighborhoods, 
and encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types provided at a range of 
income levels. 

The. ordinance .amending the Inclusiona:ry Affordable Rousing Program; reaches throughout the City which 
enqbles .the City to increase. the 111J.mber of very low, low and moderate income households and encourage 
integration of neighborhoods. 

OBJECTIVE 7 
SpQJR.E FUND!NG'ANO RES0l)'RCES FOR PERMANENnY AFFOROABLE HOUSING, 
INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON 
TR.t\DITIONALMECHANISMS OR CAPITAL. 

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program seeks to create permanently. 
affordable housing by leveraging the iJwestment of private development. 

OBJECTIVE8 
BUILDPUBUC AND PRIVATE SECTOR CAPACITY TO SUPPORT, FACIUTATE, 
PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN AF.FORDABLE HOUSING. 

The ordinance amending the Inclusionary AffGrdable Housing Program supports this objective by revising 
the Inplusionary Affordable Housing Program to maximize the production of affordable housing in concert 
witli the production of market-rate housing • 

. POUCY8.3 
Support the production and management of permanently affordable housing. 

SM/ FRANCISCO 
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Exhibit A: Resolution No.19937 CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 
June 15, 2017 ""'"·; tnclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

The ordinance amending the foclusion-an1 Affordable HousingProgr«m supports 'the production of 
pennanently affordable housing supply. 

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

The ordfnance amending the Inclusio11ary Affordable Housing Program enoaw·ages mfr:ed income 
buildings and neighborhoods. 

POUCY11.3 . . 
Ensure growth .is accommodated without sub-stantiaily and adversely impacting existing 
residential neighborhood tha,ra~ter. 

Establishingpefmaneiitly affordable ho~ing in the Cityrs 1wious 1~ighbdrha9ds would enable the City ta 
stabilize ve:ry low, low and moderate income households. T1icse households meaningfully contribute to the · 
existing character of San Francisco·'s div"erse neighb·orhoods. · 

POUCYll.5 
Enem:te 4en-sities in established resid~ntial ~eas promote c;-om:patibility with prevailing 
neighborhood character. 

'The ordinance amending the lndu.sionanJ Affordable Housing "l;'rogtmn will procfuce buildfngs that are 
generally c_ompatible with existing-neighborhoods. State Densfty Bonus Law, California Go~ernment Code 
section 65915 et seq: does enabl~ higher density that-San Fram;isco 's z-oning would otherwise allow . . 

OBJECTIVE 12 
BALANCE FlOUSING GROWTHWlTHADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES 
UIE CITY'S GROWING POPULATION. 

OBJECTIVE 13-
J?RlORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND CONSTRUCTING 
NEW HOUSING. 

Housing produced under either ordinance amending the Incl-usionary Affordable Housing Program would 
pay impact fees that support the City's infrastructure. 

URBAN' .DESIGN ELEMENT 

BALBOA PARK AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 4.5: PROVlDE INC.REASED HOUSING OPPORTUNlTIES AFFORDABLE TO A 
MIX OF HOUSEHOLDS AT VARYING INCOME LEVELS. 
The ordinance amending thd1zdusio1iaty Affordable Housing Ptograliz would increase affordable housing 
opportunities for a mix of household incomes. · · 
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Exhibit A: Resolution No. 19937 
June 15; 20,1;7: · 

BAYVIEW AREA PLAN 

CASE NO. 2017-001061.f>CA 
fnclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amend~nts 

0:BJECTlVK 6 ENCOURAGE THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW AFFORDABLE AND MARKET 
RATE HOUSING AT LOCATIONS AND DENSITY LEVELS THAT ENHANCE THE OVERALL 
RESIDENTIAL QUALITY OF BA YVlEW HUNTERS POINT. 

The ordfmmce amending the foclusionCtrJ! Affordable. Housing Program would tncrease affordable housing 
oppor.tunities for a mix of household incomes. 

Cl:NTRAL WATERFRONT AR.EA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 2.1 ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING 
CREATED IN THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT IS A,FFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITII A WIDE 
RANGE'. OF INCOMES. , 

· The ordinance amending tk ln~lusionary Affordable Houstng Program would increase affordable. housing 
opportunitiey. 

CHINATOWN AREA PLAN 
. OBJECTJ,VE 3 
STABILIZE AND WHERE POSSIBLE INCREASE THE SUPPLYoF'aouSING. 

The ordinance amending the Inclusionaty Affordable Housing Profiram would increase affordable housing 
'opportunities. 

MARKETAND OCTAVIAAREAPLAN. 
OBJECTlVE 2.4 . 
PROVIDE lNCREASED .HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO HOUSEHOLDS AT 
VARYING INCOME LEVELS. 

The ordinance amending the Inelusionary Affordable Housing 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 ordin(lrtc~ amendirt-g the Indusionary Affordable Housing Prl)grani would increase affordable housing 
opportunities, 

SHOWPLACE/POTRERO HILL AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 2.1 
ENSURE TJ:lAT A .SIGNIFICANt PERCENTAGE. OF NEW HOUSING CREATED IN THE 
SHOWPLACE /F.'OTRERO IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF 
INCOMES, 
The ordinance amending the Inclusumary Affordable Housing Progra:nt would increase affordable housing 
opportunities. · ' 

SAN fl\ANCISCO 
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Exhibit A: Resolution No. 1·9.937 
June 15, 2011 

SOMA AREA PLAN 
0BJECTNE3 

CASE NO. -2017-00f061P.CA 
lnclusionary Affordable Housjng,Rrogram Amendments 

ENCOURAGE THE DEVELOPMENT OF "NEW HOUSING, PARTICULARLY AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING. 
The ordinance- amending the Indusionary Affordable Housing Program would increase affordab_le housing 
opportunities. 

WESTERN SHORELINE AREA PLAN 

POLICY11.3 

Continue the enforcement of citywide l).ousing policies, ordinances and standards regarding 

the provision of safe and conveilieµt housing to r.esidents of all income levels, especially low-
and moderat.e~irtcome:·pe.ople. . 
The ordi11ance a~ien.diiig the .l1id'usionary Affordable Housitig Program would increase affordable housing 
opp.ot~nit.iet. . . . 

POLICY11.4 

Strive to .fucrease the amoili'it of hous!..:.."1.g units citywide, especially µnite for low- and 
mode;rate-income p_eople. 

· The ord:inmice amending the Tnclusionary Afforitable HQusing Program would increase qffardable housing 
opp.ortunities .. · · 

WE:STERN SOMA AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVB 3.3 . 
ENSU.RE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF THE NEW HOUSlNG CREATED IS 

AFJlORPABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES 
Tit;e ordintmce a.mendi1tg the incJusicmary Affordable Housing Program would increase affordable housing 
opportunities. 

8". Planning· Code Section 101 Findings. Th€! proposed amendments. to the Planning Code ·ate 

consistent with the eight "Priority. Policies set.forth in S~on 101.1(b) of the Planning Code in 

that: 

1. That existing neighborhood-serving · retajl uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
0pportunities for resid~t employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced;. 

Tlte: ord~umce amending the· .Tnclusionary Affordable Housing Pr()gram would not have a negative 
effect on 'neighborhood serving retail uses and will not have a negative effect cm opportunities for 
resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood-serving retail · 

2. Thc!t existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to· 
preserve the cultural and ·economic diversity of our ;neighborhoods; 

S~N FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEl""ARYMENT 
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Exhibit A: Resolution No. 19937 
June 15, 2017 

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

The ordinance amending the Iti:clusiotiary Affordable Housing Program would not have a negative 
effect on housing or neighborhood character. 

3. That the City's supply of affor~ble housing be preserved and enhanced; 

The ordinance amending: the Indusionary Affotdable Housing Program would increase City's supply 
ofpennanently affotdable housing; 

4. That commut~r traffic. not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking; 

·n,,e ordinance amendiltg the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program would. result in commutl!I' 
traffic impedi1!g MUNI transit service or overburdening the· streets or neighborhood parking. 

5. That a diverse ecortomic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displacement due to corrtm.ercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
resident.employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced; 

The ordina,nce amending the lnclusionary Affordable Housfng would not cause displacement of the 
. industrial or service sectors due to office devdopment us it-does 11,1;1t enable office development. 

6. That the Cify achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss. of'!ffe in an 
earthquake; 

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

7. That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have µn tid'Oerse effect on the City's Landmarks and. hi~tQJic 
buildings. · 

8. That our parks and open space anp their act;:ess to $Unlight and vistas be protected from 
development; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City's parks and open space and their 
access to sunlight and vistas. · 

9. Planning Code Section 302. Findings. The Planning. Commission finds from the facts presented 

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

BE IT FURTI:lER RESOLVED that the Commission hereby reco~ends that the Board. ADOPT a 
proposed Ordinance amending the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, as described in the 
Comrn.ission's April. 27, 2017 recommendation as recorded in Reso1ution Number 19903, with the 
following new recommended moditkations as summarized below, 

SAN fRANCIS'CO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 10 

196 



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

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 
r.Jnclusionary Affordable Housing. Program Amendments 

Material Modifications. For the matetial 'modifications, the Comrnissionrs new recommendations are as 
follows: 

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

should be inclusive of the 3-bedr.oom requirement; 
2. $et the proposed ·minhnum unit ·sizes to be equal to the. current TCAC minimum sizes for all 

indusionary units; . 
$. Remove the prohibitlort on studio units with prices set at 100% AMI or above and distribute 

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

identified by the .controller's Study,. tmless appropriate study hal;l been completed to support 
any neighborhood· of district specific requirements. Further; 1£ the l3oaxd maintains 
neighborhood-specific lnclusionary Requirements, the upcoming study by the Controller, in 
consult.ation with an Indttsionary. Housing 1'eclmical Adv:isory 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 

of.Supe.rviso.rs. 

5. Set econ?micaiiy ·feasible Affordable Housing Fee requirements that do not establish a 
disincentive to use the State Dertsity Bo~us Law to produce bo:tu:is units and rec6mmend further 

stµ.dy through the Fee Schedule Analysjs to be conductecl. by the Controller and TAC. 

Implementation and Techn:i.cal Recommendations. 
. . 

Beyond the response to tl;ie material modifications described above, Department .staff have reviewed the 
Consensus Ordinance for iinplementation · and ·techilical considerations and offers the following 
additional revisions: 

6. Clarify the grandfathering langµage so as to specify that the new an:d modified provisions of the 
In~lusionary progra:rn·under the.Consensus Ordinance would apply only to new projects that 
filed an EEA on or . .Prior to January 12, 2016, while. maintaining the incremental increases to the 
On-Site and Fee/Off-Sife percentag~ requirements for pipeline proj~cts 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% ;ota1) · 

8. Reference the appropriate Planning Department map of neighborhood areas ·for the pur-pose of 
analyzing neighborhood-level data fo ensure that ·inclusionary units are priced below the market 
rate, the Am:eri~an Community Survey Neighborhood Profile boundaries map • 

. 9. Ensure that the application of the new requirements under Settion 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 inclusionary requirements for 
projects to allow for program implementation that is consistent with standard Department 
practices and Plannlrtg Commission recommendations, specific.any that the applicable 

197 



Exhibit A: Resolution No. 19937 
June 15, 2017 . ,-;;1¢.; · 

. 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. 

~~ 
Commission Secretary 

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

NOES: Moore 

ABSENT: Fong 

ADOPTED: June 15, 2017 
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SAN FRANC1SCO 
PLANNING .DEPARTMENT lll/3 5 I 

May4,2017 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Cl.erlc 
Honorable Supervisors Kim, Safai, Peskin, Breed, and Tang 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Fran:ciscoJ CA 94102 

Re: Transmittal of Planning Deparl:ment Case Number 2017-00106:(PCA 
Amendments to Section 415, Inclusionary Affordable Housing. Program 
Board File No: 161351 Inclusfortar;r Affordable Housing F.ee and Requir-ements; 

170208 Incl.usionary Affordable Housing Fee ~d Dwelling Unit 
Mix Requirements 

P.lannit;tg Commission Iteconunendati.ore Approval with Modifications 

Dear Ms. Calvillo and Supe:rmors Kim, Sarai, Peskin, Breed, and Tang, 

On April 27, 2017, the Planning Commission conducted. a duly noticed public hearing at a 
regularly scheduled. meeting to consider the proposed (?rdmances that wmtld amend Planning 
Code Section 415, introduced by Supervisors Kim and Peskin, and Supervisors S~ Breed, and 
Tang, respectively. At the heru;ing the Planning Cqmmission recommended approval ·w.ith 
modifications. 

Specifically, the Planning Commission reconuneri.ded that the Board of Supervisors ad.op!; 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 REQUlREMfil{TS 

a. Include a condominhun conve:rsfon provision to specify that projects converting to 
ownership projects must pay a conv~ic;iµ 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 withirt the rang(:! of "maximum economically feasible" requirements 

wvvw.:Stp!anning.org 
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Trafis,rnital Materials CASE NO •. 2017-Q01Q61.PCA 
Amoodownts· to Planning Code Section 41S 

lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program 

remm:r:nended in the·Cqntmlle:r'sStud.y .. 
Incllide provisions of Board File No. 17-0208 {"'Proposal B'.'} without motlificalion, 
as follows: · 

For Rental Pwj~ 

i. Fee o.t Off-S!te Alternative:c equivalent of 23% of project units 

ii On-Sit:e Alte~ve: 1S% of projectunits 

For Ownership Projecw. 

L Fee o~ Off-Si~ Alternative: equivcl.ent of 28%-of ptoje¢t u::ruts 
ii On:-,Site A);tetnqtive: 20% of project u:nils 

C. SCFQIDOLB OF A1\rNUAL INCREASES i'O lt'EQuntEMENTS 

a. Bstab~h ;m exp~ maxunum :reqttlrenumt at-winch the sc:h.edule of increases 
wo.uld ~afer and that talle .should be bi;1ow the ntaXimumrequrranent legally 
sup.pc;irted by tbe. Nexus Study. . 
!nclude provisitms of Board File- No. 170208 ("Proposal 1V') with modifications to 
clarify that thispmvision ~~o app:Iies to both Smaller and Largerprojeds, as 
.follows; 

For Rental :Ptojectm 

t Fee or Off-Site Alt-et.native: e.qul'valent or ZS% of project 1$.fts. 

ii On-Site Aiternal:1ve: 23% of project .uriits 

Fox OwuersNp I.'r.oj¢CtS: 

i. Fee m; Off~llite Alternative:- equi:valent of:33% of p_roject uniW · 

it On-Sii:eAl~roative; 25% of project: units 

b. Establish that :requi:t~ rat-es be incr-eilSe-d by 1Jl percentage point evexy two years 
fot both Smaller and Large projects: · 
m.d~de provisions of Board File No. 1711208: ("'PtOROS-al B''.), as modified above. 

c. _ The .sdied:ule of mcte.t$e$ sho-uld. ,commence no £ewer than 24 mQnfhs following the 

effective date of final ordinance for bofu Small~ .and Larger projects . 

. Under-either ordinance, final legis1ation should be amend~d. ~C:Cl:'rdingly • 

. · d. 'Estab&h a "$UnSei" pxovl$i~n iliat is {;Qnsistent with cu.rrent practices fur the 
4etem:rinat:i.on of inclnsi~ry r~-ents and Planning Dep~t proaedmes, 
spe-cifkaUy-:that the requirement be established at the date of Enviro~ai 
E.raluafion Appocation and be re.set if fue prGjecthas ~t received a; first-coristru.ction 
docmrient "Within three years of ·the project's first enli'liement approval.. 
Include provisions of Board Ftle·No. 170208 {''Proposal ·s"') wifll modifkations to 
clarify that this provision applies to both Smalle! and Larger proiects. 
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T ransmitat Materials CASE NO. 2017~0106.1 PCA 
Amenditients to Planning Code Section 415 

lncfusionary Affordable Housing Program 

D. AFFORDABLE HOUS1NG FER 

a Apply the £ee on a per gross :square foof basis so that.the fee is assessed 

. p-toportionally tcr 1ne total area of the project. 
Inclu..de provision& of Board File No. 1'1:0208 ("P.r.oposa1 B,'1 without m0dfficatlon.. 

b. · Revise language to allow Mo.H-CO to calcl'!late the £ea to match the actual cost to the 

City to construct below ma:rket rate muts.., without factoring the maxim.um ·s~ price 
of the equivafoi~t in~usiona:ry unit. 

Include provi'Sions of Board File No. 17.0208 f'Proposal B") .without modifkafion •. 

E. INCOME. LEVELS 

a. Establish a£fordablu'ty rnq'llll'.emenfs that cl.early apply to the .maximum re.tit·or 

:maxlmum sale price of the inclusionary unit rnd. not to the income l.evcl of the 
householrl:placed in that mtlt 

Under eitherordlrtance, final 1-e~slafion should be,llillent!~d.accordmgly. 

b. Designate inctusionarywits.attmee di:s<;td~ affrirdability leV'e1S fur target 

proj eds to better servoe households v.."ith fu:tQmes betw'eett !;ht' cut.rei:,.t low and 

rood.era±~ income 1iera. 

lrtclud.e provisiom 0£ Board File No:170208 ("Proposal B''.)1 with modified income 

ti~rs as below. 

c.. :Final legislation~ target indusionary units to serve: the gap m cov:erage 

. between lnw-mcome hou:seb:oids who canacressofhe:r existing housing p:rog:quns and 

moderate·~ mi~mcome households ,earning less than l:be level.~ded to ~ess 
ll'p,':jrket rate unit$, 

Indude.J.rrovisions of'Boar.d. File N.o.170208' ("Proposal B'J, v.r:ifh modifications, a§ 

follows: 

For Rental Projects: 

i, Two-thirds ().f units at no mo~. thM 55% .of A.r-ea M~an 
Inca.me 

iL On~rq of units split evenly between units at no .IDOre 
than 80% of Area Median lncome,. and units ~t no more than 110% of 
/uea :Median Income 

For Owner.ship Projects: 

i. Two-thirds o.f units at no mor.e than 90".,{, of Atea Median. 
mcome 
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Trnn$1'Bifaf Materials . CASE NO~ 2017-0010u1PCA 
· · Amendments to PJannin9 Code Section 415. 

lnclusicmary Affordable Housin_g Program 

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

d. Designate inclusionary units at a single affordability lev~ for Smaller projects. 

This requirement should be set to matcl:i. the Ii:dddle tier established for larger 

projects, as described below. · 

Include provisions of Board File No. 170211$ (".Pmposal 13"Lwifh modifications 

as follows: 

i For Re11tal Projects; all inclusi.onary units at no more than 55% of Area 
Median Income 

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

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

necessary action to ensure that in no case may an inclusion;u:y affoxdabfo unit be 

provided at a maximum rent or sale price that is less than 20 percent below the 

average asking rent or :sale price fo:i: the relevant market area withl.n which the 

inclus.ion,ary unit is lo~ted. 

Under either or~ce. final legislation should b:e amended accordingly~ . 

F. DENSI'fY BONUS PROVISIONS 

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

housing. At the same time, because a density bonus may not be used in every· 
situation, the indusionary requirements established, in Secti,on 415 should be 

economically feasible regardless of whether .a density bonus is exercised. 

Include :provisions 0£ Board File No. 170208 ("Proposal B") without modification. 

b. 'J.he final Inclusionary ordinance should be paired v.ri.th a local density bonus . 

ordinance, such as the HOME-SF Program, that implements the State Density Bonus 

Law in a manner that is t-ailored to the San Francisco's contextual and policy.needs. 

Include provisions of Board File No. 170208 ("Proposal B'') without modification. 

c. Direct the Planning Department to require "reasonable documentation" from 

project sponsors seeking a State Bonus to establish eligibility for a requested density 

bonus, incentives of conces~on, and waivers or reductions of development standards-, 

as provided for under state law, and as consistent :with the process and protedur.es 

detailed in a locally adopted ordinance implementing the Staie Density Bonus Law. 
Include provisions of Board File No. 161351 ("Proposal A") without modification. 

d. Reqnire the Planning. Department to prepare an annual report on the use of the 

Density Bonus to the Planning Commission beginning in January 2018 ihat details 

~:~ t>a>AITTM~ 
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Trans.mita:I Materials CASE NO. 201H)01P61PCA 
Amendment$ to Planning CQde. Sectioo 416 

lndusionary Affordable Housing Program 

t..li.e rtumber of projects seeking a bonus ~d the concessionsJ waivers, and level of 
bonus provided. 

Include ptovisions of Board F1le No. 161351 ("Proposal .A") without modification. 

e. Require that proJecf:s pay the Affordable Housing Fee on any additional units 

. authorized by the State Bonus program. 

h1cl udce provisions of Board file No, 170208. ('."Proposal B'1 without modification. 

G. UNIT MIX REQ'UIREMENTS 

a. Dwelling unit mix requirements should .apply to total project units, not only to on­
site incl.usionary nnits- t.u allow for .inch:tsionaryu:hits·to b.e provided comparable to 

market rate units, as required i;n Section 415. 
Under either ordinance. fina1 legislation should be amended acc,1,0:c?i:rtgly, 

b. Final legislation sh9'µld set a large unit requirement at 40% of the total nUiilber of 

units as two~beq:rm:,m or larger, with no fewer than 10% cf th-e total number of 

units b'eing provided as 3-beib:oom Ol' largci, 

lJndet either ordinance; final fogisiatio'n should be amended accordingly. 

a. 5maUer Projects shuuld rema1:n .snbject to "grattrlfafuered" o&site and fee or off.-site 

. i:equiriillients •. 'Both On;linances would maintain tbi.s i,ittu.ctute. 
No recommended amend:nleits. 

b. Larger Projects (25 or more units) choosing fue on_...sfte al'ternative should tema..fu 

subject to the iru:remental percentage :requirements estab~ed by Pi:oposi-ti:on C. 

'In.dude provisions of Board File No. 17620'8 {"Proposal B") v.1thout modincati.on. 

c, The increttJ.ental increases established for Larger Projects cho~g the fee or off ~site 

alternative·s, should be amended to match the permanent reqmrements estab:J.ished in 

the final I-egislati.oo, whl.dt should not exceed the :rrtaXllllU1i:t feasible. rate. 

Indnrl.e provisions of Board File No. 170208 f'Propos-al B'.'.) without modi:fkation. 

d.. The incremental increases established by Proposition C fur Liu'ger Projed$ that, 

¢rri:eted ~ pipeline befor1;' 2016 and are loi:;ated in mill d,i.stdos should~ r~oved,, 

lea0ving the: a:rea-spe.clfk requirements of Section 419 in place fur these projeq.s. 

tnclude :provisions of Board File No. 170208 ("Proposal B") withtru:t modification. 

e:. F.mal legislation should explicitly establish th;at projects in UMU districts that enfered. 

the pipeline after January 12, 2016 ·should be subject to the higher of the on~site, fee, 

or otf~~ite requirements set forth m Section 4, 19 or the citywide requi:temen~s in: 
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Section 415, as established by final legislation. 

Under either ordinance. final le~lation should be amended accordingly. 

f. Establish that all of:her Section 415 provisions will apply fo pipeline projects, 

regardless of the acceptance date of the project" s EEA; projects that were fully entitled 

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

requirements in.effect at the tm:te of entitlement 

Under either ordinance, 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 Gty to subsidize the ancillary 

housing costs to owners of indusionary ownership units, including but not 

limited to Homeowners Association dues. 

Under either ordinance. final le~slation should be amended accordingly. 

b. Final legislation should requirB MOHCD to provide.regular reporting to the 

Planning Commission on the racial and household composition demographic 

daJa of occupant households of inclusion~ affordable units. 

Under either ordinance. final legislation should be amended accordingly. 

J. REQUIRED FEASD3IUTY STUDIES 

a. Additionalfoasibility studies to determine whether a higher on-si.te .inclusionary 

affordable housing :requirement is feasible on sites that have received a 20% of 

greater increase in developable residential gross floor area of a 35% or gr.eater 

increase in residential density over prio-r zoning, should oniy be required when; 

1) the upzoning has Qccurred after the effective date of this ordinance; 2) no 

.feasibility study for the speci:ficupzoning has previously been completed and 

published; 3) the upzoning occurred as part of an Area Plan that has already been 

adopted or which has already been analyzed. for feasibility and community 

benefits prior to the effective date of the ordinance. In no case should the 

requirement apply for any project or grou.p of projects that has been entitled prior 

to the effective date of the ordinance. 

Under either ordinance. final 1egi.slatlon should be a:m.E!nded accordingly. . 

Supervisors, please advise the City Attorney at your earliest convenience if you wish to 
incorporate the changes recommended by the Commission into your proposed Ordinance; Please 
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find attached documents relating to the actions of the C-ornmission. If you have any questions or 

require ~r information please do not hesitate to contact me. . 

AriMari.e Ro- gers 

Senior Policy Advisor 

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, Office .of the Oerk of the Board 
bos.Iegislation@sfgov.org . 

Attachments.. 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 19903 

Planning Dep~e..11.t Executive Summary 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Proj~ct Name: 
Case Number: 

initiated by; · 

lnitiate.d hy. 

· . Sl?ffCont;ac;t: 

Planning Commission 
Resolution No .. 19903 

HEA~ING DATE: APRIL27,2017 

lncluslonary Affordable Housffig llrogram (Sec 415) Amendments 
2017-0.ll1061PCA . 

Supervisors Kim and Peskin, Introduced December 13t 201B 
V~rsion 2, lntr<;,ducet;I Febraary 28, 201{; Version 3, Introduced Aprl! rn, 2017 
lndusionaiy Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements · 
[BoamRleNo.161351} 

Sup~rvlsots Safai, Breed, and Tang Infrorluce.d february ZB, 2017 
lnctuslonary Afforoable. Housing F:e:e.. and Dwelung U.nit Mix Requirements 
[Board Fl!e No. 1792001 

~aoob Bintliff, Cltywf~ Planning Division 
jaCO.b.bintiiff@sfgav.org; ·415.575-:91 ro 

AnMart~ Rodgers, -Se111or ~l!cy Advisor 
anmariarodg~rs@sfgov.org, 41'5-558-6395 

1650 Mls.slcm st. 
Suite4~0 
sari fi:ancisco, 
CA 941-03-247S 

Recepfio.n~ 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6iill9 

Pfanning 
lrfformi)fiO.lt: 
415.558.'6377 

RECOMMENDING 'THAT THE BOARO OF SUPERVISORS 1} ADOPT A PROPOSED ORDINANCE, 
WITH MODIFICATIONS THAT WOULD AMEND THE PLANNING CODE TO REVISE; THE AMOUNT 
OF 'fHE lNCLUSIONARY ArFOl~.DABLE HOUSING .FEE AND· THE ON-SITE AN:D OFF-SITE 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING ALTERNATIVE:$. AND OTHER INCLUSIONARY HOUSING 
REQUIREMENTS; REQUlRE MINIMUM OWELLING UNIT MIX iN .ALL RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS; 
AFFIRM THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT'S DETERMINATION UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT; MAKE FlNDINGS UNDER PLANNING CODE, SECTION 302; AND 
MAKE FINDINGS OF CQNSfSTENCY WITH 'fHE: GENERAL PLAN, ANO THE EIGHT PRIORITY 
POLICIES OF PLANNI~G CODE, SECTION 101.1 AND 2) AND MAKE FJNDINGS OF CONSISTENCY 

· WITH THE GENERAL PLAN A.ND THE EIGHT PRIORITY PGUCIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 
·101.1 FOR THE AFFORDABLE HOUstNG BONUS PROGRAMS AND HOME-SF. 

\>\lfIE:tmAS~ on December 13, 2016 SupervisO!-" Kim and · Supervisor Peskin introduced a -proposed 
Ordmance under 8.o.m:d. of Supervisors (h~reinatt.et "'Boatd") File Numbet 161351 (referred to in tr$ 
resolution as Proposal A}., which amends Section 415 of the -Plannmg Code to revise the amount of the 
Indtl$ionary Afford?bie Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off~Site Affordable Housing Alternatives and 

. other Indusionary Housing requirement~ .and adds reporting requiremrots fur .density bonus projects; 
and.,, 

v\lHEREAS, on February 28,. 2017 Supervisor Kim and Supervisor Peskin introduced substitute l~ti.on 
tm.det Board File Number 161S5l\f2; and, 

Vfi,W .sfplannicg.org 
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Resolution No. 19903. 
April 27, 2017 

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

WHEREAS:, on Fei?roary 2'~, 2017 $uperviBo.t S,rlai, Supervisor Breed, and· .Supervisor Tang introdm:ed a. 
proposed .or.d.ina:nce under Board File Number 170208 (referred to in this· resolution as- Proposal B), whkh 
anrends the Planning Code to re'l:jse the ~mount of :the. ln:dusioJJary ,'.\Jfordabfe. Housing Fee .and .tpe On-

• Site and 0££..Site Affurdab-1e Housing Alternatives .and other Inclusionary Housing requirements; and 
requires. a minimum dwellin:g unit irux in all residential districts; and, 

WHEREAS, o~ Sep~er 29, ~015, Mayor Ed Lee ·and Supervisot Tang· introd~ a proposed 
Ordin.ance under 'Board File Nnn:ib~ 150969, to add Planning Code Se{;tion 206 to create the Affol'dable 
Housing Bonus PrQgtam.,, the· 100 Percent Affo,rdable ffousing Barrus Program; ·the Analyzed .State 

Density 130.nus l'-tr:>gtam, and the Tndhrid~ally Requested State Density lfonus. Program, to pr0V1.d~ fur 
'deveiopment. bortuses: ,,and .z.omfig .tnodifkations fot· increased affordable housing, ih roinpllance with, 

and.:al?ove those required by the State Density. Bo.nus Law; G-ov.ermnent.Cbder.Section 65915.,. et seq.; to 
establish the p.toc:ednres in ·whicli th.es~ Programs shall be.retri.ewt'!rl. and approved; and to add a foe for 
applications under the frogta'ms; and · 

WHEREAS, on. October 15~ 2015 lhe Pianrung Commission voted to. hrlfiai;e an .amendment to :the General 
Plan t-0 ad<l la.nguage ro -c~ polid~, objectives· and maps fb:at clari:fi,ed tqat the dty could· ru:iopt 
poiides or progtiilln.S that allowed additronal density and d~pm.ent potential if a. pioject included' 
~cr~sed amm.m~ of on-site afford:able housing; and · · 

WHEREAS, on February 25;- 2016,;, this Corn~ssion found that the '.Affordable Hoi:.$ing Bonus Program 
w~, on balance, consistent with the ·San Francisco General Plan .as .·amended, and :forwai.-ded the 
Affoxd:abloe H<:>us.ing 'Bonus Program,. together with s~veral :reci:nnm-ended amendments,. to the B.oard of 
St1pe(rlsors for tht$". consideration; and . 

· WHEREAS, on 11.Ul,e 131- 2016, :Super.vl~o::c Tang duplicat~ the AHBP orc'linance file and amenµed th,«? 
· ABBP -0rdinance to mclude, o.nfy the 100% Affordable Bou.sing: Bonus Program, and amended the 100% 
Affordable Hcn.tsit\g Bonus Program to! ruriQng other items, prohibit the ·use of the.program :an p;ir<lcls 
containing r~denti.al urtlts and to allow art appeal to the Board of Su:p.e.rv.isors;. and 

. V'{E{ER~, 9n fun.e ~o; 1016, irt Resoluticin 196$:6,. the Plamtln:gComriliSs-i:Qn found that both ihe 100% 
Affotd:al;ile H'.ousmg Bonus Program [BF 150969) and 10.0% .Affordahle Housing Density and 
Oevelapment Bonuses [B.F 160668] to be cOIIBistenf ~· fue.General Plan, and 1n, July 2016 the Boar.d of 
S:upe:rvisors adopted the· 100% Affo.rdable Ho.?5ing 'Bonus Program, which is now fuund m Planning 
C-ode section 206; and · 

WHEREAS, the state law re.quires 'l:h.aif: localities adopt ordinances implementing the Stare Density Bonus 
L~W}md c;mply with.il:s requ~tem.ents1 . .an.d the Affor.dable Housing Bonus. Program ·described in Board 

File No. 150969', wowd be s11ch a local·ordhumce:itnplemer.tting the Sta~ Density Bonus La~v; 1;llld 

WHEREAS, on Mardi 13, 2017 the Lai::td. Use .and T.tansportatio:n Cotnmittee ~ed the Affordable 
Housing Bonus.Program.in Board File Number 161351v6, renaming the Local Affurd:able- Housing Bon:us 
Program as the HOME-SF Ptqgtarn Md am~di!1i. among other 1;equitattents, the ROME-SF Pmgram' s 
average ~ ihctime levels such that tho.se- levels mitro:r the average median fnmme levels m the 

. . . 
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CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 
Inclusi.onary Affordable Housing Program Amendments . 

ordinance amendfug the Inclusianary Afforda't>le Housing Program introduced by Supervisors Safa:i, 
Breed and Tang on February 28, 2017, and this Commission mUS:t ronsider wh~er. the Afforoable 

Housing Bonus Program otdinan:ce as ,a.mended, is consist~t with the Genti!ral Plan; and 

WHEREAS~ both proposed ordinances amending the foclUBionary Affo.rdable Housing Program indude 

an explicit reference to the State Density Bemus Law under Califonua Government Co.de Seclion 65.915, 

and at least one of the proposed ordmances explicitly references the Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
in Board File No. 150969, or its equivalent; ,md 

WHEREAS;; The .Plan.rung Commission (hereinafter »Con:un:ission") conducted a duly noticed public . . 
informational hearing at a regularly sche.duled meeting to consider the two proposed ordinances on 

March 16:, 20l7;. and 

WHEREAS, The Conunission. ~onducted a duly noticed public hearing at.a regularly scheduled meeting 

·toronshlc1r th? two propose& Ordinap:~ on April 27, 2017; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments to the frtclusi-0nary Affordable-.Hous:ing Program in the t"Wo 
-Ordmar:te5 are not defined as a project ttr'tder CEQA Guidelines Sectlon 15060( c)('.?.) and 15378 p~use 
they do not result m a physical change in the environment, ~don January 14, 2016 the Plimning 
Deparb:nent published Addendum :3 to the 2004 and 2009 H.fnstsmt ET,e:m;em EIR analyzing the 
environmental impacts,of thi:: Affordable Housing BolJllS. Program~ and having reviewed :!he Em and the 
addenda thereto, the PL;mning Couuni:ssfon finds that no further assess.n::ient of supplemental or 
sup.sequent. ElR, is required; and 

WHEREAS, the Plarmhig Commission has heard and. {;011sidered the testimony prestmted to if at the 
public hearing .and has further c.onside.:red written materials and oral testimony presented. on behalf of 
Department staff and other interested parties; and 

WHEREAS! all pertinent documents may be :found in the files of the.· Dep.artmeut as the custodian ·of 
records, at 1$0 Mission Street, Suite 4PO. San Francisco; and 

WHEREAS, the Plarmfug Commission has reviewed the two proposed ordinances amending the 

Incl:usionary Affordable lfuusing Program and th~ amendments to the Affordable Housirig Bonus 
Program including the HO:ME-SF Program; and 

1. In :ni.aking the reco.runendation to revlse the Tndusionary Affordable Housing Program,. the 
Commission reaffirms the :Board of Supervisor's policy established by Resolution Number 79-16 
that it shall be City policy to mmdmize !:he 1'.'.!COnomically feasible pereentage of ind.usionary 
affordable .housing in market :rate housing development. 

i. Inclusionary requirements should not exceed the rat.es recollUilended in the Controller's 
EconomJc Feasibility Sr:udy established .in Prop~sition C{ that the maximum ecoitomically foasible 

requirements for the on-site alternative ate 18% for rental projects or 20% for ownership projects, 
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Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. as described within this resolution and adopts the findings as 
s~t furth. below. 

FlNOINGS 
Having reviewed the materials id:entifred in the pr~le above, and hav'it!.g heard l;ti.1 testimony imd 
ro:gutnents, !his: Com.mission finds, concludes, and deterrnittes as follows: 

.9. General Flan. Co:11pliance. · The three proposed Ordfuances. and the Commission's 
m:ommenped modjfi~tions. are consistent wlth the followmg Objectives ·and Policies of the 
General Plan: 

HOUSJNG ELEMENT 
OBJECTIVEl 
IDENTIFY AND MA_T<E AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES .TO MEET 
THE O'.TY"S tIOlJSJ:NG NEEOS~ ESPECIALLY PER.MANENTL Y AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

J>OUCY'1.l 
' '. 

Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, es.pedally 
affordable housing. 

Both !miirta1tc8$ amending the InclusiJ:i.n.ary Affordable Housing Pro.grim. further the potentiil Jot treatum 
of perm~tl.y affordable. ho.using 111 the City and facilitate f;/,t1, fucrease the num1.et of affordable. housing 
m#.ts. that r;ou.ld be bu.ill m San ft(Ul.cisto. Generally affordable pmjects require that itr.tits be afferrloble Jo~ 
S.5 uears or permanently, depending on tht funding source. 11iis pro.gtttm is .rm:rt fool to plan fot affarda.bl.e 
hau.sing 11.eeds of verft !ow, low and moderate iricomrt hoUseknlds. 

The HOA1E-SF Program eligible districts gme:ni!ly include tb.e City's ndgliborhooti cpmmerdaI districtS:, 
whei~ residents luw.e easy ·access to daily serr;,iCK$, and are located along majot trnn.sit corriao1·s. ~ 
HOME..,SF Program eligible districts generally di.low at e.ncorowg.e. mixed uses. 1tnd aatwe: ground flao.rs. 
Ore balttnce the program area is located. '(JJ;iJ;mn a quartet-mile. (or 5 min:uk-walk) of th.e proposed. Muni 
Rrtpid Netr:nc;rk., which seroeS.. t:dmos.t 70% of Awrti rid'¢rf; and· rnitl 'Ct/n.tittq.1::to wcei.ve maj.or fuvestmen.ts w 

• • • ~ -·· .3 _,,_vut priOri:l;'ize 1, eque.ncy u:rm rt:UUilt · y. 

PQUCYl.6 
Consider greater fl~ility in number and size of :units within established bUI'ldirtg envelopes 
in c-0mmunity based platurlng p:roe.esses, especially if it can :increase the numher of affordable 
units in multi-family structures. · · 

Both qrdf111tnces amending the lnclusiomiry Affordable Hausmg Program provide great.er fiexiMity i:rt the 
number of units pemd1ted.in new affordable how;lng projeC!ltcy·providfitg fflCl'eased heights; relief from 
any residenlial det:¢t)1 caps, awl allowing Rome zoning mod"ifications. 11;Js is achieved by pairing tlie 
prograt11$ with either the State Density Bont:,S Law, California Government Code section 65915 et seq. or 
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or the eqttlvalent 0.f .a fee o:r off "'5it.e al±etnati\re :cequh.:~t of 23% for rental projects ox 28% for · 
ownership projects. 

3, The Inclusion.my Affordable Housing .Program r.equirem.ents ·should rem.ain below the City's 
cun:ertt Nexus Study. 

4. The OJ;y ~hquld U/>e the mclusionary Affordable Housing Program t-o help .serve¢ the housing 
needs for low~, moderate-; and ahov~moderate income households that area above the level 

eligible for projects supported by federal low income housing t-ax credits, ai;id also earn below the 

minimum, lev~l needed to access market rate housi;lg units in San Francisco. Specifica;lly 
mclusiona:ry units. s.hould be designated to s.erve households eatning at or below 55%, 80o/.o,, and 
110% o-f A.tea Median Income {AMI) for Rental Projects, or 90%, 11D"k, and 140% ofArea Median 
Income (AMI) for Ownership Projects, with 25 or more units. 

p. The Planning Departn1ent sho.u!d hnplement addii;tonal m.onil:oring and repotting procedµres 
regarding the use of the State Density Bonus Law, and should .require that :eligible pwjects that 
.se.$: and receive a bon:u.s under the.State Bon:i;cs La;w pay the Affordable Housing Fee on 
addili.G.nal units prov:ided.. · 

6. Th.-e increru:,ental increases to the inclusionary r-equ:i:rements as established by the passage of 
Pro.posi:t;fo,:i C for .projects that entered the pfpeline l:>etwe.en Jan;u~ 1, 2013- and: January 12, 2016 

, should be retained f9;t project& electi.",,g the -on-site aJtcinatlve,. imd reµioveq for projects paying 

the Affurdable Ho.u~ipg: F~e ox:-el~g lhe·off·site altemativ.~ to maintain consistim;-cy' wIJ:h the 
rec$!Uilended maxitrtuin eG)nbro.icall r f-easible requi!€Inffl.ts :temii1inended in. the.Controller's 

Sil:u:Iy, 

7. The City ~!iou;kl.. adopt.a local ordinanc-er such as the HOME-SF Program, tliatimplements the 

Stare Density Bonus Law in a. mru:mer that is tailored to the San Franclscrf s co~tµal and policy 
needs. 

8. The purpose. Q~ both the- two p:r9p01;.eci ordinances amending the Inclusionary Affordable 
Housmg Program and the an;,endmenfs to 1he pr~posed.Affordable Bousing Bonus Program 

ordinance to create the HOME-SF Program is to :facilitate the development and·const:ru.ction of 
affordable housing in San Francisco. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ~ESOLVEDJ. that the Planning Commission hereby finds that 1) fu4t both 

proposed or~ to amend the Inclus~onary Affordable Housing Program and the Contrnission' s 
recommended modifications to the lttcl~onary Affordable H6uslng 'P.t0;gram ,and 2.) the Affordable 
Housing Bonus Program, including the HOME-SF Program and pending amendments, are consistent 
wilh the General Plan for the reasons set forth b-elow; ilnd be it 

Ft!RTHER RBSOL VED, that the Pla:nmng Com:m.issfon hereby recommends that tIJ,e Board pf 
Supervisoxs: .approve a modified ordinance that combines elements of both proposals to revise the 
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thr01J.f?h a local or4Inattce implementing the $!are law, suck as the AfJordable Housing Sot2us Program or 
HOME-SF. .. 

:POUCY1.8 
Promote mixed use development,. and include hottsing:, particularly permanently affotdable 
hoU.ping, in new conunercial, inslihdional or other single use developmentprojeds. 

:Sotn ordinances 1JJ1'/Wilamg the !ndusurnary Ajfard.rble Housing Program and the HOME,:Sft Program 
Orilintr.'IWe generally include the city'$ neighbarhood commercial distru:ts, where residents. have easy 
access to daily services, and are located al011g major transit corridors: 

POLICYl.10 
Support new housing ptojects't esp.etially affordable housing, where hou:seholds tan easily 
rely on public transportation, walldng and bicycling £orfhemajon.ty ofdaiJ:ytrips. 

On bxilance~ the ordinances amending the J:ndusi.on.ary Affordable Housing Program and the HOME-SF 
Program Ordi/tance identif, digiblt par:cel£· that ar~ 1acat/fid within a quarter-mile .(or 5 min.ute,-wa!k) of 
the pro.posed Muni Rqpid Neti.l'i)rfc, which s.ene5. aJ,most. 70% of Muni ritf.ers am:1 wil1 ·cafdinue to r?J;t;ive 
moj;or i'rtV{{Stmertts to prioritizt freq~ncy an4 relialiility. 1n,ese otdinartces· would s:uppttrt projects that 
include iiffoniiJb!e 1/nits w~e /w'@WJOlck :equ[d C11$il)' r.e!y on :tn;msit.. 

POLICY3.3 
Maintain b?}an<:e in ~rdaqllity of existing ht;;usirtg $l.n~ b.y s.upportin& afford,al,le modera~e 
ownen;hip opportunities. 

Both ordinances M11endirtg the lnclu,~ia.natJ/ Ajfordabl# Housing Program muJthe flOME-SF Program 
Ordinance increase affordable ownstship opp.ottuilities for households with mode.rate· incomes. 

Proposed Ordimm.ce BF 161351-2 amending the lridusumary Ajfordahle. Housing Program generally 
maintains the curr£11f ''low'' and "mod£:.rate." income tiers,· with tlw· signtft<'Anf change that thesB tar.gets 
would he defme:d as; an average AMI served by the project, .with '111ifts fa.~ within a specified range of 
mcatne lwels. Considering the averag? lncames serverl{98% e,qtiivaknt /I'iJ£I'agefor ownership), the 
proposal wouU servti households it:t. the middle of both .the Low Inc01f1.fi (SO -8{)% AMI) at1d Morkr.at:e 
Income (80 ~ I 20.% if/oil]) gr.a.ups, and waultl meet ffe.e den:u:mstrated need of both income groups, while 
servin~ se~ts .of both income groups ~at are least ~errredI:ry the City's cur.rent affordable ho'ltsmg 
programs. 

PrDJ?OseJ. Qrdinanc:es BF l70W8 amending the 1ndusianary Ajfordabla Housing Program a'l:Ui. proposed 
Ordinance BF 1509.69 creating_the HOME-SFProgram:woul.d ge.r.ierJ:illy raise the AW levels 8er.'ed by the 
Inclusimlaty Program, and· also define income levels:as r.m average AMI sen;ed by the project. Considering 
the average inoomes served, these proposal.s would senie Iwusehcilds. at the upper end of bath the Low. 
Income (5() - 8.(JO/u AM!) and Moder-ate (80-120% AMJJ. groupJ;, and would. meet the demonstrated need of 
both mcome groups., while serving segments of both f,n.oome groups that are least served by the Citf 's 
CtUJrent ajfordahle hcmsing programs. · 

POLICY4.1 
Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housmg, for families wifh 
children. 
Ro.th ordinances (l1nending the Inclusion:ary Affimhible 1-f,ousiiig Program awl the HOME-SF Program 
Ordinance ean increase the supply of new affordable housing, including new affordable housing for 
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families. IJ.oth ardi.'l'l.atlce amen-ding the Ir,olutwrtcuy Ajfotdable Hous/ing Program include dwelli11g 1d/Jt 
mb: requiremeJJJs: that .encourage certain percentages of tpzf:ts with two or three l:Jedrooms, and· the llOME­
·sF Pr~grc,.m includes a dwelling unit mix requirement qnllmco:urage family .#e.nrlly aft!enities. 

POLICY4,4 
Encourage sufficient and suitable l'ental housing opporI;:unifi.esi emphasizing permanently 
affordable rental ttnits wherever possible. 

Both ordinances amending the mcluswnary Affo.rdJibie Housing .Program aml the HOlMfE..SF Program 
Ordinance encourage the aeyeiopment of greater n'IJJJJher,: ofpennanentTy qffi:n:rlrwk housi12g, fuclu:ding 
re1:rta{ 1mits. These affordable units are affordah.lefar the life of the project. 

Po1icy4.5 
Ensure that n~w p.:ennanently affordable: housing is located i;n ~ 0£ the city's neighborhoods, 
and encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types ;provided at a 1:ange of 
income levels. 

Both otdina11££S ameniU.ng t1te I11dusi:onary Affordttble Housing reach throughout the City and the HOME­
SF .Prograra Ordinance reaches the .City's neignbarhoad commercial. ditrtric1s :ail three oj which enables 
th:e Qty to incret.zse the m®her- ·of wry low, low and iiWdrtrate. income households and «nr:ourage 
integra&m qf neigli.both<mds.. 

0BJECTIVE7 
SECURE FUNDING AND RESOUR.CES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING., 
INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS T'fIAT ARE NOT sotELY ltELlANl' ON 
TRADI1'IONAL.Ml1,CHANISMS OR CAFITAL 

Bath ordi:mmces mnenii.ing the Incbisfunary Ajforrlable Housing Program. Cl1uf the IJOJ{UF Progri11n 
Qrdirumt;e seek to create permanently afforda/Jle housing by.}eyeraging l'ke inves(ment of private 
development. · 

Policy'7.5 
Encptttage the prod~ction of affordable housing through p11ocess, and zoning accommodations, 
and p:r;ioritize affordable housing in the review and approval processes. 

The HOME-SF Program Ordln<IrPJB pt01,itdes ttmi:ng a11d ptoQf!$S: accommc4ati.ons ~tfding priority 
pro:eessi:rtg for projects. that participate by providing on-site effo.rd@ife housing, · 

OBJECTIVES 
BU1tD PUBLIC AND .PRIVATE SECTOR CAPACITY TO SUPPORTJ FACILITATE; 
PROVIDE AND lY{AINTAIN .AFFORDABLE ROUSING. 

l3.r;,fh o.r.dirw.1'1:CeS amending the Irrdusianary Affardable Hou.sing Program awi the HOME,SF Program 
Ordinance S,Upport this objecm,-e by revising the lndusionary .A/fordable Housing Ptogram to :maximize the 
production of ajfardabte housi:ng in concer.f with the producti.an of market-rate hr:msli?g, 

.POLICY S.3 

Sit~ fMNOIS;;(J 
PLANNrNG DEPARTMENT 7 
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Support the productwn and management of pennan.ently ~rtla'ble housing. 

Both. crrdfnances amending /:he bidusirma:ry .Affardible Housing Program. and tne HOME-SF Program 
Oramance sup.port the production of perm~ently afferdabl.e housing supply. 

POLICY1D.1 
Create eer.tamty in the development entitlement process~ by providing clear comntunlty 
parameters for developriten.t and -consistent application ·of these :regulations. 

Th:e HOME-SF Program Ordinatteeproposes a. dear and detailed review and mmtlemen'tpr.ocess. The 
process i!J1:cbJ.des dela~led .and limited. zoning concessions and morl.ificatio~. Depim1.i1tg the selected 
prqgram ptojects will either have no .change to the e;;i,"isti.ng zaning procl!Ss, m- snme projects will requir:e a 
'Condtti.onal Use Authorization. 

O'BJECTIVE 11 
SUPPORT AND RESPECT nm OiVERSE AND DlSTINCT atARACTER OF SAN 
~ltANCTSC01S NEIGHBORHOODS. . . 

E.otk ordmances ~ng the rn~kmary Ajfm·d.dble Rousing P:rogram and the ROME-SF Pr()fffctJn 
Ordi:nanee encourage '1:flix!rd in.come buildings and :nei'gbborhoods. · · 

In recognition;. t:h.a.t the ;prqjects utilizing the AHJlf will sometimes be taller or of d.iffering r.imss th.aµ the 
surto.urufJn..g C<!fttext, fb.e AH11P Design Guidelines clarify how projeo~ shrdl :bofu maintnin their size .and 
:ttdapt t(J their n.eighborhoad. conteri. These desJ;gn gu.iddiites e.ruible .AFJ]3P proje-cts to support ll11d respect 
the ili:verfJ!ii and distinct clmtacter. of 5® Fnmci:Sca's nd$h~othoo.ds. 

POLICY 11.3. 
Ens:ure-growth is. accommodAfed without '$ubsf:antia11y and adversely impacting existing 
res1den:tW neighborhood character. 

Esttibfi$li#ig p~maniliily nfferda1ik lw.using in 'the G.i:y' s i:Hukius n,eighfwrhaods WO'.U.ld enable the Citff to 
.st«ln1ize very low~ wva ;&ui moderate income households. Thef;e krlus-eho.lds meaningfutly c:antribute to th:e 
e:d:s1;b1:g duiractet-0f Smt Frnneisco's dwerse rtdgh1Jarhaoi1.s. · · 

POUCY11.S 
Ensure· densities fn established !!eSid.entfal a:reat prctil.ote CQ::inpatihility with prev-a:ilhtg 
neigh'f;orhood cl.1::u:acter. 

Both ordinfmces 1lri1:etid:i:11g the btc,lusionn:ry .Ajfordab!-e Housing Progr11111 will.pro.duce buildings that are 
gen.en:i:lly compatible With existing neighb.i'diux>d&i. state Density Bo.nus .law, Ct.iiforni({ Governmem Code 
section 65915 et $eff. does en.able higher den:$lty that San Fram:Jsc_o •s to.ni.tig. would. otherwi~ a/law. 

m teoagnitian that the projects uttiizing fhe AHB.P :wiJl. sometimes be. taller or o.f differing 11UJS-s man the 
sm-r.ai,mding rontext., 'tite. AHBP Design Guidelines clarify how projects shd./. bJJJ:h maintain their .size mul 
adapf tQ tb,eiJ' neighborhood. context These design gu:ideiines enable AHBP projects to wppo:rt tmd respect 
the. diverse and distinct character of San Fnmcfsro' s. neighborlwods. 
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BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH wrni AD'EQUATE 1NFRASTRtiCTtJJr£ TIIATSERVES 
THE CITYS GB.OWING '.POPULATION. 

OBJECTIVE 13 . 
PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVEWPN.tENT IN I'LANNJNG FOR AND CONSTRUCTING 
NEW HOUSING. 

Housing pro.tfuced. u:nder iither onlm.a;nce amending the Incluswiary Affordable Housi11g Program an4 
that produced through the HOME.SF Program Orama.nee would pay impact fees that support th~ City's 
i'tefrastructure. 

:POIJCY 13.1 
·Support "smartt' regional growth that locates new housing dose to jobs and· traniit: 

On· balimce: the AHBF area is located within a quarter-mile (or 5 minute-walk)· :of the :proposed. Muni. Rapid 
networ.k, whicli sm,es aim.a~.t 70% ·of MJmi. riders and will, ccmiinue to receive major iir,.restments to 
prioriiw frequency and reliabil.ity. 

ll'"RBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

POU CY 4.15 
Protect the livability and character of :residen#;al properties from the intnision of inco.1,11.palible 
n{'!W btrilifin-gs. 

In r.erogtef:ffon. tkat the projeds utilizing the AHBP will snmelimes. be tafkr or of differing 11W$$ than tl~ 
· s'l,(]Tounding ronfp;t, the AHBP Design Gwidel.ines d(,f.P.fy haw proje.ct:s sha11 ~oth ~n tl::ieir size mrd. 
. adapt t.n their 1re{ghborlmod wtlext. 

BALBOA PARK AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 4.5: PROVIDE INCREAS£D HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO A 
MIX OF HOUSEHOLDS AT VARYING INCOME LEVELS. 
Both 6rdi1Jiirice1? umending t1w milusionflry Affotdctbk Housing Program and the llOMUF Prof)"ara 
OrdmancewouZd increase nffi:mwbk lu.rttsf:ng opp:orw.;ff.mei.for tt mix of household inco1:nes. . 

BAYVtEW AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 6 ENCOURAGE THE CONSTRUCTION' OF NEW AFFORDABLE AND MAR.KET 
RATE HOUSING AT LOCATIONS AND.DEN'SITYLEVELS THAT '.ENHANCE THE OVERALL 
RESIDENTIAL QUALITY OF BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT. 

Bo>tk ordinm.wes mnenrii11g the hiclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the l'IOME-[!F' Program 
Or-dinance pra'(J1.de: zanirtg autl pmcess ru:commoda.'tions which rooulii in.crease affordabk hotts.ir.tg 
upp-0.mmi.ties. far a.. mix of kouselwld in.c-0.mes~ 

SAN NtAAClSCll . . 
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CENTRAL WATERFRONT AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 2.1 ENSURE TIIAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW" HOUSING 
CREATED IN UfE CENTRAL WATERFRONT JS AFFORDABLE TO PEOJ:>LE WITH A WIDE 
RANGE OF INCOMES. . . 

J3otk ordinances tzmemling the Inclu.simwy Affcmu.bie Hau.sing Program and the HOMFr-SF Pragr-am 
Ordlnanc~. pro:aiae zon.mg and proces-s .acc.ommadati.trns. wbfch. woma incrmse. effo.rdr/.ble hott.mi.g 
opporhmiiies 

CHINATOWN AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE3 
STABILIZE AND WHERE POSSIBLE INCREASE THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING. · 

:B.oth otdi11-ttnce$ amending t!he Inclusianary Ajfordable Housing Program rmd the HOME~SF Program 
Ordinance proviile :zoning and process accommodafions whid1. would irn:rease. ajJ&dabte housing 
opp.ortunities. · · 

DOWNTOWN PLAN 
OllJECTIVE 7 
EXPAND THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING IN AlilD ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN. 

11w I-WME~SF Program. Ordm.anc-c provide zening_ and ptocess a:ccammlld-ations which would im1re:ase 
ajforda~re Jwusmg ..opp.ort::rm.ities. 

MARKET AND 09TAVIA AREA 'PLAN 
'OBJECTIVE 2.4 .. 
l'R.OVIDE INCREASED HOUSING O'.PPORTUNITIES AFFO:RDABLE TO lIOUSEHOLDS AT 
VARYING INCOME LEVELS. 

Both urdinanc?S amewling the Indusianary Affardabk Housing Pra,grrun .and the H0M£..SF Program 
Ordinance would m.crefW.e tljfordatik houszrtg- opportunities.. · 

MISSION AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 2,1 . 
ENSURE THAT A SWNIFICANT :PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUS)N,G CR'.'EATED IN THE 
MISSION IS .AFFORDABLE T{) PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES. 

Both ordi:naiices amenaing the IndUSUJ1n:a.1y .Afforda1ife Hciusm.g Program and the HO.ME~SF Progta.nt 
Ord.in.ancew.oul.d inereast affordabk housing oppomnities. 

SHOWPLACE/POTRERO HILL AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 2.1 

SAR fRA!lCJSW 
PLANNING DE'.PA.RTMENT 10 
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ENSURE THAT A SIGNlFICANT PERCENTAGE OF N:EW HOUSING CREATED lN· ffiE 
SHOWPLACE /POTRERO IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WlDE RANGE OF 
INCOMES. 
Both crdintm.ces .amending the Indusi.omr:ry_ Affordable H-Qusmg Program and the HOME-SF Pr-ogrtttrt 
Ordinance wa.itld mcrease affordable housing opportunities.. 

SOMA AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE$ 
ENCOURAGE THE DEVELOPMENT OF NEW ROUS1NGt PARTICULARLY AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING, . 
Eoth ord.inrmces am.ending the fud1tsf.&nary Affordable Housing Program rm4 f:h(I, HOME-SF Program 
A.JI.. -· 1.,:1 • ,,.:i;: .;·-'LJ 1,,,. • . • • '-'• ""ma:u.ce-w_.ou.m mcrease ..,1(11'=it:. ,-,;,,,usmg opporturtit:ies.. 

WESTERN SHOREWiE AREA PLAN 

POUCY11.:l 
&'esenr.e the .scale and chata.ctet of existing residential neighborhoods by setting allowable 
densities .af the density generally prevailing :in the atea and regulating new developnt.ent s.o its 

• . -t:!bl . 'fh ~A~ ft..: ildin appearance 1s c-omp<!.U. e ~,: '"":laeen vU.. gs. 
The AHEPs provide zoning .and p:raceS.s ac.com:moda#oiw whidh w<tutd increase effordal;ik housiizg 
opportu1µ:ti.es.. Bused ()n. ~taff -a:Iffl rx:msuliim.t a.naly_sis, the City under.stt:l.'flds that current allo:wabk 
dmsities Jlfe not a!:way.s. reflective of pretJaimtg aensities iJt a n.ei.ghbolhood. Many lmi'!dings cmtstructed. 

· before .the 197D's and 1980'-s ~ t1we existing density reguta.ti:orts •. Accordingly z.oni"ng wicessitins 
tWPi].iwJ:e thro-u:gh tht AH13.11 gerterilly set all.otvtt.ble den.siii~s withfrt." the 1/i,nge of ptevail,ing densities. 

POtlCYll.3 
Continue the enforcement of city,,v-idt ho.ttsing pQiides,, Qrdi$nces and standards feg;i,'ding 
the provision of. sate and corivenienfhousing fo reSidenfs o.f all income 1ere1s, especially low-
and moderate-income people. . 
J'Jcth ordit1;1mces amend-mg the Indusiona:ry Affo111alile Housing Program o.nd· the HOME-SF Program 
Ordi1-t4ttce writdd, i:n,crtit1Se .affe.rdable kous.mg opyarttwif;ies, 

l:'OUCYll.4 
Striv-e fo increase the . .amount of hoUBing units citywide, especially unifs for low- and 
moderate-income people, 
Bofh ordinrmces amending tJ:t:e lndusirmary Affetdabfe Housing Program and the HOME-SF Pt-a-gram 
Ordmtm'CC would increase a[foriJab[e housing qppom,1:1-#ties. 

WESTERN SOMA AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 3.,3 
pNSURE THAT A-SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF THE NEW HOUSING CREATED IS 

. .AF.FORDABLE TO PEO'.PLE WITH A WIDER.ANGE OF INCOMES 
Both -ordinances &m~ding flw lr:tclusi.ma:ry Affotdrilile Housing Program mut the HOME-SF Program 
Ordinance would znci-ef1.Se ajfo,rdable housing opportunities. 
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10. Piamtlng Code. Section 101 Finaings. The proposed mr:um.thnents to the Planning Code are 
consistent with the eight ·Priority Policies set forth in Section 101.l(b) of the M.arutlng Code in· 
that! . 

1. That existing nei.ghb.orlwod-serv:i:ng retail uses be preserved artd enhanced imd futu:re 
opportuniues· for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses .enhanoed; 

Neither ordinances ~g the I11dusiomuy Affim11ib-Te. Herusin.g Program would. have a negf/1.iue 
effe<l · on n;eighborhood s~ig ret(.li1 'lt.S~ .and,. wr.11 not bil,Qt. a 11£gti/:i.vt. effect .Pn. cppmtu:r.titie/f for 
r(Sident empioyment i1.t. and v.umership of neighborhaod~rving retail 

Pairi1'g ei.ther ordinance with. the HOME-SF Program Otdmcmce w.oriJd: create a net tulditiw ef . 
neighborhood serving' cam:merciril iises. Many of ik.e districw. -ento,urage or require that. co.tnm:ercial 
uses. b:e place on the ground JI.oat. These. exis.ti.ng teqttitemertJ:S ens.ure the proposed- amertdr.nents will 
not have a negati:!J'e effect on nei.ghborhond serot'ng retail us.es iJ:nd will not .affect. opportunities for 

. resiknt em.ployn:umt tn and ownership of neigkbothovt}serobtg retail. 

2:. That existing housing and neighborhood chc!Plcter be conserved and protected :in order to 
preserve the cultural .and economic diversity of our neighborho.ods; 

Neiihei' o.r.dinrmce amending tne InclitS:iol'WlJ Affordtible Ho:usi.ng Pr.ogrltni. wou.J..d have 1:r.. negative. 
effect cm h.1;rusi:ng l)f, ndghbark90.d i/w.rader. 

Pairing eilher ordi1tance· with the HOMJ3.5F ProgtfJ!1'1 Ordinance wou.14 conserve and protect .tree 
exis#ng n:eighbarharul charad:et by stabilizing tJerJf low., ]JJaJ ai1d m.ode.rme inco,ne hou1,eho1ds wr..o 
cantrifnite. grw.tlg ta fire City's cr.dtuttrl and economic 4i111->rsity, ttnd by pro'iliding design re:aie:w 
oppattmi.itiBs through the Ajfordabl~ Housing Bonus Program Design Review Guidelines and Board 
of Superoisots t,ppe41. process: 

3:. Thar the Gfy'ssu.pply or affordable.housing he preserved and enhanced; 

Both Mdinan,c,es a,nmi#ng tli.e Inc!:usicnary Affot4ab'/.e Housing Progrm.tt and the HO.MB-SF 
Progranr Ordimmce increase City's supply of pmn.anf]1fi.y pffordtiW,e hausin.g, 

4. That .commu..t.e;r traffic :no.t hnpede. MUNI b:mtsit ~ervice or overburden ot.ir streets .or 
neighborhood pi:trking; 

Neift{iit' ordinances amending the Inclusion.a,ry Affordable Housing Program a:itd the HOJvfE~SF 
Program Ordtna:r,.ce wo.rild result. m . cri:mmi/Jer tmfjic impeding MUN! transit service ar 
overlnmtenmg t'fye streets or neigbborii:ood parking. 

5. That a diverse economic 'bas~ be maintained by protecting our industrial and service .sectors 
from displacement due to commercial Qffi.Ctl <level~pi;nent, and that furore opportunities for 
reside:i.t employment.and 01-vnershlp in these sectors be enhapced; · 
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Neither ardimin.ces. ame.ndiJtg the. fucl.usia.rµJT.ry Affordable Housing Program and the HOME-SF 
Program Ordinance would cirriJJe. di$p~t of the i:ndu;1tria1 or servi.ce sectors due · to afff.ce 
rklielopmmt as it .does not enabte office .tl:e12:e'formen£. Furtlier, pratected indru;trial districts.,. including 
M-....1, M-2 llnd PDRllte not eligt11le for the HOME SF Prqgram . 

. 6. that the City achieve the gr.ea.test possibie preparedness to protect against mjucy and loss of life in an 
ea,tthquake; 

The proposed Ordi:na.1:tcee wauld wt .have an 11.fbJerse ·effect -on Ciiy's prepm:edn.ess agai:n.st injury mm 
.loss of lfje in art earthquake. · 

. 7. That the lan&n.arks and historic buikl..m.gs be preserved; 

~ proposed Ordinqnces- wou.la not have an adt)erse effect on t'/te' City"s. ~d?!Ja:rks and historic. 
buildings, Further the HOME~SF PrPgram Otdman-ce ·fiiJJe.cifii:aUy excludes any projects 'that would 
cause a subEtan::ti.lll r,dverse diange in tiz4 f#gnf.fiwwe af (ll'1- h.istoric res'()urce .(1$ defined ·by Crilifo.rnm 
Code of Regulatiqrn,, Titk 14, Section 15064.5,; · 

8. That ou:r parks .and open space and their ~ccess to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development; 

'f'he proposl?d On1inances. would not have an adverse: effect, arr. the City's parks and op.en SfJQCf!, and 
their access fa sunlight- a.11.d -pistas. Further tlu. HOlv!E-SF Pragrmn. Ordinance speci.fo;ally exd:ud-C$ 
imyprojeots that wou.ia ad11er&ely impact wind or s}uu:1.ow. 

11. :Planning Code Section 302 F'indings. The Pta:nnittg Coil'Jl.nission .finds from the facts presented 

that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the proposed amendments. to 
the Pfonning Code as· set forth i:rt Section 302; and . 

BE IT FURTHER RES:OL VED that the ·Cpmmi:ssion hereby recommends that the Board ADOPT a 
proposed Ordinance .amending the !:nduslonary Affordable Housing Program that. includes elements of 
both th:e Ordinance proposed by Supervisors !Gm: and Peskin (referred to below as Proposal A) ·an.d the 
Ordinance p:i;-.op:osed by Supervisors S1lfai, Br.ee;. and Tung {referred to below as: Proposal B}, as destti~ed 
here: 

A. APPUCATION 

VOTE+7-0 

a,. Inclusionary requiremeJ;1.ts should conl:inµe to ~pply only to residential projects of 10 or mere 
units, and additional requiremerus should continue to be applied fur Larger Projects o-.f 2B or 

mGre 1.ll:UW, ~ -currently define.cl in both Ordinances .. No aµi.e:ndments axe needed. 
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B. INCLUSIONARY REQUIR'EMFNT6 

VOTE +5 -z (MELGAR, MOORE AGAINST) 

a. the :requitement fur $ma-lier Pi:'ojects{10 - 24 units) should remain 20% for the foe or off-.sile 

alternative, or 12% far the on-site alternative, as currently defined in both Ordinances. 
No amendments are-needed. 

b. Set higher requirements for ownership projects than for rental projects, ror Larger Projects {25 

or more units). 80th Otdirtartces Woukl establish fuis.strud:u.re. No_ amendments, are needed. 

c. Include a condominium convetsfon provision ta specify that p:r:ojed:s converting to 

ownership projects.must pay a -con:vetsfort fee equhralent to. the di££erence between the foe 

teqt.tirenent for owners.hip projects- in. e.rfuct al; the ti.me of the convet$iort and the 
requireni¥mt the project .satisfied at the time of entltlement. Include p.ro\1:isions.-0f l'roposal 

A, with modifications. 

cl Esrablish fee, on-sifu_. and off~site reqiµr~tnents- for Larger :)?i:ojects (25 or more units) that. ;;rre 

within the tange of "rorodmutn economkally feasible" requitemen±s :recommended in the 
Controller's Study. Include pr.ovisions 9f P~oposal B wifu~uf :modification, as follows; 

e. Fo:i; Rental Projects: 

... Fee or Off-Site Aii:ernati-ve: equhnile:nt of 23% of ptoject tmits 

• On-Site Alternative: 18% of project units 

£. .. For-Ownership Frojeci:s! 

• Fee or Off-Sii;e Alternative:. equivalent.of 28%- of p:i;-0jec;t 1,lILits 

• On-Site Alternative:. 20% of project uniw. 

C. SCHEDULE or ANNUAL INCllEAS1ES To REQffiREMENTS 

V01E +6 -1 (MOOlm AGAINS1) . 

a. Establish an explicitma:xintum te.quirement .at whichfhe sc:hedul~ of increases. WJ:?uld · 
terttunate, and that rate should be bclow the 1:ftrodm.um requirement legally supported by the 
Nex1:1s Stndi Include pr:ov.isi'Qns of Proposal B -with modifications to clarify that this 
prqvision.al,so applies to ·both smaller and larger proj.ects. 

b. Establish fu.atrequirenierd: rates be incteased byL.ll percentage point everytwo·years. 
Indude provisions of Proposal Br with ·modifications to clarify chat this provision :also 
applies to 'both s:mallerand larger projects. 
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c. The schedule of increas.es. should commence no fewer than 24 months following fhe 

effective date of final o:rdinance for both .smaller and larger projects. Under either 

ordirtanc¢,, final legislation shquld be amend,e:d accordingly. 

d. Estab:USh a '-'sµnse~"' pnwisio~ th~t is (Dnsistent witp. cw:rent pratj:I.ces for fue 
detenrtinatlon of mclusionatyr(;!quiremeots and Planning Department. procedures,. 
specifkally that the requke:i:nent be established at the date of Environmental Evaiuafioo 
Application and be reset if the project has not received a first .construction document within 
three years of the project's first entitlement approval. Include pro1"isions of Proposal Be with 
modifications to clarify that Htis provision also applies fo both smaller and larger ptojeds. 

D. AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE 

VOTE +5 -2 (M:ELGAR,, MOORE AGAINST) 

a. · Apply fbe, fee on a pm: gross square foot ba4.s ·so that the fe.e is assessed proportionally. to 
the tot.al area oft;neJirojett. Include provisions p:f PrQposal B withOl.lt mi:,dificatlon. 

b. Revise language to allow MO~CD to calculate the fe:.e to match the actual cost to the City fo· 

constn.ict below nwket rate units, without factoring tlw maximum arue pri.,ce of the 

equivalent inclusionary unit.. Include provisions of.Proposa( B without modification.. 

R J.NCOME LEVELS 

VOTE +4 -3 ·(FONG,. KOPPEL1 HILLIS AGAINST). 

a:. Esfablish affutdahilify r,equirements that deatJy apply ro the maximum rent or maximum 

sale price of the inclusionmy unit, and nQ1 to the income level .of the household placed in 

that unit. Under either ordinance,fro.al legislation should be amended accordingly. 

h. DeSWtate irtclusionary units.at three dis.crete affordability lE!vcls fotlarge:r projects to 
better serve housclmlds with incomes between the current l-0w Md moderate income tiers, 

hicl.ude provisio11'$ of Propo~al B, with modifications •. 

c:. Fmal legislation should target irtclttsionary units to serve fh~ g;ip. in coverage between low~ 

incQme househoids wh(tG.lll!l. access oiher ~ housing pxo~;md mode:~gle imd · 
roiddfo-income households earning less than the level needed to access market rate units. 

Incl11de provisions of Proposal Bl wiI:h modifkatto:ns, as fuI1ows; 

SAN FRMIDl!lCIJ 

L For Rental Projects; 

i. Two-thirds of units at ro more thanS5% of Area Median Inctime 

if. One-third of units split ev.ilcly betweeq units a:t no more than 80% of An!a 

Median lncom~ artd units at no more tha.n 110% of Area Median Income 

ii. For Ownershlp Projects: 

L Two-thirds of units at no mQi'e than 90% of Atea Median Tncome 

PLANNll\lG :D.-ARTMENT 
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CAS·E NO. 2017-001061PCA 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program Amendments 

ii. One-fuitd of units split -evenly betw~ writs at no D.'.l'OTI;! than 110%. of Area 

Medi~ Income, and unitt;: at no more than 140% o-f Area M-edi~ Income 

d. Designate inclµsi9nary units at~ single affoµiahllify level for smaller projects. This. 

requ1temmtshould be set to match the middle tier established for larger projects, as 

deseribed below. fnclude provisions of Pteposal B, with modifications as fullows~ 

i. For Rental P:toje~ aU.. m¢usionary units at no mor.e than 55% of Area 

:t\1:edian fnrome 

iL For O~ner~hip ·Projects. all indusionary units af no more th:an 80% of · 

Area Median Income 

e-.. Final legislation should irldude language requiclng MOH CD to undertake necessary action 
to ensure that in no <'.ase may an Jnclusion~ affurdabie unit be ptbvided ata mmtim.um rent 

or sale p*e that is less tham 20 perq!ll.t below the ayerage asking rent or sale priie for the 

relevant markel: area withm. whkh the mclusfo.na±y unit !$ located, 

F, DENSITY BONUSP~OVISIONS 

VOTE +.5 -2 {MELGAR,. k100RE AG.AIN'S'1) 

a. Enroip:age the use of density bonus to maximize the production ,of affo~dable hom;l'ng. At the . 

same time, beca\1$e· a dertsity bonus may not he used in every sil:iJ.atiort;. the md.I.iSionary 
requirements established in Section 41e; 11hotild be ecQrtO:tnically feasible ·regardless of 

whdh.-er a dertsify bonus is ~dsed. ~n.clude pmvisfons· of Proposal B without 
inri.dification. 

b. ~:e £iilal. Inc~usionary o.rdin.@ce should be p*ed. with a focal density.bonus ordinance, such 

as the HOME-SF Program., that ~:plenJ.~ts tire State Density Bonus Law.in a ;m.aDD.et that is . 

tail:oted to the San Francisco's. .contextual and policy needs. Include provisiQilS Qt Proposal B 

without mo&ficaf:ion. 

c. Oirect the Planning Deparl:m.enf to require ''reasonable documentation"' fron1 project 

sponsors seeking a $.tate 'Bonus to establish eligibility. for a re-quested density bonus, 
inc:enµves of con-cession, and waivers or-reductions of -development standards, as provided 

for m:ii;l.er state. l,a,w, and as consistent wi±h the process an4 prcedures detailed ma lotally 
. adop~d ordin!iUlce implementing the State Density 'Bonus Law. Include prowsi.ons of 
· ;E>;toposal A without modfficatio:11. 

d.. Reqwre the PLmni.ng Department: to ptepate an am:i:ttal r.ep.ort on ihe use of ;the Density 
'Bo.nus to the Flaru:rlng Commission b%oinning in January 2018 that :details the number of 

projects seekmg a bonus and the concesslorlS, wahrersT and l~v.~ of bonus. provided., Include 
provisions of Proposal A without modification. 

16 
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CASE NO. '2017-001061PCA 
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. e. Require that projects pa:r the Affordable Housing Fee on any additional units authorized 

by th'.:r State BonU,S prog:i:am. lnclude provisfons of Proposal B without m:Qdificatfon. 

G. UNIT MIX REQUIREMENTS 

VOTE+7 .. o 

;a. Dwelling 'Llnif rn:ixrequirements should applyto tofal project 1,tt11tS', not Qnly to on-site 

. inclusioruuy ttnits to allow fot inclusi.1:}naty units to be prmr.ided comparable to market rate 

· units, as requU'ed in Section 415. Under ~th.er Ol'dinance, .final legislation shculd be 

amended accordingly. 

b. Fmal legislation should set a large·unit :requirement at 40% of the total number of units as 

.two-bedtoom ot ~ with,.no fewer than 10% 0£ the total number of Urtlfs being 

provided as. 3-bedr.oom or larger. Und~ eith.ei: .ordinanc!'!, final legislation should be 

amended accordingly-

H. "'GRANOFATHERING'-"PROVISI0N8 

VOTE+7-0 

a. Smaller P.roject.s should remain subject to "'grandfathered" on..:s.{te ;m.d fee or cff~site 

requirements. Both Ordinances, would mainlain this structure. No am.endmmts are needed. 

b. Larger Projects {25 or more untts). d1oosin_g the Qn-site alf;ernativ~ shotil.d remain subject to. 
the incremental percenta.se requirem~nur established by Proposition C. Inchtde provisions of 

PtopQs.al .B without modification, 

c. The incremental increas5: established fo.r Larg-er Projects. choosing the fee or off-site 
;tlfematives, shouk{ be, amended to match: the permanent requirements established. in th~ 
final !E!gislation, Which should .no.t exceed the maximum feasible rate. mclude provisions of 

Proposal B without ntodifi~tion. 

d. The mcretrtental. ii,.aeaE;es estabiii,h~d by P:r:()p0$.tion C fo;r Larger Projects that ente:red; th:e­
pipclht(: before 2016 an.dare located in UMU d.istrlds should be removed; lea'v.ing llie area­

specific requirements of Section 419 in place for these projects. Include provisions of 

Proposal -a· without modification. 

a Final legislation !,,hoo:ld explicitly establish that projects in ill.ID districts that entered l:he 

pipellne after January 12, 2016 should be subject to the 'higher of the on-site, fee,. ot off-site. 

re:qru:rements set forth in Section 4.19 ot the citywide requirements in.Section 415, as 

established by. final legislation. Undet .either ordln-ance, final legislation should be am.enckd 

ac.cordingly. 
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f. Establish&¢ all other Section 415 provisions will apply to pipeline p:roj ~s, regru:~s of 
the acceptance date of the project's .EEA; projects that were fully entitled prior to thl! effective 
A~L. {t::--llorh<>l :;::,~ ... 1-t,b •• t.•~,..~•i..-• ~Tu• .· . ·. i:t.. r5j'' ,er.~...;. ~th li:rn 
µ;;w;; o Ll,Ll,4. "'-5"" aµun w®IM · ie S:cwJ,;;:,,..L .~v. "'"'- mv swnary ;requ.. ~n .. m e;i.,.=~ a~ . e e 
of entitlement. Under either or-0.inance, :final legislation sho'Uld b.e amended accordingly. 

I.. AD.DITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

VOTE+7-0 

a The Commission re~O'trrm~ that the Board of SupervisQrs should c.onsidet additional 
tneaswes that may be undertaken by the Ci:ty to subsidize. the ancillary housing cos!:$ to 

owners 0£.indusionaey tiWI'l.ership units, ifiduding but not linrited to Homeowners 

Association dues. 

b. Final legislation should require MOHCD 'l:o provi.de regular reporting to the .Planning 

Co:o.mussi~n on the rao.aI and hou$ehol:d composition dmtogtaphk data -ot oo::uparu: 

hous.ehn1ds 0£ ihclusionary affordable units. 

J, REQUiltEO FEASIBILITY S'fUt>IES 

VOTE +4 -3 (TOHNSON, K.OPPEL, MOORE) 

a. Additional feasibility studies: to detenrune whether a higher on-site fuclusiq.onaiy 
affordable housin& requirement fs feasible on sil.es.. that have teceiwd a 20% of w:eater 
increase in d-evelopable te.sitlential .gross floor sat.ea 0£ a, 35% ot £rearer increase in 
residetnaii density over prior zotdng, sho.uldonly be requir~d whee n~ 1) the upzonfng 

has occuned after the effective date of this ordinance; 2) no feasibiHty study for the 

.specific UJ;ze>µh,.g has previo11$Iy been completed and.published; 3) the up:z.oniri.g 

oceu'.i:ted a,s. part of an /U'~ Plan. that has alteady been a~ted or whkh has already 
been analyzed for f£;asibility and corn:rnunity ~efits pri:br. tC1 the effective date of fue. 

-ordi:nattce. In no case should the rnquiremettt apply fot any project or group ,of projects 
that has been en.titl~d prior to ·!h:l effecthr-e dare of the ordinance. 
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R~ol ution No. 19-903 
April 27, 2017 

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

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission a.t its meeting -OU April 27 
2017. . . . 

~ 
JonasP.Ionin \. 
Con:unission Secretary 

AYES1 

NOES~ 

ABSENT: 

Fong, Richards, Hillis, Melgar, Koppel, Johnson 

None 

ADOPTED: 

SANi'R?.NGi'SCl) 
PLANNING l>EPA!n'MENT 
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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. 161351] 

1eso r~~sion St. 
Suife40D 
S.an Francisco, 
CA 94103'-2.479 

Rect!f)lio11: 
415:$$8.6373 

FaX: 
. 415;5,58Jl409 

Pl,mn\ng 
lllformalion: 
415,558Ji377 

Initiated by: Supervisors Safai, Breed, and Tang Introduced February 28, 2017 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Dwelling Unit Mix Requirements 
[Board File No. 170208] · 

Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

. I. BACKGROUND 

Jacob Bi·ntliff, Citywide Planning Division 
jacob.bint!iff@sfgov.org, 415-575-9-170 · 

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

Inclusion~ Housing Program 

The Inclusionary Affordable Ho:1-sing Program is one of the City's key tools for increasing the 

availability of affordable housing dedicated to low and moderate income San Franciscans, and 

has resulted in more than 4,600 units of permanently affordable hous~g since its adoption in 

2002. Inclusionary housing is distinguished from other affordable housing programs in that 

it provides new affordable units without the use of public subsidies. For this reason, the 

program can address the growing needs of low, moderate, and middle income households that 

cannot be sezyed by other common affordable housing funding sources, such as the federal Low 

Income Housing Tax Credit program.· 
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Inclusionary 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 unanimously adopted a resolution1 declaring that it 

shall be City policy to maximize the economically feasible percentage of inclusionary affordable 

housing in market rate h~using development. fu June, as housing prices rose drastically, San 

Francisco voters approved a Charter Amendment (Proposition C), which restored the City's 

ability to adjust affordable housing requirements for new development by ordinance. 

The passage of the Proposition C then triggered the pr.ovisions of the so-called "trailing 

ordinance" [BF 160255, Ord. 76-162], adopted by the Board of Supervisors in May 2016, which 

amended the Plarming and Administrative Codes to 1) temporarily increase the fuclusionary 

Affordable Housing requirements, pending further action by the Board of Supervis<?rs; 2) 

require an Economic Feasibility Study by the Office of the Controller; and 3) establish an 

Inclusionary Housing Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) to advise the Controller. 

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

preliminary recommendations3 to the Board of Supervisors on September 13, 2016 and issued a 

set of final recommendations on February 13, 2017 4• The City's Chief Economist presented the 

Controller's recommendations to the Planning Commission on February 23, 2017. 

1 Establishing City Policy Maximizing a Feasible Inclusionary Affordable Housing Requirement [Board 
File No 160166, Reso. No. 79:..16), approved March 11, 2016. Available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.comNiew.ashx?M=F&ID--4302571&GUID=8243D8E2-2321-4832-A31B-C47B52F71DB2 
2 The ordinance titled, "Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements; Preparation of Economic 
Feasibility Report; Establishing Inclusionary Housing Technical Advisory Committee," was considered 
by the Planning Commission on March 31, 2016. The Commission's recommendations are available here: 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=4387 468&GUID=8D639936-88D9-44EO-B7C4-
F61 E3E1568CF . 
s 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 Workfug 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. 

170208] on February 28, 2017. This report will refer to this ordinance as "Proposal B: Supervisor 

Safai, Supervisor Breed, and SuJ:Jervisor 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. 

The legislative sponsors of Proposal B have described that individual development projects 

would remain economically feasible with or without a density bonus. However, to maximize 

affordable housing production in a manner compatible with local policy goals, their 

Inclusionary ordinance is paired witi.1i. HOME-SF5, a proposal for a locally tailored 

implementation of the state density bonus law. 

Advisors. Available at 
http:Usfcontroller.or'{,(sites/defaultffil~s/Documents/Economic%20Analysis/Final%20Inclusionazy%20Housing:%20Re 
port°/o20February%202017.pdf 

s On.March 13, 2017 the Land Use and Transportation Committee amended an ordinance previously 
reviewed by the Commission when it was titled "Affordable Housing Bonus Program" [Board File 
Number 161351 v6], renaming the Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program.' as the HOME-SF Program. 
The legislative sponsor, 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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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 hearing, 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 both proposed ordinances; and 

key policy considerations around. proposed changes to each component of the program. 

The informational report is publicly available with the supporting materials for the March 9, 

2017 Planning Commission hearing6, when the item was originally calendared. That report 

included a comparison chart of the provisions of both proposed ordinances, ~ well as the 

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

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

less background is provided and the focus is on potential recommendations for each of the 

program areas for which .changes have been proposed. For ease of reference, a summary chart 
of the recommendations by topic is provided here as Exhibit B. 

6 http:U commissi:ons.sfplanning.o~g!cpc;packets/2017 -001061PCA-02.pdf 
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Hearing Date: Apr.J 27, 2017 · , 

II. IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 

Either proposed ordinar_i.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 Department after the adoption of final legislation. 

Designation of Inclusionary Units 

The Planning Department is responsible for legally designating the specific inclusionary 

affordable units witrun a project lb.at 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 part_icular 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 irnplemen~g any conversion 

. procedures called for in Section 415. Staff's recommendation for a conversion fee is included in 

this report. 

229 

5 



Inclusionary Affordable Hou.sing 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 unlmown 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. 

11Grandfathering" 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 Department offers specific 

recommendations regarding these issues in the relevant section of the report below. 

Schedule of Annual Increases to Req~ements 

_Both ordinances would establish a schedule of annual increases to the inclusionary 

requirements. Such provisions would require that the Planning Department publish new 

requirements annually for 10 or more years, and apply these requirements in a consistent and 

appropriate manner for projects whose entitlement process will span several years .. 

Accordingly, the Department offers specific recommendations regarding this provision in the 

relevant section of the report below. 

Afford.able Housing Fee Application 

The Planning Department is responsible for assessing the Affordable Housing Fee for projects 

that elect the fee option. The proposals would modify the way the fee is assessed, 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. 

6 
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Ill. REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

CASE NO. 2017-001061PCA 

The 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) affirm the Planning 

Department's determinations under the California Environmental Quality Act;_ 3) make findings 

of consistency of ~e proposed orclinances [Board Files 161351 v2; 170208] and the associated 

HOME-SF Program [Board File Number 150969v6], with the General Plan; and 4) make findings 

regarcling :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 
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Department recommends making findings in support of the proposed Ordinances and 

associated actions as described in the attached draft resolution (Exhibit C). This section focuses 

on potential Commission recommendations based on .staff analysi$ of the City's affordable 

ho1:-5ing need, our existing housing programs, the findings of the Controller's Study, comments 

froni the Commission and the public, consultation with MOfICD, and considerations of 

program implementation. A summary of these recommendations is provided as Exhibit B. 

These reco:rrunendations build on the key policy issues and considerations described in detail in 

the informational report dated March 9, 2017. These considerations are briefly reintroduced 

below as needed. For detailed reference, the informational report is available online with the 

materials for the March 9, 2017 Planning Commission hearing7 and the comparison chart of 

proposed amendments from that report is included here as Exhibit A, for reference. 

A. APPLICATION 

No changes are pro~osed to the general application of Section 415 requirements. The program 

would continue to ap:ply only to projects of 10 or more units. Projects of 25 or more units would 

continue to have higher requirements than smaller projects, which would remain subject to the 

requirements in place prior to the passage of Proposition C.8 

» Recommendation: Re_quirements should continue to be applied differently for Smaller 

and Larger Projects, as currently defined in both Ordinances. No amendments are 

needed. 

7 http://commissions.sfplanning.org:/cpcpackets/2017-001061PCA-02.pdf 
8 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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B. 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 feasilile 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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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:r;it conditions. This addition to the Inclusionary Prograrri: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 modilications: 

}- Recommendation: Final legislation should establish an· explicit maximum requirement 

at which the schedule of increases would terminate, and that rate should be below the 

maximum requirement supported by the Nexus Study. Include provisions of Proposal 

B without modification. 

}- Recommendation: Fin~ legislation should establish that requirement rates be 

increased by 1.0 pe!centage point every two years. This is equivalent to the Controller's 

recommendation of an increase of 0.5 percentage points per year, ~ut would provide for 

a more effective and transparent implementation of the program by more closely 

matching the pace of the entitlement process· and minimizing ambiguity in the rounding 

of requirement percentages. Include provisions of Proposal B, with modifications. 

10 
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- :···i. 

>- 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 followi.-ng the effective date if the rate is set to 

in~ease annually .. Under either ordinance, final legislation should be amended 

accordingly, 

Determination and 11Sunset" of Requirement 

Both proposed ord:inances :include a "sunset" provision to specify the duration that a projecfs 

inclusioruiry requrrement 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 entitleme1:1t Proposal B would determine the requirement amount at the.ti.me 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 ti.me, and _not count 

ti.me elapsed during potential litigation or appeal of the pr9ject 

>- Recommendation: Final legislation should establish a "sunset" provision that is 

consistent with current practices for the determination of inclusionary requirements 

and Plann:ing Department procedures. Include provisions of Proposal B without 

modification. 
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D. AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE 

Both proposals would modify the way the Affordable Housing Fee is applied to projects that 

elect to pay the fee; as well as the method used to calculate the dollar amount of the fee. The 

Controller's Study called for no specific changes to the application of or methodology for the 

fee, but did recommend that the fee amount should be maintained at a level that reflects the co$t' 

to construct affordable units. 

Application of Fee · 

The Affordable Housing Fee is currently assessed on a per unit basis, with the fee amount 

increasing with the type of unit, ranging from studio to 4-bedroom uni:t,s. This method of 

assessing the fee does not account for the actual size of units or the total area of the project. 

:i> 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 the maximum purchase price for BMR. ownership units. MOHCD is 

required to update the fee amount annually. 

}> Recommendation: Final legislation should direct MOHCD to calculate the fee to match 

the actual cost to the City to construct below market rate units. This cost should 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 
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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 Oty' s affordable 

housing need and existing housing programs to arrive at the following recommendations: 

;.,, Recommendation: Final legislation should establish affordability requn: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 ~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 inclusionary units at three 

discrete affordability levels for larger projects to better serve households with incomes 

betw~en the current low and moderate income tiers. This method would provide for a 

more even distnbution of inclusionary units across eligible low and moderate income 

households, and minimize the coverage gap for household between the· existing income 

tiers. Includf: provisions of P!oposal B, with modifications. 

;.,, Recommendation: Final legislation should designate indqsionary units at a single 

'affordability level for smaller projects. This recommendation reflects the scale of these 

smaller projects, which would in many cases provide fewer than three total inclusionary 

units. This requirement should be set to match the middle tier established for larger 

projects, as described b~low. Include provisions of Proposal B,.with modifications. 
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In addition to the structural changes to how inclusionary units are designated, both proposals 

would also broaden the affordability levels served by the program to serve moderate and· 

middle income households that are not currently served by any existing housing programs, and 

also are generally not served by market rate housing. 

Staff compared existing and proposed affordability requirements to current data on the City's 

affo.rdable housing need and existing housing programs to recommend an appropriate range of 

affordability levels to be served by the Inclusionary Program. Note that, again, the requirements 

set forth in the Planning Code shoul~ stipulate the maximum rent or sale price of inclusionary 

units, while MOHCD will continue to exercise discretion in placing eligible household.s in the 

most appropriate aff?rdable unit, as availability and individual household incomes allow. 

).> Recommendation: Final legislation should target inclusionary units to serve the gap in 

coverage between low-income households who can access other existing housing 

programs, and moderate and middle-income households earning less than the level 

needed to access market rate units. Include provisions of Proposal B, with 

mod#ications, as follows: 

Smaller Projects (10-24 units) 

Tierl Tier2 Tier3 

Rental Projects NIA 80%ofAMI NIA 

Owner .Projects NIA 110%ofAMI NIA 

Larger Projects (25 or more units) 

Tierl Tier2 Tier3 

Rental Projects 55%ofAMI 80% of AMI 110% of AMI 

Owner Projects 90%ofAMI 110%ofAMI 140%ofAMI 

14 
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For rental projects, these recomni.ended 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, whlle 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 ?'.lld-point for 

households earning above the low-income l~vel, but below the middle-income level; 

accordingly; this ti.er is set closer to the lower ti.er 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 o:i: market rate units. 9 

9 Market rate rents and sale prices vary widely depending on location and building type. In developing 
the above recommendations, staff looked at a range of market rate rents and sale prices for recently built · 
developments. For example, average market rents for one-bedroom units were observed to range from 
$3,100 -$4,200 per month, which would be affordable to the equivalent of a two-person household 
earning roughly 150% to 200% of AMI, respectively. These levels significantly exceed ihe income level of 
the moderate income households ihat would be served·under ihe higher tier of ihe above 
recommendation. Similar analysis was conducted for two-bedroom units as well as for market rate 
condominium units, which were assumed to range from $650,000 - $1,100,000 for new one-bedroom 
units, depending on location, which would be aff~rdable to ihe equivalent of roughly 200% to 350%AMI. 
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F. DENSITY BONUS PROVISIONS 

The Controller's Study concluded that the use of the State Density Bonus Law would impact the 

outcomes of the Inclusionary Progr~ if eligible project sponsors who elect the on-site 

alternative also. choose to seek and receive a State Bonus. The Controller's Study further 

concluded that it would not be reasonable to assume that all projects will utilize the State 

Bonus, or that if those projects would necessarily receive the maximum. borius allowed. 

Accordingly, th(;! Controller's recommendation was to set the inclusionaryrequirements at the . . 

economically feasible level not assuming use of the State Bonus, and that pmjects 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 f~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 maximmn 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 r!ffige 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 pt(?duction of family-friendly units 

and include small business protections. The pairing of these two proposals has been crafted in a 

way that intends to make projects feasible with or without the use of a density bonus. 
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}> Recommendation: Final legislation should encourage the use of density bonuses to 

maximize the production of affordable housing. At the same fime, because. a density 

bonus may not be desired in every situationJ the inclusionary requirements established 

in Section 415 should be economically feasible regardless of whether a density bonus 

is exercised. Include provisions of Proposal B without modification. 

}> Recommendation: The final Inclusionary ordinance should be paired with a local 

density bonus ordinance, such as the proposed HOME-SF Program, th.at provides 

increased density and other concessions s:imilar 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 Adminis1:tative Requirements for Density Bonus 

Proposal A does not incorporate the Controller's recommendations, but would enact three 

additional. administrative requirements for the Planning Department related to the use of the 

State Bonus. Staff recommends the following action on these proposed requirements: · 

}> Recommendation: Final legislation should direct the Planning Department to require 

"reasonable documentation" from project .sponsors seeking a State Bonus to establish 

· eligibility for a requested density bonus, incentives of concession, and waivers or 

reductions of development standards,·~ provided for under state law. Include 

provisions of Proposal A without modification. 

}> Recommendation: Final legislation should require the Planning Department to prepare 

an annual report on the use of the Density Bonus to the Planning Commission 

beginning in January 2018 that details the number of projects seeking a bonus and the 

concessions, waivers, and level of bonus .provided. Include provisions of Proposal A 
without modification. 

}> Recommendation:· Final legislation should not include a requirement to provide 

information about the value of the density bonus, concessions, and waivers sought by 

a project. This proposal would be difficult and costly to implement, in particular because . . . 

the Department may not be able to compel project sponsors to provide the type of 

financial information required to perform such analysis. Do not in~lude this provision 

of Proposal A. 
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Affordable Housing Fee for Bonus U1:11-ts 

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, similar to 

how the City impose other impact fees for infrastructure and.other City services. 

:> Recommendation: Final legislation should require that projects pay the Affordable 

Housin~ Fe_e on any additional units authorized by the State Bonus program. Include 

provisions of Proposal B withoutmodificati,on. 

G. UNIT MIX REQUIREMENTS 

Both proposals wc;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 Jv.fixed 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 incl.usionary units to allow for inclusionary units to be provided 

comparable to market rate units, as required in Section 415 and under both Ordinances. 

Under either ordinance,final legislation should be amended accordingly. 

Both proposals are intended to increase the supply of housing units that serve the needs of 

family households, particularly households with children. The Controller's Study did not 

examine this issue specifically. However, the economic analysis underlying the Study' s 

feasibility conclusions did reflect development prototypes that fulfilled the Plan Area unit mix 

requirement by including 35% of units at 2-bedroon units, .and 5% of units as 3-bedroom units, 

for a total of 40% of total project units. 

>- Recommendation: Final legislation should not set unit mix requirements that would 

exceed the 40% total large unit requirement already in place in Plan Areas, and 

assumed in the Controller's feasibility conclusions. This is a recommendation for a 

parameter to guide final legislation. Proposal A does not meet this parameter. Propo~al 

B meets this parameter. 

>- Recommendation: Dwelling mix requirements should be set in a manner that would 

· yield a mix of both 2-bedroom and 3-bedroom units; this may be best achieved by 

setting a minimum requirement for 3-bedroom units within the large unit requirement 

This is a recommendation for a parameter to guide final legislation. Proposal A meets 

this parameter. Proposal B does not meet this parameter. 

In addition, Planning Department staff has conducted preliminary analysis on the demographic 

composition of family households in San Francisco and of the unit mix in the City's existing 

housing stock and recent development pipeline. While this research is not complete, the 

preliminary findings suggest: 

• 10% of San Francisco households are families with 2 or more children, who may be 

more likely to need a 3-bedroom or larger unit. 

• 14 % of San Francisco households are families with 4 or more people, including families 

_with children and families without children, who may be more likely to need a 3-

bedroom or larger unit 
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Finally, it shquld also be noted that there may be affordability trade-offs to dwelllilg unit mix 
. . 

requirements. Larger units will be, at least in the first several years of building occupancy, less 

affordable to households with fewer than two income earners. The City does not have the 

ability to require that larger units be made available for family households; data suggest that 

the majority of larger units are currently not occupied by family households. The Department's 

recommendations largely focus on maximizing affordability. These recommendations have an 

unknown :impact on affordability and are therefore only provided as "parameters" for final· 

legislation that seek to balance the goals of maximizing affordability with the goal of providing 

units with more bedrooms. 

H. "GRANDFATHERING" PROVSIONS 

Following the passage of Propositio:r;i C in June 2016, Section 415 was amended to es~blish 

incremental on-site, off-site, and fee requirement percentages for projects thaLentered 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 afte~ January 12, 2016 will be· subject to 

the final requirements to be established by the proposed Ordinances. 

Incremental Increases for Pipeline Projects 

Smaller Projects (10 - 24 units) were unaffected by the passage of Proposition C and remain 

subject to the on-site and off-site or fee requirements in place prior to Proposition C. 

}> Recommendation: Smaller Projects should remain subject to "grandfathere?-" on-site 

and fee or off-site requirements. Both Ordinances would maintain this structure. No 

amendments are needed. 

11 As of January 1, 2016 Section 415 required that projects of 10· or.more units provide 12%. of units on-site 
as low income units1 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 ent~red 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 

requireme~ts should be amended to match the permanent requiremen~ established in 

the final legislation, which should not exceed the feasible rate. Include provisions of 

Proposal B without modification. 

Area-Specific I~clusionary Requirements 

Additional incremental increases were also established for Larger Projects that entered the 

development pipeline between 2013 and 2016 in the Eastern Neighborhoods Urban Mixed Use 

(UMU) districts. Projects in these districts are subject to the specific inclusionary requirements 

established in Section 419 of the Planning Code to reflect. the zoning modifications implemented 

through the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan. 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 legislatic;rii 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 "grandfathering" provisions of Proposition C only addressed the requirement rates and did 

not specify when other features of the inclusionary program w01µd be applicable ( e.g. income 

level targets) to projects in the entitlement proce$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;i.at were fully entitled prior to the effective date of final 

legislation would be subject to the inclusionary requirements in effect at the time of 

entitlement. Under either ordinance, final legislation should be amended accordingly. 

A comparison table of current and recommended "grandfathering" and UMU districts 

requirements is provided as ExhibitD. 
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

On March 1, 2017 the Environmental Review Officer determined that the legislation filed by 

Supervisors Kim and Peskin [Board File No. 161351] is not defined as a project under CEQA 
I 

Guidelines SectioD.$15378 and 15060(c)(2) because it does not result in a physical change in the 

' environment. 

On March 7, 2017 the Environmental Review Officer determined that the legislation filed by 

Supervisors Safai, Breed, and Tang [Board File No .. 170208] is not defined as a project under 

CEQA Guidelines Sections 15378 and 15060(c)(2) because it does not result in a physical change 

in the environment. 

VI. PUBLIC COMMENT 
As of the date of publication the Planning Deparbnent 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 bulk of the concerns raised in these he~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- ~d moderate-income households above this level be 

limited to the levels established by Proposition C. Many speakers also highlighted the growing 
. . 

need for housing affordable to moderate-income households who have traditionally been 

served by market rate units, but who have also struggled to find affordable housing in recent 

years. Many also shared their personal experience being unable to find adequate housing in San 

Francisco either because they could not afford market rate rents, were unable to access the 

limited supply -of affordable units, or because the:f 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 Oty's Nexus 

Study should be applied to the inclusionary program. Many speakers expressed that the rate 

should be as high as economically possible, while many others felt that the rates should be set 

higher than the maximum rates recommended in the Controller's Study. 

In particular, many 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 significant density bonuses supported higher inclusionary 

rates, whlle others cautioned that the requirements should avoid imposing too high a 

requirement and thus become ultimately ineffective. 

Written comment was also received during and subsequently to recent hearings, and is attached 

as Exhibit E. At the February 23 hearing several speakers presented data on household income 

levels. In addition, a letter was presented from the Council of Community Housing 

Organizations which posed a series of important questions for consideration by Com;missioners, 

which generally match the topic areas addressed in the accompanying staff report to the 

hearing. Most notably, the letter advi..sed that the availability of the State Density Bonus Law 

should support higher inclusionary rates th~t those recommended in the Controller's Study; 

that requirements should increase over time at the higher end of the range discussed by the 

Controller's Technical Advisory Committee; that moderate-income households should be 

served by the inclusionary program., but not at the expense of low-income households; that the 

program 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 hearing a document titled "State~ent of Principles on Inclusionary Housing" 

was presented on behalf of about two-dozen listed organizations. The statement focused on 

concerns that the inclusionary program should continue to prioritize housing for low-income 

households at the income levels historically served by the program, and served by other 

existing housing programs. While recognizing the struggle of middle income households to find 

affordable housing, the statement urged that the inclusionary program not be exp.anded to 

serve these households beyond the levels established in Proposition C. 

In addition, the Planning Department received a letter admessed to the .Mayor and Board of 

Supervisors dated April 10 from Y:imby Action. The letter expressed opposition to both 

proposed ordinances based on concerns related to the methodology of the Controller's 

Economic Feasibility Study and Ne~ Study, and proposed that modifications to the 

inclusionary program. be postponed until these analyses can be revised. 
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To: 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS : 

BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 
1390 Market Street, Suite 1150, San Francisco, CA 94102 

{415) 552-9292 FAX (415) 252-0461 

h\e..Hos. ,50cit.p9 
1u1w1 
1'102..oe, 

Policy Analysis Report 

Supervisor Peskin 

5/e, 

From: Budget and Legislative _Analyst's Office 

Re: .Statistics on Median Household Income Across San Francisco Neighbor.hoods 

Date: May 5, 2017 

Summary of Requested Action 

Your office requested that the Budget and Legislative 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 j 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 py an estimated 31_.8 percent 

· increase· in median household income from $69,894 in 2011 to $92,094 in 2015; there has been an 

unequal distribution df.household income across City neighborhoods, and particularly among different 

ethnicities. Figure 1 below shows the disparity in median household income by neighborhood using the 

39 neighborhoods identified by the Department of Public Health, the Mayor's Office of Housing and 

Community Development, and the San Francisco Planning Department.1 In addition to these geocoded 

neighborhood locations, the Budget and Legislative Analyst used the American Community Suryey 2015 

five-year estimates to review median household income across neighborhoods in the .County of San· 

Francisco. 

Figure 1. Median Household Income across San Francisco Neighborhoods 

Source: American Community Survey 2015 five-year estimates. 

1 While this data represents reasonable estimat.es of San Francisco neighborhood boundaries, there are areas in 
need of improvement in the data. For example, Golden Gate Park and Lincoln Park were identified as high-income 
neighborhoods even though they are public parks. For this reason, the Budget and Legislative Analyst did not 
include the statistics for the Golden Gate Park and Lincoln Park in this analy~i~. 

Page l 2 Budget and Legislative Ant1lyst'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 shoyvn 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 Tenderloin, Chinatown, McLaren 

Park, and Lakeshore. 

Figure 2. Neighborhoods with the Highest and Lowest Median Household Incomes 
. . 

Highest Median Household Incomes 
Median 

Population 
Neighb_orhood Household 

Income 
Count 

Presidio $164,179 3,681 

Potre'ro Hill $153,658 13,621 

Seacliff $i43,864 2,491 

West ofTwin Peaks $131,349 37,327 

Noe Valley $131,343 22,769 

Presidio Heights $123,312 10,577 

Haight Ashbury $120,677 17,758 

Castro/Upper Market $120,262 20,380 

Marina $119,687 24,915 

Pacific Heights $113,198 24,737 

Total 178,256 

Source: American Community Survey 2015 five-year estimates. 

Variation in Household Income across Ethnicities in San Francisco . 
. . 

The Budget and Legislative Analyst ~lso observed a variation in median ho'Usehold income across the 

divers~ ethnicities represent~d in San Francisco dur.ing 2011-15. As shown in Figure 3 below, the · 

earnings of white households far outpace that of other ethnicities with African American and 

Hawaiian/Pacific Islander households in San Francisco earning the lowest median household incomes. 

Page I 3. Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office 
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Figure 3. Median Household Income in San Francisco by Ethnicity 
(2011-15) 
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Source: American Community Survey 2015 five-year estimates. 

. . 
Neighborhood-Level Household Income Conceals Rent Burden across Ethnicities 

Rent burden is defined as instances where an individual or household spends more than 30 percent of 
their income on housing costs. Of the 39 City neighborhoods identified, only 12 spent more than 30 

percent of their median household income on rental ·housing costs, as per data collected from the 

American Community Survey. These 12 neighborhoods represent the areas with the 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 Ffgures 4 and 5 below. 2 

· 

The low number of City neighborhoods with rent burden is in part due to higher income ethnicities 

skewing the overall median household income of ·specific City neighborhoods. The Budget and 

Legislative Analyst found that there are significant disparities in median household income across 
' . 

ethnicities, even within the same neighborhood. For example, Potrero Hill has the second highest 

median household income in the City at $153,658. However, the high incomes of White and Asian 
households in Potrero Hill ($168,011 and $143,206, respectively) conceal the low incomes of African 

Americans ($58,368) and t~e Hispanic/Latino households ($61,049} in Potrero Hill. Because White and 
Asian households represent the majority of the Potrero Hill population, using neighborhood-level 

household. income conceals other populations that are struggling with rent burden. Figure S below 

sh·ows median household income by neighborhood and ethnicity with gross rent paid while Figure 6 

below shows the population of the various ethnicities represented in each San Francisco neighborhood. 

i 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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Memo to Supervisor Peskin 
May 5, 2017 

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 
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Memo to Supervisor Peskin 
May 5, 20:1:7 

Figure 4. Rent Burden across San Francisco Neighborhoods 

Percent 
Median 

.' Median 
Percent of ·Rent 

Gross Rent 
Household Population 

Total 
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 

1mt~~>;1; 
$886 $25,895 28,820 3% 

Chinatown $605· $21,016 14,336 2% 
Treasure Island $1,732 $40,769 3,187 0% 
Sunset/Parkside ·/:32.:2 ;/ ..... $1,847 $85,980 . 80,525 10% 

• •••, '-.,z,•,• 

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 Heights 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% 
Seacliff 25.1 $2,196 $143,864 2,491 · 0% 
Inner Sunset 25.1 $1,829 $102,993 28,962 3% 
West of Twin Peaks 25.0 $2,302 $131,349 37,327 4% 
Presidio Heights 24.9 $1,950 $123,312 10,577 1% 

Hayes Valley 24.8 $1,552 $82,915 18,043 2% 
Presidio )~,:~:~;~Mj $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 1;,, $25,895 $27,641 $19,933 $9,441 $27,183 

Chinatown 14,336 605 

tii~t 
'$21,016 $71,252 $0 $ci $18,962 

Treasure Island 3,187 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'.6 · < '..: $70,085 $75,2~0 $45,971 $19,460 $71,278 
Japantown 3,633 1,500 ·. 29.5 .. $63,423 $84,643 $93,750 $0 $24,500 
South of Market 18,093 1,180 29.3 $64,330 $111,036 $21,807 $15,111 $71,413 
Grand Total 840,763 '1,624 29.1 $84,578 $97,648 $52,79;2. $16,816 $79,462 
Mclaren Park 880 267. 28.6 $16,638 $0 $40,250 $0 $15,469 
Nob Hill 26,382 1,425 28.4 $64,845 $82,605 $25,124; $18,528 $49,001 
.Glen Park 8,119 1,665 28.3 $113,039 $141,017 $54,063 $0 $46,193 
Twin Peaks 7,310 900 28.1 $97,388 $101,066 $83,523 $40,235 $87,326 
Western Addition 21,366 1,295 27.4 $59,709 $75,271 $28,987 $12,156 $56,.009 

. Inner Richmond 22,425 1,602 27.1 $78,836 $105,050 $48,968 $0 $50,350 
Bernal Heights 25,487 1,733 27.0 $102,735 $135,993 $37,182 $21,334 $112,022 
Financial District/South Beach 16,735 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 
Mission Bay 9,979 2,774 25.5 $107,798 $124,740 $65,985 $0 $106,674 
Seacliff 2,491 2,196 25.1 $143,864 $145,938 $0 $0 $121,607 
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Memo to Supervisor Peskin 
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Median 
Gross 

Median Rentas Median I-
Gross %of Household White not Hispanic/ African 

Poeulation 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 

1tf.~l!~~·~{t; 
$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 Ash bury 17,758' 1,922 $120,677 $122,991 $48,673 $0 $150,108 

Russian Hill 18,179 1,864 $106,953 $129,661 ·$54,239 $0 $64,153 

Noe Valley 22,769 2,091 $131,343 $129,740 $87,549 $11,875 $163,324 

Marina 24,915 1,928 $119,687 $121,132 $105,228 $0 $81,398 

Potrero Hill 13,621 2,289 $153,658 $168,011 $61,049 $58,368 $143,206 

Golden Gate Park 78 1,772 $125,750 $126,167 $0 $0 $0 

Total 840,355 

Source: American Community Survey 2015 five-y~ar estimates. 
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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 16,954 563 69 8,906 0 984 1,486 2,427 

Tenderloin 12,084 2,827 222 · 9,027 48 3,423 1,189 6,679 
Oceanview/ Merced/ Ingleside 5,993 3,823 191 14,787 97 2,161 1,209 4,552 
Nob Hill 14,523 771 62 8,981 70 746 1,229 2,720 
Bernal Heights 15,145 1,243 98 4,071 20 3,353 1,557 7,490 
Marina 20,582 253 20 2,715 15 273 1,057 1,868 
Pacific Heights 18,948 801 2 3,956 63 316 651 1,524 

Outer Mission 5,994 309 99 12;555 40 4,117 869 7,375 
Noe Valley 17,327 650 93 3,092 64 630 913 2,463 
Inner Richmond 12,290 453 18 8;1s3 .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 
FiQancial District/ South Beach 9,327 310 31 5,794 21 461 791 2,091 
Portola 3,540 737 63 9,229 7 . 2,329 364 3,893 
·Chinatown 2,155 108 73 11,603 9 235 153 519 
Potrero Hill 9,047 762 21 2,253 70 768 700 2,117 
Lakeshore 6,645 912 35 3,836 24 1,120 897 2,115 
North Beach 6,501 117 0 4,826 0 253 853 1,105 
Presidio Heights 7,318 266 1 2,250 73 127 542 683 
Mi?sion Bay 4,230 509 0 4,382 0 619 239 1,083 
Glen Park 5,625 520 20 1,123 0 435 396 1,010 
Twin Peaks 5,032 314 16 1,142 17 380 "409 1,020 
Presidio 3,222 0 0 310 · 0 13 136 214 
J?pantown 2,117 205 0 1,166 0 54 91 281 
Treasure Island 1,191 593 53 545 62 411 332 909 
Seadiff 1,757 13 0 580 0 15 126 165 
McLaren Park 91 186 0 391 121 · 46 45 87 
Total 409,401 46,791 2,854 284,353 3,649 54,383 38,924 128,699 
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 

"" : a,, 
0 

! June 2016 

July 2016 -
Feb ·2017 

Feb -April 2017 

1 May 2017 

June 1Q, 2017 . 

Proposi!iqn C 
• Temporary-requirements 

· • Feasibility.Study and:TAC · 

Controller's Ee.anomic 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 

f!.}~~~ 
Planning Commission·- Additional Recomme·ndations :.. t~} 

?::rf:7-/%"-' 
3 -



MATERIAL MODIFICATIONS. 

1. Dwelling Unit Mix: applied to Smaller Projects (10-24 units) 

2. Minimum Unit Sizes: differ from state TCAC-standards 

~- 3. BMR Studio Units: prohibited over 100%· AMI 
__,, 

4. Replacement Units: increasing inclusionary requirement 

5. Specific Areas: separate requirements for certain areas 

6. Fee Requirement: disincentive to use- State Bonus Lav~l.~o-~'~Y~,,--. . . . . itii~) 
4 



N) 
O') 
N) 

COM-MISSION R.ECOMMENDATIONS: 
MATERIAL MODIFICATIONS 
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 ne·w minimum sizes with no 
. analysis or c~nsideration by Commission 

> Recommendation: Set minimum unit sizes for 
lnclusionary units equal to TCAC standards. 

5 . 

(tt-~~~I ., -;f~·. ';~ -
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COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS: 
MATERIAL MOD·IFICATIONS 
3. BMR Studio Units 

~ Issue: Prohibiting Studio units above 100% AMI would 
reduce "family-size" units for low-inco·me households. 

~ · Recommendation: Do not prohibit Studio units above 
100% of AMI; distribute units evenly across income levels. 

4. Specific Area Requirements 

~ Issue: Specific area requirements without analysis would 
w~aken. effectiveness of lnclusionary Program. 

~ · Recommendation: _Apply citywide feasible requirement in 
all areas, unless specific requirements supported by 
appropriate study. 

({:~~) 
v-~-!,;,~Mv~" 
·-.:.-:.:?.~~~t~'~\':'r; 
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COM.MISSION RECOMMENDATIONS: 
MATERIAL MODIFICATIONS 
5. Fee and State Bonus Units ~ 

. . 

~ Issue: Fee requirement '(30/33%) above feasiple; 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. 

/{;:~~ft. 
!:;;"_.f(· ,-~!L:,-' 
'···/itt-¥t\;:t 
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COMMIS·SION RECOMMENDATIONS: 
TECHNICAL ·and. IMPLEMENTATION 

6~ Grandfathering _Provisions . 

> Issue: Pipeline projects would be subject to new provisions. 

-~ . Recommendation: Clarify that new provisions on·ly apply to 
pipeline projects. after 1/12/2016; maintain the incremental· 
requ.irements ·for 2013~201°6 p"rojects, per Prop C. 

7. Determination of Requirem_ent; Sunsettihg 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.· 

l
..:f7.~It;\ 
;;:' ;.'a• ~( ,:;.'\ 

':~~t~;tJ~' 
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COMMISSION .RECOMMENDATIONS: . . 

TECHNICAL and IMPLEMENTATION 
8. Rounding of R~quired BMR U_nits 

> Issue: Rounding required BMR units ·by AM·I tier would resu'.. 
in a higher inclusionary requiren1ent for smaller projects. 

·. · > Recommendation: Clarify that the total percentage of 
inclusionary units provided not exceed the applicable · 

· requirements. 

9. Neighborhood Profile Map 

> Issue: Ordinance references the incorrect Planning 
·o.epartment map for the purpose of market analysis. 

> Recommendation: Reference the Planning Department's 
ACS Neighborhoo·d Profile Boundaries Map for the requiJ,~,r;t 
market analysis.· . · . : · rt;·:~;::tl·1 

' ,·c.,'c,\'J'.·\ .¢,,,Af.'c, 
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COMMISSION RECO-MMENDATIONS:-· 
TECHNICAL clnd IMPLEMENTATION . . 

· 10. Transbay District Provisions 

>-- Issue: Transbay Redevelopment Area must meet 
· inclusionary targets set in Transbay Redevelopment Plan 
and State law. .. 

> Recommendation: .Amen·d Section 249-.28. of the 
Planni.ng 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 inclusionary units must serv~ Condo units below 100% of 
AMI, o-r Rental units b·elow 60% of AMI. 

,-f:{~~{ ;":J-,~i ,-1 
'··:f0~~~)qf' 
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From: Somera, Alisa (Bqs) 
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 

A~S~0-­
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 

• ilf~Click HERE to complete a Board of Supervisors CustomerService Satisfaction form. 

The Leglslative 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 pmvided will not be 
redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the 
Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Offi.ce 
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 pubiic 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 

270 



Dear Ms Somera 

.iSe include for your Land Use committee records a copy of this_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 :30 in Room 250 at City Hall. We need more affordable housip.g on Divisadero. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph Chmielewski 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of SupeNisors, (BOS) 
Monday, June 19, 2017 8:58 AM 
BOS-SupeNisors; 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: Sul"!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 SupeNisors 
Land Use Committee 6/19 Consideration of lnclusionary Housing legislation amendments. 
Re; lnclusionary Housing Amendment Regarding NCT's and other Upzoned Special Use 
Areas: 
As a lifelong Senior voter from District 5 
I urge you to include the Divisadero-Fillmore Corridors NCT area 
in the proposed study under the lnclusionary Housing Program by SF Planning staff & the 
Controllers Office 
for possiple increased affordable units that can be required due to allowing increased 
density in those areas .. . . 

The Divisadero-Fillmore NCT must be included in the study and not treated separately or 
differently 
from other areas designated as special upzoning districts. . 
I believe the Divisadero-Fillmore NCT must be· accorded higher affordability requirements. 

Thank you. 
Lorraine Petty 

3 Common Foods Surgeons Are Now Calling "Death Foods" 
3 Harmful Foods 
htto://thirdoartvoffers.iuno.com!TGL3132/59472ea140d2e2ea 11 a94sto2duc 

--------- ---- -------~ ~~~ 
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c-""'mera, 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 Biblowltz <irisbiblowitz@hotmail.com> 

Subject: support strong OMI tenant protections 

Dear Board of Supervisors: 

ri"garding the proposed agenda item 6 before the Land Use and Transportation Committee on Monday, June 12, we are 
ing to encourage you to listen to tenants who have been affected by owner move-in (OMI) evictions and to incorporate 

proposals submitted earlier in.Supervisor_P.eskin's OMI Reform Legislation .. 

When.the issue came up earlier this year, we submitted the lettElr pasted and attached below (whichever is easier for 
you), and we hope our personal stories help illustrate the difficulty of the problem and the necessity of consulting with' 
actual tenant~ 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 as 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 an.4 Frances Taylor 
Re: Owner move-in evictions 

nr e are two senior renters, a 70-year-old retired registered nurse (Biblowitz) and a 67-year-old retired medical 
.Ltor (Taylor), who have been forced out of our home twice by owner move-in evictions. The circumstances 

differed in these two cases, bu~ 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 li~e,,art, 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 11.u0· 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 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 re~t and decided to move. The landlord ·eventually evicted all tenants 
in the building and sold the property. He never moved back in, so the original OMI notice was indeed· 
fraudulent. 

We were lucky to have been evicted just before the dot-com boom, but again the process was horrible. Being 11 
years older didn't help, and we were disgusted to have this happen a second time. We have now lived in that 
new flat for 22 years and hope to be able to.stay here for as long as we can handle the 30 steps. Given the 
current environment of :frequent evictions and almost no affordable housing, we live with constant fear, just like 
all tenants in San Francisco. 

Our personal experience tells us that any OMI eviction harms the evicted, and the bogus type adds a bitter twist 
to life in an unforgiving city. Lack of enforcement adds salt to the wounds. 
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April 28, 201 7 

To: San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
From: Iris Biblowitz and Frances Taylor 
Re: Owner move-in evictions 

Vie 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 a~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 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 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 writ~g, saying something like "that thing I sent you is off, but I may have to do it again, 
maybe every month." We decided that we did not want to live with this uncertainty over our 
heads every month. At the same time, we learned of a vacant flat close by at similar rent and 
decided to move. The landlord eventually evicted all tenants in the building and sold the 
property. He never moved back in, so the original OMI notice was indee4 fraudulent 

We were lucky to have been evicted just before the dot-com boom, but again the process was 
horrible. Being 11 · years older didn't help, and we were disgusted to have this happen a second 
time. We have now lived in that new flat for 22 years and hope to be able. to stay here for as long 
as we can handle the 30 steps. Given the current environment of frequent evictions and almost no 
affordable. housing, we live with constant fear, just like all tenants in San Francisco. 

Our personal.experience tells us that any OMI eviction harms the evicted, and the bogus type 
adds a bitter twist to life in an unforgiving city. Lack of enforcement adds salt to the wounds. 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Patrick Monette-Shaw <pmonette-shaw@earthlink.net> 
Monday, June 05, 2017 12:41 PM 
Farrell, Mark (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS) 
Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Hepner, 
Lee (BOS) 
Testimony Regarding the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee ""Deal''. ... and ADVERSE 
EFFECT ON HOUSING BALANCE Reports 
Printer-Friendly Testimony to Land Use and Transportation Committee Inclusionar; 

Housing 17-06-05.pdf; SF~Sanctuary_City_for_Housing_Developers.pdf 

Patrick Monette-Shaw 
975 Sutter Street, Apt. 6 

San Francisco, CA 94109 
Phone: (415) 292-6969 • e-mail: pmonette-shaw@eartlink.net 

June 5, 2017 f 

~and Use arid Transportation Committee, Board of Supervisors 
The Honorable Mark Farre·II, Chair 

The Honorable Aaron Peskin, Member 
The Honorable Katy Tang, Member 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

San Francisco, CA 94102 
Re: Testimony Regarding the Inclusiona:ry Affordable Housing Fee 

Dear Chair Farrell and Members of the Land Use and Transportation Committee, 

This testimony concerns item 8 on today's Land Use and Transportation Committee's (LUT-C) a(senda, 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 owne,,,i1ip 
;" ' 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 Citys Housing 
Balance will continue to be adversely 
affected by details in today's proposed 
legislation: 

On-Site Units -10-24 Units 

The compromise deal you are considering 
today sets the initial requirement for on-site 
inclusionary units in projects of 10-24 units 
at a miserly 12%, and provides for a half- . . . · • . . . • . . , -· . .. . . . _ . . . . _ • . . 

t (0 5%) . t rt· J 1 Astute Pub1tc T_ est1mony. Duong the Board ,of Supervisors 
percen . o increases a mg anuary , n. ""'···d·· ....i O · · ht' C ·1:~ . i,. , M .t5 
2018 fl ·t h th . T · f ""overnment;rv;.i 'It an,;.i. vers1g · ommh.\ee meedngon ay , * 
__ 

0 
un 1 _ 1 n~ac _es e maxim~m cei mg O 2017, a perceptive member of the public dtsplayed this graphic on 

Vo. It will take six years - unt112023 - 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 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, 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~ 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 stilJ be racking in a 11shit-ton" of profits (as Supervisor Pe~i11 "fias 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 ... 1 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 mak_e 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 Jiew 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 
high at 130% of AMI for middle-income units, allowing households of 120% to 150% of AMI to be eligible to .apply. That 
150% percentage is obviously market-rate housing - not affordable housing....,.. as then Supervisor Mark Leno had 
envisioned when he first authored the 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, Distilct 11 
The Honorable London Breed, Supervisor, District 5 
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. .f'ittinf Neiji/,11r AyR,inJt 1feiji/,11rj,r AJJim(R,/,/1!- :/f PUJf.ny 

SF: Sanctuary City for Housing Developers 

. by Patrick Monette-Shaw 

AB 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 not-passed Proposition "C" in June 2016 to allow developers· 
to _build the remaining 82% of units in a rental housing project of 
25 dwellings or more as market-rate rental units, leading to the 

Astute Public Testimony: During the Board of Supervisors 
Government Audit and Oversight Committee meeting on May 15, 
2017, a perceptive member of the public displayed this graphic on 

· the overhead projector. [Red text addei:l 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 1(')% 
affordable to middle-income households. That would have still 
allowed housing developers to devote 7 5 % to market-rate units ! 

...... 
That prompted an astute member of the 

public to note that voters had not passed 

Proposition 'C' in June 2016 to allow 

developers to build the remaining 82°/o of 
. k , .n units as-mar et-rate renta umts. 

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 
. . J'rl 

10% to middle-income households. " 

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. 

279 

.. ,. 
City Controller Ben Rosenfield was more 

concerned about reduction' in property tax 

revenues that would result from lower 

taxes on values of lower-priced units, and 

less concerned about developing affordable 
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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. 

'Q'i 

It's clear that both Lee and Rosenfield 

want to creat~ a Sanctuary City for 

Housing Dev.etopers to help them 

maximize their housing project profits, in 
. Iii 

part to help the City's property tax base. 

As the Westside Observer reported last March in "Housing Bond Lurches Down a Cliff," the City Controller released his 
first inclusionary housing advisory analysis on February 13, 2017 and submitted it to the.Board of Supervisors who were 
expected to debate the Controller's analysis on Valentine's Day. But the San Francisco Examiner reported on February 
15 that the Board's discussion was postponed to February 28. ' 

The Board of Supervisors agenda for February 28 did not include any agenda items regarding the Controller's 
inclusionary housing analysis to discuss whether the Board will adjust the inclusionary percentages passed by voters in 
Prop. "C," nor did the agendas for other Board subcommittee 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 -
and 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 
. J'J' 

on May 15. 

The two competing proposiiJ.s 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 Die:est 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- oi: off-site, building affordable units on-site, or building affordable units off-site. Reportedly, the 
trend has been that developers prefer to pay the "in-lieu-of' fee to th_e City rather than build the affordable housing units. 

Back on March 23, 2017 noted housing experts Peter Cohen and Fernando Marti, co-directors of San Francisco's 
Council of Community Housing Organizations (CCHO), published an article on 48Hills.org. CCHO is widely regarded 
as the most influential and most thoughtful of affordable housing organizations. Their article explored the two 
competing inclusionary housing proposals, and corrected · 

significant misstatements. and mistakes in media reports '"'Importantly Cohen and Marti noted it is 
regarding important facts about the two proposals: 

The two meri noted there's a big difference between what Peskin 
and Kim want, versus what Safai and Breed want, and there are 
many nuances between the two proposals. Importantly the pair 
noted that it is only the Peskin-Kim proposal that expands · 
housing opportunities for both low-income and middle-income 
households, and that the Safai-Breed-Tang proposal reduces one 
category in order to expand the other category of household 

only the Peskin-.Kim proposal that expands 

housing opportunities for both low-income 

and middle-income households, and that 

the Safai-Breed-Tang proposal reduces one 

category in order to expand the other 
• Jff 

category of household incomes. 

incomes. That's a form of pitting one income l~vel against another, or pitting neighbor against San Francisco neighbor. 
After all, we should be expanding housing opportunities for all, without reducing any"one else's opportunities, Cohen and 
Marti seem to argue. · 2 8 Q . 



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 Sa:fai-Breed version proposed lowering the in-lieu fee for projects consisting of 25 housing units or more from. the 
33% fee passed by voters under Prop. "C" in June 2016, to just a 23% fee for rental units, and just 28% for sales units, 
typically condo's. Right off the bat, $afai and Breed chose to hand developers a windfall by reducing fees intended to 
build affordable housing. 

o 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 Media._11 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 the 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 ali 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
inco111: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 hotJ,seholds 
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 

"' The Safai-Breed-Tang proposal sought to 

hand developers yet another windfall by 

reducing the current 25°/o requirement 

under Prop. 'C' for rental units to Just ts%, 
equally split between households earning 

.!?5'%, 80%, and 110% of AMI •. In effect, 

the Safai-Breed-Tang reduction of rental 
· units awarded just 6% to each of these 

three AMI categories, pitting law-income 

San Franciscans against their middle-
. - hb ,, mcome ne1g ors! 

ranged from.100% to 140% of AMI, with average sales prices of 120% of AMI. However, the Peskin-Kim proposal 
again prov.ided 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 units set in Prop. "~rnfpr 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 ~hows that 

for off-site rental projects, the Safai-Breed­
Tang proposal would. have reduced the 

33% set in Prop. 'C' to just 23%, handing 

developers another 10°/o savings - or 
. h" fi,, another 10% mcrease to t e1r net pro ,ts. 

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 contrast, the Safai-Breed-Tang proposal required a unit mix of either 25% two-bedroom, or 10% three­
bedroom units, apparently left to th~ discretion of developers to choose between the two options. 

The May 15 competing proposals were continued to the Land Use Committee's May 22 meeting in order to continue 
negotiations between the competing proposals. 

After the two proposals were continued to May 22, the City's Chief Economist released a report dated May 12 that noted: 

"In every scenario, the-Safai!Breed!Tang proposal, which reduces inclusionary requirements, 
leads to the production of more housing relative to Proposition C, and lower prices for existing 
housing, at the cost of reducing the number of affordable units, and the value of subsidy 
generated they generate. Under the Safai/Breed/Tang 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 requireme~ts, and thereby reduces the number of affordable units. 

This is remarkable, in part because the June 2016 vot(?r guide 
contained a paid argument in support of Prop. "C" submitted 
jointly by Supervisor London Breed and former District 10 
Supervisor Sophie Maxwell titled "African American Leaders 
Support Prop C' to provide affordable housing "opportunities."· 

Readers may recall that Ms. Breed ran for re-election in 

'11"0. 

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. u 

November 2016 and only narrowly beat her opponent, Dean Preston, by just 1,784 votes (a 4.3% spread between them). 
Might it be that Breed supported Prop. "C" in June 2016 as part of her re-election strategy, but five months later changed 
her tune about affordable housing for African Americans when she joined Supervisor Safai in gutting the number of 
affordable housing units in May 2017? 

"Sanctuary" for Developers to Maximize Profits 

48Hills.org reported May 14 on the median household income in San Francisco by ethnicity and also the·median 
household income by San Francisco neighborhood, and astutely reported that "The residents of the ten neighborhoods 
with the lowest median income earned only 33 percent of the money that the residents of the ten highest-income areas 
took home." The 48Hills article also. included a quote by Jennifer Fieber of the SF Tenants Union she testified about 
during a recent hearing: · 
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· 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: 
'<'ii 
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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 focrease inclusionary percentages in 
particular development projects] and allow developers 
to continue making, in the words of [Supervisor] Peskin, 
'a shit-ton of money' without paying their share to the 
community.'? 

would undermine those·neighborhood and 

community-level talks and allow 

developers to continue making, in the 

words of [Supervisor] Peskin, 'a shit-ton 

of money' without paying their share to 
. r, 

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%to 140% 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,DDD $ 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% downpa)'!Tlent, and 90% financing based on an annual average interest rate per 1he Federal Reserve Bank. 

2 
Estimate based on extrapolated data; not included on page 14 in Source document 

Source: tv'OHCD Annual Report FY2014-2015, page 14. 

48Hil/s.org 

AB 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-

$94,000 in profits on each unit sold. That's 
Tang proposal would hand to developers by way of fiddling ,with 
and increasing, various AMI thresholds. a lot of incentive for developers seeking 

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 

sanctuary to market housing units to 

higher income households by increasing 
fl' 

the ~MI thresholds. 

claimed it does not maintain this data, despite having reported similar data in FY 2014--2015. 

Yet another 48Hills.org article-The shape of the housing battle to come- on March 16, 2017 reported that the Safai­
Breed proposal pits the middle. class against lower-income people. The article reported: 

"What Safai and Breed did not say is that they are proposing to reduce the amount of affordable 
housing available to people who make less than around $50,000." 
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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 against our lower-income brothers 
and sisters. There is no moral foundation that will pit classroom teachers against our low-income 
students and their families." · 

And finally, the article reported that Gen Fujioka, policy director at the Chinatown Community Development Center, 
"noted that the Safai-Breed plan. 'is a step backward. It shrinks the amount of affordable housing'." 

That's ironic, because the initial inclusionary housing legislation 
was designed by then-Supervisor Mark Leno back in 2002 to 
increase, not shrink, the amount of affordable housing built. Is 
that concept lost on Safai and Breed? 

Commendably, the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods 
(CSFN) submitted testimony dated April 6 to the Board of 
Supervisors and to the Planning Commission regarding the battle 
over the two competing inclusionary housing percentages 
proposals. CSFN' s testimony was intended for the 
Commission's April 28 meeting. 

"'" 'We are all in this together. We refuse to 

have teachers pitted against our lower­

income brothers and sisters. There is no 

moral foundation that will pit classroom 
teachers against our /ow-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 - Sqfai-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 uajts 
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. · 

.. I\ 

'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', !!

11 

- 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 only is the Breed/Safai legislation terribly misguided in its failure to address the full blown 
affordable housing crisis that is destabilizing San Francisco, but it actually takes from the neediest 
and gives to developers. .. . The Breed/Safai legislation undercuts Prop C and pits middle and low 
income folks against one another." [emphasis added] 

As well, the San Francisco Examiner carried an article on April 27 by Larry Bush, the co-founder of the group Friends of 
Ethics, who noted that should the Planning Commission decide to recommend lowering the percentage for inclusionary 
housing requirements, it would lead to less affordable housing being developed: · 

"At stake is the .amount of housing developers will have to set aside that is affordable ... A decision 
to make this a lower percent would mean more profits for developers and less housing for San 
Franciscans who live on a paycheck.". 

The next day, the San Francisco Exam~ner carried an article on April 28 by Michael Barba that reported the Planning 
Commission had recommended the day before that the rental.housing proposal by Safai and Breed increase the set-aside 
for low-income households to 12% from tll.e 6% in the Safai-Breed proposal. The article quoted Supervisor Peskin: 

. " 'This is rtot a technical change, this is a sweeping piece of public policy about how you divide up 
the affordable housing 'pie,' Peskin said. 'I appreciate their [Planning's]. recommendations but 
they're just that. They're just recommendations'." "[emphasis added] 

Despite the Planning Commission's recommendation to increase the rental amounts for low-income households to 12%, 
Safai and Breed appear to have ignored those recommendations - as just recommendations as Peskin had noted- and 
the Safai-Breed proposal that advanced to the Board of Supervisors stubbornly clung to cutting low-income rental units 
to just 6% not only to Supervisor Breed's constituents in District 5, but low-income African American residents citywide. 

Recent Housing Production Performance in San Francisco 

The Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) process is a state mandate regarding planning for housing in 
California, which requires that all jurisdictions in the state update 
the Housing Elements of their General Plan~. In the·Bay Area, it · 
is the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) that sets 
the City of San Francisco's RHNA goals. 

The two primary goals of the RHNA process are to: 1) Increase · 
the supply of housing, and 2) Ensure that local governments 
consider the housing needs of persons at all income 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 
lflf 

one another'. 

ABAG' s recori1mendations issued October 26, 2006 for the 2007- . ___ -__ c_o_m_·_m_e_n_t_P_o_s_t_e_d_.o_n_4_8_H_,_·11_s_.o_r,_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 Built: San Francisco 2007-2014 

Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress: San Francisco 2007-2014 

San Francisco's 
%Share of 
Eight-Year 

ABAG's RHNABuilt 
October 201 li 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% 
1'bove fvbde rate >120% 42% 65.5% 23.5% 
Upper Income ? ? 

Total 100% 100.0% 

Sources: N3AG's October 26, 2006 Recommendations v.,, San Francis~o8~nning Department 
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Table 2 shows 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' cate~ory. 

An alternative RBNA 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 OJ.'!.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 Francisco2007-2014 
%of 

RHNA RHNA %of 
AMI Allocation Eight~Year Allocation RHNA Goal RHNA Goal 

%Share of 
Eight-Year 
Total Built Income Level Level Goal Total Built Built Not Built Not Built 

VeryLow 0-50% 6,589 4,118 62.5% 
Low 50%-80% 5,535 1,663 30.0% 
Moderate 80%-120°/., 6,754 1,283 19.0% 
Above Moderate 120%-150% 12,315 13,391 108.7% 
Upper Income >150% ? ? 

Total 31,193 20,455 65.6% 

I "Very Low"+ "Low" Combined 12,124 5,781 47.7% 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department 

Of note, MOHCD's FY 2014-2015 Annual Report tried to 
downplay the amount of housing developed between 2007-2014 
by income level, since MOHCD creatively combined "Very 
Low" and "Low" income levels into a single category it 
creatively called "Low Income" (everything below 80% of 
AMI), asserting that of the housing built 47.7% of the allocation 
goal.had been met for low-income households. That's obviously 
not all true. 

First, just 30% of the RHNA goal for "Low-Income" households 
had been met, and 62.5% of the RENA 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 37.5% 20.1% 
3,872 70.0% 8.1% 
5,471 81.0% 6.3% 

(1,076) ·B.7% 65.5% 

10,738 34.4% 100.0% 

... " 
An alternative view - looking at RHNA 

goals - San Francisco built 108.7% of the 

goal 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°/o 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.n 

Second, of the 20,455 housing units that were actually built, just 28.2 % 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 RENA reports from the Planning Department do not . 
document what proportion of the "Above Moderate" housing goals or a<;tual housing constructed actually went to "Upper 
Income" households earning more than 150% of AMI, further driving up developer profit margins. 
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It is thought that the "Upper Income" category is probably all 
market-rate housing units, and perhaps a good chunk of the 
"Above Moderate" units may also be market-rate units. 

Then there's the issue of the RHNA goals that were not m\?t in 
the eight-year period between 2007 and 2014. Fully 10,738, or 
34-.4%, of units were not built of the REINA 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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'II. 'I - ' . . 

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 goais. 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 haying -.. -.. -------------------
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% ·of the 'Very-Low 
deed restrictions. Fully 1,877 (9.2%) of the units in the Income' RHNA goals were not built. n 
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 restricµons 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 the end of 25- to 30-year legal contracts, called 
"covenants," or ot~er expiring deed restrictions. It is not yet 
k?,.own how many of the deed-restricted units do have the typical 
55-year deeds or covenants that may also eventqally 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 
. lf 

mar et-rate units. 

Table 4: Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress: San Francisco 2007-2014 

Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress: San Francisco 2007-2014 

%of 8ght-Year %of 
AMI 

1 
#of Units By Total Eight-Year 

. Income Level Level Deed Type Units Deed Type &Built Total Built 

Very Low 0-50% Deed-Restricted 2,886. 70.1% 4,118 20.1% 
Non-Deed Restricted 1,232 29.9% 

Low 
Deed-Restricted 1,481 89.1% 

50%-80% 1,663 8.1% 
Non-Deed Restricted 182 10.9% 

Moderate 
Deed-Restricted 820 63.9% 

80%-120% 1,283 6.3% 
Non-Deed Restricted 463 36.1% 

Abow Moderate 120%-150% 13,391 13,391 65.5% 

Upper Income > 150% ? ? 

Total Units: 20,455 20,455 

Combined Non-Deed Restricted Subtotal 1,877 
Combined Non-Deed Restricted Percentage 9.2% 

1 Deed-Retricted: Legally bound to rent or sell to households under income limits ata price thatls "affordable." 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department 

Deed-restricted units are legally bound to rent or sell to households under income limits at a price to guarantee 
affordability of those units for a minimum time period, usually 
55 years. 

Notably, neither the "Above Moderate" nor the "Upper Income" 
income units face deed restrictions to set sales prices that are 
"affordable." They aren't guaranteed-to be affordable. It's clear 
developers are looking for the sky's-the-limit at setting market­
rate sales prices ! 
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""' Neither the 'Above Moderate' nor the 

'Upper Income' income units face deed 

restrictions to set sales prices that are 

'affordable.' They aren't guaranteed to 
ffY 

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! 

i 

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 reported in the San Francisco Examiner 
on Friday, May 19. n 

Unfortunately, the actual "compromise" legislation was not 
posted to the Board of Supervisors web site in advance of its 
Land Use Committee hearing on Monday May 22. Lacking both 
a Legislative Analysis and the actual compromise legislation 
itself, there was no way to confirm or analyze details of the 
proposed "deal" prior to the deadline to submit this article for 
publication in the Westside Observer. 

The actual 'compromise' legislation was 

not posted to the Board of Supervisors web 

site in advance of its Land Use Committee 

hearing on Monday May 22, so there was 

no way to confirm or analyze details of the -
PY 

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 oU-,: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 rep.tal amounts initially 

't.'O. 

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.,., 

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 reaso11:able question is: How much affordable housing will be lost during the 10-year period that it takes to move the 
dial back up to 24% for rental housing in 2027? 

The Examiner reported no details about sales (ownership) units, or how the "deal" may have reached compromises on 
ownership units. 

On a thud, the Examiner C()ncluded 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]." 
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""' ' 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?.r,, 
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Land Use and Transportation Committee Hearing (May 22, 2017) 

Notably, the legal language of the compromise amendments to the inclusionary housing ordinance was not placed on the 
Board of Supervisors web site for members of the public to examine 72 hours in advance of the Land Use hearing on 
May 22 in order to adequately understand and prepare testimony, 
regarding the proposed new "deal." 

One City Hall staffer wrongfully opined that "substantive 
amendments to a properly agendized item can be proposed for 
the first time [ during a] 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 Economic Development Committee had 
failed to provide substantive amendments to the Park Merced 
development agreement and had committed official misconduct 
for having failed to provide _those amendments to members of the 
public before the amendments were considered in Committee. 

.. .,. . 
In ·2011 the San Francisco Sunshine 

Ordinance Task Force ruled that the 

previous Land Use and Economic 

Development Committee failed to provide 

substantive amendments to the Park 

Merced development agreement and had 

committed official misconduct for having 

failed to provide those amendments to_ 

members of the public before they were 

considered· in Committee. 
11 

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 local·and state open-meeting laws by sneaking in 14 pages of amendments 
to the Parkmerced development deal only minutes before approving it. Pastor Gavin asserted the 
amendments were so drastic that the Board's agenda didn't accurately reflect the real deal under 
consideration, and that voting_ to approve it without sufficient time for review by members of the 
public violated open-meeting laws. The Sunshine Task Force ruled in Gavin's favor, finding 
Wiener and the other three supervisors had committed official misconduct, and referred the four 
Supervisors to the Ethics Commission for enforcement." 

Someone at City Hall must h~ve 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 will 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'.u 

Several people who provided oral public comment on May 22 noted that the inclusionary housing legislation that we've 
had for the past 15 years would become all but moot, given the HOME-SF legislation proposed by Supervisor Katy Tang 
and the Mayor that they are ramming through the Board of Supervisors, since housing developers will likely opt to use 
the less stringent HOME-SF formulas for density bonuses rather than complying with the Inclusionary Housing 
Ordinance, because developers will apparently be able to choose 
which Ordinance they will follow. And those HOME-SF units 
may only end up being 700 square feet in size (or smaller), 
hardly conducive to family housing. 

CSFN president George Wooding' s article in the May 2017 

~ ... 
Supervisor Tang's HOME-SF proposal 

is toxic, since it pits middle-income 

against lower-income households!'l'r 

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-income households against 1ower-income households! 

289 . 



Peter Cohen, co.:ditector of CCHO, testified on May 22, in part: 

"We are concerned that we have a separate inclusionary [ affordable 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." 
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Cohen and others who testified similarly during the May 22 
hearing are correct tl:iat the HOME-SF and Inclusionary Housing 
ordinances should "mirror" each other regarding affordable 
housing requirements. Otherwise, developers will choose the 
more lucrative HOME-SF affordable housing requirements rather 
than the inclusionary requirements. 

, ... 
'CCHO's Peter Cohen and others are 

Granting "Sanctuary" to Developers 

correct that the HOME-SF and Inclusionary 

Housing ordinances should 'mirror' each 

other regarding affordable housing 
• YJf 

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 cop.struction 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 development of affordable housing from the Housing Balance Reports that Supervisor Jane 
Kim managed to require be provided from the Planning Department, Table 5 below paints a disturbing vision: 

Table 5: Production of "Affordable" Units Over a Ten-Year "Rolling" Basis 
Successive San Francisco Housing Balance Reports 

%of 
1 

Net New "Expanded'' 
Housing "Constrained" Citywide Projected 

Housing Date Produced cumulative cumulative Housing 
Balance of Housing Balance As Housing Housing Balance. 
Report# Report Period "Affordable" Balance Balance Citywide 

7/7/2015 2005 Q1 - 2014 Q4 SO'Ya · 14%
2 

Not Avail. · 1 t:oio 
2 9/4/2015 2005 Q3 - 2015 Q2 28%. 15.2% Not Avail. 11:0% 
3 3/31/2016 2006 Q1 - 2015 Q4 25%. 8.8% 17.6% 15.0% · 
4 9/29/2016 2006 QS-2016 Q2 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 byl.()ters 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, !he second housing 

balance report re-calculated !he first housing balance report of a 21 % cumulative housing balance to just 14%. 

Source: Housing Balance Reports Issued by!he San Francisco Planning Department 

In 2015, Supervisor Jane Kim sponsored legislation requiring the Planning Departmentto provide housing balance 
reports every six months, on· a "rolling" ten-year basis under City Ordinance 53-15, involving a look.:ba~k eve.ry six 
months to the then 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 fi~st Housing Balance Report in 

July 2015,.the percentage of net new 
affordable housing produced plummeted 

from 30% to just 22% across essentially a 
. d fl two-year perio • 

point" has plummeted, it will take awhlle to turn around any increase (should that happen at all). 
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: "2 + 2 = 5" . •• • .:·, _,i . ·.···. -! 

In addition to the 8%·nose-dive in net new affordable housing being built, Housing Balance Report #5 shows the 
principal reason the cumulative housing balance stands at just 13.6% shown in Table 5 above, is that while 6,166 new 
affordable housing units were produced in the most-recent 10-year rolling reporting period (first quarter 2007 to fourth 
quarter 2016), 4,182 affordable units. were lost to demolition and 
owner move-in and Ellis Act evictions during the same period. 

The 4,182 units lost repr·esent fully 68% of the new affordable 
housing built, in effect reducing the net new housing units built 
to just 1,984 units (an Orwellian and ironic number of 1984 ·that 
may have given George Orwell a good laugh). 

The double-speak coming out of Mayor Ed Lee's "Ministry of 
Truth" - Lee's January 2014 State of the City speech in which 
he pledged to constrqct or rehabilitate at least 30,000 homes by 
the year 2020, claiming 50% of the housing would be affordable 

"-% 

While 61 166 new affordable housing 

un.its were produced in the most-recent 10-

year rolling reporting period (first quarter 

2007. to fourth qu~rter 2016), 4,182 

affordable units were lost to demolition and 

owner move.:.in and Ellis Act ev:ictions. 

The 4,182 units lost represent fully 6S0io of 

the new affordable housing built." 

for middle-class households, and at least 33% would be affordable for low- and moderate-income households -
apparently forgot to consider that lost housing might severely erode net new affordable housing gains. Perhaps Mayor Lee 
bought into the Orwellian propaganda that "2 + 2 = 5," while the "proj1.:cted housing b~lance" citywide still stands at just {4%. 

. . 

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 

...... 
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·.u 

that if net housing - including market-rate housing - has inGreased during the same ten-year rolling period, developers­
have been, and will continue to be, rolling in nice profits under their Sanctuary deals, even while net new affordable · 
housing has plummeted. 

· It's clear that when developers are left to their own devices, they have little interest in developing new. affordable 
housing and prefer to pay the in-lieu fee rather than building new 
affordable housing. 

It appears the Board of Supervisors may have caved in to the 
Safai-Breed-Tang deal, and the "consensus" deal reached will 
hand developers their 82% Sanctuary license to build more and 
more market-rate housing, at least for the majority of the next 
decade through 2027. Take that to the "anti-gentrification" bank. 
Let's see if it trickles down. · 

)1.'11 

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 

h 
• lf!I 

ousmg. 

We'll have to see, ~hen Land Use takes up this issue again on June 5. 

Do we want to be a "Sanctuary City for Developers" to maximize their profits? Or do we want to be a Sanctuary City for· 
all San Franciscans seeking affordable housing, without pitting 
neighbor against neighbor? 

Contact the Board of Supervisors and urge them to increase 
inclµsionary affordable housing requires now, and not wait until 
2027 to do so. 
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do we ~ant to be. a Sanctuary City for all 
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Monette-Shaw does not presume to speak as a public policy or housing subject-,:natter expert. · But as a reporter, he does have First 
Amendment opinions on this housing debate. · 

He's a columnist for ·san Francisco's Westside Observer newspaper, and a member of the California First Amendment Coalition 
(FAC) and the ACLU. Contact him at mo11ette-shaw@westsideobse1wr.com. 
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Patrick Monette-Shaw 
975 Sutter Street, Apt. 6 

San Francisco, CA 94109 
Phone: (415) 292-6969 • e-mail: pmonette-shaw@eartlink.net 

June 5, 2017 

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 Inclusionary 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 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. 

\1ost alarming, the compromise "deal" almost guarantees that the 
City'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 

f GolvJ en~. County ol ~: F,ano"'.' . 

-~ --- e1 
- .. 

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;m 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 ¥fordable 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 ~nly 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, 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 
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year 2027. And if there i§_ a two-year period before the 0.5% increases for moderate- and middle-income units kick in, in 
2020, it will take 14 years (in 2031) to reach the 24% maximum for the moderate- and middle-income rental units. 

And if my reading is correct that there will be the same 10-year and 14-year delays for ownership (sales) units -for low­
income vs. moderate- and middle-income units -it will also take until 2027 or 2031 to reach the maximum 26% 
threshold for ownership units. 

Once the 24% maximum rentarthreshold 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 t(? 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 
high at 130% of AMI for· middle-income units, allowing households of 120% to 150% of A1\1I to be eligible to apply. 
That 150% percentage is obviously market-rate housing-not affordable housing-as then Supervisor Mark Leno had 
envisioned when he first authored the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. 

I think today's legislation needs further refinement, and should be continued to a future meeting to re-negotiate many of 
the terms in this Ordinance, with an eye on improving the Housing Balance Report data. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Patrick Monette-Shaw 
Columnist 
Westside Observer Newspaper 

cc: The Honorable Jane Kim, Supervisor, District 6 
The Honorable Ahsha Safai, Supervisor, District 11 
The Honorable London Breed, Supervisor, District 5 
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c .... 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 ANY WAY OR ALLOW "HO:ME SF" 
" SUPPLANT OR SUPERCEDE THE INCLUSIONARY PROGRAM IN ANYWAY. 

/ lPI 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 of low income units over middle income units and for 
adherence to other Inclusionary 
building requirements as agreed upon by the Full Board. 

PLEASE DO NOT APPROVE MORE lvlIDDLE 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 income units-to-middle income units ratio and income levels in the HOME SF legislation 
should be the same or greater as that approved by the voters under Prop C 
as determined by the Full Board under as Prop C 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. 

~1.ankyou. 

Lorraine Petty 
one of the 67% of voters who approved Prop C 
District 5 Voter 
Senior & Disability Action member 
D5 Action member 295 



Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
-· t • 

From: Board ·of Supervisors, (BOS) 

J70:L08 
1£# 1351 

Sent 
Subject: 

Monday, May 15, 2017 8:35 AM . 
FW: Upcoming workforce housing legislation--in ·support of Safai, Breed and Tang 

proposal. File No. 170208 

From: Linda Stark Litehiser [mailto:linda.litehi@gmail.com] 

Sent: Sunday, May 14, 2017 8:25 PM 

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Upcoming workforce housing legislation-in support of Safai, Breed and Tang proposal. 

Dear members of the board, I wanted to go on record in support of the Inclusionary Housing legislation 
proposed by Supervisors- Safai, Breed and Tang. I have studied the proposal as well as the competing proposal 
and feel that the _Safai, Breed and Tang proposal is far superior for our city at this time. 

I will try to come 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 
l;Ilakethathappen .. 

Best regards, Linda 

Linda Stark Litehiser 
78 Havelock St. San Francisco, CA 94112 
District 11 
415-585-8005 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

rrom: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Board. of Supeivisors,· (BOS) 
Monday, May 08, 2017 8:44 AM 
FW: 

From: lgpetty@juno.com [mailto:lgpetty@juno.com] 
Sent: Saturday, May 06, 20:t.7 7:29 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: · 

To Ali Supervisors 

Re: Land Use Committee ·May 8, 2017 

Item . #2 150969 Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

11102..()(3 
/~135/ 

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 
+01lmved 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!i 

#2 must be considered as separate legislation and NOT COMBINED WITH or SUBSTITUTED FOR or 
SUPERSEDING any other density bonus legislation. 
I believe that the ratio of affordable housing units for the Item 2 Bonus De:o,sity proposal should be the same as 
that approved by the voters under Prop C. and set.by the whole Board under Prop C Inclusionary Affordable 
Housing. 

Thankyou. 
Lorraine Petty 
District 5 Voter 
Senior & Disability Action member 
D5 Action member 

From 'the Bible: One Cup of This Burns Belly Fat Like Crazy! 
Biblical Belly Breakthrough 
http:1/third partyoffers. juno .com/TG L3132/590e86c 722eb 76c66de9sto3d uc 



Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

· Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, May 08, 201711:41 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Jhenders@sonic.net 

.. ,'10208 
I (.pl 35/ 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

FW: HVNA T & P Letter Regarding Inclusionary Housing Ordinance - File No. 170208 
2017 05 03 HVNA T & P BMR Letter to London.pdf 

Hello, 

Please add this letter to File No.170208. 

Thank you. 

-Original Message----
From: Jason M Henderson [mailto:Jhenders@sonic.net] 
Sent: Monday, May 08, 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@SFGOVl.onmicrosoft.com>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)· 
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Sheehy, Jeff (BOS) <jeff.sheehy@sfgov.org>; Angulo, S~nny (BOS) <sunny.angu!o@sfgov:org> 
Subject: 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 muc~. 

-Jason Henderson 

Chair, Hayes Valley Neighborhood Associat\on Transportation & Planning Committee. 

Jason Henderson · 

San Francisco CA 
94102 

aga 



1 
11020£ 
/t,la5/ 

._· -:· . - ~- .. = . ~· - - - ·. - : ··~:.~~·.~,.::·:~:.~~-f- . ·-:- -· . : ·-·.·-_- ... -- -.-
The !{AY~s VALLEY 'Neighborhovd4s~Wi.4'4~'!Jil ll~NA ~ -. 
- - -- - -- -- .. ;r~~~,~-~-~j~-:~·-_: - - : -

.. _ _ ~ . --- . · - · .. JL:;t~:~:~)t1~~· . . . .-

President London Breed 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

RE: Below Market Rate Housing Policy and lnclusionary Housing Ratios 

Dear London, 

The Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association's Transportation & Planning Committee, as 
demonstrated in th.e Market and Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan, has long supported housing 
policies that enable people of diverse incomes to live and work in our community. This point 
was re-affirmed at our January board and community retreat and affordability was raised as the 
most important issue facing our community.· 

HVNA has been observing the dialogue and various inclusionary housing proposals 
brought before the supervisors recently. We are troubled that our organization, one of those 
organizations that embraces high-density housing and inclusionary housing onsite, has not been a 
part of these discussions for D5 and beyond and particularly the HUB. 

We have concerns about a proposal that reduces the increment of low and moderate income 
BMR's when compared to a more inclusionary proposal, both of which are now before the Board 
of Supervisors. While we recognize the need for a housing policy that helps middle class and 
upper middle class families (households making 110-140% of AMI), we do not wish to see that 
subsidy come at the expense of much-needed lower income housing. 

HVNA's T & P Committee _endorses the proposal for 24% BMR in new large rental 
developments with density bonus and is comfortable with the split between low income (15%) 
and moderate income (9%) rather than the proposal for 18% BMR in large rental developments, 
with a 6%-6%-6% spread subsidizing households making 110% of AMI. For condos, we 
support the 27% 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 staffs commitment in addressing the complexities 
within inclusionary 4ousing Inclusionary Housing legislation with the highest total increment of 
BMR.s and with more emphasis on lower income housing consistent with the current city policy. 
We urge that you and your colleagues continue to seek ways to secure more middle class housing 
for the. economic health of our city. We would appreciate more fully understanding your,point of 
view. 

We look forward to continued dialogue with you and your team. We want to furthe,r outline 
ways HVNA can support solutions to create housing for those most in need. 

Sincerely, 

Gail Baugh, President, HVNA 

Jason Henderson, Chair, HVNA Transportation and Planning Committee, 
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Sotn Francisco Building and 
1188 FRANKLIN STREET• SUITE 203 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94109 
EMAIL: mike@sfbctc.org 

LARRY MAZZOLA 
President 

22May.2017 

Supervisor Mark Farrell 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
Supervisor Katy Tang 

A ·cmtiwy of R>:ccllencc 
in Cmftn111t11ship 

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 

AB you may know, Emily Johnstone of the AFL-CIO Housing Investment Trust served on the 
Controller's complittee that made feasibility recmn.'Uendations per last year's "inclusionary 
housing" charter amendment Now as then, Ms. Job.Iistone ·has the trust of the San Francisco 
Building and Construction Trades Council. 

Accordingly, the Board of Business Representatives of the Council voted at its meeting of9 May 
2017 to instruct me to send a letter to the Land Use and Transportation Committee in support of 
the proposal that resulted from the recent negotiations between Supervisors Breed, Safai, and 
Tang and Supervisors Peskin and Kim if Ms. Johnstone indicated that the proposal was close 
enough to the recommendations of the Controller's committee to warrant her support 

She has so indicated. 

We support the proposal. 

Respectfully yours, 

Michael Theriault 
Secretary-Treasurer 

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 Inclusioriary Housing Proposal 

Subject: Support Kim-Peskin Jnclusionary Housing Proposal 

Dear Ms. Somera, 

Jtp/35/ 

As clerk for the Land Use and Transportation Committee, please let the committee members know 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. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph Chmielewski 
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Coalltion for San. Francisco 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

San Fra.ncisco Planning Commission 

Re lnciusionary Housing Proposals 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

April 6, 2017 · 

We are responding to the presentation by the Staff (the "Staff'') of the Planning Commission (the 

"Commission") of two prop?sed ordinances (the "Proposals" or a "Proposal") containing different 

versions of changes to the Planning Code to modify the requirements relating to below rnarket rate 

housing provided as part of a multifamily market rate development ("inclusionary housing") in San 

Francisco. One Proposal is sponsored by Supervisors Kim and Peskin (the "Kim-Peskin Proposal") and 

the at.her by Supervisors Safai, Breed and Tang (th~ "Safai-Breed-Tang Proposal"). Currently, requ_ired 

inclusionary housing levels are governed by Proposi~ion 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 inclusionarv. 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, but that has been put over 

until April 28. In the hc:ipe that in the meantime there will be considerat_ion_of changes to the Proposals, 

the following comments are offered by the Coalition For.San Francisco Neighborhoods: 

1. THE SAF.AI-BREED-TANG PROPOSAL REFLECTS A TECTONIC SHIFT UPWARD IN THE INCOME 

LEV~LS OF ELIGIBLE LPEl{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 Francisco 

(Explanatory Note) The Safai-Breed-Tang proposal places much more emphasis on middle income , 

beneficiaries. Because inclusionary rental or sales charges can be high.er for these beneficiaries, this 

helps developers' profits margins. While these beneficiaries are certainly worthy, it will result ih the· 

displacement of equally worthy, low and lower income groups who have even greater needs. 

Such a major policy change as this is, pitting low and lower means persons against those with 

higher means, with no significan\ changes in the amount of inclusionary housing to be produced, 

should not be undertaken witho~t (1) a much more comprehensive review which extends beyond 

the Report, which focused primarily ·on financial issue and mitigating risks for developers, (2) 

ultimately, a vote of the people. 

2. INITIALLY AND FOR SOME TIME TO COME, THE PERENTAGES OF INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PER 

PROJECT FOR LARGE DEVELOPMENTS ARE LESS UNDER BOTH PROPOSALS THAN CURRENT LAW 

AND SHOULD ALLOW FOR EARLIER VOLUNTARY INCREASES. THE SAFAI-BREED-TANG PROPOSAL 

NEVER REACHES EXISTING LAW REQUIREMENTS. 

(Explanatory Note) Both Proposals start below their ultimate maximum required levels of 

inclusionary hdusing 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-Breed-Tang Proposal, 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 larger and would ultimately provi~e for inclusionary percentages per project in excess of 

current law. BOTH PROPOSALS SHOULD PROVIDE FOR PERMISSABLE VOLUNTARY INCREMENTS AT 

GREATER THAN THE RQUIRED RATES. 

3. BY STATING RANAGES OF QUALIFYING INCOME, BOTH PROPOSALS HAVE·CAPSAND FLOORS 

FOR QUALFYING LEVELS, SO PERSONS WITH INCOMES BELOW THE FLOORS ARE SQUEEZED OUT. 
' . 

CURRNENT LAW MERELY PROVIDES FOR INCOME CAPS, NOT FLOORS 

(Explanatory Note) Under current law, for smaller developments, (10 to 24 units, the qualifying 

income level is "not to exceed" 55% or 80%of AMI (for rental or_purchase 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' PER<=ENTAGES OF QUALFYING INCOME SO THAT 

LOWER U::VELS WOULD QUALIFY AS WELL 

4. QUALIFYING INCOME TESTS ARE BASED UPON TOO ECONOMICALLY DIVERSE GEOGRAPHIC 

AREAS, THUS SQUEEZING OUT PERSONS AND FAMILIES LIVING IN VERFY LOW INCOME 

NEIGHBORHOOD/REGIONS WHO CANNOT MEET A STATED MEANS TEST. 

(Explanatory Note) The Commission agreed, with respect to AHBP, to use a more neighborhood/San 

Frandsco-Centric.means test, meaning that, e.g. "55% of AMI" would be calculated on smaller 

geographic area to eliminate or mitigate the impact of th~ significant disparities in income levels 

which can be generally extant in the standard AMI tests. This does not appearto have been done 

AND MORE OF AN EFFORT SHOULD BE MADE TO ACCOMMODATE THAT. 

5. THE REPORT AND THE SAFAI-BREED-TANG PRPOSALSEEK 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 

! I California case law (the "Napa Case") allows inclusionary units built under a local law 

program to count as affordable units under State L-aw, 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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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 ~ote} The whole concept of "feeing out" is 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 inciusionary units·originally contemplated. 

COALITION FOR SAN FRANCISCO NEIGHBOHOODS 

Cc: John Rah_iam, AnMarie 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 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: 

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 shq.ll 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'vi'.s: 

lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee: 
• 1 O units or more, but less than 25 units: 20% 
• 25 units or more: 33% for ownership projects or 30% for rental projects 

The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development shall calculate these fees 
based on the City's cost of constructing affordable residential housing, including development and 
land acquisition costs. 

On-Site Affordable Housing option: 
• 1 O to 24 units: 12%, increasing by 0.5% annually for all development projects with 10-

24 units of housing, beginning on January 1, 2018, L!ntil such requirements is 15%. 
• 25 ownership units or more: 20%, increasing by 1.0% annually for two consecutive 

years, starting on January 1, 2018, and then by 0.5% annually starting January 1, 
2020, with the total on-site inclusionary affordable housing requirement not exceeding 
26%. 
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• 25 rental -units or more: 18%, increase by 1.0% annually for two consecutive y·ears, 
starting on January 1, 2018, and then by 0.5% annually starting January 1, 2020, with 
the total on-site inclusionar'y affordable housing requirement not exceeding 24% 

Off-Site Affordable Housing option:· 
• 1 O units or more, but less than 25 units: 20% 
• 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 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 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 Neighbixhoods Mission Planning Area,.the North of 
Market Residential Special Use District Subarea 1 or Subarea 2, or the ·SOMA Ne'ighborhood 
Commercial Transit District, that have submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation Application 
or:i o~ before January 12, 2016, shall pay a fee or provide off-site housing in an amount equivalent 
to 30% or provide affordable units in the amount of 25% of the number of rental units constructed 
on-site or 27% of the number of owned units constructed on-site. 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable to attend 
the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the time the hearing 
begins. These comments will be made as part of the official public record in this matter, and shall 
be broyght to the attention of the members pf the ·committee. Written comments should be 
addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place; Room 
244, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information relating to this matter is available in the Office of the 
Clerk of the Board. Agenda information relating to this matter will be available for public review 
on Friday, June 9, 2017. · ·· · 

DATED: June.2, 2017 
PUBLISHED: June 2 & 7, 2017 

{f Angela Calvillo 
. Clerk of the Board 
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CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU 

DAI LY 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 

ALIS.A SOMERA 
CCSF BD OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES) 
1 DR CARL TON B GOODLETT PL #244 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 

COPY OF NOTICE 

Notice Type: GPN GOVT PUBLIC NbTICE 

Ad Description AS- 06.12.17 Land Use-161351 Fee Ad 

To the right is a copy of the notice you sent to us for publication in the SAN 
FRANCISCO EXAMINER. Thank you for using our newspaper. Please read 
this notice carefully and call us with ny corrections. The Proof of Publication 
will be filed with the County Clerk, if req'uired, and mailed to you after the last 
date below. Pul:)lication date(s) for this notice is (are): 

06/02/2017, 06/07/2017 

The charge(s) for this order is as follows. An invoice will be.sent after the last 
date of publication. If you prepaid this order in full, you will not receive an 
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EXM# 3017724 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC 

HEARING 
BOARD DF 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 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 

~~ct"'~;d h~:'cJ~ m;r..att~~ 
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 lncluslonary 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 I convenlence1 and 
welfare under Planning 
Code, Section 302; and 
making findings of consis­
tency with the General Plan, 
and the eight priority policies 
of Planning Code, · Section 
101.1. If the legislation 
passes, new residential 
projects shall be subject to 
revised Affordable Housing 
fees or provide a percentage 
of dwelling units either on­
site or off-site, and other 

i~cl~;o~ents, a\ff~~:i~ 
Housing 'Vee: 1 O units or 
more, but less than 25 units: 
20%; 25 units or more: 33% 
for ownership projects or 
30% for rental projects. The 
Mayor's Office of Housing 
and Community Develop­
ment shall calculate these 
fees based on the aty's cost 
of constructing affordable 
residential housing, Including 
develo~ment 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, 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 O. 5% annua~ 

~~:ngth~anu~ 1, 0;~~~ 
inclusionary affordable 
housing requirement nol 
exceeding 26'./,; 25 renlal 
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 
lncluslonary affordable 
housing requirement not 
exceeding 24%; Off-Site 
Affordable Housing option: 
1 O units or more, but less 
than 25 units: 20%; 25 
ownership units or more: 
33%; 25 rental units or more: 
30%. If the principal project 
results in the demolition, 
conversion or removal of 
affordable housing units that 
are subject to a recorded, 
covenant, ordinance or law 
that reslJicts rents or is 
subject.to any form of rent or 
price control, the project 
sponsor shall pay Iha 
lncluslonary Affordable 
Housing Fee equivalent for 
the number of units removed 
or replace the number of 
affordable units removed 
with units of a comparable 
number of bedrooms and 
sales prices or rents, In 
addition to compliance with 
the incluslonary require­
ments. The fee shall be 
imeosed on any additional 
units or square foolage 
authorized and developed 
under California Government 
Code Sections 65915 et seq. 
where the development 
project submits an Environ­
mental Evaluation applica­
tion after January 1, 2016, 
Projects located within the 
Eastern Neighborhoods 
Mission Planning Area, the · 
North of Market Residential 
Special Use Disliict Subarea 
1 or Sub area 2, or the SOMA · 
Neighborhood Commercial 
Transit Disliict, that have 
submitted a complete 
Environmental Evaluation 
Appllcetion on or before· 
January 12, 2016, shall pay 
a fee or provide off-site 
housing In an amount 
equivalent to 30% or provide 
affordable units In the 
amount of 25% of the 
number of rental units 
constructed on-stte 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 hear1ng 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. Wrttten 
comments should be 
addressed to Angela Calvillo, 
Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 
1 Dr. Cartton B. Goodlett 
Place, Room 244, San 
Francisco, CA 94102. 
Information relating to this 
matter is available in the 
Office of the Clerk of the 
Board. Agenda information 
relating to this matter will be 
available for public review on 

:g:r .. da~~1Wo, ~1e:;J·th; 
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 2so,· 1ocated at City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subject: File No.161351. Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise 
the amount of the lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On­
Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing Alternatives and other 
lnclusionary Housing requirements; adding reporting requirements 
for density bonus projects; affirming the Planning Department's 
determination under the California Environmental _Quality Act; 
making findings under Planning Code, Section 302; and making 
findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code, Section 1 O 1.1. 

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 bL:1ilding 
types would be based on the height of the building: 1) up to 55 feet; 2) above 55 feet and 
up to 85 feet; and 3) above 85 feet. The affordability gap would be calculated within six 
months of the effective date of the amendments and updated annually to ensure the 
amount reflects the City's current costs for the various building types and tenures. 
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On-Site Affordable Housing option: 
• 10 to 24 units: 12% 

Page2 

• 25 ownership units or more: 27% of all units constructed on the project site 
• 25 rental units or more: 24 % 

Annual indexing. The required on-site affordable housing.shall increase by 0.75% 
annually for all development projects with 10-24 units of housing, beginning on January 1, 
2018. 

Off-Site Affordable Housing option: 
• 10 units or more, but less than 25 units: 20% 
• 25 ownership units or more: 33% 
• 25 rental units or more: 30% 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable 
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the 
time the hearing begins. These comments will be made as part of the official public 
record in this matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of .the 
Committee. 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: May 4, 2017 
PUBLISHED: May 5 & 11, 2017 

.Q/~ 
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 wlll be sent after the last 
date of publication. If you prepaid this order in full, you will not receive an 
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EXM# 3007787 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC 

HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

OF THE CITY AND 
COUNTY OF SAN FRAN-

CISCO 
LAND USE AND TRANS­

PORTATION COMMITIEE 
MONDAY, MAY 15, 2017 -

1:30 PM 
CITY HALL, LEGISLATIVE 

CHAMBER, ROOM 250 
1 DR. CARL TON B. 

GOODLETT PLACE, SAN 
FRANCISCO, CA 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN 
THAT the Land Use and . 
Transportation Committee 
will hold a publ\c 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 for 
density bonus projects; 
affirming the Planning 
Department's determination 
under the California 
Environmental Quallty Act; 
making findings under 
Planning Code, Section 302; 
and making findings of 
consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight prtority 

~~~~~~ of 16i~1~ninglf eag,ee 
legislation passes, new 
residential projects shall be 
subject to revised Affordable 
Housing fees or provide a 
percentage of dwelling units 
either on-site or off-site, and 
other requirements, as 
follows: lncluslonary 
Affordable Housing Fee: 1 O 
units or more, but less than 
25 units: 20%; 25 units or 
more: 33% for ownership 
projects or 30% for rental 
projects. The Mayor's Office 
of Housing and Community 
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 building 
types would be based on the 
height of the building: 1) up 
to 55 feet, 2) above 55 feel 
and up to 85 feet, and 3) 
above 85 feel The afforda- , 
billty gap would be calcu­
lated within six months of the 
effective date of the 
amendments and updated 
annually to ensure the 
amount reflects the City's 
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current costs for the various 

g~~R~ %&":'dat?~ ~~i:,s-
option: 10 to 24 units: 12~ 
25 ownership units or more: 
27% of all units constructed 
on the project site; 25 rental 
units or more: 24%. Annual 
indexing. The required on­
site affordable housing shall 
Increase by 0.75% annually 
for all development projects 
with 10-24 units. of housing, 
beginning on January 1, 
2018. Off-Sile Affordable 

~~:'.n~ut
0
fe~~nii,l~ 21n~~it~'. 

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 

~;~';;;~nts ~iiri~; ma~~·:: 
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 8. Goodlett 

~~~~sc:.oom c/44'e4f:, 
lnfonmatlon 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 / Fax (510) 743-4178 

ALISA SOMERA 
GCSF BD OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL.NOTICES) 

1 DR CARL TON B GOODLETT PL #244 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA- 94102 

PROOF OF PUBLICATION 

(2015.5 C.C.P.) 

State of California ) 
County of SAN FRANCISCO ) ss 

Notice Type: GPN - GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE 

Ad Description: 

AS- 05/15/17 Land Use -161351 Fee Ad 

I am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the State of California; I am 
over the age of eighteen years, and not a party to or interested in the above 
entitled matter. I am the principal clerk of the printer and publisher of the SAN 
FRANCISCO EXAMINER, a newspaper.published in the English language in 
the city of SAN FRANCISCO, county of SAN FRANCISCO, and adjudged a 
newspaper of general circulation as defined by the laws of the State of 
California by the Superior Court of the County of SAN FRANCISCO, State of 
California, under date 10/18/1951, Case No. 41'0667. That the notice, of which 
the annexed is a printed copy, has been published in each regular and entire 
issue of said newspaper and not in any supplement thereof on the following 
dates, to-wit 

05/05/2017, 05/11/2017 

Executed on: 05/11/2017 
At Los Angeles, California 

I certify (or declare) under p~nalty of peljury that the foregoing is true and 
correct. 

Signature . 
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Email *A000004463269* 
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EXM#: 3007787 

NOTICE OF PUBllC 
HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
· OF THE CITY AND 

CDUNlY OF SAN FRAN• 
. CISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANS. 
PORTATIONCOMMIJTEE 
MONDAY, MAY 15, 2017. 

1:30 PM 
CITY HALL, LlaGISLATIVE 

CHAMBER, ROOM 250 
1 DR. CARLTON B. 

GOODLEIT PLACE, SAN 
FRANCISCO, CA 

NOTICE IS HERESY 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 wtllch time all 
·interested parlles max attend 
and be heard: File No. 
161351. Ordinance amend­
ing the Planning. Code to 
revise the amount of the 
fnclusionary Affordable 
Housing Fee and the On-Site 
end Off-Site Affordable 
Housing Alternatives and 
other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; addina 
reporting requirements for 
density bonus projects; 
affirming the Planning 
Department's determination 
under the Cafifomla 
Environmentel Quality Act; 

' making findings urider 
Planning Code, Section 302; 
and making findings of 
consistency with the General 
Plan1 and. ll\e eight priority 
polic,es of Planning Code, 
Section 101, 1. . If the 
legislation passes, new 
residential projects shall be 
subje·ct to revised Affordable 
Housing fees or provide a 
percentage of dwelfing unlis 
either on-site or off-site, and 
oU,er requirements, as 
follows: lncluslonary 
Affordable Housing Fee: 10 
units or more, but less than 
25 units: 20%; 25 units or 
more: 33% for ownership 
projects- or 30% for rental 
projects. The ,Mayor's Office 
of Housing and Community 
Development shall calculale 
these fees based on the 
City's cost of cons!ruciion of 

~~u~~~g for th~re:"';i\1:,~~l 
building types and two types 
of tenure, ownership and 
rental. The three building 
tyJ,es would be based on the 
ijeight of the building: 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. · 
lated within six months of the 
effective date of the 
amendments and updated 

::auu~r reWects
8
":: Ci:: 

current costs for the various 
building types end tenures. 
On-Sile Affordable Housing 
option: 10 to 24 units: 12%; 
25 ownership units Or more: 
27% of all units cons!ructed 
on the project site; 25 rental 
units or more: 24%. Annual 
indexing". The required on-­
site affordable housing shall 
increase by 0.75°k annually 
for all deveiopment projects 
with 10-24 units of housing, 
beglnnlng 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, 
Seciion 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 
Place1 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 

z:~:ra c~~lo,
1
~1e~

0~iii,; 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 941.03 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

June 1, 2017 

File No. 161351 

On May 22, 2017, the Land Use and Transportation Committee amended the following 
legislation: · 

File No. 161351 

Ordinance amending the · Planning · Code to revise 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, and the eight priority 
policies o(Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

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

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

lT~1ir 
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 

TO: 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 . 

TDDtrTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 

Olson Lee, Director, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development 
Nadia Sesay, Interim Executive Director, Office of Community Investment' 
and Infrastructure 
Robert Collins, Executive Director, Rent Board 

FROM: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

DATE: June 1, 2017 

SUBJECT: AMENDED LEGISLATION 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee amended the 
following legislation, introduced b.y Supervisor Kim on April 18, 2017: 

File No. 161351 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives and ·other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; to require minimum dwelling unit mix in all residential 
districts; affirming the · Planni'ng Department's det~rmination 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 Board 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 Hartiey, Mayor's Office of Housing and .Community Development 
Amy Chan, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

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

Dear Commissioners: 

May 25, 2017 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

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 

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 ar~ount 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. 

!o!L By: 

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: 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDffTY No. 554-5227 

April 21, 2017 

On April 18, 2017, Supervisor Kim introduced the following substitute legislation: 

File No. 161351 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; adding reporting requirements for density bonus projects; 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental _quality Act; making findings under Planning Code, Section 
302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the 
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

The substitute ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 
302(b), for public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the 
Land Use and Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt 
of your response. 

c: John Rahaim, Director of Planning 
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/fTY No. 554-5227 

M E M O 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: t Alisa s·omera, Legislati~e Deputy Director . 
'\r Land Use and Transportation Committee 

DATE: April 21, 2017 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the 
following substitute legi$latiori, introduced by Supervisor Kim on April 18, 2017: 

File No. 161351 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
'lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee . and the On-Site and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives and .other ln9lusionary 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 tp 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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. t-· 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Lisa ·Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

March 1, 2017 

. F'ile No. 161351 

On February 28, 2017, Supervisor Kim introduced the following substitute legislation: 

File No. 161351 

· Ordinance amending the Planning Code to -revise the amount of the 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; adding reporting requirements for density bonus ·projects; 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning Code, Section· 
302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the 
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. · 

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

rk of the Board 

. {i,c By: lisa Somera, egislative Deputy Director 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 

321 



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 tran~mitted 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 your response. · · 

Angel~lv~I~, Clerk of the Board 

PIL By: Msa-t!e~ive 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 
.~oy Navarrete, Environmental Planning. 
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C,ityHall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Cadton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Olson Lee, Director, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development 
Nadia Sesay, Interim Executive Director, Office of Commu.nity Investment 
and Infrastructure 

FROM: ! Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director 
9' 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 ~mending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other lnclusionary Housing 
requirements; adding reporting requirements for density bonus projects; 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; making findings under Planning Code, Section 
302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the. 
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me 
at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San 
Francisco, CA 94102 or by email at: alisa.somera@sfgov.org. 

c: Eugene Flannery, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
Kate Hartley, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

- December 20, 2016 

Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environme,ntai Review Officer 
Plan·ning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

File No. 161351 

On December 13, 2016, Supervisor Kim introduced the following proposed legislation: 

File No. 161351 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to revise the amount of the 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site 
Affordable Housing Alternatives and other lnclusionary 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 .. . 

This legislatio.n is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Angel~l~~lo~e Board 

(\ By: u.rtera, Legislative Deputy Director 
fCI- Land Use and Transportation Committee 

. . 

Attachment · 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
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City Hall 
.. ' 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,·Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 

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

Dear Commissioners: 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

December 20, 2016 

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 DeputyDirector 
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, Enviror;imental Planning 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton- B. Goodlett Place, R0om 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 lnvestmef1t and 
Infrastructure 

FROM:· 9Lv 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 lnchisionary 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 18, 2017 

Angela Calviilo 

r...11 . ·-
N 

TO: I 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

FROM: Supervisor Ma~k Farrell 

RE:.· Land us·e and Transportation Committee 
COMMITIEE REPORTS 

· Pursuant to Board Rule 4.20, as Chair of the Land Use and Trarisp_ortation 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 W9rkplace 

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 
wor:kplace 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 rel'.Jovated 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 cjesignated 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 O 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place • Room 244 ° San Francisco, California 94i02-2489 ° (415) 554-7752 
Fax (415) 554-7843 • TDDITTY (415) 554-3tl7] • E-m?il: Mi:l.rk.Farrell@sfgov.org 
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Member; Board of Supervisors 
District 2 

City and County of San Francisco 

170208 

MARKE. FARRELL 

. Planning Code - lnclusionary·Affordable Housing Fee aod 
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 Departmenfs 
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, Sedion 101.1. 

~ 161351 Planning Code - lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and! 
Requirements 

Ordinance amending the. Planning Code to revise the amount of the lnclusionary 
Affordable Housing Fee and the On-Site and Off-Site Affordable Housing · 
Alternatives and other lnclusionary Housing requirements; adding reporting 
requirements for density bonus projects; affirming the Planning Department's 
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; rriaking findings 
under Pfanning Code, Section 302; and making findings of consistency with the 
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1: 

These matters will be he.ard in the Land Use and Transportation Committee at a 
Regular Meeting on Monday, May 22, 2017, at 1:30 p.m. · 

qty Hall O l Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place • Room 244 • San Francisco, California 94102-2489 • (415) 554-7752 
Fax (415~ 554-7843 • TDDITTY (415) 55:!J-~7 • E-mail: Mark.FarrelJ@sfgov.org 



· Pri.rit Form J 
Introduction Form· 

; - . 
!~\ : : ,J ! .·~ .; 

BO:\;!:~ CF~· ._;:·.\:--·V'.SOi-· •j 

By a Memb'ef of the Board ofSuperviso~s or the Mayor 
s /~ ~· ~ ;= ~; \ ; ~ : ! -~ ·:: .} 

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

~;iH 1 s DD I 
iii i I A, I\ 

1
TiIT)'i jstarhp: 0 l 
or meeting date 

3 y ____ .::::>L,.=._ __ _ 

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 · ___ ~ ___ _,j from Committee .. 

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

lg] 8. Substitute Legislation File No. ~' 1_6_13_5_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 Inspectio:µ Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

!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: --~--------{)-~. -~~~-· _-____ _ 

F · Clerk's Use Only: 
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·~ ...... ; Introduction Form 
REGE1¥E 1 

BOARD OF SUPEr:¥lSORS 
SAH FR ANG SCO 

By a Member ~fthe Board of Supervisors or the Mayo~o t1 f EB 8 p 4: 5 9 
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 Committee. 

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

D 

D 

D 

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires" 
~-----------------' 

5. City Attorney request. 

6. Call File No. ....i ----'-------.1 fr~m Committee. 

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

IZI 8. Substitute Legislation File No ...... I _____ ..., 
D 9. Reactivate File No. I~·----~-' 
D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on ... I ____________ ___. 
Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the fopowing: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

S1;>onsor(s): 

!supervisor Kim 

Subject: 

Planning Code - Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements 

The text is listed below or attached: 

1See attached. 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: -~~-+-t=·-~~--0----.f---~-'-------
For Clerk's Use Only:· 
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Introduction Form 
By-a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor 

~\/.eo 

t2.f r~Jt to ~ 
4: 4-l f'1Y\ 

Time stamp ~ 
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 Committee. _ 

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

D 

D 

. o 

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires" ...._,_-~----~------~-

D 

D 

D 

n 

5. City Attorney request. 

6. Call File No. -i -. ------~! from Committee . 

7. Budget Analyst request ( attach written motion). 

8. Substitute Legislation File No ....... 1 -~---........ 

9. Reactivate File No.I._-----~ 

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: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission .D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

~ote: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use·a Imperative Form. 

sponsor(s): 

!supervisors Kim and Peskin 

Subject: 

Planning Code - Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee and Requirements 

The text is listed below or attached: 

1See attache~ 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: __ (_~+-¥---'==--n_,_._n-_____,~_ -=·-· ~----

r Clerk's Use Only: 
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