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Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Report, San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing
Element
Revised Alternatives Analysis
Planning Department Case No: 2007.1275E

The following comments are submitted on behalf of San Franciscans for Livable
Neighborhoods (“SFLN™) as to the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report, San Francisco
2004 and 2009 Housing Element, Revised Alternatives Analysis (the “Revision”).

SFLN secured an Order of the Superior Court finding that the City violated the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code sections
21000 ef seq., because the discussion of alternatives in the above-described EIR was conclusory
and lacking in factual support. The Court held that the City abused its discretion by rejecting
alternatives in conclusory Findings that lacked factual support and that the EIR’s discussion of
alternatives was also conclusory and inadequate. The City must now give genuine consideration
to alternatives and since the Court set aside the City’s approval of the 2009 Housing Element, the
City must recommend to the Board of Supervisors an alternative Housing Element that contains
policies which would reduce or eliminate the proposed project’s significant impact on transit and
the other effects that the EIR should have deemed significant. Accordingly, SFLN hereby
incorporates by reference as though fully set forth all its prior comments as to the EIR for the
2004 and 2009 Housing Elements that the City previously released for public comment.

Pertinent excerpts from the Court Order finding the EIR for the 2009 Housing Element
inadequate are attached hereto as Exhibit 2.

The Court also issued a Peremptory Writ of Mandate that commanded the City to: (1)
set aside and void the City’s certification and approval of the San Francisco Housing Element
Final Environmental Impact Report, (2) set aside and void the City’s approval of CEQA
Findings that the City adopted with respect to the approval of the proposed 2009 Housing
Element Update Amendment, (3) set aside and void the City’s approval of any and all changes
from the City of San Francisco’s 1990 Residence Element that are embodied in the 2009 Housing
Element, and (4) commanded the City to refrain from enforcing, relying upon, approving or
implementing the changes from the City of San Francisco’s 1990 Residence Element that are
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embodied in the 2009 Housing Element which are identified in the 2009 Housing Element as
“Policies With Potential for Physical Environmental Impacts” under the heading “2009 Housing
Element” on Table [V-8 at pages [V-33 through [V-36 of the Final Environmental Impact Report
for the San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element at 1 Administrative Record 183 through
186, until the City fully complies with the requirements of CEQA in the manner required by the
Peremptory Writ of Mandate. A copy of the Peremptory Writ of Mandate is attached hereto as
Exhibit 3.

1. FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES ARE AVAILABLE SINCE THE 2009
HOUSING ELEMENT WOULD PRODUCE FAR MORE NEW HOUSING
UNITS THAN NEEDED TO ACCOMMODATE THE RHNA FOR THE
2007-2014 PLANNING PERIOD.

“It is the policy of the state that public agencies should not approve projects as proposed
if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects.” Public Resources
Code section 21002; 14 CCR section 15021(a)(2). A public agency is required “to mitigate or
avoid the significant effects on the environment of projects that it carries out or approves
whenever it is feasible to do so.” Public Resources Code section 21002.1(b). Reflecting these
policies, Public Resources Code sections 21081(a)(1)-(3) provide that if one or more significant
impacts will not be avoided or substantially lessened by adopting mitigation measures,
alternatives described in the EIR that can avoid or reduce the impact must be found infeasible if
they are not adopted.

The 2009 Housing Element would have a significant impact on transit, so the City must
adopt a feasible alternative to the proposed project.

As explained in the accompanying Statement of City Planner David Golick, Exhibit 1
hereto, there are feasible alternatives to the proposed 2009 Housing Element that the City must
adopt if the City does not adopt one of the feasible alternatives described in the EIR or in SFLN’s
prior comments.

2. THE REVISED DEIR IS CONCLUSORY AND LACKS FACTUAL
SUPPORT.

All the Alternatives utilize the Data and Needs Analysis, Part [ of the 2009 Housing
Element, and seek to accommodate the RHNA for the 2007-2014 planning period. The Revision
states that: “The number of housing units that would be constructed under each of the project
alternatives would be substantially similar, as each alternative reflects the housing needs and
population projections provided by ABAG. VII-6. Thus, all the Alternatives seck to produce the
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same amount of new housing units for the designated income categories. VII-4-5, VII-44, 46, 79,
80.

A. The EIR’s Definition of Alternative A as Subject to the Area Plans
Contradicts the Claim that Growth Under Alternative A Would be
Dispersed Throughout the City.

The Revision claims that housing produced under Alternative A “would generally result
in patterns of residential development that are relatively dispersed throughout the City, compared
to the 2004 Housing Element or the 2009 Housing Element.” VII-6 The Revision claims that
this is due in part to the particular policies and implementation measures provided in the 1990
Residence Element, including Objective 2 (To increase the supply of housing without
overcrowding or adversely affecting the prevailing character of existing neighborhoods).

This conclusion is flatly contradicted by the definition of Alternative A as being subject
to all existing Area Plans and Redevelopment Plans, where 90% of the additional housing
production is expected to be constructed. The revised DEIR states that: “Similar to 2004
Housing Element, new development under Alternative A would be subject to the controls in
existing Area Plans and Redevelopment Plans, and would serve to complement - and not conflict
with - the policies and land uses in an Area Plan or Redevelopment Plan.” (VII-20)

The Final EIR states that the City “has recently updated zoning controls for the following
neighborhoods: Market/Octavia, Mission, East SoMa, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, Central
Waterfront, and Balboa Park. These planning efforts have developed updated zoning, heights,
bulks, and densities in balance with infrastructure. A number of other planning efforts are
currently underway including, but not limited to the Transit Center District Plan, Treasure Island,
and West SoMa, which could result in increased residential development potential in those
areas.... (Ex. B to Statement of Golick- AR 169, p. IV-22 and Table IV-6). The new area plans
approved after the 2004 Housing Element, including Market/Octavia, Eastern Neighborhoods,
Rincon Hill, and others “potentially increase housing capacity by over 55,000" units, and the
“Planning Code amendments adopted with each new neighborhood plan also served to expand
potential development capacity in each of these areas, using tools such as height increases,
removal of maximum densities, removal of minimum required lot sizes and reduction or
elimination of parking requirements. Ex. B to Statement of Golick-97 AR 53107-53108; 18 AR
0582-9583, 9586, 9564-9565, 9568, 9474, 9485, 9496, 9486.

As explained by the Legislative Analyst, tools such as height increases, removal of
maximum densities, and reduction or elimination of parking requirements are proven
development strategies which increase housing production. 1 A 2936-2945, Exhibit C to the
accompanying Statement of David Golick. The Revision admits that the rezoning is expected to
increase housing production in the Plan Areas, as it states that: “Promoting housing in recently
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rezoned Plan Areas would likely encourage build out of those areas, as anticipated under those
plans.” However, the EIR fails to provide the details as to the general nature of the build out
expected in the recently rezoned Plan Areas, even though the EIR is required by law to disclose
the general nature of the expected build out and analyze its indirect or cumulative effects. SFLN
requests that the City disclose the general nature of the build out expected in the recently rezoned
Plan Areas and analyze the effects of that build out as an indirect effect of implementing 2004
and 2009 Housing Element policies or cumulative effects.

The 2004 Housing Element acknowledged that its “[n]ew policies strive to expand land
capacity necessary to increase housing production, will direct new housing to appropriate
locations, especially in areas well served by transit” and seek to achieve a “far greater” rate of
new housing construction than was previously produced. Ex. C to Statement of Golick-1 A 82,
16, 283, 328. It is not true that the area plans approved after the 2004 Housing Element was
adopted sought to encourage increased housing production near transit? The Negative
Declaration admitted that the 2004 Housing Element policy changes were intended to provide the
“policy basis” for the more specific planning efforts, such as adopting numerous area plans
containing new zoning controls identified in 2004 Work Programs. 15 A 4185-86,4199; 1 A
328.

The 2009 Housing Element also directs increased housing production to areas near
transit. 2009 Housing Element Policy 1.4 is to “Ensure community based planning processes are
used to generate changes to land use controls,” and the policy text states that “Such plans can be
used to target growth strategically to increase infill development in locations close to transit and
other needed services, as appropriate.” (Ex. B to Statement of Golick-AR 53139-2009 Housing
Element Part 2, p. 9)

ABAG has granted San Francisco’s application to designate various areas as Priority
Development Areas (“PDAs”) that have “plans for significant increases in housing units” and are
near transit. Ex. B to Statement of Golick-20 AR 10511-10512, 10328, 10330, 10532-38,
10463-72; 19 AR 10234-41. Such Priority Development Areas generally include the areas for
which new Area Plans were approved after the 2004 Housing Element was adopted. Thus, the
Area Plans approved after the 2004 Housing Element are substantially similar to the PDAs.

The City plans to accommodate over 90% of the growth to 2035 in the PDAs. Ex. F to
Statement of Golick-December 17, 2010 ABAG letter to SFMTA, Exhibit 6, tenth page.

The City has admitted that the “lion’s share of city’s growth will continue to be focused
in its PDAs” and that the adopted and planned PDAs “collectively accommodate over 63,000
new housing units.” Ex. F to Statement of Golick-December 17, 2010 ABAG letter to SFMTA,
Exhibit 6, twelfth page. As to infill opportunity sites outside PDAs, the City has acknowledged
that: “The city includes numerous small-scale infill opportunity sites close to transit throughout
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all of its neighborhoods. Such sites outside of Priority Development Areas could accommodate
another 17,000 new housing units, distributed reasonably evenly throughout the city.” Id.

In view of the fact that 90% of the growth is expected in the plan areas, where growth is
directed to transit, there is no evidence indicating that a significant amount of growth outside the
plan areas would occur in dispersed locations throughout the City during the 2007-2014 planning
period. The 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements and the EIR provide no estimate of the amount of
growth expected outside the plan areas, and there is no evidence that a substantial amount of new
housing development will occur during the 2007-2014 planning period outside the plan areas in
locations that are dispersed throughout the City.

For the same reasons, the evidence does not support the Revision’s claim that under
Alternative A “most future housing development would take place in established neighborhoods,
with the exception of recently rezoned plan areas where such rezoning has substantially increased
development capacity. VII-20. Based on the evidence that 90% of the growth is expected in the
plan areas, most future housing development would take place in the plan areas, rather than in
established neighborhoods.

Similarly, the Revision’s claims that Alternative A would not increase residential
densities “to the same extent” as the 2004 Housing Element, promotes housing opportunities
“more generally throughout the entire City,” and would have “less” potential for land use
conflicts than under the 2004 Housing Element, are unexplained and unquantified generalizations
that are contradicted by the definition of Alternative A as subject to the existing Area Plans. VII-
20-21. Also, due to the definition of Alternative A as subject to the existing Area Plans, the
evidence does not support the Revision’s claim that development under Alternative A could
result in “incrementally fewer” potential land use conflicts because development would continue
to be introduced similar to historic patterns. VII-21.

Also because Alternative A was defined as being subject to existing Area Plans, the
evidence does not support the Revision’s assertion that the encouragement for housing
development, which could result in some land use conflicts, could occur to a greater extent under
Alternative A than under the 2009 Housing Element because Alternative A encourages housing
throughout the City and according to historical patterns. VII-21. The Revision defines
development under Alternative A as “subject to the controls in existing Area Plans and
Redevelopment Plans™ and states that it would not substantially conflict with the existing policies
and land uses in current Area Plans or Redevelopment Plans. VII-21. For the same reasons, the
evidence does not support the assertion that “Alternative A could incrementally increase the
likelihood of potential land use conflicts due to the encouragement of housing in more
locations,” and therefore, “impacts related to land use conflicts could be incrementally greater
under Alternative A than the 2009 Housing Element.” VII-21. The Revision’s assertions that
any new residential development would be required to be developed in accordance with the
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City’s Residential Design Guidelines, the Urban Design Element and Chapter 35 of the City’s
Administrative Code are also conclusory and not supported by evidence. The Revision fails to
explain the manner in which the referenced material could reduce the potential for land use
conflicts, and the evidence in the record which SFLN cited in previous comments states that the
Residential Design Guidelines had been modified to facilitate infill development.

Also because Alternative A was defined as subject to existing Area Plans, the evidence
does not support the Revision’s claim that Alternative A promotes increased growth more
generally throughout the entire City than the 2009 Housing Element. VII-22. Also unexplained
is the Revision’s assertion that: “Alternative A could result in more developments built to the
maximum building heights more generally citywide, potentially increasing the height and number
of new developments that affect a scenic vista.” VII-22. The 1990 Residence Element
contained policies that strongly maintained neighborhood character and did not contain any
policies that encouraged developments built to maximum building heights. The first policies that
proposed maximization of density were proposed in the 2004 Housing Element, and the Court
enjoined the City from implementing such amendments until the City fully complied with
CEQA. See Ex. 5-Peremptory Writ of Mandate. The Revision admits that “Alternative A
includes policies and guidelines for development that are intended to preserve neighborhood
character and protect existing visual character.” VII-22. The conclusion that such policies are
similar to the 2009 Housing Element is not supported by the evidence, since 2009 Housing
Element policies respect, rather than maintain, neighborhood character. As the Court of Appeal
explained, the policies which allow more subjective interpretation afford less protection than
those which maintain neighborhood character. The Revision’s allegation that “Overall, the
aesthetic impacts of Alternative A would increase slightly compared to the impacts of the 2009
Housing Element” are also not supported by the evidence. VII-22. The Revision’s discussion of
the impacts of alternative A is conclusory and internally contradictory.

Also misleading and unsupported by evidence is the Revision’s assertion that residential
development in the city would occur regardless of the policies contained in Alternative A of the
proposed 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. VII-22. The City is not legally required to adopt a
general plan that calls for continued housing development. The Revision’s reference to the lack
of a substantial change in the workers-to-household ratio “that would occur between 2005 and
2025" erroneously measures impacts against projected future conditions rather than against
existing conditions in the environment. VII-23. Further, the assertion that “because the Housing
Element does not cause housing growth, no additional demand for housing would occur as a

result of Alternative A” ignores the indirect effect of implementing the policies of Alternative A.
VII-23-24.

Also because Alternative A is defined as subject to existing Area Plans, the evidence does
not support the Revision’s assertion that “Alternative A would promote increased housing on a
broader, citywide scale to a greater extent because the policies of the 2009 Housing Element
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promote housing at limited locations in the City.” VII-23. 90% of the housing growth is
expected to occur in the Plan Areas, and there is no evidence that a significant amount of growth
would occur throughout the City outside the Plan Areas.

B. The Conclusion that Total Development Potential Under the 2004
Housing Element Would Not Be Substantially Greater than Under the
1990 Residence Element Policies Because the 2004 Housing Element
Does Not “Include” Any Changes to Allowable Land Uses Is
Misleading and Contradicted by the Evidence.

The Revision states that:

“The 2004 Housing Element also promotes increased density by reducing or
eliminating minimum density restrictions (Implementation Measure 1.3.1),
eliminating density requirements (Implementation Measure 1.7.1, reducing
parking requirements (Policy 11.7), (which can reduce the amount of space per
parcel devoted to parking and increase the amount of space available for housing
units); and support for secondary units (which could increase the number of
second housing units in San Francisco (Policy 1.8) and flexible land use controls
(Policy 11.6)...Together or individually, these housing policies could introduce
higher density development in certain areas of the City. However, because the
adoption of the 2004 Housing Element does not include any changes to allowable
land uses or building heights and bulk - and new residential projects would
continue to be constrained by these existing controls - total development potential
under the 2004 Housing Element would not be substantially greater than that
under the 1990 Residence Element policies. Rather, the 2004 Housing Element
policies would support and encourage development concentrated in certain areas,
rather than distributed throughout the City pursuant to the 1990 Residence
Element policies.” VII-17.

The evidence in the record shows that the post-2004 Housing Element Area Plans were
identified as Work Programs that would implement the 2004 Housing Element policies through
rezoning various areas. Ex. C to Statement of Golick- 1 A 328. The 2004 Housing Element
acknowledged that its “[n]ew policies strive to expand land capacity necessary to increase
housing production, will direct new housing to appropriate locations, especially in areas well
served by transit” and seek to achieve a “far greater” rate of new housing construction than was
previously produced. Ex. C to Statement of Golick-1 A 82, 16, 283, 328. The Negative
Declaration admitted that the 2004 policy changes were intended to provide the ““policy basis” for
the more specific planning efforts, such as adopting numerous area plans containing new zoning
controls identified in 2004 Work Programs. 15 A 4185-86,4199; 1 A 328. Thus, although the
post-2004 Area Plans were not “included” in the resolution approving the 2004 Housing
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Element, these Area Plans were the indirect result of adoption of the 2004 Housing Element,
because they were the means by which the City would implement the 2004 Housing Element
policies that were designed to increase the City’s capacity for new housing units.

The evidence also shows that the post-2004 Area Plans greatly increased the development
capacity of the plan areas. The new area plans adopted after the 2004 Housing Element,
including Market/Octavia, Eastern Neighborhoods, Rincon Hill, and others “potentially increase
housing capacity by over 55,000" units, and the “Planning Code amendments adopted with each
new neighborhood plan also served to expand potential development capacity in each of these
areas, using tools such as height increases, removal of maximum densities, removal of minimum
required lot sizes and reduction or elimination of parking requirements. Ex. B to Statement of
Golick-97 AR 53107-53108; 18 AR 9582-9583, 9586, 9564-9565, 9568, 9474, 9485, 9496,
9486. Capacity was significantly increased, as Better Neighborhoods and Eastern areas
identified as 2004 Housing Element Work Programs had existing capacity for 8,628 new units
before 2004 and would add 18,285-38,835 additional potential units with rezoning. Ex. C to
Statement of Golick-2004 Housing Element Administrative Record-1 A 180.

The 1990 Residence Element did not mention rezoning in the areas that the 2004 Housing
element identified as Work Programs for implementing the 2004 Housing Element. The 1990
Residence Element also did not contain any increased density-related development standards.
Rather, as the Court of Appeal recognized, the 1990 Residence Element contained policies that
emphasized preservation of existing neighborhood character. (Ex. —to Statement of Golick.)

As shown above, and as acknowledged in the FEIR, the 2004 Housing Element included
numerous increased density-related development standards. Thus, the claim in the Revision that
total development potential would not be substantially greater under the 2004 Housing Element
than under the 1990 Residence Element because the 2004 Housing Element did not “include”
changes to allowable land uses, ignores the indirect effects of implementing 2004 Housing
Element policies and is contradicted by the evidence set forth above as to the 2004 Housing
Element’s inducement of the post-2004 Area Plans. No similar Area Plans or rezonings were
promulgated under the 1990 Residence Element.

Moreover, the stated purpose of the 2004 Housing Element to implement new policies
that strive to expand land capacity, contradicts the Revision’s allegation that total development
potential would not be increased under the 2004 Housing Element. The Revision’s statement
that “Together or individually, these housing policies could introduce higher density
development in certain areas of the City” also contradicts this claim. The EIR also failed to
measure the potential impacts of adopting the 2004 Housing Element on existing conditions in
the existing environment. The EIR’s use of existing plans as the erroneous baseline against
which potential impacts would be measured ignores the indirect effect of carrying out the 2004
Housing Element policies in area plans and erroneously treats the post-2004 area plans as
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unconnected with the 2004 Housing Element.

The Area Plans are not unconnected with the Housing Element policies since the Area
Plans must be consistent with the policies set forth in the general plan. The General Plan is the
long-term plan for the physical development of the City, is “atop the hierarchy of local
government law regulating land use,” and “embodies an agency’s fundamental policy decisions
to guide virtually all future growth and development.” City of Redlands v. County of San
Bernardino (2002) 96 Cal.App.4th 398, 409. Under Planning Code section 101.1( c)-(e), all
zoning and project approvals must be consistent with the provisions of the General Plan. Section
4.105 of the San Francisco Charter requires the preparation of “special area, neighborhood and
other plans designed to carry out the General Plan.”

Moreover, the City has been enjoined from implementing the 2004 Housing Element
policies calling for use of increased density-related standards in the Peremptory Writ of Mandate
issued in relation to the 2004 Housing Element amendments. Ex. 5.

C. The Conclusion that the 2009 Housing Element Does Not Promote
Increased Residential Densities More So Than the 1990 Residence
Element is Contradicted by the Evidence and Is Misleading.

The Revision concludes that “Citywide the 2009 Housing Element does not, overall,
promote increased residential densities more so than the 1990 Residence Element policies.” VII-
17. This allegation is false and contradicted by the evidence.

2009 Housing Element Policy 1.4 is to “Ensure community based planning processes are
used to generate changes to land use controls,” and the policy text states that “Such plans can be
used to target growth strategically to increase infill development in locations close to transit and
other needed services, as appropriate.” (Ex. B to Statement of Golick-AR 53139-2009 Housing
Element Part 2 p. 9)

The EIR admits that the “2009 Housing Element generally promotes increased density
through community planning processes (Policies 1.4, 1.6, and Implementation Measures 13 and
79) and for affordable housing (Policy 7.5 and Implementation Measures 36 and 64). The 2009
Housing Element also includes a strategy designed to reduce the amount of space required for
non-housing functions (Implementation Measure 12).” Ex. B-2 AR 769- Final EIR p. V.L-36.
The Final EIR further explains: “While implementation of the proposed Housing Elements would
not directly affect existing Area Plans or Redevelopment Plans, it would encourage new Area
Plans with similar planning -related strategies that may be designed to accommodate growth.”
Ex. B-1 AR 257; Final EIR p. V.B.-28.
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The 2009 Housing Element estimates that the total estimated new housing construction
potential in the “Adopted Plans & Projects™ of Balboa Park Area Plan, Market/Octavia Area
Plan, Central Waterfront Area Plan, Mission Area Plan, East SOMA Area Plan, Showplace
Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan, Rincon Hill Area Plan, Visitacion Valley Area Redevelopment
Plan, Transbay Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan and Hunters Point
Shipyard/Candlestick Point is 39,500 housing units. (Ex. B to Statement of Golick-AR 53139-
2009 Housing Element Part 2 p. 9)

The Final EIR states that the City “has recently updated zoning controls for the following
neighborhoods: Market/Octavia, Mission, East SoMa, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, Central
Waterfront, and Balboa Park. These planning efforts have developed updated zoning, heights,
bulks, and densities in balance with infrastructure. A number of other planning efforts are
currently underway including, but not limited to the Transit Center District Plan, Treasure Island,
and West SoMa, which could result in increased residential development potential in those areas.
Under existing zoning capacity, these planning areas could accommodate 3,669 net new housing
units, representing approximately six percent of the total citywide existing capacity of 60,995
units as described previously. The additional potential capacity with rezoning initiatives
currently underway is approximately 28,844 units. (Ex. B to Statement of Golick- AR 169, p.
IV-22 and Table IV-6). Table IV-6 in the Final EIR estimates that a total of 28,844 additional
units could be added with rezoning in the Executive Park, Glen Park, Park Merced, Transit
Center District, Western Soma, India Basin, Hunters Point Shipyard, Candlestick Park and
Treasure Island neighborhoods, which were identified as areas subject to ongoing community
planning processes (Ex. B to Statement of Golick-AR 169, Final EIR 1V-22; see also AR 9499-
2009 Housing Element, Part I, p. 95)

Thus, key policies 1.4 and 1.6 of the 2009 Housing Element use community planning
processes to promote increased density, even though capacity for 39,500 additional housing units
had already been added through rezoning in area plans adopted before the 2009 Housing
Element. Thus, the principal strategy of the 2009 Housing Element to use community planning
processes as a vehicle to facilitate increased capacity and density disprove the conclusion that the
2009 Housing Element would not overall promote increased residential densities more so than
the 1990 Residence Element. The Revision also contradicts the conclusion that the 2009
Housing Element would not overall promote increased residential densities more so than the
1990 Residence Element. The Revision states that the 2009 Housing Element included “density-
promoting policies” which can be seen in “Table [V-8 Policies 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 7.5, and 11.4.” VII-
18. In fact, the “density-promoting policies” identified in Table IV-8 as 2009 Housing Element
Policies with Potential for Adverse Physical Impacts have been enjoined in the Peremptory Writ
of Mandate that the Superior Court issued as to the 2009 Housing Element. (See Exhibit 3
hereto.) Thus, other sections of the Revision contradict the conclusion that the 2009 Housing
Element would not overall promote increased residential densities more so than the 1990
Residence Element.
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The Revision claims that the 2004 Housing Element and the 2009 Housing Element
should be considered alternatives to each other, but the EIR lacks the comparison of the impacts
that would result from the 2004 Housing Element as compared with the impacts that would result
from the 2009 Housing Element. Such a comparison of impacts of alternatives is required to
constitute an evaluation of alternatives in an EIR. (VII-2) The EIR merely compares the alleged
impacts of the 2009 Housing Element with the impacts of Alternatives A, B and C. (See VII-6,
stating the alternatives analysis compares the impact of each alternative to the two project
options, the 2004 Housing Element and the 2009 Housing Element.) The EIR also only
compares the alleged impacts of the 2004 Housing Element with the impacts of Alternatives A, B
and C.

In addition, the statement that the Housing Element does not “cause” population growth
is ambiguous and misleading. VII-3. Since the Housing Element policies have to be carried out,
they have indirect effects, but the revision fails to address the indirect effects of carrying out the
Housing Element policies, as explained in the accompanying statement of City Planner David
Golick, at pages 4-5.

D. The Revision’s Assertions the Alternative A Would Be Less Effective in
Meeting Certain Project Objectives Are Not Supported by the Evidence.

Since Alternative A is defined as subject to the existing Area Plans, the evidence does
not support the Revision’s premise that under Alternative A, housing development would
continue as encouraged under the 1990 Residence Element. VII-44.

The evidence also does not support the assertion that Alternative A would be less
effective at attaining the following project objectives than either the 2004 or 2009 Housing
Element. VII-24. Since Alternative A is defined as subject to the existing Area Plans, which
encouraged new housing development near transit, the evidence does not support the statement
that Alternative A would less actively encourage residential development in areas served by
transit than either the 2004 or 2009 Housing Element. VII-25. The evidence also does not
support the conclusion that neither the 2004 or 2009 Housing Elements would demonstrably alter
neighborhood character and that the 2009 Housing Element specifically emphasizes development
in a manner that does not present conflicts with neighborhood character. The 1990 Residence
Element contained policies that maintained neighborhood character, whereas the 2009 Housing
Element contains policies that merely respect neighborhood character, and other policies
implement increased density-related building standards. VII-45. The Revision fails to provide
factual support for the conclusion that Alternative A does not promote the use of strategies for
improving the affordability of new housing “to the same degree” as the 2004 or 2009 Housing
element. VII-45. Since Alternative A was defined as subject to existing Area Plans, which
encouraged new housing development near transit, the Revision lacks support for the conclusion
that by not promoting increased density in transit corridors or reduced parking requirements,



Environmental Review Officer
February 18, 2014
Page 12

Alternative A does not encourage a development pattern that maximizes sustainability on a local
or regional level. VII-45.

Since the Revision defined Alternative A as subject to existing Area Plans and
Redevelopment Plans, the evidence does not support the conclusion that the City would have a
decreased ability to meet the RHNA if the 1990 Residence Element policies were in place. VII-
24. Similarly, since the 1990 Residence Element had a raft of policies designed to protect
historical resources, the evidence does not support the conclusion that there would be a greater
risk to to historical resources if Alternative A was adopted. VII-24. The Revision acknowledges
that the City has well-established criteria and procedures to evaluate impacts to historic resources
and that CEQA review procedures would also apply to such resources. VII-24. The 1990
Residence Element contained Policy 5-5 preserving historic buildings, Policy 3-1 that
discouraged ““demolition of sound housing,” and had incorporated preservation policies in major
rezonings. 5 AR 2128, 2139, 2160, 2146, 2195-2196; 6 AR 2754-2755. Alternative A was
based on the 1990 Residence Element, and under both Alternatives A and B, the City will
continue to implement the Priority Policy “that landmark and historic buildings be preserved,”
the City would assist in environmental review of buildings receiving federal assistance, and
various surveys would be conducted to document resources, so implementations were
substantially similar; the EIR does not identify any implementation measure that would provide
greater protection in the 2004 Housing Element or 2009 Housing Element. 5 AR 2195-2196; 6
AR 2754-2755; 3 AR 1140.

E. The Evidence Does Not Support the Revision’s Conclusions as to the Effects
of Alternative B.

After reviewing policies of the 2004 Housing Element that the Court struck in the
Peremptory Writ, the Revision asserts without substantiation that the themes of Alternative B
focus on increasing housing supply through higher density, encouraging family-sized housing,
and reducing parking requirements to make more space available for housing units. VII-49. The
Revision fails to cite any remaining unenjoined policy of Alternative B that supports such
development. The Peremptory Writ enjoined policies of Alternative B that reduced or eliminated
parking requirements, encouraged maximization of density and encouraged family-sized housing.
Ex. 5. The Revision also fails to explain or substantiate the assertion that the 2009 Housing
Element contains a number of implementation measures to promote increased density that are not
included in Alternative B and that Alternative B would result in smaller/less dense projects
“overall.”. VII-49.

Since Alternative B was defined as subject to existing Area Plans and Redevelopment
Plans, the evidence does not support the claim in the Revision that under Alternative A, areas for
future housing development would occur primarily as infill on individual parcels as most future
housing development would take place in established neighborhoods. VII-49.
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The Revision fails to explain the assertion that due to the elimination of certain policies
which the Court struck from Alternative B, “the resulting changes would be more likely to affect
the density of housing (i.e. the number of units) within new buildings more than the number of
buildings constructed,” and, as such, the potential for land use conflicts from new housing that
affect neighborhood character would not substantially differ under Alternative B compared to the
2004 Housing Element. VII-50.

The Revision also does not specify the policies that would support, or provide factual
support for, the assertion that Alternative B would encourage housing integrated into all new

commercial or institutional projects, near major transit lines, and through community planning
efforts. VII-50.

Since Alternative B was defined as subject to existing Area Plans and Redevelopment
Plans, the evidence fails to support the claim in the Revision that incrementally smaller
residential buildings might be constructed under Alternative A, resulting in incrementally fewer
potential impacts to scenic vistas than the 2004 or 2009 Housing Elements. VII-50. There is no
evidence that a significant number of new residential buildings would be constructed outside the
plan areas.

Also misleading and unsupported by evidence is the Revision’s assertion that similar to
the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, San Francisco’s population and development to meet that
population would occur regardless of the housing development policies included in Alternative
B. VII-S1. The City is not legally required to adopt a general plan that calls for continued
housing development. Also unsubstantiated is the Revision’s assertton that the policies under
Alternative B would not cause a substantial change in the workers-to-household ratio that would
occur between 2005 and 2025, as compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. VII-51.
This statement also erroneously measures impacts against projected future conditions rather than
against existing conditions in the environment. VII-51.

With respect to Alternative B, the Revision does not contain factual support for the
statement that: “Impacts created by increases in population and housing would be the same as
under the 2004 Housing Element.” VII-51. Also unsupported by facts is the assertion that
“because the Housing Element does not cause housing growth, no additional demand for housing
would result from implementation of Alternative B.” VII-51-52

Since Alternative B was defined as subject to existing Area Plans and Redevelopment
Plans, the evidence does not support the assertions that housing density would be less under
Alternative B than under the 2009 Housing Element and that Alternative B would not induce
additional demand for housing. VII-52. Such plans implemented increased density-related
building standards and encouraged new housing near transit lines. The Revision fails to disclose
the zoning changes and building standards that were implemented in the post-2004 Area Plans
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and Redevelopment Plans.

With respect to attainment of project objectives, the Revision does not provide factual
support for the claim that Alternative B focuses on infill and mixed-use development directed
toward specific areas, affordable housing, and utilization of City-owned vacant or underused
sites; encourages increased housing in neighborhood commercial districts; and would direct
housing to areas in transition with existing or planned infrastructure, as well as capacity and
opportunity for new housing development. VII-79-80. 2004 Housing Element policies that
encouraged increased housing production in neighborhood commercial areas were stricken by the
Court. The evidence also does not support the claim that Alternative B contains several policies
designed to ensure that new housing maintains existing neighborhood character, and the Revision
does not identify any such policies. VII-80. As explained by the Court of Appeal, the 2004
Housing Element contained policies that merely respected, rather than maintained, neighborhood
character.

The Revision also does not explain why a lack of emphasis on increased density and
reduced parking requirements would not be as effective as either the 2004 or 2009 Housing
Element at concentrating new housing along transit corridors. VII-80. Increased density
strategies and reduced parking requirements do not concentrate density in any particular location.

The evidence does not support the allegation that “development under Alternative B
would not be expected to meet the income categories in the City’s RHNA as well as the 2004 or
2009 Housing Element,” and the Revision fails to explain the basis for this assertion. VII-80.
The evidence shows that the new area plans approved after the 2004 Housing Element, including
Market/Octavia, Eastern Neighborhoods, Rincon Hill, and others “potentially increase housing
capacity by over 55,000" units, and the “Planning Code amendments adopted with each new
neighborhood plan also served to expand potential development capacity in each of these areas,
using tools such as height increases, removal of maximum densities, removal of minimum
required lot sizes and reduction or elimination of parking requirements. Ex. B to Statement of
Golick-97 AR 53107-53108; 18 AR 9582-9583, 9586, 9564-9565, 9568, 9474, 9485, 9496,
9486. Since Alternative B was defined as subject to existing Area Plans and Redevelopment
Plans, the increased-density and reduced parking strategies implemented in those plans would be
equally effective at achieving affordability as the 2004 or 2009 Housing Elements. Since 90% of
new housing development is expected in the plan areas, there is no evidence that a significantly
greater amount of affordable housing would be produced under the 2004 or 2009 Housing
Element, as compared with Alternative B.

F. The Evidence Does Not Support the Revision’s Conclusions as to the
Environmentally Superior Alternative or as to Effects of Alternative A.

The evidence does not support the conclusion that Alternative A would result in a
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potentially significant impact to historic resources. VII-106. The 1990 Residence Element
contained Policy 5-5 preserving historic buildings, Policy 3-1 that discouraged “demolition of
sound housing,” and had incorporated preservation policies in major rezonings. 5 AR 2128,
2139, 2160, 2146, 2195-2196; 6 AR 2754-2755. Alternative A was based on the 1990 Residence
Element, and under both Alternatives A and B, the City will continue to implement the Priority
Policy “that landmark and historic buildings be preserved,” the City would assist in
environmental review of buildings receiving federal assistance, and various surveys would be
conducted to document resources, so implementations were substantially similar; the EIR does
not identify any implementation measure that would provide greater protection in the 2004
Housing Element or 2009 Housing Element. 5 AR 2195-2196; 6 AR 2754-2755;3 AR 1140.
New CEQA requirements would also apply to any alternative adopted.

Thus, evidence does not support the Revision’s conclusion that Alternative A does not
contain policies that identify and protect historical resources to the same degree as either the
2004 or 2009 Housing Element and that Alternative A could result in an “incremental increase”
in historic resource impacts. VII-25. The Revision does not even discuss the policies of the
1990 Residence Element that protected historical resources, including those that provided for
various surveys to be conducted. The Revision also admits that the 2004 and 2009 Housing
Elements and Alternative A “would protect landmark buildings and other historical resources to
a similar degree.” VII-25. Also, 1990 Residence Element Policy 3-1 discouraged “demolition
of sound housing,” so the evidence does not support the Argument that Alternative A had an
absence of policies that would prevent projects that could cause a substantial change to a
historical resource or that there is greater potential for such resources to be indirectly affected by
incompatible development. VII-25-26. Thus, substantial evidence does not support the
conclusion that Alternative A could result in greater impacts on historic resources than the 2004
and 2009 Housing Elements. VII-25.

G. The Evidence Does Not Support the Revision’s Conclusions as to the
Effects of the Alternatives on Transportation and Demand for Water.

Since Alternative A was defined as subject to existing Area Plans and Redevelopment
Plans, the evidence does not support the conclusion that under Alternative A “less future housing
growth would occur in proximity to these job cores, services and/or along transit lines.” VII-26.
As explained above, the Area Plans and Redevelopment Plans direct new residential
development to such areas and there is no evidence that a substantial amount of new housing will
be produced outside such areas. For the same reason and because Alternative A does not
“promote increased density as aggressively as: the 2004 or 2009 Housing Elements,” the
evidence does not support the conclusion that Alternative A can be expected to result in an
overall increase in citywide vehicle trips as compared with the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element.
VII-26-28.
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Based on the evidence discussed above, substantial evidence also does not support the
Revision’s conclusion that because Alternative A promotes increased density more generally
throughout the City than the 2009 Housing Element, but less so than the 2004 Housing Element,
Alternative A policies would result in more multi-family housing units compared to the 2009
Housing Element, but less than the 2004 Housing Element. VII-36. Alternative A policies do
not employ increased density-related building standards, as do policies of the 2004 and 2009
Housing Elements.

The evidence does not support the Revision’s claim that Alternative B contains policies
that would direct growth to certain areas of the City. VII-61. The Revision and the FEIR
identified policies that would direct growth to certain areas as “Implementation Measures 1.3.2,
1.6.1,2.6.4,18.1,19.2,24.2,8.6.1 and 11.4.2.” VII-61; 3 AR 1148-1149. The FEIR shows
that Implementation1.3.2 merely refers to introducing unspecified zoning changes in the Eastern
neighborhoods; however, the 2004 Work Program shows that enjoined policies 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.6,
1.7 and 4.4 were proposed to provide a policy basis for the Eastern Neighborhoods rezonings,
and Implementation 1.1 calling for “higher density, mixed-use residential development in transit-
rich areas™ was also enjoined in the Peremptory Writ, so there is no evidence of any remaining
policies that would support increased-density rezoning of these areas. 3 AR 1142; 1 A 328.

The Amendment to Writ enjoined use of “floor-to-area ratio exemptions” in Downtown
areas and areas subject to a Better Neighborhoods process under Implementation 1.3, but the
Revision and EIR erroneously claim that the City can implement such measures in the
Downtown under Implementation Measure 1.6.1. Ex. 5 hereto-Peremptory Writ and Amendment
to Peremptory Writ; 3 AR 1142. Implementation 2.4.2 refers to the “citywide action plan” which
the Peremptory Writ enjoined in Implementation 1.1. Ex. 5;3 AR 1144. Implementation
Measure 8.6.1 deals with housing to meet the needs of specific groups such as families, but
Policy 1.7 encouraging new family housing was enjoined, and language calling for reduction in
parking and higher density, mixed-use development in transit rich areas was enjoined under new
language in Policy 1.1 and Implementation 1.1. Ex. 5; 3 AR 1144. Implementation 1.6.4 refers
to updating the Land Use Element to define areas for mixed-use development focused along
transit corridors; however, the 2004 Work Program shows that enjoined policies 1.1, 1.2, 1.3,
1.6,1.8,11.1,11.6, 11.8 and 11.9 were needed to provide the policy basis for this update to the
Land Use Element, and the Writ enjoined higher density, mixed-use residential development in
transit-rich areas under Implementation 1.1. Ex. 5; 3 AR 1143. Implementation 1.8.1 pertains to
legislation as to secondary units that the Board did not adopt, and Implementation 1.9.2 pertains
to institutional master plans and Implementation 11.4.2 to housing for workers and students of
institutions. 3 AR 1143. Similarly, the EIR erroneously claims that Alternative B may
implement Policy 4.4 to consider granting “parking requirement exemptions for the construction
of affordable or senior housing,” but such policy language was specifically enjoined in the
Amendment to Peremptory Writ. Ex. 5; 3 AR 1146. For these reasons, the record does not
support the Revision’s unsubstantiated claim that Alternative B includes policies that would
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direct growth to certain areas of the City or that advocate for zoning changes in many areas of the
City that have undergone area planning processes. VII-61.

Also, the conclusion that Alternative B could potentially encourage increased transit
ridership, potentially above Muni’s capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, is based on the
unsubstantiated conclusion that under Alternative B, “it is possible” that encouraging housing in
mixed use districts and in industrial and commercial districts where housing is located in
proximity to transit could potentially shift “some trips” to transit. VII-61. The Revision provides
no support for this conclusion and lacks any evidence that the number of trips potentially shifted
to transit would be significant. Further, the Revision contradicts this conclusion by
acknowledging that “Alternative B does not include policies that pertain to directing new
development to transit-rich areas of the City, neighborhood commercial districts, Downtown and
mixed-use areas.” VII-61. Such policies contained in the 2004 Housing Element were enjoined
in the Peremptory Writ. Thus, there is no evidentiary support for the conclusion that Alternative
B contains policies that encourage a mode shift to transit and that Alternative B may result in a
potentially significant impact on the City’s transit system. VII-63. For the same reasons, there is
no evidentiary support for the conclusions that the 2004 Housing Element would generally result
in more beneficial impacts to the City transportation network than Alternative B, and Alternative
B would have generally similar impacts to the transportation network as the 2009 Housing
Element policies. VII-62. Further, since the 2004 Housing Element policies that provide for
increased density-related building standards were enjoined in the Peremptory Writ, and
Alternative B was defined as subject to existing Area Plans which encourage new housing
development near transit, there is no evidence to support the conclusion that Alternative B can be
expected to result in an overall increase in citywide vehicle trips as compared to the 2004 and
2009 Housing Elements do, through the inclusion of either policies encouraging increased
density or reduced parking strategies. VII-62

Substantial evidence also does not support the Revision’s claim the Alternative B
includes Policies 2.2 and 2.3 from the 2004 Housing Element that could increase residential
density more generally throughout the City, as compared to the 2009 Housing Element. VII-62.
2004 Housing Element Policy 2.2 controls the merger of residential units to retain existing
housing and Policy 2.3 restricts the conversion of rental housing to other forms of tenure or
occupancy. 1 A 227-228. Thus, neither such policy increases residential density.

Based on the evidence discussed above, since Alternative B was defined as subject to
existing Area Plans, the evidence does not support the conclusion that impacts to water supply
from Alternative B would be similar, but incrementally smaller than the 2004 and 2009 Housing
Elements. VII-70.

The evidence also does not support the conclusion that Alternative B could result in
residential development that includes inappropriate alterations or additions to existing housing,
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or new construction that detracts from the historical or cultural significance of an existing
building or area. VII-52. The evidence also does not support the conclusion that due to the
differing policies contained in the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, potential impacts
(specifically from demolition of non-landmark historic buildings and resources) could be
incrementally greater under Alternative B than under the 2004 or 2009 Housing Element, which
would be a potentially significant impact. VII-52. Policies that reduced protection for existing
neighborhood character were struck from Alternative B by the Court but are contained in the
2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. In addition, the conclusion that the impact would be
potentially significant was based on a misstatement of Implementation Measure 11.1.3 from the
2004 Housing Element, which actually states that the Planning Department should encourage
“adaptive reuse of older buildings to enhance neighborhood vibrancy.” This Implementation
measure fell under enjoined Policy 11.1, to use new housing development as a means to enhance
neighborhood vitality and diversity, which was explained in policy text to encourage mixed-use
infill housing with minimum density requirements and maximum parking requirements in areas
well served by transit and neighborhood retail. 1 A 276-277. That policy and its implementation
measures employed increased density-related building standards. Also, the Revision
acknowledges that development under Alternative B would be subject to the city’s well-
established review criteria and procedures to evaluate impacts to historic resources at the project
level and would also be subject to environmental review under CEQA. VII-52.

H. The Revision’s Elimination of the Bayview Waterfront Alternative From
Further Analysis Is Conclusory and Not Supported by Facts.

The Revision states that the Bayview Waterfront Alternative is now known as the
Candlestick Point/Hunters Point Shipyard Project and that this project underwent environmental
review before the EIR for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements was completed. VII-109. The
Revision claims that the Housing Element EIR assumed the development of this project as “a
reasonably foreseeable project.” VII-109. Therefore, this project is clearly a feasible project
which is capable of being successfully implemented. The assertion in the Revision that it was
assumed that this project was already within the range of the DEIR analysis and would not
provide useful new information evades the controlling legal standard that a feasible alternative
must be implemented if it would substantially reduce or eliminate a substantial impact on the
environment of the project proposed for adoption.

Given the excess housing production projected for the 2001-2014 planning period, and
the great increases in capacity for additional provided in Area Plans approved after the 2004
Housing Element was adopted, an alternative that directed growth to this area but not to other
areas to which growth was proposed to be directed, such as Treasure Island, Japantown,
Executive Park, Glen Park, Park Merced, Transit Center District, West SOMA, which the 2009
Housing Element projected could accommodate 18,200 additional housing units, would reduce
the impact on transit by limiting the areas to which transit would have to be enhanced. The
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reduction of the transit impact is explained in the accompanying and previous statements of City
Planner David Golick. (See accompanying Statement of City Planner David Golick and Ex. B to
Statement of Golick-AR 53139). The alternative of directing growth to the Candlestick
Point/Hunters Point Shipyard Project but not to other new plan areas would certainly be feasible
given the projected excess housing production for the 2007-2014 planning period and the amount
of increased housing capacity already added as a result of Area Plans approved after the 2004
Housing Element. The Revision has not demonstrated that this alternative would be infeasible.

The evidence also does not support the new claim in the Revision that this alternative
“includes the 1990 Residence Element Objectives, Goals and Policies, and assumes the zoning in
place at the time the 2009 Notice of Preparation for this EIR was issued.” VII-106, 109. The
2009 Housing Element identifies the Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard areas as areas
where planning efforts were “underway” and details “the estimated additional potential capacity
with rezoning” in Candlestick Point as 7,500 units and projects that the capacity of Hunters Point
could be increased from 1,500 units to 4,00 units with potential rezoning. Ex. B to Statement of
Golick-AR 53120. The 2009 Housing Element also states that the planning efforts underway in
the listed areas “will result in increased residential development potential.” /d.

Since the evidence shows that the Candlestick Point/Hunters Point Shipyard Project was
to be rezoned to increase its capacity for additional housing units, the evidence does not support
the claim in the Revision that this alternative included the 1990 Residence Element Objectives,
Goals and Policies, because those policies did not call for rezoning of areas to increase their
capacity for additional housing units.

L. The Revision’s Elimination of the Focused Development Alternative From
Further Analysis Is Conclusory and Not Supported by Facts.

The Revision explains that the Focused Development Alternative “would comprise
existing zoning at the time of NOP issuance and rezoning connected to area plans in progress at
that time.” VII-109. Thus, this Alternative would include the increased capacity provided in
Area Plans adopted after the 2004 Housing Element. The new area plans approved after the 2004
Housing Element, including Market/Octavia, Eastern Neighborhoods, Rincon Hill, and others
“potentially increase housing capacity by over 55,000" units, and the “Planning Code
amendments adopted with each new neighborhood plan also served to expand potential
development capacity in each of these areas, using tools such as height increases, removal of
maximum densities, removal of minimum required lot sizes and reduction or elimination of
parking requirements. Ex. B to Statement of Golick-97 AR 53107-53108; 18 AR 9582-9583,
9586, 9564-9565, 9568, 9474, 9485, 9496, 9486. It would also include all ongoing area planning
efforts. VII-109.
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Since the Area Plans approved after the 2004 Housing Element implemented strategies
that encourge production of affordable housing, such as height increases, removal of maximum
densities, removal of minimum required lot sizes and reduction or elimination of parking
requirements, the evidence does not support the claim in the Revision that the alternative would
compromise the City’s ability to achieve the affordability goals of the RHNA or that this
alternative would “severely restrict” the amount of land available for housing. VII-109.
Substantial parts of the City are subject to the new Area Plans.

Moreover, the Revision clearly states that the Alternative would be comprised of the
existing zoning at the time the NOP was issued plus rezoning connected to area plans in progress
at that time. VII-109. It also states that the City’s existing zoning allows for residential
development outside of area plans. VII-109. Thus, the alternative did not call for rezoning or
downzoning of areas outside of area plans. The conclusory allegation elsewhere that the
Alternative would also include policies which “allowed™ little or no growth to occur outside of
these areas was unexplained and contrary to the definition of the alternative as utilizing existing
zoning for areas outside of plan areas. The allegation that this Alternative would require
downzoning or other limitations on development outside of area plans is clearly contrary to the
definition of this Alternative as utilizing existing zoning for areas outside of plan areas.

Similarly, the conclusion that this Alternative would conflict with other General Plan
policies encouraging sustainable development and equitable development citywide was
erroneously based on the premise that this Alternative would necessarily involve curtailing
development in substantial portions of the City. The Alternative would only involve refraining
from rezoning further areas of the City outside of the Plan Areas and limiting new area plan
rezonings to those underway.

There is no evidence that this Alternative would conflict with other General Plan policies
supporting public transportation or promotion of mixed commercial and residential character in
neighborhood commercial districts, or striking a balance between preservation of existing
housing and needed expansion of commercial activity. Thus, the evidence and the discussion of
this Alternative do not support the Revision’s determination that this Alternative would be
infeasible. There is no evidence that refraining from rezoning further areas outside of the plan
areas already approved or underway would substantially impede accommodation of the RHNA or
achievement of any other objectives of the 2009 Housing Element. The projected excess housing
development for the 2007-2014 planning period and substantial areas subject to area plans amply
supports achievement of the objectives of the 2009 Housing Element.

J. The Revision’s Elimination of the Reduced Land Use Allocation Alternative
From Further Analysis Is Conclusory and Not Supported by Facts.
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The Revision states that under the Reduced land Use Allocation Alternative, “less growth
would be assumed Citywide” but does not disclose the amount of growth that would be assumed.
The Revision states that this Alternative would include the 2004 Housing Element Objectives,
Goals, Policies and Implementation Measures “but assumes a lower total number of new housing
units over the planning period 2005-2025.” VII-110. The Revision did not disclose the lower
total number of new housing units assumed. The Revised DEIR states that two primary
objectives of the proposed Housing Elements are to provide “a vision for the City’s housing and
growth management through 2014™ and to ensure “capacity for the development of new housing
to meet the RHNA at all income levels.” (VII-3-4) Since the reduced land use allocation would
apply to the planning period 2005-2025, there is no evidence that a reduced land use allocation
alternative would be infeasible for the planning period 2007-2014, especially in view of the
projected production of 25,000 new housing units in excess of the RHNA and the anticipated
increased capacity in further area planning efforts. The EIR states that the pipeline units
anticipated to be developed total 25,000 more than the 31,193 units sought by the Regional
Housing Needs Allocation for the 2007-2014 planning period and further rezoning and area
planning processes would allow the additional capacity of 27,844 units. Exhibit B to Statement
of Golick-1 AR 328.

Under the 2004 Housing Element, the City needed to build 2,717 new housing units per
year to meet its share of the region’s projected housing demand, which amounted to a total of
20,374 new units for the planning period of January 1999 through June 2006. 1 A 145, 207.

The 2009 Housing Element states that the City had successfully advocated for “changes that
direct more transportation money to jurisdictions, like San Francisco, that take on greater housing
growth as part of the 2007-2014" RHNA Process. Ex. B to Statement of Golick-18 AR 9595,
9581. Thus, San Francisco did not have to accept the 31,193 units sought by the Regional
Housing Needs Allocation for the 2007-2014 planning period. Exhibit B to Statement of Golick-
1 AR 328. In view of this reality, the claim in the Revision that this Alternative might not
accommodate projected growth fails to take into account the reality that San Francisco officialy
played a role in agreeing to the amount of growth that is allocated to jurisdictions during the
2007-2014 RHNA process. Under this Alternative, San Francisco should not accept additional
units during the RHNA allocation process in order to secure more transportation money and
should pursue a more measured type of growth that recognizes the constraints presented by the
limited area in the City. Clearly, a reduced land use allocation similar to the RHNA sought by
the 2004 Housing Element would be feasible because it would be capable of being accomplished,
and there is no requirement that new housing units actually be produced in the amounts sought by
the RHNA. To comply with State Housing Element law, a jurisdiction must only demonstrate
that it has capacity to accommodate the amount of housing allocated to it in the RHNA.

The Revision’s configuration of this alternative as applying to the 2005-2025 planning
period is unreasonable and as applied to the 2009 Housing Element, a reduced land use
alternative would be a feasible alternative.
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K. Other Assertions Are Not Supported by the Evidence.

In general, the EIR continually repeats that it does not directly cause housing production.
However, the 2009 Housing Element acknowledges that its aim is to increase the supply of
housing. Since its aim is to increase the supply of housing, the 2009 Housing Element certainly
accommodates increased housing production through implementation of its principal strategy of
ensuring that community based planning processes are used to generate changes to land use
controls. (Policies 1.4 and 1.2) As explained by the Legislative Analyst, the increased density-
related building standards that the 2009 Housing Element supports are known to increase
housing production, and therefore indirectly induce population growth. Ex. C-1 A 2936-2945. It
is recognized in the planning community that “If you build them, they will come,” which means
that if additional housing is built in the City, it will attract additional residents. If additional
housing is not built in the City, the potential additional residents will go elsewhere or not move
from their present locations. Statement of Golick.

While the Revision claims that the Housing Elements also emphasize the use of the
existing housing stock to meet San Francisco’s affordable goals, the alleged support for this
claim refers primarily to providing direction for how and where new housing development in the
City should occur and only mentions preserving and upgrading existing housing units to ensure
they do not become dilapidated, abandoned, or unsound. VII-3. No explanation is given as to
how the Housing Elements propose to use existing housing stock to meet San Francisco’s
affordable goals.

The Revision also claims that an EIR may consider and analyze one or more alternatives
at an equal level of detail, or may identify a preferred project, and include an analysis of
alternatives at a lesser level of detail. VII-5. The Revisions claims that it incorporates both
approaches, but fails to identify a preferred project, so clearly does not follow the latter approach
and is not entitled to analyze alternatives at a lesser level of detail. The Revision identifies the
2004 Housing Element and the 2009 Housing Element as “the two project options.” VII-6. This
claim is also contrary to law, because the Superior Court held that EIR’s analysis of alternatives
was legally inadequate and unsupported by facts. Thus, factual support that amounts to
substantial evidence would be required to overcome the Court Order setting aside the City’s
certification of the defective Final EIR.

L. The City’s Notice of Availability of the Revised Draft EIR is Deficient.

The City must correct its December 18, 2013 Notice of Availability of an EIR and
recirculate the revision with a corrected notice for 45 days. The Notice erroneously states that
comments “‘should be limited to the recirculated sections of the EIR™ and that “the agency need
only respond to comments to the parts of the EIR that are being recirculated.” However, the
revised alternatives section incorporates by reference numerous discussions of the impact



Environmental Review Officer
February 18, 2014
Page 23

analyses, and on January 15, 2014 the Superior Court clarified that comments may be made as to
these referenced other sections insofar as they pertain to the alternatives. The public had
inadequate notice that it had to review these other referenced sections which amount to hundreds
of pages insofar as they amount to alternatives due to the City’s inadequate notice.

Conclusion

The revised discussion of alternatives presented in the Revised Draft EIR is conclusory
and not supported by facts or substantial evidence in the Administrative Record. The City has
not cured the deficiencies cited by the Court in its Order finding the EIR’s discussion of
alternatives inadequate. In addition, since the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements would have a
significant impact on transit, the City must adopt a feasible alternative that would reduce or
mitigate this impact.

Very truly yours,

Sty S Lo,

Kathryn R. Devincenzi

Attachments: Exhibits 1 through 5
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STATEMENT OF CITY PLANNER DAVID GOLICK
AS TO DRAFT EIR, SAN FRANCISCO 2004 AND 2009 HOUSING ELEMENT,
REVISED ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

I have been a professional city planner for over forty years and have practiced in the Bay
Area for over forty years. During that time, [ served as Chief of Planning for the City of
Concord, the largest city in Contra Costa County, for ten years. During my career, | have either
prepared or reviewed approximately 1,000 initial studies and environmental impact reports. |
have become familiar with and have a deep working knowledge of the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the CEQA Guidelines. I have coached subordinate employees
regarding CEQA requirements and have addressed CEQA issues at conferences of the American
Planning Association. The City of San Francisco retained me to participate in oral board
examinations of candidates for planning positions, such as the position of Planner 11,
Environmental Review. As Chief of Planning for the City of Concord, my duties included
overseeing the activities of the planning department staff in updating the housing element of
Concord’s general plan as periodically required by the State of California Department of
Housing and Community Development. A copy of my resume is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

In this statement, | will discuss feasible alternatives to the proposed 2009 Housing
Element.

FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES ARE AVAILABLE SINCE THE 2009 HOUSING
ELEMENT WOULD PRODUCE FAR MORE NEW HOUSING UNITS THAN
NEEDED TO ACCOMMODATE THE RHNA FOR THE 2007-2014 PLANNING
PERIOD.

Introduction and Factual Background

The EIR states that the pipeline units anticipated to be developed total 25,000 more than
the 31,193 units sought by the Regional Housing Needs Allocation for the 2007-2014 planning
period and further rezoning and area planning processes would allow the additional capacity of
27,844 units. Exhibit B-1 AR 328. In 2007 and 2008, 5,830 new housing units were produced
and as of 1009, 56,435 additional units were in the development pipeline. Exhibit B-1 AR 170;
18 AR 9430. Production trends show that 75-80% of pipeline units are completed within 5-7
years, so 42,326 additional new units could be expected. Id.

The EIR also admits that “the total number of units identified in the RHNA can be
accommodated under the existing zoning capacity and/or through development currently in the
City’s pipeline.” Exhibit B-Final EIR p. VIII-207. Thus, there is no need for rezoning to
accommodate the RHNA.

The revised DEIR states that the “2004 and 2009 Housing Element do not include any
changes to the land use objectives and policies in the City’s Area Plans or Redevelopment Plans.
(VII-2) The revised DEIR states that similar to new housing development under the 2009
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Housing Element “development under Alternative B would not substantially conflict with the
policies and land uses in current Area Plans and Redevelopment Plans.” (VII-50) The revised
DEIR also states that similar to the 2004 Housing Element that “development under Alternative
B would be subject to existing Area Plans and Redevelopment Plans and would serve to

complement (and not conflict with) the policies and land uses in an Area Plan or Redevelopment
Plan.” (VII-49)

Alternatives A and B and C would use the 2009 Data and Needs Analysis and the
updated RHNA allocation of 31,193 for the January 2007 through June 2014 planning period.
(Revised DEIR, p. VII-4-6, 19-20; Executive Summary p. 1; Final EIR IV-11) The revised DEIR
states that “under all alternatives, it is assumed that the 2009-2014 RHNA and Part I (Data and
Needs Analysis) of the 2009 Housing Element are in effect.” (VI1I-4) Both the 2004 and 2009
Housing Elements discussed in the EIR utilized the 2009 Housing Element Part I Data and
Needs Analysis and sought to achieve the 2007-2014 RHNA. (Final EIR IV-13-14)

The 2009 Housing Element states that:

“In order to increase the supply and affordability of housing, the City has engaged in
significant planning for housing through Area Plans (portions of the General Plan which
focus on a particular part of the City), Redevelopment Plans (community revitalization
plans authorized and organized under the provisions of the California Community
Redevelopment law), and major development projects created in partnership with private
sponsors. Adopted community plans include Balboa Park, Market and Octavia and the
Central Waterfront neighborhoods; the Eastern Neighborhoods program including the
Mission, South of Market, Showplace Square and Potrero Hill; Candlestick, and Hunters
Point Shipyard; and several Redevelopment Area Plans, most recently Visitacion
Valley/Schlage Lock.

Plans underway include Japantown, Glen Park, Western SoMa and Executive Park.
Other major projects in development with the City include Treasure Island, Park Merced
and the Transbay Transit Center. These ongoing community planning efforts should
continue. These projects could result in a community accepted housing vision for the
neighborhood, related zoning changes and neighborhood specific design guidelines that
will encourage housing development in appropriate locations.

Together, these planning efforts could provide capacity for significantly more than the
31,000 units allocated for this planning period (2007-2014).  Ex. B- AR 53137-53140.

The Final EIR states that the City “has recently updated zoning controls for the following
neighborhoods: Market/Octavia, Mission, East SoMa, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, Central
Waterfront, and Balboa Park. These planning efforts have developed updated zoning, heights,
bulks, and densities in balance with infrastructure. A number of other planning efforts are
currently underway including, but not limited to the Transit Center District Plan, Treasure Island,
and West SoMa, which could result in increased residential development potential in those areas.
Under existing zoning capacity, these planning areas could accommodate 3,669 net new housing
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units, representing approximately six percent of the total citywide existing capacity of 60,995
units as described previously. The additional potential capacity with rezoning initiatives
currently underway is approximately 28,844 units (Ex. B- AR 169, p. IV-22 and Table 1V-6).
Should these rezoning initiatives be adopted and implemented, the City would be able to
accommodate 89,829 net new housing units, which, if developed, would represent a 25 percent
increase in the City’s housing stock.” (Ex. B- AR 169, Final EIR IV-22) Table IV-6 estimates
that a total of 28,844 additional units could be added with rezoning in the Executive Park, Glen
Park, Park Merced, Transit Center District, Western Soma, India Basin, Hunters Point Shipyard,
Candlestick Park and Treasure Island neighborhoods, but states that the additional units that
could be added with rezoning in Japantown are “To be Determined.” (Ex. B-AR 169, Final EIR
IV-22; see also AR 9499-2009 Housing Element, Part I, p. 95)

The 2009 Housing Element estimates that the total estimated new housing construction
potential in the “Adopted Plans & Projects” of Balboa Park Area Plan, Market/Octavia Area
Plan, Central Waterfront Area Plan, Mission Area Plan, East SOMA Area Plan, Showplace
Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan, Rincon Hill Area Plan, Visitacion Valley Area Redevelopment
Plan, Transbay Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan and Hunters Point
Shipyard/Candlestick Point is 39,500 housing units. (Ex. B-AR 53139-2009 Housing Element
Part 2 p. 9)

The EIR portrayed the “recently updated zoning controls” for the Market/Octavia,
Mission, East SoMa, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, Central Waterfront, and Balboa Park
neighborhoods as providing the “existing zoning capacity” and claimed that the 2004 and 2009
“do not include any changes” to land use policies in the City’s area or Redevelopment plans and
that the “rezoning efforts will increase the existing capacity” in target neighborhoods.” Ex. B-1
AR 169, 202, 161. The new area plans adopted after the 2004 Housing Element, including
Market/Octavia, Eastern Neighborhoods, Rincon Hill, and others “potentially increase housing
capacity by over 55,000" units, and the “Planning Code amendments adopted with each new
neighborhood plan also served to expand potential development capacity in each of these areas,
using tools such as height increases, removal of maximum densities, removal of minimum
required lot sizes and reduction or elimination of parking requirements. Ex. B-97 AR 53107-
53108; 18 AR 9582-9583, 9586, 9564-9565, 9568, 9474, 9485, 9496, 9486. Capacity was
significantly increased, as Better Neighborhoods and Eastern areas identified as 2004 Housing
Element Work Programs had existing capacity for 8,628 new units before 2004 and would add
18,285-38,835 additional potential units with rezoning. Ex. C-2004 Housing Element
Administrative Record-1 A 180. The 2004 Housing Element acknowledged that its “[njew
policies strive to expand land capacity necessary to increase housing production, will direct new
housing to appropriate locations, especially in areas well served by transit™ and seek to achieve a

“far greater” rate of new housing construction than was previously produced. Ex. C-1 A 82, 16,
283, 328.

The Court of Appeal held that the “Housing Element identifies areas for potential
development,” and the Peremptory Writ enjoined policies calling for increased density
development in areas well served by transit in 2004 Housing Element Policy 11.1 (minimum
density requirements and maximum parking standards), modified Policy 11.6 (flexible land use
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controls and increased residential densities), Policy 1.2 (increased housing densities and reduced
residential parking requirements in neighborhood commercial districts), new language added to
Policy 1.1 (modification of residential parking requirements), new implementation 1.1 (higher
density, mixed-use residential development in transit-rich areas and reduced parking
requirements in Downtown areas or through a Better Neighborhoods type planning process),
language added to Implementation 1.3 (floor-to-area ratio exemptions in Downtown areas and
areas subject to a Better Neighborhoods type planning process). Ex. D-Excerpts from Court of
Appeal decision, p. 12 and Peremptory Writ of Mandate and Amendment to Peremptory Writ of
Mandate.

2009 Housing Element Policy 1.4 is to “Ensure community based planning processes are
used to generate changes to land use controls,” and the policy text states that “Such plans can be
used to target growth strategically to increase infill development in locations close to transit and
other needed services, as appropriate.” (Ex. B-AR 53139-2009 Housing Element Part 2 p. 9)

The EIR admits that the “2009 Housing Element generally promotes increased density
through community planning processes (Policies 1.4, 1.6, and Implementation Measures 13 and
79) and for affordable housing (Policy 7.5 and Implementation Measures 36 and 64). The 2009
Housing Element also includes a strategy designed to reduce the amount of space required for
non-housing functions (Implementation Measure 12). Ex. B- 2 AR 769- Final EIR p. V.L-36.
The Final EIR further explains: “While implementation of the proposed Housing Elements
would not directly affect existing Area Plans or Redevelopment Plans, it would encourage new
Area Plans with similar planning -related strategies that may be designed to accommodate
growth.” Ex. B-1 AR 257; Final EIR p. V.B.-28.

For the prior 1999-2006 planning period, market rate housing was overproduced at the
rate of 153% of the market rate production target, whereas only 13% of the moderate rate, 52%
of the low income and 83% off the very low income targets were met. Ex. B- AR 53118 and 1
AR 323.

The 2009 Housing Element states that San Francisco’s fair share of the regional housing
need for January 2007 through June 2014 was calculated as 31,190 units, which seeks to
accommodate forecast household and employment growth “as well as allocating regional
household and employment growth to jurisdictions with established or planned transit
infrastructures.” Ex. B-18 AR 9445-2009 Housing Element Part I, p. [.41. However, the 2009
Housing Element and the EIR do not disclose the amount of the 2007-2014 RHNA goal that
allocated regional household and employment growth to jurisdictions with established or planned
transit infrastructures.

The Revised DEIR states that two primary objectives of the project are to provide “a
vision for the City’s housing and growth management through 2014” and to ensure “capacity for
the development of new housing to meet the RHNA at all income levels.” (VII-3-4)

In general, the EIR continually repeats that it does not directly cause housing production.
However, the 2009 Housing Element acknowledges that its aim is to increase the supply of

4



housing. Since its aim is to increase the supply of housing, the 2009 Housing Element certainly
accommodates increased housing production through implementation of its principal strategy of
ensuring that community based planning processes are used to generate changes to land use
controls. (Policies 1.4 and 1.2) As explained by the Legislative Analyst, the increased density-
related building standards that the 2009 Housing Element supports are known to increase
housing production, and therefore indirectly induce population growth. Ex. C-1 A 2936-2945. It
is recognized in the planning community that “If you build them, they will come,” which means
that if additional housing is built in the City, it will attract additional residents. If additional
housing is not built in the City, the potential additional residents will go elsewhere or not move
from their present locations.

1. THE NO JAPANTOWN AREA PLAN ALTERNATIVE IS FEASIBLE.

Japantown should be eliminated from the areas to which growth would be directed in
Policy 1.2, since the total number of new housing units that the 2009 Housing Element estimates
could be added with rezoning does not include any additional units to be constructed in
Japantown. The chart that estimates the number of additional units that could be added with
rezoning in various areas states that the amount of additional new housing that could be
developed with rezoning in Japantown was “To be determined.” However, the 2009 Housing
Element identified Japantown as an area where planning efforts “will result in increased
residential development potential.” Ex. B-AR 9499-2009 Housing Element, Part I, p. . 95. In
view of the projected excess housing production during the 2007-2014 planning period, rezoning
to increase capacity for housing production should not be pursued in Japantown.

It is feasible to eliminate Japantown as an area to which growth would be directed in
Policy 1.2 since the EIR states that the pipeline units anticipated to be developed total 25,000
more than the 31,193 units sought by the Regional Housing Needs Allocation for the 2007-2014
planning period and further rezoning and area planning processes would allow the additional
capacity of 27,844 units. Ex. B-1 AR 328. Directing growth to Japantown is clearly not needed
to accommodate the RHNA for 2007-2014. The pipeline units anticipated to be developed
exceed the 2007-2014 RHNA, and the anticipated new rezoning efforts are not needed to
accommodate the RHNA for 2007-2014. With respect to the anticipated new rezoning efforts,
the additional capacity of 27,844 units under rezoning proposals did not include any projected
number of new units through rezoning in Japantown. Further, after Japantown residents
protested the 2009 Draft Better Neighborhoods’ Plan for to rezone Japantown for increased
heights, the City consulted the community and adopted the Japantown Cultural Heritage and
Economic Sustainability Strategy (“JCHESS”). (See Ex. E-excerpt from JCHESS, p. 35) Thus,
eliminating Japantown from the areas to which growth should be directed in Policy 1.2 would be
consistent with the community’s vision that height limits should not be increased in Japantown.
If the City believes that directing growth to Japantown is needed to achieve the RHNA for 2007-
2014, the 2009 Housing Element needs to state the specific basis of this belief and the number of
estimated new housing units which the City seeks to achieve in Japantown for the 2007-2014
planning period.



Eliminating Japantown from an area to which growth would be directed would reduce
impacts on transit, land use and visual resources and neighborhood character. As stated in My
March 24, 2011 statement, the City’s lack of funds to enhance transit was the basis of the EIR’s
rating as a significant impact the 2009 Housing Element’s impact on transit. Eliminating
Japantown as an area to which bus service would have to be enhanced would mitigate this
significant impact on transit. Ex. F-March 24, 2011 Statement of David Golick in administrative
record, which is incorporated by reference herein, pertinent excerpts of which are attached at AR
22138-22261.

Moreover, the City is currently experiencing serious incapacity problems with Muni. The
San Francisco Transportation Plan 2040 states that capacity needs are most acute in the
Downtown, South of Market, Market/Octavia and Eastern Neighborhoods and that “Expected
growth will significantly increase transit crowding and street congestion downtown.” Ex. G.
The Mayor’s Transportation Task Force 2030 also shows that many Muni routes are at or over
capacity in 2012 and that the City’s transportation infrastructure in inadequate to meet current
demand. Ex. H., pp. 21, 33. A recent article has also documented current Muni incapacity.
(See Ex. I- January 29, 2013 San Francisco Examiner article, With packed vehicles people opt for
private cars, SFMTA says. Thus, Muni’s capacity problem from overcrowded buses is a current
impact and not merely a significant impact projected to occur in the future.

2. THE NO UNLIMITED AREA PLAN OR UNLIMITED PLANNING PROCESSES
ALTERNATIVE IS FEASIBLE.

Another feasible alternative is to eliminate unlimited area plans and community based
planning processes from Policy 1.2 and limit new area plans and community based planning
processes only to those areas identified in the 2009 Housing Element, except for Japantown.

The EIR states that the “2009 Housing Element generally promotes increased density
through community planning processes (Policies 1.4, 1.6, and Implementation Measures 13 and
79) and for affordable housing (Policy 7.5 and Implementation Measures 36 and 64). The 2009
Housing Element also includes a strategy designed to reduce the amount of space required for
non-housing functions (Implementation Measure 12). Ex. B-2 AR 769- Final EIR p. V.L-36.
The Final EIR further explains: “While implementation of the proposed Housing Elements
would not directly affect existing Area Plans or Redevelopment Plans, it would encourage new
Area Plans with similar planning -related strategies that may be designed to accommodate
growth.” Ex. B-1 AR 257- Final EIR p. V.B.-28.

Also as part of this alternative, the process by which a new community based planning
process is initiated should be revised to eliminate burying it in the budgetary process since Policy
1.4 provides that: “The process should be initiated by the Board of Supervisors, with the support
of the District Supervisor, through their adoption of the Planning Department’s or other
overseeing agency’s work program, and the scope of the process should be approved by the
Planning Commission.” Ex. B-AR 53140. The approval of budgetary support for a departmental
work program is not an appropriate venue for initiation of a planning process. The public does
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not expect initiation of a planning process in a budgetary process and Policy 1.4's language
provides for a potentially deceptive initiation process that lacks transparency. As an adjunct to
elimination of unlimited community based planning processes, Policy 1.4 should be revised to
require that the process of initiating a new community based planning process should first be
initiated only by a publicly noticed meeting of the Planning Commission that clearly discloses the
intent to initiate a new community based planning process and that delineates the scope of the
new planning process. In addition, notice of the proposed initiation of a new community based
planning process should be mailed to each known neighborhood organization that serves areas
located within one mile of the land that would be affected by the new community based planning
process, and such notice should be mailed thirty to sixty days before the meeting of the Planning
Commission at which the intent to initiate a new community based planning process would be
discussed.

Such an alternative would provide for the growth that is needed to accommodate the 2007-
2014 planning period. If the 2009 Housing Element aims to accommodate growth for a later
period, the 2009 Housing Element needs to identify the period for which the 2009 Housing
Element seeks to accommodate growth and the amount of additional housing production it seeks
to accommodate for each income level.

Eliminating new area plans or planning processes beyond those needed to accommodate
growth for the period covered by the 2007-2014 RHNA would reduce impacts on transit, land use
and visual resources and neighborhood character. As stated in My March 24, 2011 statement, the
City’s lack of funds to enhance transit was the basis of the EIR’s rating as a significant impact the
2009 Housing Element’s impact on transit. Eliminating more areas to which bus service would
have to be enhanced would mitigate this significant impact on transit.

The EIR states that policies of the 2009, 2004 Housing Elements, and Alternatives B and
C that encourage a mode shift toward transit could result in an increase in transit ridership which
may exceed Muni’s capacity utilization standard of 85 percent and that “[g]enerally, as transit
ridership increases, transportation agencies respond by expanding transit service and/or increasing
transit frequency. However, given SFMTA fiscal emergencies, Muni may not be able to increase
transit service to accommodate increased transit ridership resulting from the 2009 Housing
Element policies that encourage residential development in transit-rich areas or other policies that
encourage the use of alternative transportation in the City.” Ex. B-1 AR 497, 483 as to 2004; 3
AR 1149, 1150, 1175, 1176; see also Ex. J-41 AR 22145, referring to “capital capacity
constraints.” As I explained in my prior March 24, 2011 statement, directing housing to fewer
areas or providing a lesser number of housing units would reduce the significant impact on transit.
Ex. J-41 AR 22143-22155, 22158. The EIR states that policies of the 2009, 2004 Housing
ELements , and Alternatives B and C that encourage a mode shift toward transit could result in an
increase in transit ridership which may exceed Muni’s capacity utilization standard of 85 percent,
and that “[g]enerally, as transit ridership increases, transportation agencies respond by expanding
transit service and/or increasing transit frequency. However, given SFMTA fiscal emergencies,
Muni may not be able to increase transit service to accommodate increased transit ridership
resulting from the 2009 Housing Element policies that encourage residential development in
transit-rich areas or other policies that encourage the use of alternative transportation in the City.”
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Ex. B-1 AR 497, 483 as to 2004; 3 AR 1149, 1150, 1175, 1176; see also Ex. J-41 AR 22145,
referring to “capital capacity constraints.” Thus, as I previously explained, directing housing to
fewer areas or providing a lesser number of housing units would reduce the 2009 Housing
Element’s significant impact on transit. 41 AR 22143-22155, 22158.

Moreover, the City is currently experiencing serious incapacity problems with Muni, as
demonstrated in the attached January 29, 2013 San Francisco Examiner article, With packed
vehicles people opt for private cars, SFMTA says. (See Ex. I) Thus, Muni’s capacity problem
from overcrowded buses is a current impact and not merely a significant impact projected to
occur in the future. This alternative would also reduce other effects related to increased housing
production including impacts on transportation, air quality, noise, water supply land use, and
visual resources and neighborhood character.

3. THE JUNE 2010 DRAFT OF THE 2009 HOUSING ELEMENT ALTERNATIVE IS
FEASIBLE.

The version of the 2009 Housing Element that was included in the draft EIR that was
circulated for public comment in 2010 was the June 2010 Draft of the proposed 2009 Housing
Element (“June 2010 Draft”). The EIR’s analyses of whether impacts of the proposed project
would be significant was based on implementation of the policies stated in the June 2010 Draft of
the 2009 Housing Element. Public comment was also based on the June 2010 Draft. The set of
policies stated in the June 2010 Draft and the amount of increased housing production supported
by those policies is a feasible alternative because the EIR stated that “the total number of units
identified in the RHNA can be accommodated under the existing zoning capacity and/or through
development currently in the City’s pipeline.” Ex. B-AR 1400-Final EIR p. VIII-207. The EIR’s
statement that the RHNA can be accommodated was based on the policies in the June 2010 Draft,
so that Draft clearly would accommodate the 2007-2014 RHNA. Ex. K.

The City has not presented any evidence showing that the number of housing units
anticipated to be produced would be significantly greater under the version of the 2009 Housing
Element that the City subsequently adopted rather than under the June 2010 Draft of the 2009
Housing Element. The City also has not presented any evidence showing that any of the City’s
project objectives would be better served by the version of the 2009 Housing Element that the
City subsequently adopted rather than by the June 2010 Draft of the 2009 Housing Element. As
explained below, adoption of the June 2010 Draft would mitigate the significant impact on RH-1
neighborhoods that could result from the changed policy ultimately adopted. The revised
alternatives analysis also lacks any evidence that the draft of the 2009 Housing Element
ultimately adopted would produce a significantly greater number of housing units or better serve
stated project objectives.

The June 2010 Draft stated in Policy 1.6 text that “[i]n some areas, such as RH-1 and RH-
2, density limits should be maintained to protect neighborhood character.” In the draft
subsequently adopted, this policy text was changed to state “[i]n some areas, such as RH-1 and
RH-2, existing height and bulk patterns should be maintained to protect neighborhood character.”
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For the reasons stated in the March 24, 2011 Statement of David Golick, this change would
constitute a significant impact on the environment because the policy change to eliminate density
limits in RH-1 neighborhoods would degrade the quality of those neighborhoods. Ex. J-AR
22151-22154. Current density limits, such as the one-unit limit in an RH-1 area, maintain the
quality of single-family RH-1 neighborhoods. Also, use of ““flexibility in the number and size of
units” was expanded to apply through “community based planning processes’ and therefore
would apply to projects outside plan areas and to individual projects, instead of merely to
“community plan areas” as previously proposed in June 2010 Draft Policy 1.6. Id. In view of the
excess housing production projected under the June 2010 Draft, these changes in policy language
are not needed, and the June 2010 Draft is a feasible alternative.

ABAG has granted San Francisco’s application to designate various areas as Priority
Development Areas (“PDAs”) that have “plans for significant increases in housing units’ and are
near transit. Ex. B-20 AR 10511-10512, 10328, 10330, 10532-38, 10463-72; 19 AR 10234-41.

The City plans to accommodate over 90% of the growth to 2035 in the PDAs. Ex. F-
December 17, 2010 ABAG letter to SFMTA, Exhibit 6, tenth page.

The City has admitted that the “lion’s share of city’s growth will continue to be focused in
its PDAs” and that the adopted and planned PDAs “collectively accommodate over 63,000 new
housing units.” Ex. F-December 17,2010 ABAG letter to SFMTA, Exhibit 6, twelfth page. As
to infill opportunity sites outside PDAs, the City has acknowledged that: “The city includes
numerous small-scale infill opportunity sites close to transit throughout all of its neighborhoods.
Such sites outside of Priority Development Areas could accommodate another 17,000 new
housing units, distributed reasonably evenly throughout the city.” Id. In view of the excess
housing production projected to occur under the 2009 Housing Element, as stated in the EIR, the
City does not need another 17,000 housing units to accommodate the RHNA, much less
elimination of density limits in RH-1 areas that would constitute only a portion of those 17,000
units.

How many additional housing units would be accommodated by the Policy 1.6 text that
would maintain existing height and bulk patterns in RH-1 areas rather than density limits in RH-1
areas? To what degree would any project objectives not be served by the June 2010 Draft’s
Policy 1.6 text that maintained density limits for RH-1 areas? In view of the projected
exceedance of the RHNA for the 2007-2014 period, there is no substantial evidence that the
significant impact on RH-1 areas is needed to accommodate the 2007-2014 RHNA, and previous
policies relating to RH-1 areas should not be disturbed. Therefore, the June 2010 Draft of the
2009 Housing Element is a feasible alternative that would reduce or eliminate the significant
impact on the quality of RH-1 neighborhoods. Since the general plan established the controlling
policies, and zoning must be brought into conformance with the policies of the housing element
of the general plan, it is evasive to state that the zoning has not yet been changed to eliminate the
one-unit density limits that protect the single-family character of RH-1 neighborhoods.

In addition, the outlying RH-1 neighborhoods are not well served by transit, so it would
not serve the City’s goal of directing new housing units to locations well served by transit to
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support secondary units in such areas. The San Francisco Transportation Plan 2040 states that the
outlying neighborhoods such as the Sunset are less accessible throughout the day by transit, and
that in such lower-density Sunset neighborhoods the transit network is less dense, resulting in
fewer transit alternatives and extra waits. Ex. G, p. 12)

Also, the last minute change stating that in RH-1 and RH-2 areas “existing height and bulk
patterns should be maintained to protect neighborhood character” was not evaluated by the
Community Advisory Body and was not subjected to public review and comment during the Draft
EIR comment period. To support the middle class in the City, the Housing Element should
maintain the existing single-family neighborhoods.

4. THE EXCESS MARKET-RATE TRANSIT SUBSIDY ALTERNATIVE IS
FEASIBLE.

For the prior 1999-2006 planning period, market rate housing was overproduced at the
rate of 153% of the market rate production target, whereas only 13% of the moderate rate, 52% of
the low income and 83% of the very low income targets were met. Ex. B-18 AR 9497; 1 AR
323.

The overproduction of market rate housing is contrary to the City’s RHNA allocation, and
the City is woefully failing to accommodate the RHNA allocation as to moderate rate units.
According to the 2009 Housing Element, the City’s estimated shortfall of production of moderate
rate units for the 2007-2014 planning period is 3,586 less than the 6,754 moderate units allocated.
(Ex. B-AR 9497-2009 Housing Element Part I, p. I. 93) The crisis in the loss of the middle class
in the City is now severe. (See Ex. L-January 8, 2014 San Francisco Examiner article, Are you
part of San Francisco's disappearing middle class?)

An alternative that would impose an appropriate per unit transit-mitigation fee on all
market rate housing units that are produced in the City in excess of the RHNA allocation for
market rate units for the applicable RHNA planning period would reduce the significant impact
on transit that would result from directing growth to areas near transit. The amount of this fee
would be determined by a nexus study that would determine the cost of providing Muni service to
the excess market rate housing units that are produced, based on the estimated cost of providing
service to such excess market rate units as well as the cost of any capital improvements needed to
support such service. Such fee would be in addition to any other fees that the City may impose.

It is feasible for the City to pass an ordinance requiring such a fee, since it would support the
City’s policies directing housing growth to areas near transit, and the City has successfully passed
other ordinances requiring inclusion of affordable housing or payment of a fee in lieu of provision
of such housing. Given the estimate that 6,766 market rate units in excess of the RHNA
allocation will be produced for the 2007-2014 planning period, such transit-mitigation fee would
mitigate the project’s significant impact on transit. Ex. B-AR 9497.

In addition, the overproduction of market rate condominiums is serving technology
workers who live in San Francisco and commute to jobs in Silicon Valley and other locations
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south of San Francisco, especially as to the condominiums being built in the South of Market area
near the freeway on-ramps. This has produced a substantial reverse commute which is increasing
vehicle emissions in the region, contrary to the regional goals.

S. THE NORMAL POPULATION INCREASE, NO CONCENTRATION,
ALTERNATIVE IS FEASIBLE.

The San Francisco Transportation Plan 2040 states that:

“To meet the SB 375 target, the Regional Transportation Plan, known as Plan Bay Area,
calls for concentration of growth in densely developed areas with good transit access
especially in San Francisco, San Jose, and Oakland....Concentrating jobs and housing in
San Francisco is good for the city’s economy as well as the environment, but will also
increase congestion and transit system crowding in downtown San Francisco and Eastern
neighborhoods. By 2040, new growth will result in about 300,000 new transit trips per
day on a local and regional system that is already strained by crowding and reliability
issues. The San Francisco Planning Commission has adopted land use plans that direct
much of the city’s projected growth in the central and eastern neighborhoods, where
crowding is already acute.” Ex. G, p. 14.

The Revised DEIR states that two primary objectives of the project are to provide “a
vision for the City’s housing and growth management through 2014” and to ensure “capacity for
the development of new housing to meet the RHNA at all income levels.” (VII-3-4) However,
the sixth project objective is to “Develop a vision for San Francisco that supports sustainable
local, regional and state housing and environmental goals.” /d. The 2009 Housing Element and
EIR do not specifically explain how this objective is to be met and only vaguely allude to
supporting housing near transit. The 2009 Housing Element states that the City had successfully
advocated for “changes that direct more transportation money to jurisdictions, like San Francisco,
that take on greater housing growth as part of the 2007-2014" RHNA Process. Ex. B-18 AR
9595, 9581. The 2009 Housing Element and the EIR should disclose how much more housing
growth San Francisco accepted in that regard as part of the 2007-2014 RHNA process and for
what income categories.

Since the EIR states that the pipeline units anticipated to be developed total 25,000 more
than the 31,193 units sought by the Regional Housing Needs Allocation for the 2007-2014
planning period and further rezoning and area planning processes would allow the additional
capacity of 27,844 units, the 2009 Housing Element is actually producing more new housing units
than called for by the 2007-2014 RHNA. Ex. B-1 AR 328. In view of the excess production, the
additional capacity for 27,844 units through rezoning appears directed to accommodate an
unexplained objective of the 2009 Housing Element.

The 2009 Housing Element states that San Francisco’s fair share of the regional housing
need for January 2007 through June 2014 was calculated as 31,190 units, which seeks to
accommodate forecast household and employment growth “as well as allocating regional
household and employment growth to jurisdictions with established or planned transit
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infrastructures.” Ex. B-18 AR 9445-2009 Housing Element Part [, p. 1.41. However, the 2009
Housing Element and the EIR do not disclose the amount of the 2007-2014 RHNA goal that
allocated regjonal household and employment growth to jurisdictions with established or planned
transit infrastructures. We request that the City provide that information in response to these
comments. The EIR, 2009 Housing Element, and the City should disclose the estimated nurer
of new housing units that would be needed during the 2007-2014 planning period to
accommodate growth from only normal factors such as births and deaths in the City. The ElR,
2009 Housing Element, and the City should also disclose the estimated number of new hous: 1¢
units that would be needed during the 2007-2014 planning period to accommodate any porticn «f
the projected regional household and employment growth that was allocated to San Francisco in
the RHNA for the 2007-2014 planning period. In view of the 25,000 new units anticipated to be
produced in excess of the RHNA allocation for 2007-2014, it should be feasible to eliminate f-cmn
the 2009 Fousing Element any portion of the projected regional household and employment
growth that was allocated to San Francisco in the 2007-2014 planning period.

CONCLUSION

The alternatives described above are feasible alternatives that would reduce the 2009
Housing Element’s significant impact on transit and its significant impacts on land vse and
neighborhood character. The 2009 Housing Element is projected to produce excess housing
production, which can be feasibly scaled back to meet, but not exceed, the RHNA.

DATED: February 17, 2014 %/ /%%%

DAVID GOLICK
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RESUME

David Golick
4241 Dubhe Court
Concord, CA 94521
Phone (925) 798-6276
e-mail dlgolick@msn.com

Work Experience

1. Planning Consultant and Contract Planner, May, 2000 — Present
A. Interim Community Development Director, City of Benicia, 2005

Responsible for the operation of the Planning Division and Building Division.
Involved in preparation of departmental budget and work program.

B. Interim Community Development Director, City of Lafayette, December, 2000 -
April, 2001

Supervised and coordinated the Planning, Building, Engineering, and Public Works
functions. Responsible for a major reorganization of the Planning Services
Division.

C. Interim Planning and Building Manager, City of Lafayette, April, 2001 - October,
2001

Managed Planning and Building program. Responsible for hiring almost an entire
new staff. Major projects included three controversial subdivisions, a senior
housing proposal, and a downtown redevelopment commercial and housing project.
Conducted zoning administrator hearings.

D. Major Land Use Projects

e Managed contentious in-fill applications, including a proposed 23 unit
residential subdivision that required an Environmental Impact Report, for the
City of Lafayette

e Project planner for a 119,000 sq. ft. Home Depot commercial warehouse
development for the City of Hercules

e Project planner for a 132 unit low income apartment project for the City of
Hercules

e Critiqued environmental documents prepared for two proposed Contra Costa
County ordinance amendments, private sector clients

e Critiqued Draft Environmental Impact Report prepared for South Schulte
Specific Plan in the City of Tracy, private sector client



(98]

(98]

* Helped develop scopes of services for technical consultants involved in
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for a large mixed use
development in the City of Fairfield, private sector client

* Provided technical assistance to a consortium of 15 homeowner groups opposed
to revisions to the Housing Element by the City and County of San Francisco,

. Chief of Planning, City of Concord 1990 - 2000

Director of Planning, City of Concord 1989

Responsible for the management and administration of planning functions.
Responsibilities included development of Planning Division priorities and work
programs, budget preparation and monitoring, personnel management, policy and
ordinance formulation, a complete revision of the General Plan, and management of
large scale development projects. Provided staff support to City Council, Planning
Commission, and Design Review Board.

Examples of Other Work Related Experience

. Co-authored a guide for planners titled, “Free Advice for Young Planners Entering

Public Sector Employment”, which has been often quoted and used as a teaching tool
by public planning departments and universities.

Served on a review committee for development of a booklet titled, “Start at the

Source — Residential Site Planning and Design Guidance Manual for Stormwater
Quality”, prepared by Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association.
Chaired a task force that developed innovative customer service approaches.

Speaker at American Planning Association national and state conventions as well as at
local events.

Served on Bay Area Council focus groups that analyzed economic development
potentials and constraints of the metropolitan area.

Member of the American Planning Association, Bay Area Planning Directors
Association, and the Urban Land Institute.

Education

University of Massachusetts at Amherst, B.A. in Economics.

University of Rhode Island

A. Graduate Studies in Community Planning. All course work, 61 graduate
semester credits, completed

B. Graduate Studies in Public Administration. Nine graduate semester credits
completed.

San Francisco State University. Spanish language and cross-cultural training.

Participated in numerous technical seminars regarding Planning and Management.
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The proposed 2009 Housing Element presents an updated calculation of San Francisco’s fair share of the
regional housing need. This updated calculation of San Francisco’s share of the regional housing need is
for January 2007 through June 2014 and shows a need for 31,193 housing units, or 4,159 units per year.
The RHNA for the 2009 Housing Element is presented in Table 1V-2.

Table IV-2
2009 Housing Element Regional Housing Needs Allocation
Household Income Category Percentage of AMI No. of Units Percentage

Extremely Low <30% 3,294 10.5%
Very Low 31-50% 3,295 10.6%
Low 51-—80% 5,535 17.7%
Moderate 81— 120% 6,754 21.7%
Above Moderate > 120% 12,315 39.5%
Total -- 31,193 100%
Source. City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department, Part I: Data and Needs Analysis, June 2010, at
page 41.

2004 Housing Element Court of Appeal Decision

Prior to 2004, the City last updated its Housing Element in 1990, when it adopted the 1990 Residence
Element. The EIR prepared to evaluate the 1990 Residence Element concluded that reaching the housing
goals in the 1990 Residence Element could be achieved without any significant adverse effects to the
environment. According to the EIR, meeting the housing goals in the 1990 Residence Element would
reduce traffic congestion and thus improve air quality because people who work in the City would have
shorter commutes.

The City’s 2004 Housing Element was adopted on May 13, 2004, and deemed in compliance with state
housing element law by the HCD. The San Francisco Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for
the 2004 Housing Element, which examined several new policies that were proposed for addition to the
2004 Housing Element. The Initial Study concluded that although proposed revisions were meant to
promote increased housing production, no environmental impacts would result from the adoption of the
2004 Housing Element because the element did not specify any development, rezoning, or area plans. The
Initial Study stated that any environmental impact analysis would be conducted in connection with the
approval of any future development projects, area plans, or rezoning. The Planning Department then
prepared a Negative Declaration, which concluded that revisions to the Housing Element would not have
a significant effect on the environment.

Subsequent to adoption of the 2004 Housing Element, the California Court of Appeal found the Negative
Declaration prepared for the 2004 Housing Element by the City to be inadequate and determined that an
EIR should be prepared (per San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods v. City and County of San
Francisco [June 22, 2007, A112987] [unpublished opinion]). In response to this directive, the Planning
Department has prepared this EIR assessing the environmental impacts of the changes from the 1990
Residence Element to the 2004 Housing Element.

—————

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element IV. Project Description
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In 2000, almost 70 percent of all households in the City were comprised of one or two people and
household sizes are expected to remain proportionally the same as previous decades; however, the
proportion of single person households is growing. The 2008 ACS estimates the median household
income at just under $73,798 or about a 34 percent increase since 2000.

Table [V-4 presents employment growth in the City between 2000 and 2030. The number of jobs in the
City decreased by 89,410 between 2000 and 2005 and approximately 195,010 jobs are expected between
2005 and 2030.

Table 1V-4
San Francisco Employment Trends and Projections, 2000-2030
2000 2005 2030
Jobs 642,500 553,090 748,100

Source: John Rahaim, Director of Planning, San Francisco Planning Department,
correspondence with Michael P. Carlin, Deputy General Manager at the San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission, July 9, 2009.

The median age within the City was estimated to be 40.4 years old in 2008, an increase from the median
age of 36.5 in 2000. In 2000, residents 14 years and younger constituted only 12 percent of the City’s
population. The number of these residents is expected to grow, almost doubling to 184,700 in 2010 and
making up 23 percent of the total population.

F. APPROACH

As discussed above, the Court of Appeal mandated that the City prepare an EIR for the 2004 Housing
Element. Since preparation for the 2004 Housing Element EIR began, the City also completed the
proposed 2009 Housing Element, as required by state housing element law. Because the proposed 2009
Housing Element must also undergo environmental review under CEQA, this EIR evaluates both the
2004 and the proposed 2009 Housing Element in the same EIR. This subsection outlines the proposed
Housing Elements that are evaluated in this EIR. This approach facilitates a streamlined process in which
the potential environmental impacts of implementing both housing element options are analyzed at
similar levels of detail, meeting the requirements of CEQA and the Planning Department’s
responsibilities under the court’s decision.

Proposed Housing Elements Analyzed in this EIR

As previously discussed, in order to be in compliance with state housing element law, a housing element
must include an updated Data and Needs Analysis; therefore, each proposed Housing Element utilizes the
most recent data on citywide housing found in the Draft 2009 Housing Element Part 1 Data and Needs
Analysis. Further, in order to meet the project objectives of having a housing element that substantially
complies with state housing element law, the proposed Housing Elements must meet the most recent
regional housing needs assessment. Therefore, both project options will be analyzed for their ability to
meet the 2007-2014 RHNA. This EIR analyzes the following two Housing Element proposals:

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element IV. Project Description
Final EIR 000160 Page IV-13
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. 2004 Housing Element: This option includes the objectives, policies, and implementation
programs of the 2004 Housing Element. For purposes of this EIR analysis however, the 2004
Housing Element utilizes the updated Data and Needs Analysis (Part [) of the 2009 Housing
Element and an updated RHNA.

2. 2009 Housing Element: This option includes the objectives, policies, implementation measures,
strategies for further review and RHNA of the proposed 2009 Housing Element.

Existing Capacity

Housing element law requires local governments to prepare an inventory of land suitable for residential
development to help identify sites that can be developed for housing within the housing element planning
period. Using various data sources, the Planning Department has taken an inventory of land on which new
residential development could occur under existing zoning. This was done to satisty the HCD requirement
to identify the supply of land still available to help the City meet its share of the regional housing need as
projected by the RHNA.

Existing Zoning

Generally, the highest housing densities in the City exist in the Downtown area, at an average density of
up to 283 dwelling units per acre, while lower densities (as low as 14 dwelling units per acre) exist in the
western and southern areas in the City. Figure 1V-3 shows a generalized zoning map of the City. As
shown, most areas in the City allow residential uses and the eastern portion of the City is also comprised
of commercial, mixed-use, and industrial uses. Figure 1V-4 shows a generalized height map of the City.
As shown, the tallest height districts occur in the Downtown and South of Market (SoMa),
neighborhoods.

Figure V-5 and Table V-5 display the housing potential in undeveloped and underdeveloped sites. As
shown, approximately 60,995 new housing units could be accommodated under existing zoning. There
are approximately 1,649 parcels totaling 366 acres that are classified as vacant or near vacant (sites that
are developed to less than five percent of their maximum potential) where approximately 20,543 new
housing units could potentially be constructed. Another 4,111 lots are also seen as underdeveloped and
could be redeveloped for residential uses, which could possibly yield another 40,452 new units.
Underdeveloped sites are generally classified as soft sites, sites with development potential, or
opportunity sites. The City identifies two levels of soft sites, sites that are built to only 30 percent of their
maximum potential, and sites that are built to only five percent of their maximum potential, as determined
by the zoning for that parcel. These units represent the allowable number of new housing units that could
be accommodated under existing zoning. The City is also in the process of updating zoning controls for
many of San Francisco’s neighborhoods. These rezoning efforts will increase the existing capacity in
those neighborhoods, allowing for the development of additional housing units above and beyond what is
shown in Figure V-5 and Table ['V-5.

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element IV. Project Description
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Updated Zoning Controls

The City Planning Department has recently updated zoning controls for the following neighborhoods:
Market/Octavia, Mission, East SoMa, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, Central Waterfront, and Balboa
Park. These planning efforts have developed updated zoning, heights, bulks, and densities in balance with
infrastructure. A number of other planning efforts are currently underway including, but not limited to the
Transit Center District Plan, Treasure Island, and West SoMa, which could result in increased residential
development potential in those areas. Under existing zoning capacity, these planning areas could
accommodate 3,669 net new housing units, representing approximately six percent of the total citywide
existing capacity of 60,995 units as described previously. The additional potential capacity with rezoning
initiatives currently underway is approximately 28,844 units (see Table [V-6). Should these rezoning
initiatives be adopted and implemented, the City would be able to accommodate 89,839 net new housing
units, which, if developed, would represent a 25 percent increase in the City’s housing stock.®

Table IV-6
Estimated New Housing Construction Potential under Area Plans in Process
Under Current Zonin With Proposed Rezoning
Additional
Total Total New Potential Units
Area Undeveloped | Underdeveloped | Estimate Estimate with Rezoning |

Executive Park 114 97 211 1,600 1,389
Glen Park 5 6 11 100 89
Japantown' 99 514 613 To be determined
Park Merced 3 0 3 5,600 5,597
Transit Center District 44 78 122 1,200 1,078
Western SoMa 466 743 1,209 2,700 1,491
India Basin 1,200 1,200
Hunters Point Shipyard 1,500 4,000 2,500
Candlestick Point 7,500 7,500
Treasure [sland 8,000° 8,000
Total’ 731 1,438 3,669 31,900° 28,844

Source: City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department, Draft Housing Element, Part I: Data and Needs Analysis,
June 2010, at page 92.

Planning efforts for Japantown are currently underway, but are at an early stage of the development process and the
estimated number of new housing units that could be accommodated with rezoning initiated as part of this area plan is
currently unknown.

This figure varies from that in Part I: Data and Needs Analysis, June 2010, page 92 because Treasure Island is now
proposing 8,000 units instead of 7.000 units, therefore the totals have also been increased by 1,000 to reflect these new
proposed units.

> The rotals may differ from totals in Part I: Data and Needs Analysis due to rounding.

Pipeline Projects

As of the first quarter of 2009, there were approximately 360 projects under construction or with
approved building permits in the City that could add up to 9,628 new housing units (see Table [V-7 and

®  City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department, Draft Housing Element, Part 1: Data and Needs

Analysis, June 2010, at page 24. The existing housing stock is estimated at 363,662 housing units Citywide.

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 1V. Project Description
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Figure 1V-6). An additional 625 projects have been approved by the Planning Department, filed for
Planning approval, or filed for a building permit. These projects could result in an additional 46,807 new
residential units. Collectively, these 56,435 new units represent San Francisco’s pipeline projects.
Pipeline projects include projects currently under construction, projects which have approved building
permits, projects which have building department applications on file, projects which have been approved
by the Planning Department, and projects which have Planning Department applications on file. It is
possible that some of these projects may not go forward due to shifts in economic and legislative
conditions. Three major projects, i.e., Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard, Treasure Island, and
Park Merced, comprise approximately half of the pipeline project units and could be completed by
approximately 2020. Production trends over the last decade show that approximately 75-80 percent of
pipeline project units are completed within five to seven years.” This production trend is applicable to the
pipeline project units that are not associated with the three major projects listed above.

Table 1V-7
New Housing Construction Pipeline (1st Quarter of 2009)
Type of Activity No. of Projects No. of Units

Under Construction 172 6,776
Building Permit Approved/Issued 188 2,852
Building Permit Application Filed 347 4,588
Planning Department Approved 124 6,200
Planning Department Filed 154 36,019
Total Pipeline 985 56,435
Source: City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department, March 2010,

G. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

State law mandates that cities and counties have a housing element as part of their general plan. In
addition, state housing element law requires cities and counties to update their housing elements
periodically, usually every five years, based on the RHNA provided by ABAG. Because an updated
housing element is a mandatory obligation under state law, this EIR will assume that the City will update
Part | - the Data and Needs Analysis - under any housing element alternative ultimately chosen for
adoption. Part [, which was discussed previously under the “Regulatory Setting” and “Background”
subheadings, provides background demographics and regional housing need information, but does not
include objectives or policies. Part I of each housing element sets forth the objectives, policies, and
implementing strategies intended to address the City’s housing needs. Part [1 of each option analyzed in
this EIR is discussed below. Table 1V-8 lists the policies of the 2004 Housing Element and the proposed
2009 Housing Element that could potentially result in physical environmental impacts, together with the
corresponding objectives or policies of the 1990 Residence Element (if any), the environmental impacts
of which were addressed in a previously prepared EIR. For reference, the 1990 Residence Element
objectives and policies are included as Appendix B-1 to this EIR.

City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department, March 2010.

e  ——————————— ——————————— ———————————————— ————
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Policy 4.2: Provide buffering for residential properties when heavy traffic cannot be avoided.

The proposed Housing Elements would not adversely affect implementation of the above policies.
Specificalty, 2004 Housing Element Policies 11.1, 11.8, and 11.9 would use new housing to enhance
neighborhood vitality and diversity and would ensure increased housing density would not conflict with
existing neighborhood character. 2009 Housing Element Policies 11.1 and 11.7 encourage the
preservation of neighborhood character. All of these policies would relate directly to the Urban Design
Element policies. No inconsistencies between the proposed Housing Elements and the Urban Design
Element have been identified.

Area Plans

The General Plan also includes several area (neighborhood) plans that serve to guide the nature of future
development within specific districts of the City. The 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element
do not include any changes to the land use objectives and policies in the City’s Area Plans or
Redevelopment Plans for certain areas in the City. However, the proposed Housing Elements promote
specific neighborhood and area plans as part of the planning process. 2004 Housing Element Policy 11.6
calls for the completion of the Better Neighborhoods area plans and 2009 Housing Element Policy 1.1
calls for a community planning process to guide new housing growth. Applicable Area Plans or
Redevelopment Plans would continue to guide future development in specific neighborhoods or districts.
A number of other planning efforts are currently underway including, but not limited to the Transit Center
District Plan, Treasure Island, and Western SoMa, which could result in increased residential
development potential in those areas. The estimated new housing construction potential for each of these
areas is provided in Table [V-6 in Section 1V (Project Description).

The more general policies in the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements are made more precise in the
applicable area plans as they relate to certain parts of the City. 2004 Housing Element Policies 1.7, 4.4,
11.6, 11.7, and 11.8 and 2009 Housing Element Policies 2.1 and 7.5 would promote increased housing
density by encouraging the construction of new housing and discouraging demolition of existing housing.
2004 Housing Element Policies 3.1, 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5 and 2009 Housing Element Policies 2.5 and 7.6
encourage the preservation of existing residential units through maintenance and upgrade activities. 2004
Housing Element Policy 11.3 and 2009 Housing Element Policies 8.1, 9.1, 9.2, 9.3 support the
production, management, and preservation of affordable housing units in accordance with San Francisco’s
needs. 2004 Housing Element Policies 11.1, 11.8, and 11.9 and 2009 Housing Element Policies 11.1 and
11.7 would ensure new housing does not conflict with existing neighborhood character. 2004 Housing
Element Policies 1.7 and 4.5 and 2009 Housing Element Policy 2.2 encourage family housing.
Implementation of the policies in the proposed Housing Elements could also serve to increase energy
efficiency of San Francisco’s housing stock by directing housing to locations where residents could have
reduced reliance on automobiles, such as mixed use neighborhoods and areas surrounding existing
transportation infrastructure. The proposed Housing Element policies discussed above further the intent
related to housing of the Area Plans discussed below. No inconsistencies between the proposed Housing
Elements and specific area plans have been identified.

——————————— ———————————————— — ———  ————— —— ——————
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e Conlflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect; or

s Have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity.

Impact Evaluation

Section V.A (Plans and Policies) of this EIR describes the Area Plans of the General Plan and
Redevelopment Plan Areas adopted by the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency that serve to guide the
nature of future development in specific neighborhoods or districts in the City. The City’s General Plan
includes adopted Area Plans for the following areas: Bayview Hunters Point, Central Waterfront,
Chinatown, Civic Center, Downtown, East SoMa, Market & Octavia, Mission, Northeastern Waterfront,
Showplace Square/Potrero, Rincon Hill, South of Market, Van Ness Avenue, and Western Shoreline. The
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency maintains redevelopment plans for the following areas: Bayview
Hunters Point, Federal Office Building, Golden Gateway, Hunters Point Shipyard, Mission Bay, Rincon
Point - South Beach, South of Market, Transbay, Visitacion Valley, Western Addition A-1, and Yerba
Buena Center. Redevelopment Areas also serve to guide the nature of future development in specific
areas, and either contain special zoning and land use controls or specify that the controls of the San
Francisco Planning Code apply.

Implementation of the proposed Housing Elements would not directly result in changes to applicable
height and bulk zoning districts or to allowable uses under the Planning Code. Additionally, the 2004
Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element do not include any changes to any of the land use objectives
and policies in the City’s Area Plans or Redevelopment Plans. While implementation of the proposed
Housing Elements would not directly affect existing Area Plans or Redevelopment Plans, it would
encourage new Area Plans with similar planning-related strategies that may be designed to accommodate
growth. Applicable Area Plans or Redevelopment Plans would continue to guide future development in
specific neighborhoods or districts.

As noted before, ABAG, in coordination with the State Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD), uses population and job growth projections from the State Department of Finance
to determine the regional housing needs for the Bay Area and allocates housing to cities and counties
within the Bay Area through the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA). In providing direction for
meeting regional housing needs, ABAG’s RHNA number focuses on both the amount of housing and the
affordability of housing. Currently, the City is generally meeting ABAG’s most recent household
projections and is slightly exceeding ABAG’s latest population estimates. A variety of local factors
support growth projections for San Francisco. The desirability of San Francisco, with its wealth of natural
and urban amenities, has always appealed strongly to consumers. This desirability has resulted in
continued high demand for housing, as evidenced by high property values and a growing population.
Therefore, it is expected that residential development in the City would occur regardless of the proposed
Housing Elements, and housing element law ensures that local agencies, including San Francisco, plan for

- ——————————— ——— — ————— — —
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Regional Housing Need Allocation

New housing need is determined, at a minimum, through a Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)
process. ABAG, in coordination with the California Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD), determined the Bay Area’s regional housing need based on regional trends,
projected job growth, and existing needs. The housing needs determination effort seeks to alleviate a tight
housing market stemming from forecasted household and employment growth as well as to allocate
regional household and employment growth to jurisdictions with established or planned transit
infrastructures. The RHNA determination includes production targets for housing to serve various
household income categories. The RHNA provides a benchmark for evaluating the adequacy of local
zoning and regulatory actions to ensure each local government is sufficiently designating land and
providing opportunities for housing development to address population growth and job generation.
According to housing element law, the proposed Housing Elements are required to demonstrate adequate
capacity to accommodate the RHNA.

The 2004 Housing Element accommodated San Francisco’s share of the regional housing need for
January 1999 through June 2006, which was calculated as 20,374 units, or 2,717 units per year.” Although
San Francisco fell short of meeting the state mandated fair share housing targets, over 17,470 new
housing units were built from 1999-2006, or almost 86 percent of its housing production targets.” The
City met almost 83 percent of the target for very-low income housing, but only 52 percent of the low-
income housing production target was produced. The City also exceeded the market-rate housing target
by over 53 percent. The greatest deficiency for the reporting period was in the production of moderate-
income housing, where the City produced just 13 percent of its target. This unmet need is carried over in
the 2009 Housing Element targets.

The 2009 Housing Element presents an updated calculation of San Francisco’s fair share of the regional
housing need. Table V.D-5 shows the amount of housing need allocated to the City for 2007 to 2014 (as
identified in the Part I of the 2009 Housing Element). This updated calculation of San Francisco’s share
of the regional housing need is for January 2007 through June 2014 and shows a need for 31,193 housing
units, or 4,159 units per year.

City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department, Housing Element, Part I: Data and Needs Analysis,
Adopted May 13, 2004, at page 65.

City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department, Draft Housing Element, Part [: Data and Needs
Analysis, June 2010, at page 98.

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element V.D. Population and Housing
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Housing Element encourages housing in new commercial or institutional projects and accommodating
housing through existing community planning processes.

Impact PH-1: The proposed Housing Elements would not induce substantial population growth in an
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure). (Less than Significant)

New construction could result in impacts related to substantial population growth if new housing would
generate more residents than planned for by ABAG projections, including through the creation of jobs
related to construction or by increasing household size. Section V.A (Plans and Policies) of this EIR
describes the area plans and redevelopment plans that serve to guide the nature of future development in
specific neighborhoods or districts in the City. The City’s General Plan includes area plans for the
following areas: Bayview Hunters Point, Central Waterfront, Chinatown, Civic Center, Downtown, East
SoMa, Market & Octavia, Mission, Northeastern Waterfront, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, Rincon
Hill, South of Market, Van Ness Avenue, and Western Shoreline. The San Francisco Redevelopment
Agency maintains redevelopment plans for the following areas: Bayview Hunters Point, Federal Office
Building, Golden Gateway, Hunters Point Shipyard, Mission Bay, Rincon Point - South Beach, South of
Market, Transbay, Visitacion Valley, Western Addition A-1, and Yerba Buena Center. The 2004 Housing
Element and 2009 Housing Element do not directly or indirectly include any changes to the objectives
and policies in the City’s area plans or redevelopment plans for the abovementioned areas. Growth within
area plans or redevelopment plans would continue to be subject to the guiding policies of the appropriate
plan. Both the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements call for community planning processes to guide future
growth and give overall guidance for community planning efforts. Any proposed community planning
process would be required to undergo a separate environmental review.

A housing element is required to adequately plan for and address the housing needs of all segments of its
population, such that all communities contribute to the attainment of the state housing goals. As shown in
Table V.D-5, based on ABAG projections and the resulting RHNA, the 2009 Housing Element identifies
San Francisco’s share of the regional housing need for January 2007 through June 2014 as 31,193
housing units, or 4,159 units per year. The proposed Housing Elements would help achieve the RHNA
goals through implementation of housing-related policies. [n developing the proposed Housing Elements,
the City found that there are substantial infill housing opportunity sites to meet the City’s share of the
RHNA." According to Tables IV-7 and V-5 in Section IV (Project Description), there are approximately
56,435 units are anticipated to be developed in the City (pipeline projects), with the capacity for 60,995
additional units, respectively. The pipeline units anticipated to be developed in the City total
approximately 25,000 units more than the City’s share of the RHNA. Additionally, area planning
processes and rezoning alternatives would allow the additional capacity of 27,844 units.

Housing growth would occur regardless of the proposed Housing Elements. The proposed Housing
Elements provide direction for that growth with a specific emphasis on housing affordability. As

'z City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department, Draft Housing Element, Part I: Data and Needs

Analysis, April 2009, at page 82.
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that promote alternative transportation to job cores or neighborhood services, could encourage a mode
shift to transit, increasing the capacity utilization of transit lines near capacity under 2025 Cumulative
Conditions. The impacts to the public transit system are considered less than significant if the increase in
transit ridership can be absorbed within the existing available capacity of transit lines at the Maximum Load
Point (MLP) locations. It is possible that the 2004 Housing Element policies that encourage a mode shift
towards transit could result in an increase in transit ridership, which may exceed Muni’s capacity utilization
standard of 85 percent. Generally, as transit ridership increases, transportation agencies respond by
expanding transit service and/or increasing transit frequency. However, given SFMTA’s fiscal
emergencies, Muni may not be able to increase transit service to accommodate increased transit ridership
resulting from the 2004 Housing Element policies that encourage residential development in transit-rich
areas or other policies that encourage the use of alternative transportation in the City. Therefore, the 2004
Housing Element could result in a potentially significant transit impact. The 2004 Housing Element
contains additional policies intended to ensure that new development does not overburden the existing
infrastructure, including transit infrastructure. 2004 Housing Element Policy 11.2 and Implementation
Measures 11.2.1 and 11.2.2 seek to ensure that new housing is provided with adequate public
improvements, services, and amenities.

The 2004 Housing Element also includes policies and implementation measures that advocate for
accommodating growth in planning processes similar to the Better Neighborhoods program. One purpose
for specific planning processes to accommodate growth is to ensure that increased development is
adequately supported by services, including transit services, as discussed in 2004 Housing Element
Implementation Measure 1.9.1, (The City, through a Better Neighborhoods type planning process, will
continue to work to improve and enhance housing with the goal of more housing and vital, attractive
transit served neighborhoods). Therefore, policies advocating for specific planning processes would not
be expected to adversely affect the transportation network. Any planning process to accommodate growth
would be required to undergo a separate environmental review pursuant to CEQA with an analysis of the
site-specific effects of any proposed area plan, and the adoption of site specific mitigation measures if
necessary.

Without the policies in the 2004 Housing Element that direct growth to certain areas in the City to a
greater degree than the 1990 Residence Element, vehicle trips to the Downtown area (for example) could
increase because residential uses would not be located in proximity to jobs in a way that more efficiently
promotes walking, bicycling and public transit as a means of travel to work. The 2004 Housing Element
encourages residential uses near transit-rich areas and could direct housing growth to areas of the City
with a higher percentage of trips occurring by alternative transportation modes. Therefore, the 2004
Housing Element could reduce the overall number of vehicle trips to the Downtown area, as compared to
the 1990 Residence Element.

For the reasons discussed above, the 2004 Housing Element is not anticipated to direct housing growth in
such a way that would adversely affect traffic operations. The 2004 Housing Element encourages
residential development that can take advantage of alternative modes of transportation, including transit,
walking, and bicycling. Any such mode shift would be in keeping with the City’s Transit First Policy
(City Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115). However, given SFMTA’s recent fiscal emergencies, Muni
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2009 Housing Element Policies 4.6, 12.1, 13.1, and 13.3 would encourage housing near transit lines and
existing transit infrastructure to a greater extent than their corresponding 1990 Residence Element
policies. It is recognized that under future 2025 Cumulative Conditions, some transit corridors, including
the California corridor in the northwest screenline and the Subway corridor in the southwest screenline,
would operate near the Muni’s capacity utilization standard of 85 percent. 2009 Housing Element policies
that encourage new residential development along transit lines are intended to promote alternative
transportation and could encourage a mode shift to transit, increasing the capacity utilization of those
lines already near capacity under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. The impacts to the public transit system
are considered less than significant if the increase in transit ridership can be absorbed within the existing
available capacity of transit lines at the MLP locations. It is possible that the 2009 Housing Element policies
that encourage a mode shift towards transit could result in and increase in transit ridership, which may
exceed Muni’s capacity utilization standard of 85 percent. Generally, as transit ridership increases,
transportation agencies respond by expanding transit service and/or increasing transit frequency.
However, given SFMTA fiscal emergencies, Muni may not be able to increase transit service to
accommodate increased transit ridership resulting from the 2009 Housing Element policies that encourage
residential development in transit-rich areas or other policies that encourage the use of alternative
transportation in the City. Therefore, the 2009 Housing Element could result in a potentially significant
transit impact. The 2009 Housing Element contains numerous policies to reduce the effects related to
encouraging new housing along transit corridors; 2009 Housing Element policies 4.6, 12.1, 13.1 and 13.3
seek to ensure that new housing is provided with adequate public improvements, services, and amenities,
and to reduce the reliance of residential development on vehicles. However, these policies may not be
able to reduce the impact to a less than significant level, therefore, impacts to the City’s transit system
would remain potentially significant.

2009 Housing Element Policy 1.8 requires single-use development projects to include housing within the
developments, a stipulation not required in 1990 Residence Element Policies 1.7 and 1.3. In San
Francisco, the commercial and industrial areas are largely located near or along established transit
corridors and/or are in proximity to places of employment and neighborhood services. Introducing
additional residential development in these areas could result in impacts related to the overall traffic
system by encouraging development in some areas of the city that may already experience congested
conditions. However, this policy could reduce the overall VMT, by providing housing in proximity to job
cores and services. Combined with available modes of alternative transportation, these mixed-use
developments could minimize the burden on the City’s roadways by shifting a portion of person trips to
alternative modes of transportation, including transit, walking and bicycling. As discussed above, the
2009 Housing Element policies that encourage increased transit ridership may result in potentially
significant impacts on the City’s transit system.

2009 Housing Element Policy 1.1 calls for promoting housing within adopted and ongoing community
planning processes. Ongoing community planning projects include Japantown, Glen Park, the Northeast
Embarcadero Study, and a number of planning projects in the Southeast sector of the City. As discussed
in Policy 1.4, “Community plans are an opportunity for neighborhoods to work with the City to develop a
strategic plan for their future, including housing, services and amenities.” Community planning processes
are geared towards planning processes that consider transportation when planning for housing and vice
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Impact

2009 Housing Element

Corresponding 1990 Residence
Element Policy

Strategy for further review: MOH
and Planning should continue to
consider, within the context of a
community planning process,
zoning categories which require a
higher proportion of affordable
housing where increased density or
other benefits are granted. Options
include Affordable Housing Only
Zones (SLI); Affordable Housing
Priority Zones (UMU) or Special
Use District Opportunities.

Implementation Measure 64:
Planning staff shall support
affordable housing projects in the
development review process,
including allowing sponsors of
permanently affordable housing to
take advantage of allowable
densities provided their projects are
consistent with neighborhood
character.

Implementation Measure 79:
Planning staff shall continue to use
community planning processes to

Implementation Measure 2.2.1:
Densities compatible with
neighborhood character.

develop policies, zoning and
standards that are tailored to
neighborhood character.

As shown above, 2009 Housing Element promotes development on undeveloped sites to a greater extent
than the 1990 Residence Element by using stronger language and providing a list of opportunity sites, one
of which is undeveloped. The 2009 Housing Element generally promotes increased density through
community planning processes (Policies 1.4, 1.6, and Implementation Measures 13 and 79) and for
affordable housing (Policy 7.5 and Implementation Measures 36 and 64). The 2009 Housing Element also
includes a strategy designed to reduce the amount of space required for non-housing functions
(Implementation Measure 12). While the 2009 Housing Element contains a policy that advocates for
family-sized housing units (Policy 4.1 and Implementation Measure 32), overall density increases from
such policy would be speculative as less units would be accommodated within a given building envelope.

2009 Housing Element Policy 1.2 directs the City to use the current state of the economy as an
opportunity to pursue available land for affordable housing, providing stronger direction than 1990
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Elements might. The analysis of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements found that impacts to transit would
be potentially significant under Cumulative Conditions. Policies that were not deleted under Alternative B
include policies that advocate for zoning changes in many areas of the City that have undergone area
planning processes, measures that call for rezoning of the City’s industrial and commercial districts to
provide mixed use neighborhoods, and encouraging housing along transit for specialized housing types.
Therefore, it is possible that encouraging housing in mixed use districts and in industrial and commercial
districts where either housing is located in proximity to jobs, services and/or transit could potentially shift
some trips to transit. Given that Alternative B could potentially encourage increases in transit ridership,
potentially above Muni’s capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, and that SFMTA’s fiscal
emergencies may not allow for expanded transit service, Alternative B may result in a potentially
significant impact on the City’s transit system.

Parking Provisions

Alternative B does not contain any policies that would modify parking impacts. Therefore, Alternative B
would have similar impacts as the No Project Alternative with respect to parking provisions. Alternative
B retains two parking policies that commit the City to study the effects of parking requirements for
secondary units and affordable housing. Therefore, Alternative B does not contain any policies that could
result in reduced parking requirements. As discussed in the TIS, a reduced parking requirement is a
strategy to shift modes of transportation to transit, bicycling or walking, It is therefore, anticipated that
maintaining the current parking provisions would increase the number of vehicle trips citywide, above
those anticipated for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, but not in excess of those anticipated under
future 2025 Cumulative Conditions. Therefore, it is more likely that the 37 intersections anticipated to
operate at unacceptable levels of service under future 2025 Cumulative Conditions would continue to
operate unacceptably. No changes are anticipated to the transit system under 2025 Cumulative Conditions
because Alternative B does not include reduced parking provisions.

Residential Density Provisions

Alternative B is similar to the No Project Alternative in that it does not as aggressively promote increased
residential density as the 2004 Housing Element. Alternative B includes Policies 2.2 and 2.3 from the
2004 Housing Element that could increase residential density more generally throughout the City as
compared to the 2009 Housing Element policies that generally limit this strategy to affordable housing
and through community planning processes. As discussed in the TIS, increased residential density is
correlated with reduced auto ownership and reduced VMT, resulting in overall beneficial impacts to the
City transportation network. Therefore, the 2004 Housing Element would result in more beneficial
impacts to the City transportation network than Alternative B, and similar impacts to the transportation
network as the 2009 Housing Element policies. Housing policies under Alternative B that would increase
residential density could also promote the use of alternative transportation, shifting a portion of trips to
transit. However, under Alternative B, impacts to the City’s transit system would be similar to the No
Project Alternative and would not be anticipated to affect future 2025 Cumulative transit conditions.
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Conclusion

As discussed above, Alternative B can be expected to result in an overall increase in citywide vehicle trips
as compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements because Alternative B does not promote the use of
alternative transportation to the degree that the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements do. However, the effects
of future development on the roadway network would not be expected to exceed 2025 Cumulative
Conditions. Furthermore, Alternative B does not propose any new residential development, and would
therefore, not generate any new person trips.

Alternative B does contain policies that direct growth towards job cores, commercial areas and/or transit
more so than the No Project Alternative, but not as aggressively as the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements.
Under 2025 Cumulative Conditions, the California and Subway transit corridors are anticipated to operate
near Muni’s transit capacity utilization in 2025. Although Alternative B would not add any new trips
under 2025 Cumulative Conditions, Alternative B contains policies that encourage a mode shift to transit.
A substantial mode shift to transit could adversely affect the public transit system. Given that Alternative
B includes policies that could potentially encourage increases in transit ridership above Muni’s capacity
utilization standard of 85 percent, and that SFMTA’s fiscal emergencies may not allow for expanded
transit service, Alternative B may result in a potentially significant impact on the City’s transit system.

Noise

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element, the City is neither within an airport
land use plan area, nor within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, nor within the vicinity of
a private airstrip. Therefore, Alternative B would have no impact with respect to airport noise.

2004 Housing Element Comparison

Unlike the 2004 Housing Element, Alternative B would not promote as much increased housing density,
potentially resulting in less housing construction. This reduced amount of housing construction would
result in less noise-generating activity associated with new housing construction. Similar to the 2004
Housing Element, Alternative B would not result in an increase in demolition, which would create
demolition-related noise. Both Alternative B and 2004 Housing Element recognize the need for the
retention and maintenance of existing housing, and therefore do not represent a shift in policy. Therefore,
similar to the 2004 Housing Element, impacts from exposure of people to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise would be less than significant.

Alternative B would reduce the amount of housing construction on in-fill sites in industrial and
commercial areas as compared with the 2004 Housing Element. This would reduce the potential for
exposing residents to higher noise levels associated with these types of non-residential uses; therefore,
this impact would be incrementally less than under the 2004 Housing Element. However, as with the
2004 Housing Element, compliance with Title 24 may not mitigate exterior noise on private open space or
other site-specific conditions may warrant acoustical monitoring and analysis beyond that required for
Title 24 compliance. Therefore, as with the 2004 Housing Element, Alternative B would result in
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Table VII-3
Alternative C Concepts
Increase
Direct Affect Residential
Housing Concept Growth Parking Density
curb cuts would further exacerbate on-street parking supply, such as
in Residential Parking Program areas, or ¢. on a Transit Preferential
Street.
Notes: "It is acknowledged that increasing density could affect local parking conditions, however, policies that specifically
encourage increased density, yet maintain existing parking requirements, were not determined to have an effect on parking
because off-street parking would continue to be supplied as determined by Planning Code requirements.

Growth in Certain Areas

Alternative C analyzes additional housing element concepts designed to further encourage attainment of
the City’s housing needs. With respect to directing growth, Alternative C concepts more aggressively
encourage increased residential development along transit lines and generally throughout the City. Similar
to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element, Alternative C includes additional policies that would direct
growth to certain areas of the City to a greater degree than the 1990 Residence Element. While
Alternative C concepts 2 and 3 specifically direct growth along transit lines, concepts 4 and 5 direct
growth more generally throughout the City. Concepts 2 and 3 could result in an overall mode shift
towards transit for those developments located along transit lines. It is therefore anticipated that under
Alternative C, a greater amount of future residential growth would be located along transit, potentially
reducing citywide vehicle trips. Without these policies, it is more likely that the 37 intersections
anticipated to operate at unacceptable levels of service under future 2025 Cumulative Conditions would
continue to operate unacceptably.

Alternative C would promote residential growth in proximity to transit lines more so than the 2004 and
2009 Housing Element and the No Project Alternative. The analysis of the 2004 and 2009 Housing
Element found that impacts to transit would be potentially significant because the 2004 and 2009 Housing
Elements include policies that could result in a mode shift towards transit. Under 2025 Cumulative
Conditions the California and Subway transit corridors are anticipated to operate near Muni’s capacity
utilization standard of 85 percent. The analysis of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element policies found that
increased transit ridership may exceed Muni’s capacity utilization standard and that given SFMTA’s
current fiscal emergencies, SFMTA may not be able to respond with increased transit service, therefore
this impact was found to be potentially significant. Given that Alternative C would include policies that
could promote housing in proximity to transit more so than the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements,
Alternative C would similarly result in a potentially significant impact to the City’s transit system.

Parking Provisions

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element, Alternative C would allow for reduced parking requirements under
specified conditions. Compared to the 2009 Housing Element, Alternative C would allow for parking
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exemptions, while the 2009 Housing Element generally would not. Therefore, Alternative C would fall in
between the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element effects related to parking provisions. As discussed in the
TIS, a reduced parking requirement is a strategy to shift modes of transportation to transit, bicycling or
walking. It is therefore anticipated that Alternative C could result in a greater portion of future residential
trips shifting to alternative transportation modes based on reduced parking requirements than the 2009
Housing Element, and to a similar degree as the 2004 Housing Element policies. Any shift in
transportation modes from vehicles to transit, bicycling or walking would be consistent with the City’s
Transit First Policy. However, as discussed above, any shift in transportation modes to transit could result
in potentially significant impacts to the City’s transit system under 2025 Cumulative Conditions.
Therefore, transit impacts resulting from Alternative C could be potentially significant.

Residential Density Provision

Alternative C is intended to encourage greater attainment of new residential units to meet the City’s
housing needs. Therefore Alternative C, concepts 1-5 are designed to result in increased residential
density as compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. As discussed in the TIS, increased
residential density is correlated with reduced auto ownership and reduced VMT, resulting in overall
beneficial impacts to the City transportation network. Therefore, Alternative C would result in greater
beneficial impacts to the City roadway network than the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. However, as
discussed above, any subsequent shift to transit could result in ridership that exceeds Muni’s capacity
utilization standard under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. Therefore, transit impacts resulting from
Alternative C could be potentially significant.

Conclusion

As discussed above, Alternative C can be expected to result in an overall decrease in citywide vehicle
trips as compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements because Alternative C generally encourages
greater residential density throughout the City, reduced parking requirements, and increased density along
transit lines as compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. Therefore, the effects of future
development on the roadway network would not be expected to exceed 2025 Cumulative Conditions.
Furthermore, the Alternative C does not propose any new residential development, and would therefore,
not generate any new person.

Alternative C contains more aggressive policies that could encourage a greater shift towards alternative
transportation, including transit. Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element, Alternative C
could result in increased ridership that may exceed available transit capacity under 2025 Cumulative
Conditions, resulting in potentially significant impacts to the City’s transit system. Alternative C would
have no impact on citywide pedestrian or bicycle facilities, loading areas, emergency vehicle access, or
impacts from construction for the same reasons as the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements.
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which provide opportunities for, and do not unduly constrain, housing development.”* This
statement articulates that implementation of the Housing Elements rests on the private market.

The Housing Element is the regulatory system that provides opportunities for the private market

to develop housing.

The affordability issues discussed in the comment are associated with policies included in the
Housing Elements that would not result in physical environmental impacts. Table 1V-8 (Project
Description) of the Draft EIR identifies the policies in the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements that
would have the potential to result in physical environmental impacts, which are appropriately the
focus of the Draft EIR analysis. Because those policies and programs in the 2004 and 2009
Housing Elements that specifically focus on mechanisms to improve the affordability of existing
and future housing would not have physical environmental impacts, it would not provide useful
information to the public or decision-makers to analyze alternatives to these policies in the
context of the Draft EIR. Table VII-1(Project Description) in the Draft EIR addresses this point
and identifies those policies across the alternatives that could result in physical environmental

impacts.

As the Housing Elements, the Draft EIR, and the commenter recognize, the total number of units
identified in the RHNA can be accommodated under the existing zoning capacity and/or through
development currently in the City’s pipeline, and neither Housing Element accordingly
specifically recommends any citywide increases in allowable residential density. However, the
2004 and 2009 Housing Elements do discuss increasing density for certain areas or through the
community planning process. As discussed in detail in Response to 7-4 on page VIII-73, these

policies encourage the development of affordable housing.

Comment T-9

Amy Minteer, Chatten-Brown & Carstens

In its analysis of Alternatives A and B, the DEIR claims that the additional density provided by the
policies in the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements are required to meet the housing requirements for the
RHNA, and in particular these density increases are required to meet the affordable housing targets
identified in the RHNA. This claim is without support for two reasons. First, as discussed in section 1.C
above, increased density was determined to not be required to meet the 1999 to 2006 RHNA, and is also
not required to meet the City’s target of producing 31,193 new housing units by 2014.

3 State of California, Department of Housing and Community Development, Housing Elements. Website:

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hre/plan/he/. Accessed February 12, 2011.
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Housing Needs

This section examines the rype, amount and affordability of new housing construction needed
in San Francisco, as determined by the Association of Bay Area Governments, through June

2014. ltis based, in part, on the data presented in the preceding Sections.

A. REGIONAL HOUSING NEED ASSESSMENT

The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). in coordination with the California Stace
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), determine the Bay Arca's
regional housing need based on regional trends, projected job growth and existing nceds. San
Francisco's fair share of the regional housing need for January 2007 through June 2014 was
calculated as 31,190 units, or abourt 4,160 units per year (Table 1-39). This goal seeks ra
alleviate a tight housing market stemming from forecast houschold and employment growth as
well as allocating regional houschold and employment growth to jurisdictions with established
or planned transit infrastructures.  Mote important, the regional housing needs assessment
(RHNA) determination includes production targets addressing housing needs of a range of
household income categories. A total of about 18,880 units or 61% of the RHNA target must
be affordable o houscholds making 120% of the area media income (AMI) or less.

Househoid Income Catogory Na. of Units % of Totat Annual Production Goal
Extremely Low {  30% AMI)) 3.294 10.5% 439
Very Low ( 31 - 50% AMI) . 3.295 . 10 6% ‘ 439
Low ( 51 - 80% AMI) ‘ 5.535 ' 17 7% | 738
Moderate (81 - 120% AMI ) 6.754 - 21 7% @ 901
Above Moderate ( over 120% AMI) 12.315 » 3956 l 1.642

Vedle (120%  150% AMi 3328 10 M X 444
Taoarman T TTam e 199
TOTAL UNITS C a1\ 1000% i 2,159

SOURCE ABAC, Manmmny, Departmcnt
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All rold, there is the potential for almost 8,300 ncw units on vacant or underutilized parcels in
these medium- and high-density residential zones.

b. Housing in Neighborhood Commercial Districts

Both Planning Code regulations and General Plan policies cncourage housing over com-
mercial spaces in districes throughout the City. More recently, regional and national interest
in transit-oriented development has grown considerably. The close proximity of neighbor-
hood commercial districts to transit preferential streets makes in-fll sites in these districes
particularly suitable for development. There is also a proven strong market for mixed-use
development. Mixed-use projects, with commercial and residential components, accounted
for a significant amount of the new building construction in the last decade. Opportuniry sites
in ncighborthoad commercial districts cover over 330 acres of land in the City. “This represcnts

the potential for roughly 22,350 new housing units over ground floor commercial spaces.

c. Better Neighborhoods Program

“The Better Neighborhoods Program was initiated by the Planning Department to address the
City's related housing and transportation challenges. [t seeks to do so by strengthening the
linkages between land use and transportation planning, so that cach one effectively supports
the other. Market and Octavia, Balboa Park, and the Central Waterfront were chosen as three
pilot neighborhoods and selected to serve as a model for other areas in the City. Glen Park and
Japantown wete later added as compact versions of the Better Neighborhood planning pro-
cess. These neighborhoods’ proximity to transit and essential services are ideal for addirional
housing, including units in upper stories above commercial uses. The Market Octavia Plan,
promising an additional 5,900 units, was adopted in mid-2008. The Central Waterfront Plan
was adopted, along with three other Eastern Neighborhoods, at the end of 2008. Balboa Park
was also adopted in December 2008. The Central Waterfront Neighborhood Plan allows for

the potential development of about 1,100 o 1,500 new units while Balboa Park could mean
some 800 to 3,150 additional units.

Development opportunitics in the Better Neighborhood areas vary. About 2,100 units can be
built in vacant or ncar parcels in the Market and Octavia area while underdeveloped parcels
can accommodate about 4,570 units. The demolition of the Central Freeway and its replace-
ment with Ocravia Blvd. in the Market and Octavia Plan Area freed up about seven acres for
redevelopment. All told. these publicly owned parcels have the zoned capacity o accommo-
date over 1,000 units and have been included in the overall estimate for the arca. In Central
Waterfront, vacant or near vacant parcels have the zoned capacity to accommodate 865 units.
Underdeveloped sites, mostly industrial uses such as warchouses, can be redeveloped and yicld
over 1,000 units. Balboa Park, on the ocher hand, can sec over 3,100 units in vacant or near
vacant propertivs. Another 600 units can be builr in underdeveloped parcels that have existing

uscs such as single-storey commercial buildings or gasoline scations.

d. Housing in Industrial Areas and the Eastern Neighborhoods

A significant portion of new housing construction (over 40%) in the last decade occurred in

the areas south of Marker Streer. These industrially zoned parts of the City provided a ready
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San Francisco and conrinued actions towards achicving these goals. A primary component of
meeting these goals is directing development towards transit-served areas, to reduce greenhouse
gas cmissions from transportation. The Ciry's area plans serve to direct development to transit

served areas, and numerous policies in Part [1 of the City's Housing Element also support this
aim.

h. Community Acceptance

San Francisco has a strong tradition of public involvement in policy discussions and pos-
sesses a very engaged citizenry on development issues.  This activism often rakes the shape
of organized opposition to housing projects across the City, especially affordable housing for
low-income residents and even towards well planned and designed developments. Such vocal
opposition poscs very real impediments to project sponsors and can lead to significant cime
delays. additional cost, or a reduction in the number of residential units produced  The City is
commirted to the involvement of citizens in the planning process and to the need to expound
on the importance of working towards citywide housing objectives. Two recently approved
planning initiatives - the Market/Okctavia plan and the Eastern Neighborhoods Communivy
Planuing plan and re-zoning - have engaged residents, property owners, workers, and other
stakcholders and sought broad public community backing through participarory programs of
educarion, public dialogue and input, and consensus building,

The number of Discretionary Review requests initiated by members of the public ranged
from 281 in 2001 to 126 in 2008. The relationship beeween Discretianary Review requests
and building permit applications (as a percentage of total permits filed) has been relatively
constant with a recent high of 9% in 2005 and low of 6% in 2007. The current Discretionary
Review process does not produce consistent or fair results, makes the development process
more lengthy and costly for all involved. and takes time away from the Commission to address

larger planning issues.

3 Governmental Constraints

Housing production in San Francisco is affected by a number of governmental regulations,
from local poticies and codes to srate and federal land use eegulations and state environmental
laws. This scction will examine the impacts of local governmental regulations on residential
development as these can be addressed by local housing policy. These regulatory controls have
been carefully crafied over ume to balance citywide needs and address public concerns. These
regulacions were established o be consistent with the Ciry's General Plan priorities to conserve
and protect existing housing and neighborhood character. They also regulate new develop-
ment ta be compatible with and nor detrimental 1o the area with respect to size, shape, traffic
and its generated noise, open space and urban design requirements. The time required
administer and approve projects can add o the cost of housing production. But without
these standards. an even greater check on new housing construction could result from public

opposition to new development.

Addressing these constraints must be balanced against other citywide nceds and will also be

tempered by public concerns. Most of San Francisco's existing regulations were established ro
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be consistent with the City's General Plan prioritics to conscrve and protect existing housing
and neighborhood character, regulating development to be compatible with neighborhood
character, and not detrimental to the area with respect to size, shape, traffic and its generared
noise, open space and urban design requirements. The time required to administer and ap-
prove projects can also add to the cost of housing production. But without these standards,
an even greater check on new housing construction could result from public opposition to
development.

To address these issues, the City has made a number of improvements to remove hurdles in the
Cliry's General Plan and Planning Code, including:

* Using community planning processes to adopt streamlined regulations around discre-
tionary process and reducing Conditional Uses;

* Using communiry planning processes to increase development capacity, induding
height, density and required lot sizes;

* Reducrion of parking and open space requirements.
a. Entitlernents

Proposed developments that deviate from or exceed permitred development standards, or that
bring up other planning or environmental concerns, are subject to additional assessment and
would require conditional use approvals, variances, and discretionary reviews. All these special
permits take longer to process as they require greater study and analysis, public notifications
and hearings, and approvals from the Planning Commission or the Zoning Administrator.

‘The Commission may imposc conditions or mitigation measurcs.

1) Land Use Regulasions and Commuenity Plans. The Planning Code, in particular,
can present constraints to housing developmene.  Height and density limits, parking and open
space requirements, for example, can constrain housing form and increase production costs;
discretionary processes such as Conditional Use authorizations can extend both the timeline

for and the cost of housing construction.

The San Francisco Planning Department has prepared 2 number of community plans intended
to shape growth in our urban ncighborhoods, by encouraging housing where it makes sense
and by using that housing growth 1o strengthen neighborhoods. The communiry planning
process provides a neighborhood-based forum to grapple with issues such as appropriate height
and density. It also provides the opportunity to shape new regulations for development which
streamline the housing approval process yet make sure development still is designed according
to the appropriate neighborhoad characrer.

In the past five years, the PManning Deparement has completed several plans for the Downtown
area {Rincon Hill and Transbay), a serics of “Better Neighborhoods Plans™ (Market & Ocravia,
Balboa Park and the Central Waterfront), and the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans (East SoMa,
Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and Mission). Adoption of these plans into the City's Genenal
Plan cnabled clearly stated housing development policies. Each new neighborhood plan is
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costs to city agencies and non-profit corporations that provide affordable housing and ocher

community development and human services.

Some of the funding programs above - such as CDBG, HOME - are expected to be stable
sources of affordable housing funds. However, these are also subject to budgetary constraints.
Similarly state funding sources are vulnerable to the budgeting process, although additional
state funding became available with voters’ approval of new bond issues in November 2002.
Most local sources such as the Hotel Tax Fund and the Jobs-Housing Linkage Fund are even
morc dependent on economic trends. One significant local affordable housing bond (Proposi-
tion A) was fully committed in 2003; issuance of additional bonds fell short of receiving

two-thirds of San Francisco voters' support.

" Set-Astde lor Avaiiable lofr
funding Program Funding Sourees Total Aocalion gl Proiects  New Projects
i‘;ﬂg%’;"e CDBG.HOME, HOPWA  $36882336  $31.782336  $5.100,000
L v ‘ T
Aftordabte Housing Fund,
Famity Rental Affordable Housing Bond ~ $23652027  $23652,027
Housing funds
Semor Rental Hotel Tax, Mission Bay
H Isin and Affordable Housing $30,876.817 $30.876,817
ousing Bond h.nds )
Single Family
Homeowner COBG, CERF $2,182,000 $2,182,000
Rehabitation
Pubiic Hous ng $5,250.000 $5,250.000
Existng Alfordabie
Preservation $9.678.063 $9 678.063
Ex:sting
Non-Profit Housing  CDBG. HOME $2,906,293 $2.906,293
Preservat.on
Homeownership Tax Increment lunds $28.615355 $21,465,355 $7.150,000
Housing Opoortu- COBG. HOME, Tax Incre-
nities ment funds $1,651.557 $1.651.557
TOTALS $141,604,448 ' $125610.891 $16,083,557

SOURCE Draft 2008 2609 Acion Plan, Mayors Othee o Commumen, Devopnint, Mayor's Ufice ot Houuag, San Prancico Ralevelopmene Ageney
UG Communsty Development Block Grane HOME  Home inveament Partnervhip Program
HOPWA Humsang Dppurtsmaion fos feoons with ALDS CHRI Cande balimcoment Rebabihracion Fumd

Some public funds are restricted to particular housing types and/or population groups: for
example the clderly housing program (Section 202, Hotel Tax Fund), the disabled housing
program (Section 811, Hotel and Tax Fund), and HOPWA (Housing Opportunities for Per-
sons with AIDS).

Federal grants often carry a number of restrictions and regulations that can make the funds

Administrative costs are also not covered by most public funding sources.

difficult to use.  For example, some federal programs require matching grants while others arc
impossible to combine with other funds. Most affordable housing programs require three or
more sources of funding to become feasible. Different funding sources may have to be tapped
for pre-development, construction, and permanent hnancing costs - leading to considerable

cransaction and legal costs and delays in the development process.
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Annual Praduction Targels
and Average Annual
Production, San Francisco,
1999-2006

Housing Production Targets
and Estimated Anrual
Production, San Francisze,
2007-2014
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C. QUANTIFIED HOUSING GOAL

The stare Department of Housing and Community Development, with the Association of Bay
Area Governments, determined San Francisco's fair shase of the regional housing need for the
period covering January 1999 through June 2006 at 20,372 units. Even with very aggressive
policies and programs, given that San Francisce is a mature, built-up city with limited large
tracts of undeveloped land and the previous decades’ housing production record, the “fair
share” of affordable housing units was not achieved. Table 1-63 below shows that 86% of
the state mandated producton targets and 47% of the affordable housing production for
the period covered by the 2004 Residence Flement were achieved: this stadstic is a result of
the overproducsion of market rate units. Appendix A provides details of the Ciry's housing
production performance in the evaluation of the 2004 Residence Elersent.

Very Low Income (below 50% AMI)

5,244 4,342 82 8% 902
Low Income (50% - 79% AMI) 2126 1113 52.4% 1,013
Moderate Income (80% - 120% AMI) | 5,639 725 120% 4914
Market Rate (over 120% AM) 738 1,208 | 1534% (3930)
TOTALS 20372 17473 85.6%

More than the performince in the production of very low- and low-income housing, the
deficit of 5.750 units affordable o moderate income households has been seen as critical in
turning the City's housing problem into a crisis of affordabilicy. As Table [-64 below shows,
heusing construction in the last two years, along with projected pipeline cempletion by 2014,

point to an exacerbatior: of construction deficit in housing affordable to low- and mederate-
income houscholds.

Extromely Low (- 0% AMe | 3284 06° | 656t | 1406t | 18481 | 39G4 (1) s 1500
Very Low (31-49% AW 3208 | s | 556t | 1406t | 15481 | 3908 ®0 2% 1500
Low (50-79% AMs) 5538 X9 gt 0 27t 5 5050 108 500
Moderate (30 120% AMi} 8,784 500 833t 5734 1,193¢ | ates 3,888 5 a
Mareat (Over 120% AM;) w2 | exe | ar3 | 32% 69 | o8 | wres: [} 0
TOTALS 2,188 | 6483 | 6818 | 8634 | 11075 | 31543 592 1500

Usias stfordahle o Extremely Low and Very | ow [ncorc Houscholds de not include thase wities that have been scquired and/ar echabbed s permived

by Housing Kemon | .

* This doms not tackude njos propsm under Planning reviow

indoding ParkMcroed. Tivasurs labund. or Candlonick Point ¢ Hunecss Polan Shipyard

Maow 1§ which arc cxpected 10 be complesad ahter the 2014 reporiing peitod. mwmmwwmummm

m«lﬂdm(m«»mmml‘ wnd Dop of Building | , amd prijoces of 290 unies ov lns curmenoly
Mhpnmnumhrmﬁnhw mltda;mﬁbbphmﬁmdhlmu

1 uam»m-ummm}mm,mmhdmuwmwmmwmw”

¢ MCWMrWQTW under contnistius. ewridlod snd under Planaing or DBI review

SOURCE: ABAL: SF Punsing [eparmient




Estimated New Housing
Construction Potential with
Praposed Rezoning of
Select Netghborhsods,
San Francisco, 2008

2. Housing Potential Under New Zoning Proposals

Through multi-year community planning efforts, the City of San Francisco has recently up-
dated zoning controls for over 1/3 of the city. These planning efforts developed appropriate
zoning, heights, bulks, and densitics in balance with infrastructure and funding strategics
to support new growth. A number of other planning cfforts are underway including Balboa
Park, the Transbay Terminal District, ard Japantown which will result in increased residential
developfisent petential.

Table [-66 below details the estimated additional potential capacity with rezoning ir: planring
initiatives currently underway.

Undgar Surrent 20ning Wi Prapossd Rezoning ©
Mdditonat
Undevekped  Soft Stas- o Extrare 120N M m&
Hozoing
Executive Park 114 97 211 1600 | 1389
Glen Park 1 s 6 1 100 | 89
Japantown - 99 514 613 To be determired
ParkMerced o3 | o | 3 | 5600 5,507
Transbay Termina 44 78 | 122 1,200 1 1,078
Visitacion Valley * 885 \ 460 1,345 1,200 0
Western SoMa 88 | 743 1,208 2,700 1,491
Indlia Basin 1,200 1,200
Hunters Pomnt Srupyard N 1,500 4,000 2,500
Candlestck Pont | ! 7500 7.500
Treasure Island T ] - 8,000 8,000
TOTALS y 1,616 1,888 5,014 33900 28844

Rezoning of the Schinge [ ock wie
SOURCE: SE Punaing Departmant

3. Plans for Future Affordable Housing Construction

Stable government support in the last few years covered almost all of the affordable housing
production. Public subsidies tend to fund very low and low-income housing, with very limited
granes allocated for moderate-income home buyers. The revised and expanded inclusion-
ary affordable housing requirement is expected to improve the provisicn of new housing for
households carning moderate incomes. For example, an annual average of 209 inclusionary
affordable units were built in the five years from: 2004 to 2008 as a result of this change. I

coraparison, only 128 inclusionary units wers built from: 1992 to 2000, or an annual average
of 16 units.
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Housing Programs and Initiatives

The 2004 Housing Element retained most of the policics in the 1990 Residence Element, but con-
solidated and reorganized the City’s 12 housing objectives. The 2004 Housing Element places
greater emphasis on identifying appropriate locations for ncw housing citywide, especially
increased density near downtown; on implementing arca plans to build new neighborhoods
in appropriate locations; on improving the livability of cxisting neighborhoods through good
design, mixed-use development, increased density near transit, improved infrastructure and
public amenities, and reduced parking requirements; on protecting the affordabilicy of cxisting
housing and building more new affordable housing; on streamlining the housing production
process through program EIRs and Arca Plan EIRs; on creating mixed-income communities;
on providing morc family housing; and on managing homelessness through supportive hous-

ing.

‘The objectives and policies of the 2004 Howusing Element underscored four main housing
themes: 1) increasing housing production, especially affordable housing; 2) preserving and
maintaining the City's housing supply; 3) increasing housing densitics in arcas well served by
transit in order to create a more livable City, meet the City's goals for housing production,
revitalize neighborhoods; and 4) building supportive housing opportunities for the homeless
and thosc at-risk of homelessness.

New Area Plans

A variety of new area plans were initiated during the 1999-2006 reporting period. These plans
seck to capicalize on each area’s unique assets for current and future residents, and serengthen
neighborhoods by encouraging new housing in transit-rich areas where neighborhood shops

and services are¢ concentrated.

* The Betrer Neighborhoods Program was started in 2000 and used intensive commu-
niry-based planning to incorporate recognition of citywide needs, including housing
goals, into the planning process for each neighborhood. Three neighborhoods — Balboa
Park, Central Waterfront, and Market and Octavia — were initially selected ro serve as
models for similar future programs in other parts of the Ciry. The Market Ocravia
Plan was adopted and approved in 2008 and Balboa Park in April 2009. The Central
Watcrfront Plan was included in the Eastern Neighborhoods environmental review and
plan adoption process in December of 2008.

The Eastern Neighborhoods (EN) planning process is a large-scale community plan-
ning effort in several neighborhoods in the eastern portion of San Francisco originally
including the South of Market, Mission, Potrero Hill/Showplace Square, Bayview,
and Visitacion Valley neighborhoods. Eventually the Bayview, (adopted by the San
Francisco Redevelopment Agency in June 2006), and Visitacion Valley (adopted in
December 2008) neighborhoods underwent separate planning and plan adoption pro-
cesses. The Central Waterfront was incorporated into the EN environmental review
and plan adoption pracess. These EN plans were adopted in December 2008.

009564
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* In the Downtown area, the Rincon Hill plan was approved in 2005, aliowing for 2,200
units; some 1,460 of these units have since been enticled.  The Transbay Redevelop-
ment Area was adopted in 2005 and will add approximately 2,600 new units. Success-
ful completion and implementation of these plans will create vibrant new communities
adjacent to employment centers and regional transit hubs, consistent with the policies
and programs contained in the housing element.

¢ Area plans for India Basin and Japantown were initiated in 2007.
Program Environmental Impact Reports

A major new policy in the 2004 Housing Element encourages the preparation of derailed
Program Environmental Impact Reports (EIR) and the use of subsequent community plan
exemptions, where appropriate, for new planning areas in order to streamline environmental
review by reducing duplication in the EIR process. Area Plans in these program areas would
also seek to reduce the number of discretionary approvals required for specific affordable hous-
ing projects. The pilot project for this type of program EIR was the Market/Ocravia Area
Plan, which analyzed the arca plan at a programmatic level while also providing project-level
environmental review of former frecway parcels where the plan foresees specific residential
growth. The Market/Qctavia program EIR was completed in the summer of 2008; subse-
quently the Planning Department has established a community plan exemption processes,
which enables new construction to benefic from the analysis completed in the Market and
Ocravia EIR. Other area plans adopted in 2008 also approved programmaric EIRs. The
program EIR and community exemption model will streamline the entitdement process new
infill housing units.

Affordable Housing

San Francisco faces a continuing shoreage of affordable housing for very low and low-income
residents. In response to the high projections of housing needs for San Francisco set forch in
the 2004 and previous Housing Elements, San Francisco has instituted several strategies for
producing new affordable housing units. These strategics seck to support affordable housing
production by increasing site availabiliry and capaciry for permanently affordable housing, and
to encourage the distribution of affordable housing throughout all neighborhoods, thereby

offering diverse housing choices and promoting cconomic and social integration.

* Planning Department - Inclusionary Housing Program. In 2001, San Francisco greatly
increased the capacity for affordable housing production through expansion of its Inclu-
sionary Housing Program and increased fecs to the Affordable Housing Fund. During
the 1999-2006 reporting period, the inclusionary program produced 869 units, mostly
in the South of Market. ‘This is a twelvefold increasc from the 73 units produced
from 1992 (when the program first began) to 1998. The inclusionary program also
contributed $23 million to the Affordable Housing Fund in in-lieu fees.

In 2006, the program was further modified as follows: expanded coverage with a lower
threshold to include projects with five or morc new units; increased the percentage of
affordable units required 1o 15% on-site and 20% off-sitc; increased the amount of

A4
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Supportive Housing

In 2006, San Francisco's Continuum of Care approach to homelessness was modified to focus
on providing supportive housing opportunities for familics and single persons under a Hous-
ing First model. The plan established a 10-ycar goal of producing 3,000 unics of supportive
housing, and over 1,500 units have been produced through 2007.

At-Risk Affordable Housing

The number of affordable housing units at risk of converting to market rate, including Single
Resident Occupancy (SRO) units, has been substantially reduced by the Mayors Office of
Housing (MOH) and the Redevelopment Agency (SFRA). At risk units were transferred to
non profits and provided operating subsidies, ensuring their long term affordabilicy. As called
for in the 2004 Housing Element capital improvement projects were implemented for distressed
public housing, and several public housing projects, such as Hayes Vallcy and Valencia Gar-
dens, were rebuilt during the reporting period using federal HOPE VI funds.

The Residential Conversion and Demolition Guidelines, the Condominium Conversion Or-
dinance (which limits the annual number of apartments that can convert to condominiums),
and the City's Rent Control policies all continue to limit the demolition or conversion of
existing affordable housing,

OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES - IMPLEMENTATION
PROGRAMS EVALUATION

The following review of past and current implementation programs is organized by the three
primary themes of the 2004 Housing Elemenr:. 1) Construction and Conservation of Housing;
2) Affordability: and 3) Citywide and Regional Concerns.

1. CONSTRUCTION AND CONSERVATION OF HOUSING

Objecrives 1, 2, and 3 detail San Francisco's strategy for increasing the overall net supply of
housing. Production of new housing and increasing density of development was the primary
strategy. Reraining the existing supply of housing, particularly rental housing, affordable units
and residential units located in commercial and industrial areas, and maintaining existing
housing in decent condition, were also important strategies for increasing the supply of hous-
ing in San Francisco. Several programs werc successful in helping achieve these objectives,
which continued several of the policics from the 1990 Residence Element related to retaining
the cxisting housing stock, and combined two objectives from the 1990 Residence Element

related to maintaining condition of housing and seismic safety.

A6
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Actapta:d HHOUSING,

OBJECTIVE 1

TO PROVIDE NEW HOUSING, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE
HOUSING, IN APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS WHICH MEETS IDENTIFIED
HOUSING NEEDS AND TAKES INTO ACCOUNT THE DEMAND FOR
AFFORDABLE HOUSING CREATED BY EMPLOYMENT DEMAND.

New Housing Production

From 1999-2006, San Francisco’s housing stock added a net increase of 17,473 units. As stated
previously, although San Francisco fell short of its RHNA targets, this still represents 86% of
its overall housing production targets. This unic gain reflects che cumulative efforts of a range
of public agency programs and private investment throughout the City. This total is the net
balance of new construction, demolished units, alterations, and allowable acquisition/rchab.

Major Plans and Developments

A number of arca and community planning efforts were also initiated berween1999 and 2006/
The resulting plans and rezoning in these areas increase potential housing capacity. As shown

in Table A-2 below, these programs created capacity for growth estimated to be over 40,600

units.
. : Estimated Plan
Program Sub-Area Program Growth
[ L
Planned Capacity & ! Mission ) Area Elan . 1,700
i East SoMa Area Plan 2.900
Programs, Estimated Eastern Neighborhoods T
Growth Central Waterfront ~ AeaPlan 2,000
Showplace Square & Potrero Hill Aea Plan ! 3.200
~ Western SoMa . Avea Plan . 2,700
Market & Octavia Area Plan 6,000
Better Neighborhoods : : o
_ Batboa Park AgaPlan 1.800
Rincon Hifl © Area Plan 4,100
Downtown Neighborhoods —— - : : - =
Transbay - AreaPlan 3.400
IndaBasn  ProjectPlan 1,300
Candlestick " Project/Plan 7.500
Bayshore T e . - b po T T e
Hunters Point . Project/Plan 2,500
Schlage/Visttacion Valley - Project/Plan 1,500
Total | 40,600

In addition, there were several other initiatives pursued by the City from 1999-20006 to create
more housing units. These include:

* Secondary Units. Allowing an additional on-site unit in existing residential structures
is an effective and inexpensive way to realize greater housing potential. Several mea-
sures have been introduced in the last 20 years that sought to create additional housing

009568




* New Area Plans. Through the Better Neighborhoods and other area plan programs, the
Planning Department continues to explore ways to develop and enhance the qualicy
and livability of existing residential ncighborhoods. The Eastern Neighborhoods new
area plans initiated during the 1999-2006 reporting period and recently adopted in
2008, identify corc clements that help creatc vibrant neighborhoods, such as walk-
ability, availability of scrvices, transit access, housing choices, and unique characeer.
These new area plans incorporate these ideas into the development of community goals
and neighborhood improvements.

* Housing Development in Residential Neighborhoods. Almost 4,550 unics of housing
were developed in San Francisco's existing residential neighborhoods from 1999-2006,
representing 30% of all housing production in the City during that time period. This
figure includes all new units constructed in the city’s traditionally residential RH and
RM districts (Residential House and Residential Mixed). The Cicy has been able to
locate this substantial amount of new housing in cxisting residential areas without
significant adverse impacts to prevailing neighborhood character. The Beteer Neigh-
borhoods and Eastern Neighborhoods programs provide for an increase in the number
of housing unics built in these districts near transit and other services.

* Parking Requirements. Neighborhood planning policies scek to reduce parking re-
quirements below one space per unit in areas near transit in order to increase densiry,
discourage automobile use, and create more walkable neighborhoods.

* Green Building — Quality of Life Improvements. The City has made a substantial effort
to incorporate green building principles and green design into development projects
during the last several years. In 2006, the Planning Department and other permit-
ting agencics began to expedite permits for Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) certified gold buildings. Moreover, in 2008 the City adopted a Green
Building Ordinance that requires new construction to meet green building standards.

OBJECTIVE 12

STRENGTHEN CITYWIDE AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAMS THROUGH
COORDINATED REGIONAL AND STATE EFFORTS.

* Regional Grants. San Francisco was successful in advocating for language in the 2007-
2014 Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) process to dircct more transporta-
tion money to jurisdictions that agree to take on greater housing growth. Recently,
the Association of Bay Area Governments FOCUS program, which seeks to encourage
growth necar transit in the Bay Area, designated several ncighborhoods in San Fran-
cisco as Priority Development Areas (PDAs). PDAs are regionally-designated arcas
prioritized for housing development, and therefore cligible for grant funding. Planned
PDAs would be eligible for capital infrastructure funds, planning grants, and technical
assistance while Potential PDAs would be eligible for planning grants and technical
assistance, but not capita! infrastructure funds. Currently, 2 number of neighborhoods

have been identified as PDAs. These arcas represent approximatcly 40% of the city's
land area.

Table A-1 is a review of all the implementation programs of the 2004 Housing Elemens:

A.20
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Review of implementation Programs from 2004 Housing Element

Oblective! Policy/ implementation (Policy/ Pragram)

HOUSING SUPPLY

(-Ivmuah‘oniL

!

OBJECTIVE 1

To prowvide new housing, especially permanently attordabie housing, n
appropriate locations which meets identiied housing needs and lakes
into account the demand for affordable housing created by employment
dermand.

Somewhal successfut

Continue/
Modity

Policy 1.1 Encourage higher residential density in areas adjacent to
downtown, in underutilized commercial and industriat areas proposed for
conversion 1o housing, and in neighborhood commercial districts where
higher density will not have harmfui effects, especially iIf the higher density
provides a signiticant number of units that are affordable to lower ncome
households. Set allowable densities in established residential areas at
levels that will promote compatibility with prevailing neighborhood scale
and character where there 1s neighborhood support.

Policy 1.2 Encourage housing development, particularly affordable hous-
ing, in neighborhood commercial areas without dispracing existing jobs,
particularly blue-collar jobs or discouraging new employment opportunities.

Policy 1.3 Identity opportunities for housing and mixed-use districts near
downtown and former industrial portions of the City.

Policy 1.4 Locate in-fili housing on appropriate sites in established
residential neighborhoods.

Policy 1.5 Support development of affordable housing on surplus pubiic
lands.

The City added a total of 17,473 net units, 35% of which are al-
fordable. Of these affordable units, 2,214 are family housing,
representing 56% of all atfordable housing constructed or 15%
of total housing production.

Somewhat successtul,
aithough RHNA
targets not met. Given
market conditions,

the proportion of at-
fordabte houstng has
increased.

New area plans, inciuding Market-Octavia, Eastern Neighbor-
noods, Rincon Hill and others, potentially increase housing ca-
pacity by aver 55,000 and capitalize on existing neighberhood
commercial and transit infrastructure where present. These
pians also require a percent of larger tamily sized units.

Plans that will facilitate
and guide growth in
appropriate areas
were successtuby
adopted.

The Planming Department successfully adopted the Eastern
Neighborhoods plan that encourages housing in former indus-
trial areas where residental neighborhoods are estabiished
and urban amenities are in place or are feasible.

Successiul

The Planning Department continues to encourage housing
developrment on hrownfield sites such as the former Schlage
Lock factory, where clean-up costs are not prohibitive and
residential neighborhoods can be established.

Successiul

The City continues to evaluate surplus federal or state lands as
an atfordable housing resource.

On-going
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Objective/ Policy/ implementation (Policy/ Program)

Policy 1.6 Create incentives for the inclusion of housing, particularly
permanently affordabie housing, in new commercial development projects.

Policy 1.7 Encourage and support the construction of quality, new famity
housing.

Policy 1.8 Allow new secondary units in areas where therr efiects can be
dealt with and there is neighborhood support, especially if that housing is
made permanently affordable (o lower-income househoids.

Policy 1.9 Require new commercial developments and higher educational
institutions to meet the housing demand they generate, particularly the
need for affordable housing for lower income workers and students.

The Redeveiopment Agency continues o prioritize affordable
housing on lands it controls.

EvalLalinn

On-going

Cont:nug/
Madify
Defgte

The Ptanning Department increased height mits, eliminated
densily requirements, madified off-street parking require-
ments, and generated additional funds for affordable housing
through new impact fees in the Rincon Hill Plan Area. Similar
changes are proposed for the Transbay Plan Area.

The Planning Department continues to implement the Van
Ness Avenue Plan, which requires residential units over com-
mercial uses. There are currently 929 unis in the development
pipeline for this area.

On-going

The Planning Department adopted new zoning that requires a
minimum percentage of larger family units, ranging from two to
four bedrooms, In new mMajor residential projects.

To be determined in
the next reporting
penod

The Mayor's Office of Housing and the San Francisco
Redeveiopment Agency continues to administer programs for
development of affordable family rental housing with priority
given to projects that include attordabte family units for the
homeless and those at-nsk of hometessness, and include
supportive services for residents.

On-going

Student housing was increased due in part to nine Institutional
Master Plans adopted dunng the 1999-2006 reporting period.

To be determined in
the next reporting
penod.

New residential design guidelines were adopted easing nfill
development in existing neighborhoods.

On-going

RTO zoning adopted that encourages the creation of second-
ary units.

To be determined m
the next reporting
period.
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REGIONAL AND STATE HOUSING NEEDS

Cvaluaten

OBJECTIVE 12
Strengthen citywide affordable housing programs through coordinated
regional and state efforts.

Successful, The City
continues to engage
on a regionat level,
and strives to carry its
fair share of regional

growth.

Modify

Poitcy 12.1 Work with localities across the region to establish a better
relationship between economic growth and increased housing needs.

Policy 12.2 Support the production of well-planned housing regionwide
that address regional housing needs and improve the overall quality of life
in the Bay Area.

Policy 12.3 Encourage jurisdictions throughout the Bay Area to recognize
their share in the responsibility to confront the regional affordable housing
crisis.

Pollicy 12.4 Foster educational programs across the region that increase
public understanding of the need for affordable housing and generate
support or quality housing projects.

Policy 12.5 Support the State of California in developing and implement-
ing stale affordable housing plans and programs.

The City continues o work with the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG) and the Metropaiitan Transportation
Commission (MTC) to shape plans that meet regional housing,
transportation, and job needs.

On-going

The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (SFRA) continues
to serve as the lead agency and administrator of the HOPWA
Program on behalf of the San Francisco Eligible Metropolitan
Statistical Area (EMSA), which inciudes San Francisco, San
Mateo and Marin counties.

On-going

Al the state level, the City was successful in advocating for

changes that direct more transportation money to jurisdictions,
like San Francisco, that take on greater housing growth as part
of the 2007-2014 Regional Housing Needs Allocation process.

On-going

At the regional level, the City successfully coordinated with the
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) to designate
several neighborhoods in San Francisco as Priority Develop-
ment Areas that, as regionally-designated areas prioritized for
housing development, are eligible for vanous funds to assist
with capital infrastructure, ptanning, and technical assistance

expenses.

On-going

>
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HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

Evaluation

{

OBJECTIVE 4
Support affordabie housing production by increasing site availability and
capacity.

Successiul

Continue

Policy 4.1 Actively identify and pursue opportunity sites for permanently
affordable housing.

Policy 4.2 Include affordabie units in larger housing projects.

Policy 4.3 Encourage the construction of affordable units for single
households in residential hotels and "efficiency” units.

Policy 4.4 Consider granting density bonuses and parking requirement
exemnptions for the construction of affordable housing or seruar housing.

Policy 4.5 Aliow greater flexibility in the number and size of units within
established building envelopes, potentially increasing the nurmber of afford-
able units in mufti-family structures.

Policy 4.6 Support a greater range of hiousing types and building tech-
niques to promote mare economical housing construction and potentially
achieve greater aftordable housing production.

The City's Affordabte Housing Fund, denved from payment

of fees by office, entertainment, hotel, and retail deveiopers
as well as market rate housing developers, continues to be
used to develop affordable housing. A total of $65 miltion was
collected during the 1999-2006 reporting pernod.

On-going

The City's Inclusionary Housing program, which requires new
development to provide a percentage of affordabie units, pro-
duced 826 units during the 1999-2006 reporting period. The
City expanded the program in 2001 and 2005. An additional
546 units were produced in 2007-2008.

On-going

The Redevelopment Agency increased affordability require-
ments in redevelopment areas, resulting in 480 affordable
units during the 1998-2006 reponting penod.

On-going

Affordable housing speciai usc districts (SUDs) that increase
densities for more affordable units continue to be established
Almost all new area plans also include these policies as well
as requiring additional affordable housing impact fees.

On-going

Developing housing on appropriate public land continues to
be city policy. The Market Octavia Plan calis for the develop-
ment of up to 900 units on tormer Central Freeway parcels.
The development of additiona: aftordable housing continues to
be mvestigated for various other ptan areas.

On-going
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BY HAND DELIVERY May 9, 2011

Ms. Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
City of San Francisco

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:  Second Supplement to Appeal of Certification of Final Environmental Impact Report for
the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements and Related CEQA Findings, Environmental
Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations

Planning Department Case Nos. 2007.1275E and 2007.1275EM
Board of Supervisors Hearing Date: May 10, 2011 - 4:00 p.m.

On behalf of Pacific Heights Residents Association, Cow Hollow Association, Francisco
Heights Civic Association, Greater West Portal Neighborhood Association, Jordan Park
Improvement Association, Lakeshore Acres Improvement Club, Laurel Heights Improvement
Association of San Francisco, Inc., Marina-Cow Hollow Neighbors & Merchants, Miraloma Park
Improvement Club, Presidio Heights Association of Neighbors, St. Francis Homes Association,
Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee, Inc., and Westwood Highlands Association
(herein collectively referred to as Appellants), I hereby further supplement the appeal to the San
Francisco Board of Supervisors filed on April 12,2011 as to the San Francisco Planning
Commission’s March 24, 2011 certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements and adoption of related CEQA findings described above.
Appellants are members of San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods (SFLN), an
unincorporated association.

Attached hereto is additional evidence consisting of the map of San Francisco’s Transit-
Focused Neighborhoods attached to the August 17, 2007 Resolution of the Board of Supervisors
authorizing City agencies to apply for Priority Development Area designations by the
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). (See Exhibit 1 attached hereto and color map
attached thereto) The copy of this resolution submitted as Exhibit J to Appellants’ May 1, 2011
supplement was obtained from the City’s website and lacked the attachment.

According to this attached map and ABAG records, the areas planned for additional
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Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
May 9, 2011
Page 2

housing development in Priority Development Areas are greater than the Plan Areas which have
been approved or are under development as disclosed in the 2009 Housing Element. (Ex. 1; Ex.
E to May 1, 2011 Supplement to Appeal, ABAG documents describing Priority Development
Areas; 2009 Housing Element p. 7-8) The additional areas depicted on the City’s Priority
Development Area map include a very large area in the northeastern portion of San Francisco
bounded by Market Street on the South and extending west past Van Ness Avenue, and a large
corridor in the south extending along Mission Street. (Ex. 1) The ABAG documents describe
planned Priority Development Areas for “Downtown and Transit Rich Corridors” as including
“Downtown San Francisco, Geary Boulevard, Church St corridor along J line and 14
Bus/Mission St.” (Ex. E to May 1, 2011 Supplement to Appeal, describing Priority Development
Areas) The “entire Downtown and Transit Rich Corridors PDA could accommodate 95,000
housing units and 373,000 jobs,” and includes as “areas planned for new housing” Yerba Buena
Center area, Van Ness Avenue and Japantown along Geary Boulevard. (/hid.) The EIR did not
disclose that the “Downtown and Transit Rich Corridors” areas depicted on the City’s map were
being planned for increased density as Priority Development Areas, and thus failed to analyze the
reasonably forseeable effects of increased density housing development in these areas.

The City's Transit-Focused Neighborhoods map also states that “Port Development
areas,” “Special redvipmnt. areas (Mayor’s Office,” the 1/4 mile areas surrounding
Neighborhood Commercial streets with high frequency transit service and within community
plans, and the 1/4 mile areas around major rail/ferry stations within community plans” were
requested by the City to be designated as Priority Development Areas. (Ex.1) The EIR did not
disclose that the “Port Development areas” described as an ABAG Priority Development Area
were slated for increased density, and thus also failed to analyze the reasonably forseeable eftects
of increased density housing development in these areas. (Ex. E to May 1, 2011 Supplement to
Appeal, describing Priority Development Areas)

The San Francisco Planning Department map attached as Exhibit 2 depicts residential lots
within 1,250 feet of transit and shows that these areas extend throughout large portions of
residential areas in the City. (See Exhibit 2, SF Planning Department, 2003 map)

Very truly yours, . _
Ww JO floreoccons,

Kathryn R. Devincenzi

cc: Bill Wyco, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
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Attachments:

Ex. 1 - City of San Francisco Master Report for File Number: 071176 and attached August 14,
2007 Resolution of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors with attached color map of
San Francisco’s Transit-Focused Neighborhoods

Ex. 2 - SF Planning Department, 2003 color map
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City and County of San Francisco 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
- San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
Master Report
File Number: 071176 File Type: Resolution Status: Passed
Enacted: 483-07 . Effective:
Version: 1 Reference: in Control: Mayor
File Name: Application for ABAG Priority Development Area introduced: 8/7/2007
Designation
Requester: Cost: Date Passed: 8/17/2007
Comment No Fiscal Inpact, Title: Resolution authorizing the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and
No Economic Impact. the Mayor's Office of Housing to apply on behalf of the City and County of San
Francisco for Priority Development Area designation by the Association of Bay
Area Governments.
Indexes: Sponsors: Peskin

History of Legislative File 071176

Ver Acting Body Date  Action Sent To Due Date  Pass/Fail
I President 8/7/2007 RECEIVED AND Government Audit and Oversight
ASSIGNED Committee

| Govemnment Audit and 8/13/2007 RECOMMENDED AS Passed
Oversight Committee COMMITTEE REPORT
Heard in Commitice. Speaker: Douglas Shoemaker, Mayor's Gffice of Housing.

1 Board of Supervisors 81472007 ADOPTED Passed

1 Mayor 8/17/2007 APPROVED

City and County of San Francisco 1 Printed at 11:53 AM on 8/27/07
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FILENO.__ 071176 RESOLUTION NO.

[Application for ABAG Priority Development Area Designation]

Resolution authorizing the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and the
Mayor’s Office of Housing to apply on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco
for Priority Development Area designation by the Association of Bay Area
Governments.

WHEREAS, The Association of Bay Area Governments and the Metropolitan .
Transportation Commission in coordination with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District |
and Bay Conservation and Development Commission (collectively, the “regional agencies™)
are undertaking a regional planning initiative called FOCUS; and

WHEREAS, FOCUS program goals support a future regional development pattern that

is compact and connected; and,

WHEREAS, The regional agencies seek local government partners to create a specific

and shared concept of where growth can be accommodated (priority development area) and
what areas need protection (priority conservation area) in the region; and,

WHEREAS, A priority development area must meet all of the following criteria: (a)
withir: an existing community, (b) near existing or planned fixed transit (or served by
comparable bus service) and (c) is planned, or is planning, for more housing; and,

WHEREAS, Local governments in the nine county San Francisco Bay Area are eligible
to apply for designation of an area within their community as a priority development area; and,

WHEREAS, The regional agencies intend to secure incentives and provide technical
assistance to designated priority development areas so that positive change can be achieved
in communities working to advance focused growth; and,

WHEREAS, the following zones and plan areas as indicated on the attached map meet

the criteria for PDA designation; and

| Page 1
8OARD OF SUPERVISORS 8/6/2007
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WHEREAS, designating these zones and plan areas as PDAs will make them eligible

for regional capital and planning funds that may be prioritized for PDA areas; now therefore,
be it &

RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco
authorizes the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and the Maycr’s Office of
Housing to apply on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco for Priority Development
Area designation of the following zones and plan areas as ABAG priority development

area(s), as indicated on the attached map:

The Bayview/ Hunters Point Project Area;
Shipyard/Candlestick Point Project Area;
Balboa Park

Mission Bay Project Area;
Market-Octavia;

Transbay Project Area

The Mission District:

The South of Market;

The Central Waterfront;

Potrero Hill and Showplace Square;
Treasure Island;

Visitation Valley/Executive Park;
Downtown,; and

various Port of San Francisco properties along the eastern and southeastermn waterfront.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2
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City & County of San Francisco

San Francisco's

Transit-Focused Neighborhoods
prepared for ABAG's Focusing Our Vision
Priority Development Areas (PDAs) Program

ABAG Priority Development Areas (PDAs)*

i * Includes

> Better Neighborhoods & Area Plans
{Planning Department)

> Port development areas (Port of SF)

> Redevelopment areas (Redevelopment age

> Special redvipmnt areas (Mayor's Office

> 1/4 mite surrounding Neighborhood
Commercial streets with ligh frequency
transil service and within community pians

> 1/4 mile rachus arcund major rail/ferry
stations within community plans

Muni
Bus network
~®  Metro streetcar Central Subway (future)
(== Proposed Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)

BART
—— BART

Caltrain
Caltran

Ferries
® Ferry termina

Proposed ferrv terminal
Regional Transit Center

i Transbay Transit Center

Data Sources SFMTA SFCTA Planning Depariment,
Redevelopment Agency Mayor's Office Port of SF SFGOV
Date 6/29/2007

Map SFMTA Long Rengs Planning
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establishes a Plan Area “as a target area in which to develop new housing to meet San

Francisco’s identified housing projection target” and that the “Housing Element delineates
specific policies and objectives to guide housing development in the Plan Area..” (Ex. L,
January 9, 2007 Resolution of the Board of Supervisors as to Eastern neighborhoods, p. 1)

Although the EIR admits that the 2009 Housing Element promotes new housing
development through community planning processes near transit and other infrastructure, it fails
to discuss the potential effects on the existing environment of focusing growth on these targeted
plan areas, repeating, as before, that the 2009 Housing Element itself “would not change
allowable land uses or increase allowable building height and bulk.” (DEIR p. V.B-57) The City
thus sidesteps the CEQA requirement that the EIR evaluate the effects on the existing
environment of reasonably forseeable future development by asserting that the Housing Element
approval did not concurrently change zoning or include adoption of area plans, an argument
which the Court of Appeal squarely rejected.

Moreover, the 2009 Housing Element calls for zoning changes to accommodate
affordable housing. 2009 Housing Element Policy 7.3 encourages granting “zoning
accommodations” for affordable housing including granting exceptions to open space
requirements, exposure requirements or density limits and states that current City policy allows
affordable housing developers to pursue these zoning accommodations “through rezoning and
application of a Special Use District.” (2009 Housing Element p. 30) As an example, the
proposed Special Use District for a mixed-use affordable housing project at 800 Presidio Avenue
deviated from Planning Code requirements as to height limit, density limits, rear yard
requirements, usable open space requirements, and sunlight and dwelling unit exposure, and was
proposed to provide no on-site parking spaces for residents of the approximately 48 affordable
units in the project. (Ex. O - excerpts from documents relating to proposed Special Use District
at 800 Presidio Avenue.) Structures constructed pursuant to such exceptions could significantly
clash with existing neighborhood character and patterns, yet the EIR did not analyze the potential
impacts of pursuing this policy.

Similarly, the EIR fails to evaluate the impacts on the existing environment from
population growth indirectly generated by the proposed project as required by CEQA, asserting
that impacts would only occur “if new housing would generate more residents than planned for
by ABAG projections.” (Draft EIR p. V.D-9) The EIR thus improperly uses the ABAG rew
housing production target as the baseline against which environmental effects are assessed rather
than the existing environment and also inccrrectly claims that “the RHNA process does not
necessarily encourage or promote growth, but rather requires communities to anticipate projected
growth.” (Draft EIR p. V.D-7) The EIR admits elsewhere that the “inter:t of the Housing
Element policies is to accommodate future housing growth, as anticipated by ABAG regional
projections” and describes objectives of the proposed Housing Elements as to “[p]rovide a vision
for the City’s housing and growth management through 2014," te “[e]nsure capacity for the
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the project study area, impacts from centributing traffic to existing traffic volumes at
intersections along the 19™ Avenue corridor and along Sunset Boulevard and other streets,
increased noise levels above existing ambient conditions from project-related traffic and light rail
and operation of stationary noise sources, and effects on regional air quality and cumulative air
quality. (See Ex. B, excerpts from Draft EIR for Parkmerced Project, pp, 11.3-4, 11-34)

The Draft EIR for the Treasure Island/Yerba Buena Island Redevelopment Project
published on July 12, 2010, before the comments and responses were prepared for the EIR for the
2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, identified significant unavoidable impacts on: adversely
altering scenic vistas from public vantage points, traffic impacts on operating conditions at the
eastbound off-ramp and the Bay Bridge toll plaza and on queuing on San Francisco streets
approaching the Bay Bridge at various times, significant impacts at various intersections in San
Francisco, exceeding the available transit capacity of the Muni bus line serving the islands,
increased traffic congestion in downtown San Francisco due to the project which would increase
travel times and impact certain Muni bus line operations, significant cumulative queuing impacts
at the Bay Bridge toll plaza during AM and PM peak hours, significant project and cumulative
impacts at several intersections in San Francisco, project-related traffic substantially increasing
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above existing ambient noise levels, project
operations violating an air quality standard or contributing substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation, and wind hazards occurring at publicly accessible locations in the
Developmient Plan Area. (Ex. C - excerpts from Draft EIR for the Treasure Island/Yerba Buena
Island Redevelopment Project , pp. 8.7, 16-18, 20-23, 25, 29, 31)

The EIR for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element did not present any of this information
as to significant impacts of proposed plan areas to decisionrmnakers, and thus failed as an
informative document,

In addition, the 2009 Housing Element contains a new Objective 13 prioritizing
sustainable development in constructing new housing, new Policy 13.1 supporting “smart”
regional growth that locates new housing close to jobs and transit and new Policy 13.3 that
promotes sustainable land use patterns that integrate hcusing with transportation in order to
increase transit, pedestrian, and bicycle share and limit “the need for a private car.” However,
the EIR fails to adequately analyze the effects of implementing these new policies, which are
clearly intended to support the Sustainable Communities Strategy promulgated by the
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) to encourage substantial new housing
development in Priority Development Areas and other areas served by transit. The EIR fails to
acknowledge the fact that by resolution adopted on August 14, 2007, the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors designated as Priority Development Areas that are planned “for more housing” the
areas described as plan areas or major projects in the 2009 Housing Element. (Ex. J. - August
14, 2007 Resolution of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors; 2009 Housing Element p. 9)
On October 28, 2008, the Board of Supervisors adopted a subsequent resolution authorizing the
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: Priority Development Area Showcase

FOCUS Priority Development Areas

Prorty Development Areas (PDAs) are locally-identified. infili development opportunty areas within existing communities This showcase

*  Highlights local planning efforts to cr=ate complete communities through the FOCUS Program

® Demonstrates the variety of communities throughout the Bay Area that are pursuing transit-oriented development

® Provides information about each area including maps key facts implementation needs, and a descnption of the goals and vision for the area

The compact growth envisioned thraugh these PDAs is based in large part on local aspirations and community context. The PDAs refiect the diversity of the
communities in the Bay Aresa Explore the links on this page to learn more about each PDA
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FOCUS Priority Development Area Application Materials

FOCUS applications for Priority Development Area designation are accepted an a rotiing basis. Local governments in the rine county
San Francisco Bay Area are invited to apply for regional designation of an area within their community as a Priority Development
Arca. These arcas help inform regional and state agencies where incentives and assistance are needed to support iccal efforts that
encourage infiit development near transit. Many local governments are already participating and nave been eligibie to apply for a
varety of caprtal funds and planring grants for the Priority Development Areas within their jurisdiction

Applying to Become a PDA

Applicalions for Priority Development Area designation w!' be reviewed and evaluated, and areas that meet the designation critena
wilt be recommended for regional adoption as designated Planned or Potential Prionty Development Areas. In general, these
categonies relate to readiness for funding: a Planned area would be ehgibie for capital infrastructure funds, planning grants, and
techrical assistarce while a Potenual area would be eligible for planning grarts and technical assistance, but not capital

infrast ucture funds. Chick here to tearn more aboul the application review process

Charging the Status of an Existinrg PDA

A Potentidl PDA can rove Lo Planned status once a plan has teen complated for the area Anything less than adoption by Lthe City
Council or Board of Supervisors (“accepting” the plan, moving forward an smplernentation without adoption, etc.) is not sufficient to
meet this requirement. To complete the status change, apphcants should suttmit @ copy of the adopted ptan and the adopting
resolution to the FOCUS Staff for your jurisdiction. Applicants wiil also be asked to complete the PDA Assessment survey. Chck here
for more detalls aboat the review process for revision requests

Revisions to an Existing PDA

To revise an existing PDA, local governments should contact the FOCUS Staff for thelr jurisdiction Local staff will be asked to
subimi. an updated application (map, narrative, Jobs and housing numbers, etc.) to provide accurate and up-to-date mformation
about the revised area

It the "evision 1s to a Potential PDA, then the apphicant should submit an updated infrastructure budget. [f the revision 1s to a
Plaancd PDA, then the applicant should submit an updated PDA Assessment Survey. A new resolulion is not requirec,

Application Materials - Click on each item to download

« Application Guidelines for Priority Development Area Desianatien
e apphication guidehines inciude a program overview, eligibility for applicants and areas, desigriation criteria definitions,
app' cation review process, tmeline for prority deveiopment area designation, app'ication form and submission instructions,
and contacl irformation.

» Apphcation for Priority Development Area Designation
The apphcation has six parts, Some information can be filed in directly in the Microsoft Word document, while some
information will need to be provided as a separate attachment

o Station Araa Planning Manuyal for Part 1(e) of the Application
Use the Station Area Planning Manual as a guide to identify 2 Place Type that most closely ahgns with the vision for the area
being submitted

« Infrastructure Budget for Part 6 of the Application
This Microsoft Excel spreadsheet ts provided for epplicants to enter information about the infrastructure improvements needed
and funding sources availatle to realize the vision for the priority area

« PDA Assessment Surv
This Microsoft Excel spreadsheet is provided for applicants to enter detailed information about the priority area. Applicants for
# POAs will be asked to complete this spreadsheet If FEQCUS Staff decides Lo recommend adoption as a Plarned PDA after

review of the apphcation. This should be also completed by apglicants requesting changes to an existing Planred PDA or
moving from a Potential PDA to Pianned status

¢ Sam rnment Resoluticn
this sample locat governmant resotution is provided as a template for requesting support from the applicant’s cour:ch or board
of supervisors for participation tn the FOCUS program through PDA designation.

Application Submission Instructions

i Fill out the Apolication in the Microsoft Word Document and comiplle the documents requestec in the app ication form for each
area

http://www.bayareavision.org/pdaapplication/ 010464 4/30/2011



2 Submil an elecoonic verswan of the application form and assocrated documents requested in the application for each area to
FGCUS@abag.ca.gov.

3 Mal one hard copy of the apphcation and attachkuments for each area to the following maihing address:

Associatior: of Bay Area Governments
P.0. Box 2050

Oakiand, CA 946Q04-2050

Attn: Jacaie Reinhart

Physical address:

Association of Bay Area Governmemnts
101 Eighth Street

Qakiand, CA 84607-4756

Attn: Jackle Reinhart

Contact Information

For guestions regarding the application, please contact Jackie Reinhart, ABAG Regional Planner
At JagkieR@alag.ca.qov or 510-464-7994. However, prior to submitting an application, you are encouraged to contact the FOCUS
Staff for your junsdiction and discuss the goals for the proposed area

http://www.bayareavision.org/pdaapplication/ 010465 4/30/2011



Application Guidelines

for
Priority Development Area
Designation

FOCUS is a regional, incentive-based development and conservation strategy for the
San Francisco Bay Area. FOCUS is led by the Association of Bay Area Governments
and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission in coordination with the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District and the Bay Conservation and Development Commission.
It is partially funded by a regional blueprint planning grant from the State of California
Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency.

FOCUS is o pet
wwm%ag aredvlﬁbn 3
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FOCUS
Application Guidelines for Priority Development Area Designation

I. FOCUS Overview

FOCUS is a regional incentive-based development and conservation strategy for the San Francisco Bay
Area. Regional agencies address climate change, transportation, housing, the economy, and other issues
thal transcend city boundaries but impact all members of the region. FOCUS unites the efforts of four
regioral agencies into a single program that enccurages future population growth in areas near transit and
within the communities that surround the San Francisco Bay. Concentrating housing in these areas offers
housirg and transportation choices for all residents, while helping to reduce traffic, protect the
envirorment, and enharnce existing neighborhoods. FOCUS also guides conservation efforts towards the
region’s rnost imporiant natural resources.

FOCUS is led by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the Metropolitan Transportation
Commissicn (MTC), with support from the Bay Area Air Quality Managen:zent District (BAAQMD) ard
the Bay Conservation and Development Commissior: (BCDC)—in partnership with: congestion
managem:ent agencies, transit providers and local governments throughout the Bay Area. It is partially
funded by a Blueprirt Grant from the State of California Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency.

Applications are acceptzd on a rolling basis for Priority Development Area designation. Priority
Development Areas support focused growth by accommodating growth as mixed use, infill development
near transit and job centers, with an emphasis or: housing. Local governments who meet the application
criteria are invited to submit an application for an area within their jurisdiction. Participatior: in this
designation process is voluntary. Applications received are reviewed on a quarterly basis.

The designation of Priority Development Areas informs regior:al agencies where incentives and assistance
are needed to support local efforts in creating complete communities. Regional agencies have developed
program:s for technical assistarice, plarning grants, and capital infrastructure funding for whick: these

areas are eligible to apply. This designation helps connect those jurisdictions with funding opportunities,
but many of the funding prograrms are still highly competitive. Those jurisdictions witk: Priority
Development Area goals closely aligned with program criteria can be morz successful than othar areas.
Over 100 Priority Development Areas have been adopted by the ABAG Executive Beard. To learr: more
about the FOCUS Initiative and adopted Priority Developrent Areas, visit the Focused Growth website at
www bayareavision.org,.

1L Eligibility for Applicants and Areas

Any town, city, or courty government within the nine county San Franciscc Bay Area can apply as the
lead applicant for priority area designation. Multiple jurisdictions can submit a joint application for an
area. As part of the application, the lead applicant will need to provide a copy of a resolution adopted by
the town/city council or board of supervisors showing support for involvement in the FOCUS process.
Private and other public entities cannot be lead applicants but can partner with or show support for the
lzad applicant. In the case of a multiple jurisdiction application for designation of an area, a transit
agency or county congestion management agency may be the lead applicant. The lead transit agency or
congestion management agency will need to contact regional agency staff for approval, and a resolution
from each participating jurisdiction will still be required as part of the application.

Applicants must demonstrate that an area proposed for designation as a priority development area meets
all of the following criteria:

* The area is withir an existing comrunity.

* The area is near existing or planred fixed transit (or served by comparable bus service).
* The area is planned or is planning for more housing.

Page 2 of 4
September 2010
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FOCUS
Application Guidelines for Priority Development Area Designation

111 Designation Criteria Definitions

The following definitions are intended to clarify the designation criteria.

Area - means the planning area being proposed for designatior: as a priority development area under the
FOCUS program. Since the program seeks to support area planning, the recommended area size is 100
acres, which is approximately a ¥ mile radius.
» A planned area is part of an existing plan that is more specific than a general plan, such as a
specific plan or an area plan.
« A potential area may be envisiored as a potential planning area that is not currently identified in
a plan or may be part of an existing plan that needs changes.

Existing Community — means that the area is within an existing urbanized area, lies within an urban
growth boundary or limit line if one is established, and has existing or planned infrastructure to support
development that will previde or connect to a range of services and amenities that meet the daily needs of
residents making non motorized niodes of transportation an optior.

Housing — means th2 area has plans for a significant increase in housing urits, including affordable units,
which can also be a part of a mixed use developmert that provides other daily services, maximizes
alternative modes cf travel, ard makes appropriate land use connections.

Near Transit - means (1) the area around an existing rail station or ferry terminal (typically a half-mile
around the station), (2) the area served by a bus or bus rapid transit corridor with minimum headways of
20 minutes during peak weekday commute periods, or (3) the area defined as a planned transit station by
MTC’s Eesolution 3434,

V. Application Review Process

Applications received will be reviewed on a quarterly basis. The quarters for the year include: January to
March, April tc June, July to September, and October to Decem:ber. Applications received within a
quarter will be reviewed at the start of a new quarter. For instance, the review process for an application
received in February will begin in April.

Applying to Beconze a PDA
For new PDAs, the applicatior: review process involves the followirg steps:

1. Upon receipt, applications will be checked for completeress and eligibility.

2. FOCUS staff will recommend designation of eligible areas as a Planned or Potential Priority
Development Area based on the planning status for the area’s development vision and submission
of the supperting local government resolution. To qualify for Planned PDA Status, the plan for
the area should:

a. Include a map designating the land uses for the plan area
b. ldentify densities/development intensities for plan land uses
¢. Include implemernting actions/an implementation plan

3. if staff recommends designatior: as a Planned PDA, the applicant will be asked to complete a
PDA Assessment Survey, to provide mecre detailed information about the priority area.

4. Staff recommendations will be presented to ABAG's Regional Planning Committee (RPC) for
approval and then to ABAG’s Executive Board for regional adoption.

Changing the Status of an Existing PDA
To change the status of a PDA from Potential to Planned, contact the FOCUS Staff person for your
jurisdiction. He or she will review the adopted plan to ensure that it:

I Includes a map designating the land uses for the plan area

Page 3 of 4
September 2010
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FOCUS
Application Guidelines for Priority Development Area Designation

2. ldentifies densities/development intensities for plan land uses
3. Includes implementing actions/an implementation plan

Applicants for a status change will be asked to complete a PDA Assessment Survey. Upon review of the
plan and the completed PDA Assessment Survey, FOCUS Staff will submit the revision request to the
ABAG Planning Director for approval. This revision does not need to be approved by the RPC or
E.xecutive Board.

Revisions tc an Existing PDA

To revise an existing PDA, contact the FOCUS Staff person for your jurisdiction. The applicant will be
asked to submit an updated application (map, narrative, jobs and housing numbers, etc.) to provide
accurate and up-to-date information about the revised area,

If the revision is to a Potential PDA, then the applicant should submit an updated infrastructure budget. If
the revision is to a Planned PDA, then the applicant skould submit an updated PDA Assessment Survey.
A new resolution is not required.

Requests to revise an existing PDA will be reviewed by the FOCUS Staff for your jurisdiction, who will
assess whether the revised PDA will:
I. Resultin arecognizable “neighborhood,” as identified by the local jurisdiction or planning done
to date
2. Remain consistent with the PDA eligibility criteria

Afier review by FOCUS Staff, the revision request will be submitted to the ABAG Planning Director for
aporoval. This change does not need to be approved by the RPC or Executive Board.

V. Application Form and Submission Instructions

The following are the basic steps in accessirg and submittirg ar: application:

1. Download ar: electronic version of the application (Application for Priority Development Area
Designation) from the FOCUS website: www.bayareavision.org

2. After reviewing the applicatior: requiremerits, cor:tact the ABAG Regional Planner for your
jurisdiction and discuss the goals for the proposed area. These contacts are listed on the FOCUS
website at hitp://www .bayareavision.org/initiatives/contacts.html.

3. Fill out an application and compile the documents requested in the application form for each area, A
sample local government resolution, Excel files for entering information about infrastructure needs
ard funding sources, and the Station Area Planning Manual are also available on the FOCUS website.

4. Submit an electrenic version of the application form: and associated documents requested in the
application for each area to FOCUS(@abag.ca.zov.

5. Mail one hard copy of the application and attachmerts for each area to:

Association of Bay Area Governments
P.O. Box 2050
Oakland, CA 94604-2G50
Attn: Jackie Reinhart

VI Contact Information

For questions regarding the application, please contact Jackie Reinhart, ABAG Regicnal Planner, at
JackicRgRabag.ca.pov or 510-464-7994.

Page 4 of 4
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FO C U 5 Application for Priority Development Area Designation

o devaiopmenl ond conservotion giraiegy
jce (he San Francisco Bayg Area

Enter infornation in the spaces provided and submit the requested attachments.

L

Part 1 - APPLICANT INFORMATION & AREA DET-A!!,S
Aftach resolution showing 1ocal sugpar;for mvolvemem in FGC%

a. Lead Applicant -City/County

Contact Person
Title
Department
Street Address
City

Zip Code
Phone Number
Fax Number
Email

b. AreaName and Location_

c. Area Size

(minimum acreage = 100)

d. Public Transit Serving the Area (-éxiéting_ '

and ptanned). From this list, please
identify at least one route that has
minimum 20-minute headways.

|

Area Planning Manual)

"e. Place Type (Identify based on the Station |

f

f TotalH—wsihQ_Uﬁits

Current Condiﬂons@ar: ) | Future Goal (Horizon Yé_ag )

1
'g. Total Jobs

vvvvv

rP&i‘i

SR g

Is the proposed priorily area currently recogmzed in the General Plan (i.e., called out as TOD, infill etc. 7 [

Yes | No

Have other plans (any targeted planning efforts mcludmg specific plans, precise plans, area plans, and
supporting environmental studies) been developed within the last 15 years that cover the priority area?
Note: If yes, please attach brief list of individual plarning efforts and date completed (including
web links to electronic versions if available). In the list, identify the primary plan for the area.

c

L]
Is the proposed priority area within the boundaries of a redevelopment area? ]

[l
-
S
gy

FOCUS 15 a regional, incentive-based development and conservation strategy for the San Francisco Bay Arez. FOCUS is led by the Association of Bay
Arca Governments and the Metropolitan Transportation Commissior: 1 coordination with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District and the Bay
Conservation and Development Commission. [t s partially funded by a regional blueprint planring grant from the State of California Business,

www bayareavision.org

Transportation, and Housing Agency.

H"E %‘ September 2010
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FOCUS Application fer Priority De _.nent Area [xesignation

Attach map(s) showing the proposed boundanes Iand use des|gnanons and zomng, major transnt servnces and any other
‘ relevant information about the proposed priority area. In your electronic submission, please include GIS files of the PDA
; boundaries, if available. Photos of current conditions in the priority area are optional.

Attach separately a maximum two- page (8%2x 11 with 12 point font) narratwe that addresses the followung questlons and
provides any other relevant information.

- = What is the overall vision for this area?

l What has to occur in order to fully realize this vision? What has occurred there recently (past 5 years)?

Describe relevant planring processes, and how community members were invoived in developing the vision
and/or plan for the area.

‘ = Describe how this priority area has the potential to be a leading example of smart growth for the Bay Area.

Part 5 ~ POTENTIAL ASSISTANCE REQUESTED (cheok, All.shat upp V) ,
Nole: Asgistanis’ lsnotbemmﬁersdazmm% “Thisink WIllaid#udmbpmen ofés ;
o + s fnd mcemwemdaﬁw, slgratgd areas. -

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE REQUEST FOR PLANNING GRANTS | REQUEST FOR CAPITAL GRANTS

[ Assistance with policies to {J Funding for new area-wide specific | [3J Funding for transportation projects
implement existing plan plan or precise plan (including pedestrian/bicycle)
OJ Assistance with photo- simufations | [J Funding to update existing area- [ Funding for housing projects

(3 Assistance with local workshops O Funding for EIR to implement O Funding for parks/urban greening
and tours existing area-wide plan :
O Funding for streetscape
(3 Other:

. Pafts - INFRASTRUCTU

A spreadsheet for detailing the infrastructure lmprovements needed to reahze the vision for the pnonty area and ava||able
funding sources is provided. Please complete these worksheets with all currently available information and attach. l

w‘7.«x = -'."L

E-mail this completed application form and attachments requested to FOCUS @abag.ca.gov. In addition to electronic
submission, mail one hard copy of this application and attachments requested in this application form to the following address:

Association of Bay Area Governments
P.0. Box 2050

Page 2 of 3 Septeniber 2010
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FO C U 5 Application for Priority Development Area Designation

6 developrent and canselvration strategy
for the San Francisco Bay Area

Qakland, CA 94604-2050
Attn: Jackie Reinhart

For questions regarding the application, please contact Jackie Reinhart, ABAG Regional Planner, at JackieR@abag.ca.gov or
510-464-7994.

FOCUS 15 a regional, incentive-based development and conservation strategy for the San Francisco Bay Area. FOCUS is led by the Association of Bay
Area Governments and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission in coordination with the Bay Area Ar Quality Management District and the Bay
Conservation and Development Commussion [t is partially funded by a regional biueprint planning grant from the State of California Business,
Transportation, ard Housing Agency.

www.bayareavision.org ﬁ o ﬁ §A September 2010
| =4
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Executive Summary of the Initial Vision Scenario

In 2008, Senate Bill 375 (Steinberg) was enacted. The state law requires that our Regional
Transportation Plan contain a Sustainable Communities Strategy that integrates land-use
planning and transportation planning. For the 25-year period covered by the Regional
Transportation Plan, the Sustainable Communities Strategy must identify areas within the nine-
county Bay Arca sufficient to house all of the region’s population, including all economic
segments of the population. It must also attempt to coordinate the resulting land-use pattern with
the transportation network so as to reduce per capita greenhouse-gas emissions from personal-
use vehicles (zutomobiles and light trucks).

The Initial Vision Scenario for Plan Bay Area is a first-cut proposal that identifies the areas
where the growth in the region’s population might be housed. This proposal builds upon a rich
legacy of integrative planning in the Bay Area. For over a decade, the region and its local
governiments have been working together to locate new housing in compact forms riear jobs,
close to services and amenities, and adjacent to transit so that the need to travel long distances by
personal vehicle is reduced. Cempact development within the existing urban footprint also takes
development pressure off the region’s open space and agricultural lands. We have referred to
this type of efficient development as “focused growth,” and the regional program that supports it
is called FOCUS

Planning for New Housing and Supporting Infrastructure

The Initial Vision Scenario is censtructed by looking first at the Bay Area’s regional housing
needs over the next 25 years. This analysis was performed using demographic projections of
household growth. It is not a forecast of the region, and does not take into account many factors
that constrain the region’s supply of new housing units, such as limitations in supporting
infrastructure, affordable housing subsidies, and market factors. The principal purpose of the
Initial Vision Scenaric is to articulate how the region could potentially grow cver time in a
sustainable manner, and to orient policy and program development to achieve the first phases of
implementation. Under the assumptions of the Initial Vision Scenario, the Bay Area is
anticipated to grow by over 2 million people, from about 7,350,000 today to about 9,430, OOO by
the year 2035. This population growth would require around 902,000 new housing units. Th
Initial Vision Scenario proposes where these new units might be accommodated.

In a departure from previous regional growth scenarios, this Initial Vision Scenario is designed
around places for growth identified by local jurisdictions. These places are defined by their
character, scale, density, and the expected housing units to be built over the long term. Using
“place types,” areas with similar characteristics and physical and social qualities, ABAG asked
local governments to identity general development aspirations for areas within their jurisdictions.
These places were mostly the Priority Development Areas (PDAs) already identified through the

Imitial Vision Scenario 010511 Page 1



FOCUS program. They also included additional Growth Oppottunity Arcas, some simtlar to
PDAs and others with different sustainability criteria

Based on local visions, plans and growth estimates. regional agencies distiibuted housing growth
across the region, focusing on PDAs and Growth Opportumty Arcas ABAG i some cases
supplemented the local forecast with additional units based on the typical chiactensties of the
relevant locally-selected place type. ABAG also distributed addional wints to take advantage of
significant existing and planned transit investment, itnd 1t assigned some units to locally
identified areas that present regionally significant development opportunities for greater density.

The Initial Vision Scenario accommodates 97 percent of new houschiolds within the existing
urban footprint. Only 3 percent of the forecasted new homes require “grecnfickd development™
(building on previously undeveloped lands). Priority Development Arcas and Growth
Opportunity Areas contain about 70 percent of the total growth (743,000 houscholds).

Among counties, three take the lion’s share of growth: Santa Clara, Alameda and Contra Costa
absorb a little over two-thirds of the total. These same counties also are anticipated (o take the
majority of the region’s job growth (64 percent). The region’s three major citics do a lot of the
heavy lifting. Thirty-two percent of the forecast and proposed housing growth occurs in San
José, San Francisco and Oakland. Seventeen percent goes to medium-sized cities like Fremont,
Santa Rosa, Berkeley, Hayward, Concord, and Santa Clara.

The analysis embodied in the Initial Vision Scenario is founded on the location of housing.
Employment forecasting and distribution in this Scenario is not dircetly related to land use
policy. Employment location can have a powerful influence on travel demand, vehicle miles
traveled, and vehicle greenhouse-gas emissions. In light of these factors and considering
economic competitiveness, transit sustainability, and a balanced relationship between
employment and housing, regional agencies will be embarking, with local partners, on further
analysis regarding appropriate employment locations in relation to future housing growth and the
transportation network. This will inform the development of the Detailed Scenarios.

The Initial Vision Scenario reflects the transportation investments from MTC’s current Regional
Trausportation Plan (known as the Transportation 2035 Plan) with an Express Lane backbone
system. It also includes some proposed improvements to the region’s transit network. These
include increased frequencies on over 70 local bus and several express bus routes, improved rail
headways on BART, eBART, Caltrain, Muni Metro, VTA light-rail, and Altamont Commuter
Express, and more dedicated bus lanes in San Francisco and Santa Clara counties, all resulting in
overall growth in transit capacity. However, the Bay Area’s transit system is financially
unsustainable with operators unable to afford to run the current service levels into the future,
much less expanded headways contemplated under the Initial Vision Scenario. MTC’s Transit
Sustainability Project will propose a more sustainable transit system for inclusion in the Detailed
Scenarios to be tested.

Measuring Performance Against Targets
The [nitial Vision Scenario resulis in a 12 percent per capita greenhouse gas emissions reduction
from personal-use vehicles in 2035, compared to a 2005 base year. This reduction falls short of

Initial Vision Scenario 01 05 1 2 Page 2
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[Application for ABAG Priority Development Area Designation]

Resolution authorizing the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and the
Mayor's Office of Housing to apply on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco
for Priority Development Area designation by the Association of Bay Area

Governments.
WHEREAS, The Association of Bay Area Governments and the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission in coordination with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District

and Bay Conservation and Development Commission (collectively, the “regional agencies”)

are undertaking a regional planning initiative called FOCUS; and

WHEREAS, FOCUS program goals support a future regional development pattern that

is cormpact and connected; and,
WHEREAS, The regional agencies seek local government partners to create a specific

and shared concept of where growth can be accommodated (priority development area) and

what areas need protection (priority conservation area) in the region; and,

WHEREAS, A priority development area must meet all of the following criteria: (a)
within an existing community, (b) near existing or planned fixed transit (or served by
comparable bus service) and (c) is planned, or is planning, for more housing; and,

WHEREAS, Local governments in the nine county San Francisco Bay Area are eligible
to apply for designation of an area within their community as a priority development area; and,

WHEREAS, The regional agencies intend to secure incentives and provide technical
assistance to designated priority development areas so that positive change can be achieved
in communities working to advance focused growth; and,

WHEREAS, the following zones and plan areas as indicated on the attached map meet

the criteria for PDA designation; and

Page |
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WHEREAS, designating these zones and plan areas as PDAs will make them eligible

for regional capital and planning funds that may be prioritized for PDA areas; now therefore,
be it

RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco
authorizes the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and the Mayor's Office of
Housing to apply on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco for Priority Development
Area designation of the following zones and plan areas as ABAG priority development

area(s), as indicated on the attached map:

The Bayview/ Hunters Point Project Area;
Shipyard/Candlestick Point Project Area;
Balboa Park

Mission Bay Project Area;
Market-Octavia;

Transbay Project Arsa

The Mission District:

The South of Market;

The Central Waterfront;

Potrero Hill and Showplace Square;
Treasure Island;

Visitation Valley/Executive Park;
Downtown; and

various Port of San Francisco properties along the eastern and southeastern waterfront.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2
8/6/2007
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. . Caty Hall
City and County of San Francisco I Dr Carlion B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102.4689
Tails
Resolution
File Number; 071176 Date Passed:

Resolution authorizing the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and the Mayor's Office of
Housing to apply on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco for Priority Development Area
designation by the Association of Bay Area Governments

August 14,2007 Board of Supervisors — ADOPTED

Ayes: 11 - Alioto-Pier, Amirmiaro, Daly. Dufly, Elsbernd, Jew, Maxwell.
McGoldrick, Mirkarimi, Peskin, Sardoval

File No. 071176 I hiereby certify that the foregoing Resolution
was ADOPTED on August 14, 2007 by the
Board of Supervisors of the City and County
of San Francisco.

QL. 08

Angela Cgvilo

|11 |2

Date Apbroved

Mayor Gavin Newsom

City and County of San Francisco / Printed a1 12:17 PM on 8/15:07
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[Application to Amend San Francisco’s Priority Development Area Designation]

Resolution authorizing the San Francisco County Transportation Authority to apply on
behalf of the City and County of San Francisco for amendments to the Priority

Development Area Designation by the Association of Bay Area Governments.

WHEREAS, The Association of Bay Area Governments (“ABAG") and the Metropolitan

and Bay Conservation and Development Commission (collectively the “regional agencies”)
are undertaking a regional planning initiative called FOCUS; and,

WHEREAS, The FOCUS program goals support a future regional development pattern
that is compact and connected; and,

WHEREAS, The regional agencies have worked with local government agencies to
designate Priority Development Areas (“PDAs") where local jurisdictions have engaged in
community-based planning to identify where growth can be accommodated consistent with
FOCUS goals; and,

. WHEREAS, The regional agencies as well as the State of California’s Department of
| Housing and Community Development intend to provide funding to support the planning,
design and implementation of housing and related transportation infrastructure for qualifying
projects located within PDAs on a competitive application basis; and,

WHEREAS, The PDAs within the City and County of San Francisco meet the following
| criteria set by the regional agencies: (a) within an existing community, (b) near existing or

planned fixed-guideway transit or a comparable bus service, (c) are planned for more

Supervisor Sean Elsbernd, Supervisor Carmen Chu
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1
10/7/2008
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housing, and (d) are designated as PDAs by an official adoption process of that jurisdiction’s
legislative body; and,
WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco
adopted Resolution 483-07 on August 6, 2007, designating the PDAs in San Francisco; and,
WHEREAS, The City and County of San Francisco has been awarded over $3 million
in State Bond funds for planning and construction of projects within the designated PDAs in
2008; and,

WHEREAS, The reglonal agencies have called for local jurisdictions to submit any

" reruestsfor revisionsand amendmentstothe-PDAdesignations-before October-31,-2008——

including an officially-adopted Resolution from those jurisdictions’ legislative bodies; and,

WHEREAS, The amendment to the PDA designation for San Francisco to add the 19"

Avenue corridor between Sloat Boulevard and the San Mateo County line allows this corridor
to be eligible for these funds to address transit, pedestrian and other transportation
improvements in anticipation of housing growth in the area; now, therefore, be it
RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco
authorizes the San Francisco County Transportation Authority to apply on behalf of the City
and County of San Francisco for amendments to the PDA designation accommadating the

inclusion of the 19" Avenue Corridor.

Supervisor Sean Elsbernd
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2
10/7/2008

3 g Trssokoni 19th ave pde amend. doc
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. . . City Hall
City and County of San Francisco { Dr. Carlton B. Goodlet Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
Tails
Resolution
File Number: 081281 Date Passed:

Resolution authorizing the San Francisco County Transportation Authority to apply on behalf of the
City and County of San Francisco for amendments to the Priority Development Area Designation by
the Association of Bay Area Governments.

October 28, 2008 Board of Supervisors — ADOPTED

Ayes: 11 - Alioto-Pier, Am:miano, Chu, Daly, Dufty, Elsbernd, Maxwell,
McGoldrick, Mirkarimi, Peskin, Sandoval

File No. 081281 I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution
was ADOPTED on October 28, 2008 by the
Board of Supervisors of the City and County
of San Francisco.

A2 C

Angela Calvillo
Clerk ofih Board
g

¥
/
£

\of 2¢f 2008 f

Date Approved

City and County of San Francisco 1 Printed at 8:42 AM on 10/29/08
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Anngal Production Targels
sad Average Annual
Production, San Francisce,
1999-2006

Houting Production Targets
and Estimates Anaual
Production, San Francisce,
2007-2014

“wunm L EMAENT

C. QUANTIFIED HOUSING GOAL

The stare Deparement of Housing and Community Development, with die Association of Bay
Area Governments, determined San Francisco's fair share of the regional housing need for the
period covering January 1999 through Junc 2006 at 20,372 units. Even with very aggressive
policies and programs, given that San Francisco is 3 mature, built-up city with limited large
tracee of undeveloped land and the previous decades’ housing production record, the “fair
share™ of affordable housing units was not achieved. Table 1-63 below shows that 86% of
the state mendated producdon targets and 47% of the affordable housing production for
the period covered by the 2004 Residence Elemer:t were achieved; this statistic is a result of
the overproduction of market rate units. Appendix A provides detzils of the Ciry's housing
production performencs in the evaluation of the 2004 Revidence Element.

Very Low Income (below 50% AMI) | 5244 4342 828% 902

Low income (50% - 79% AMI) | 2126 | 1113 | se4% | 1013
Moderale Income (80% - 120% AMY) | 5630 | 725 120% 4914
Market Rate (over 120% AMI) 738 | 11,28 153.4% | (3930)
TOTALS ) | 20872 | 1743 | esex |

More than the performance in the production of v=ty low- and low-income housing, the
deficit of 5.750 units affordeble to moderate income househclds has beer: seen as critical in
turning the City’s housing problem into a crisis of affordability. As Table 1-64 below shows,
housing construction in the last two years, along with projected pipeline completion by 2014,
point to an exacerbation of constzuction deficir in housing affordable 1o low- and moderate-
income houscholds.

Extremgly Low (< 30% AMI) 3294 o 836 t 1405 ¢ 1548 ¢ 3804 @0 240 1,500
Very Low (31-48% AME) 3206 308* 556 + 1408 ¢ 15481 3,908 8o 0 1.500
Low (50-79% A} 553 309 1489 1 0 271 483 $.060 108 500
Moderate (B0-120% AMi) 6,734 509 833t §79¢ 1,193 ¢ 3.108 3586 (] 9
Maskit {over 120% AM:} 12315 4349 4723 325 6759 18.081 (6. 756} 1] o
TOTALS 318 8483 8818 0,834 11.075 31543 582 3500

* Uni sffordable to Extsemely Low and Very |.ow Income Houschalds do not inchude thost usits dhat bave been acqmirod sndiar izhabbed = promiteed
by Housing Flement { o=

(L lmdoummaw:uhmmﬁtM*mMMMTme(MMHMF&IW
Fhsc 1§ which are cxpecred t= be complered gfter che 2014 reporeing guriad. The limiod pipetine ¥ dhat e dy under
soneruction. csuitled projocts (spproved by Planning Dep and Dep of Building Inspecti Mmafl”muhw
n&%nnulkpnmmnhumamdwbzmq&mﬂbymu iamSFHophmﬁad 2004,

1 Humwumwb]t&Mﬁu\uﬁdeksFm (hlSFHoﬂQWléy

$  Bocd om ewtiented inclusionasy WWmmm-HMMMG

SOURCE: ABAC: SF Plasning Depariment




such 2s middle income and extremely low income house-
holds that require specific housing policy, In additien to
planning for affordability, the City should plan for housing
that scrves a variety of houschold types and sizes.

POLICY 1.2

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

In order to increase the supply and affordability of housir:g,
the City has engaged in sigaificant planning for housing
through Area Plans (portiosis of the General Plar: which fo-
cus on a particular past of the City), Redevelepment Plans
(community revitalizaticr: plans authorized and organized
under the provisions of the California Community Rede-
velopment Law), and major development projects created
in partnership with private sponsors, Adopted commurity
plans include Balbca Park, Market and Octavia ard the
Central Waterfront neigkborhoods; the Eastern Neighbor-
hoods program including the Mission, South of Market,
Showplace Square and Powrero Hill; Candlestick, and
Hunters Point Shipyard; and scveral Redevelopment Arca
Plans, most recently Visitacion Valley/Schiage Lock.

Plans underway include Japantown, Glen Park, Western
SoMa and Executive Park. Other major projects in devel
opment with the City include Treasure Island, Park Merced
and the Transbay Transit Center. These ongoing com
munity planting ctforts should continue. ‘These projects
could result ir: a commurity acoepted housing vision for
the neighborhcod, related zoning changes and ncighbor-
hood specific design guidelines that will encourage housing
development ir: appropriate locatiors.

HOUSING

Together, these planning efforts could provide capacity
for significantly more than the 31,000 units allocated for
this plancing period (2007-2014). However these plans
will require significant investment in infrastructure and
supporting scrvicss ir: order to support this growth. Each
adopted plan contains rclated programs for affordable
housing (directing the mix of housing types, tenures and af-
fordability necds), irzfrastructure and community services,
they also contain design guidelines and ccmmunity review
procedures. The City should prioritize public investmert
in these plar: areas, according to each plans' infrastructure
and community improvement program. These plans will
alse require diligence in their application: each plan cen-
tains numcrous policics and principles intended to cnsure
ncighborhood consistency and compatibility, and it is up
to Planning Department staff and the Planning Com-
mission to uphold those principles in project review and
approvals,
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Visitacion Valley/
Schiage Lock

p |

Plan Areas

B ~dopted Area Plan
B Fending Adoption

ﬁ Plan Areas Under Development

- Plan Areas In Coordination With Redevelopment Authority or Other Groups
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Balboe Park Area Plan 1,800
Market/Octavia Area Pan 6.000
Central Waterfront Area Pian 2000
Mission Area Pian 1760
East SOMA Area Pian 2800
g‘hmwp!ace Square/Potrero Hil Area 3200
Rincon Hill Area Plan 4.100
Visitation Valiey Redevelopment Pian 1.500
Transbay Redevelopment Plan 3,400
Mission Bay Redevelopmesit Pian 3,000
mers Point Shipyard/ Candlesticik 10,000
Tots! Adopted Pians & Projects: | 39,600
Executive Park 1,600
Glen Park 100
Japantown To be determined
Park Merced §,600
Transit Center District 1,200
West SOMA 2,700
Treasure Istand 7,000
Totat Pians & Projects Unaé&vay: 18,200
TOTAL 57,800

* Froem individesl NOP 10d £IR rounded

POLICY 1.3

Work proactively to identify and secure opportunity
sites for permmanently affordable housing.

While in previous years land prices have dramatically in-
creased, current land prices scem tc have stabilized. This
may provide opporturity for sites for permanently af-
fordable housing development that should be aggressively

pursued,

Publicly-owned land offers unique opperturity for devel-
opment of affordable housing. The City should regulary
review its inventory of surplus, vacant or underused public
propzrty, through an anrual reporting process that pro-
vides such infermation to the Mayors Ofhee of Housing,

HOULING

Public property no longer needed for current or forssecable
future public operatiors, such as public offices, schools or
utilitics should be considered for sale cr lease for develop-
ment of permanently affordable housing, The City should
cnisurz that future lar:d needs for transit, schools and other
services will be considered befors public land is repurpesed
tc support affordable housing, Whers sites arc not appro-
priate for affordable housing, revenue generated from sale
of surslus lands should cortinue to be chanreled irte the
City's Affordable Housing Fund under the Sar: Francisco
Administrative Code Sections 23A.9 - 1 1.

The City’s land-holding agzncies should alsc look for cre-
ative opporwunities to partner with affordable housing de-
velopers. This may include identifying buildings where air
rights may be made available for housing without interfer-
ing with their current public us; sites where housing could
be located over public parking, transit facilities or warer
storage facilities; or recorstruction opportunities where
public uscs could be rebuilt as part of a joint-usc affordabic
housinig project. Agencics should also look for opporuni-
ties where public facilities could be relocated to other, mere
appropriate sites, thersby making such sites available for
housing developmienit. For cxample, cerain Muni Heet
storage sites located in dense mixed-use or residential areas
could be relocated, thercby allowing in-fill mixed usc or
residential development. The City should proactively seck
sites for affordable housing development by buying devel-
cpments that are no longer moving towards completion,
This may include properties that have received seme or
all City land use entitlemerts, properties that have begun
censtruction but cannot continue , or propertics that have
completed construczion, bur whose owners must sell.

POLICY 1.4

Ensure community based planning processes are
used to generate changes to land use controls.

Community plans arc an opportunity for reighborhoods
tc work with the City to develop a strategic plan for their
future, including housing, services and amenities. Such
plars can be used o target growth strategically to increase
infill development in locations close to transit and other
needed services, as appropriate. Community plans also
develop or update neighborhood specific design guide-

lines, infrastraciure plans, and historic resources surveys,

053139
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as appropriate. As noted above, in recent years the City has
undertaken significart community based planning efforis
to accommodate projected growth. Zoning changes that
involve several parcels or blocks should always involve sig-
nificant community cutreach. Additionally zoning changes
that involve several blocks should always be made as part of
a community based planning process.

Any new community based planning processes should
be initiated in partnership with the neighberhood, and
irvolve the full range of City stakcholders. The process
should be initiated by the Board of Supervisers, with the
support of the District Supervisor, through their adoption
of the Planring Department’s or other ovirsccing agency’s
wark program; and the scope of the process should be ap-
proved by the Planning Commission. To assure that the
Planning Departraent, and other agencies involved in land
usc approvals conduct adequatc community outreach, any
changes to land use policies and controls that result from: the
community planning process may be propesed only after
an open and publicly noticed process, after review of a draft
plan and environmer:tal review, and witk comprehensive
cppertunity for community input. Proposed changes must
be approved by the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors at a duly noticed public hearing, Additior:ally,
the Department’s Work Program allows citizens to know
what areas are proposed for community planning. The
Planning Depantmer:t should use the Work Program as a
vehigle to inform the public abouc all of its activities, and
should publish and post the Werk Program to its webpage,
and miake it available for review ac the Department.

POLICY 1.5

Conslider secondary units in community plans where
there is neighborhood support and when other
nelghborhood goais can be achieved, zspeciaily

if that housing is made permanently affordable to
lowsr-income househoids.

Secondary units (in-law” or “granny units”) are smaller
dwelling units within a structure containing another much
larger unit, frequently in basemenis, using spacs that is sur-
plus to the primary dwelling. Sscondary uniis represent a
simple and cost-cfective method of expanding the housing
supply. Such units could be developed to meet the needs of
seniors, people with disabilities and others who, because of
modest incomes or lifestyles, prefer or need small units ac
relatively low rents.

Within 2 community planning process, the City may ex-
plore where secondary units can occur without adversely
affecting the exterior appearance of the building, or in
the case of rew construction, whers they can be accom-
modated within the permitted building envelope. The
process may also examine whire existing secondary units
can be legalized, for example through an amnesty program
that requires building owners to increase their safety and
habitability: Secondary units should be limited in size to
control their imipact.

POLICY 1.8

Consider greater fiexibility in numbsr and size

of uriits within established buliding envelopes In
community zased planning proceases, especisily
if it can increase the number of affordable units in
mutti-family structures.

In Sar: Francisco, housing density standards kave tradi-
tionally bzen sct in termis of numbers of dwelling units in
proportion to the size of the building lot. For example, in
an RM-1 districy, one dwelling unit is permitted for cach
800 square feet of lot arca. This limitation gencrally applies
regardlezs of the size of the unit and the number of people
likely to occupy it. Thus a small studic and a large four-
bedroom aparement both count as a single unit. Setting
density standards encourages larger units and is particularly
tailored for lower density neighborhoods consisting pri-
marily of onc- or two-family dwellirgs. However, it some
arcas which corsist rostly of waller apartmients and which
arc well served by trassit, the volume of the building rather
than number of units might more appropriately control
the densiry.

Withir: a2 community based planning process, the City
may consider using the building envelope, as established
by height. bulk, set back, parkirg and other Code require-
ments, to regulate the maximum residential square foorage,
rather than density controls that are not censistent with ex-
isting patterns. In setting allowable residential densities in
esublhed acighborhoods, consideration should be given
to the prevailing building type in the surrounding area
so that new development does not detract from existing
character. In some arcas, such as RH-1 and RH-2, existing
height and bulk patteras should be maintained to protect
neighborhood characrez,
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POLICY 1.7

Consider public heaith objectives when designating
and promoting housing development sites.

A healthy ncighborhood has a balarice of housing and the
amenitics nceded by residents at 2 neighborhood levsl, such
as neighborhood serving retail, particularly stores offering
fresh produce, childcare and medical services. Community
planning cfforts should include requirements, incentives or
bonuses to encourage necessary amer:itics as appropriate.

Land use and transportation planning decisions arc directly
related tc environmental health and justice issues in San
Francisco. For example, SFDPH environmental health
inspectors frequertly observe that families live in buildings
that cause a variety of health outcomies such as asthma ard
lead poisoning. Urderstanding the impacss of past uses on
the soil, the proximity to currently operating keavy indus-
trial uses, and the surrounding air quality are critical wher
developing housing.

In 2007 the San Francisco Department of Public Health
completed the Healthy Development Measure ool
{HDMT), a system to cvaluate health impacts of new de-
velopment. The HDMT proposes a checklist for evaluating
a range of project types from smraller kousing developments
to ncighborhocd wide community plans. The HDMT cov-
crs six topics: cnvironmer:tal stewardship, sustainable and
safe transportation, public infrastructure (access o goods
and services), social cohesion, adequate and healthy hous-
ing, ar:d a healthy ccoromy, with over 160 benchmarks
in total. The level of analysis the tool provides car: be very
uscful in developing hcusing policy and programs for
a large area, as it can aide in identifying gaps in services
and amecaities 1o be addressed at a policy level. Becausc of
HDMT tool’s breadth, it is important that it be used in the
apprepriats context. Therefore the HDMT should be used
to provide a general review of overall context, particatarly
in the development of community plans.

POLICY 1.8

Promote mixed use development, and include
housing, particularly permanently affordable
housing, in new commercial, insiitutional or other
single use development projects.

San Francisco has a strorg tradition of mixed-use neigh-
borhoods, allowing residents to take advantage of the City's
rich mix of services arid amenities on foot and by transit.
Mixed-usc buildings ir: San Francisco allow residents to
live above street-frort commercial space, services or insti-
tutional uses. Housing should continue to be considered as
a joint use with all compatible non-residential uses. While
scparation of somc uses will always be required te protect
public health, the majority of the City’s non-residential
uses, such as retail, services and workplaces. are compatible
with, and can be improved by, the inclusior: of housing,

POLICY 1.9

Require new commercial developments and higher
educational institutions io meet the housing demand
they generate, particularly the need for affordable
housing for lower income workers and students.

New commercial or cther ror-residential develepmer:t
projects increase the City’s employment base, thereby
increasing the demard for housing, Similarly, institutiors
of higher education provide rceded scivices and contribute
to the intcllectual and cultural life of the City, while a« the
samc time create 2 demand for housing by studerts, which
can pressure on cxisting housing stock.

053141
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2. Changes to the Housing Stock, 2000 - 2008

Despite the economic downtura ar the beginning of the new millennium, housing produc-
tion in San Francisco scemed unaffected. Accounting for new production, demolitions, and
alterations, the Ciry has scen a net increasc of ovzr 18,960 housing units ~ an annual average
of almost 2,010 units — in the last nine years. In comparison, a net total of 9,640 housing
units were added between 1990 and 1999 cr an annual rate of about 964 units per year, The
thrze-year spike in demolitions between 2003 and 2005 is a result of extensive public housing
renewal projezts, all of which have since been replaced with new affordable housing. Table
1-23 also shows a growing trend - roughly 15% in the last nine years - of new units from the
conversion of commercial buildings.

2000 | 1,859 61 (1) 1,797
2000 | 169 99 259 1,779
002 | 2.260 73 221 2,408
003 | 2m0 | 286 A0 52 2,49
T e G T i 62 1,487
2005 | 1,872 174 157 1,856
2006 | 165 | a 200 | 1914
AR rer - | T M ) § 2,567
2008 3,019 29 273 3.263
TOTAL | 9o | 1199 AR o g AL 19566

SOURCE SP PManning Deparement

a. Type and Location of New Construction, 2000 - 2008

Most of thie new construction in the last nine years has occurred in larger structures, with
85% of the housing developed in buildings with more than ten units (Table [-24). South of
Marker absorbed most of the new housing developmenit since 2000, accounting for over 8,070
new units or almost 43% of all new housing during that period; Dowrtown and the Western
Addition follow with roughly 3,465 and 1,504 respecrively, together accounting for over 26%
of new housing (Table 1-25 and Map 1-4). The largely residential districts of the Richmiond,
Inner and Outer Sunser, Ingleside, Central and South Central, combined, nictted only 13% of
the additional units to the City's housing stock.

009430
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Estimated New Housing
Construction Potential with
Proposed Rezonisig of
Select Neighborhoods.
San Francisco, 2008
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2. Housing Potential Under New Zoning Proposals

Tirough multi-year community planning efforts, the City of San Francisco has recently up-
dated zoning controls for over 1/3 of the city. These planning efforts developed appropriate
zoning, heighrs, bulks, and densities in balance with infrastructure and funding stracegies
to support new growth, A number of other planning cfforts are underway including Balboa
Fark. the Transbay Terminal District, and Japantown which will result in increased residential
development potential.

Table [-66 below derails the estimated additional potential capacity with rezening in planning

initiatives currently underway.

Linder Current Zoning Whn Propesed Rezonmg ¢
Undevcioped  SoltSies TotiEstrate | e New - Pedd
Rezoning
Executive Park 114 97 211 1600 | 1,389
Glen Park 5 6 1 100 | 89
Japantown S 514 63 | Tobe determined
ParkMerced T T 3 5600 5.507
Transbay Termnal 44 78 122 1,200 1,078
Visitacion Valley * 885 460 |,' 1.345 | 1,200 0
Western SoMa - ass 143 | 1200 2700 | 1491
india Basin ‘ 1,200 h 1,200
Hunters Point Shipyard . 1,500 4,000 2,500
Candiestick Point 7.500 ' 7,500
Treasure lsian& t ' I [ 8,000 ‘ 8.000
TOTALS | 166 1898 5014 33100 = 28844

Rezoaing of the Schlage [ ock iz

SOURCE: SF Manning Meparrtres

3. Plans for Future Affordable Housing Construction

Stable government support in the last few years covered almost all of the affordable housing
production. Public subsidies tend to fund very low and low-income housing, with very limited
grants allocated for moderate-income home buyers. The revised and expanded irclusion-
ary affordable housing requirement is expected to improve the provision of new housing for
households earning moderate incomes. For example, an annual average of 209 inclusionary
2ffordable units wers built in the five years from 2004 te 2008 as a resule of this change. In
comparison, only 128 inclusionary units were built from 1992 o 2000, or an annual avsrage
f 16 units,
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

City and County of San Francisco ¢ 1660 Mission Street, Suite 500 = San Francisco, California » 94103-2414

MAIN NUMBER DIRECTOR'S OFFICE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR PLANNING INFORMATION COMMISSION CALENDAR
(415) 558-6378 PHONE: 558-6411 PHONE: 558-6350 PHONE: 558-6377 INFO: 558-6422
4TH FLOOR STH FLOOR MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL INTERNET WEB SITE
FAX: 558-6426 FAX: 558-6409 FAX: 558-5991 SFGOV.ORG/PLANNING
MEMORANDUM

DATE: May 6, 2004

FOR HEARING ON: May 13, 2004

TO: Members of the Planning Commission

FROM: Lawrence B. Badiner, Acting Director of Planning

iTEM: Case No. 2000.465M

Resolution of Adoption of the Update and
Amendrent of the Housing Element of the General Plan

STAFF CONTACT: Teresa Ojeda, 558-6251

REVIEWED EY: Amit Ghosh, Chief of Comprehensive Planning
ACTION Adopting a Resolution of Adoption of the Update and
REQUESTED: Amendment to the Housing Element of the General Plan

The Housing Element of the Gereral Plan contains the objectives, policies and implementing programs
guiding housing development in San Francisco. It is one of seven mandatory elements of the General
Plan and state mandate requires its periodic update. The current Housing Element — called the Residence
Element — was adopted on September 13, 1990. An underlying principle of the General Plan is “the
provision for the housing needs of all economic segments of the community.”

Part I of the Housing Element Proposal for Adoption describes and analyzes changes in San Francisco’s
population, household and housing stock characteristics since 1990. It evaluates existing and projected
housing needs resulting from population and job growth and projections. Part I also identifies special
user groups ard their housing needs. An inventory of land suitable for residential development is
included in Part I and is followed by an examination of potential governmental and non-governmental
constraints to housing production.

Part II of the Housing Element Proposal for Adoption contains a comprehensive set of housing objective
policies and implementing programs. It continues many existing City housing policies that emphasize
affordable housing production, permanent housing affordability, and the protection of existing housing
stock. Six new policies reinforce current housing policies by expanding land capacity necessary to
increase housing production; directing new housing tc appropriate locations, especially in areas well
served by transit and other urban amenities; and emphasizing design and density controls to enhance
existing neighbortiood character.
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special user groups such as the homeless, physically disabled, elderly, minorities, families with
hildren, and artists, and specifies the housing affordability levels needed by these households.

Part I also contains an inventory of land suitable for residential developmient and examines

potential constraints to meeting the City’s housing needs. It notes that meeting the estimated

housing need will require a rate of housing production far greater than what has been achieved in

previous years.
Ohbjectives, Policies and Implementing Programs

Part IT contains a comprehensive set of housing objectives and policies that are the framework
for decision-making, priority setting and program implementation. It continues many existing
City housing policies that emphasize affordable housing production, permanent affordability, and
the protection of the existing housing stock. New policies strive to expand land capacity
necessary to increase housing production, will direct new housing to appropriate locations,
especially in areas well served by transit and other urban amenities, and wil! emphasize design

and density controls that enhance existing neighborhood character.

Objectives and policies are general in nature and are followed by related implementation actions.

P'or these implementation actions to succeed, three major prerequisites must be met:
= An adequate supply of land must be identified;
» Regulatory and other impediments must be removed while incentives are identified and
provided; and
» Adequate financing must be available for both private and non-profit housing

development.

I'wo General Plan priority policies form the basis upon which inconsistercies in this Element
and other parts of the General Plan are resolved. These are:

e That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; and

¢ That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to

preserve the cultural and econormic diversity of our neighborhoods.

Adopted May 13, 2004

000082
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Table I-59
. Estimated Housing Potertial With Proposed Re-Zoning of Select Neighborhoods
Under Current Zoning With Proposed Re-Zoning*
Area Additional Potential Units|
. Undeveloped Soft Sites Total Estimate Total New Estimate with Re-zoning
Better Neighborhoods Program
Balboa Park 276 210 486 800 to 3,150 314 to 2,664
. Central Waterfront 317 367 684 1,100 to 1,500 41610 816
: Market & Octavia 1,470 575 2,045 7,500 to 13,000 5,455 to 10,955
Sub-Total 4,515 1,152 3,215 9,400 to 17,650 6,185 to 14,435
. Eastern Neighborhoods Community Planning Area
South of Market 1,112 266 1,378 6,000 to 11,400 4,622 to 10,022
Mission 961 128 1,089 4,600 to 6,600 . 3511105511
. Potrero / Showplace Square 321 25 346 3,800 to 6,900 3,454 to 6,554
South Bayshore 1,731 296 2,027 1,800 to 3,600 - 22710 1,573
. Visitaction Valley 390 183 573 1,313 740
. Sub-Total 4,515 898 5,413 17,513 10 29,813 12,100 to 24,400
TOTALS 9,030 2,050 | 8628 | | 269131047463 | 18.2851038835

* Re-zoning propasals include a range of scenarios.
** Re-zoning of the Schiage Lock site.

6. Housing on Public Land

5

Most San Francisco city agencies do not own large tracts of land that do not serve as part
of their stated mission. There are occasional exceptions, for example when new
technology results in operational changes or when departmental objectives change.over
time. A few city agencies, notably MUN I and the San Francisco Unified School District,

have found over time that some of their parcels can be disposed of or can be utilized for a

mixture of other uses.

a. San Francisco Muricipal Railways: MUNI, in particular, has been exploring new uses

for its surplus sites where future housing development might be possible.

Housing Element Part I 100 Adopted May 13, 2004
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IMPLEMENTATION 11.5

» The Planning Department will continue to study the construction methods and design

components of well-designed housing that enhances the existing urban fabric of San

Francisco.

= The Planning Department will continue to use the Residential Design Guidelines when

reviewing projects.

= Each project will be considered on its own merit and on its ability to make a positive

contribution to the immediate neighborhood and the City.

POLICY 11.6
Employ flexible land use controls in residential areas that can regulate inappropriately

sized development in new neighborhoods, in downtown areas and in other areas through a

Better Neighborhoods type planning process while maximizing the opportunity for housing

near transit.

Increased allowable densities should not detract from established neighborhood characteristics.
In many cases, design and efficient site uses can make use of maximum housing densities while

keeping resulting units affordable and compatible with neighboring structures.

IMPLEMENTATION 11.6

= The City will continue to promote increased residential densities in areas well served by

transit and neighborhood compatible development with the support and input from local

neighborhoods.

Housing Element Part I1 203 Adopted May 13, 2004
«
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Appendix C

PRELIMINARY WORK PROGRAM FOR IM ‘LEMENTING
THE HOUSING ELEMENT

" Recources Needed
Ob:;m:::‘:n'::;'cy Implementation Action Target Dates
i Staft Other Resources
Housing El t| Complete and hold hearings on Housing Element 0.5 FTE June 2003
f: h::ngs 11 g ! 11 121 Complete and hold hearings on new Land Use Element, which for the
3.16,1.8 1111 ¢t time would establish the policy basis for the Citywide Action Plan 2.0FTE $50,000 December 2004
11.2,11.6, 11.8, .
119 (CAP) in one element of the General Plan.
Camplete public information exchange, draft and hold hearings on
Policies 11.5, 11.8] amendments to the Urban Design Element to establish the policy 2.0FTE $100,000 December 2004
basis for the CAP.
Policies 10.4, 11.2 gpAc;ate Community Facilites Element for form the palicy basis for the To be determined
Complete Eastern Neighborhoods planning process and draft
permanent zoning controls
Policies 1.1, 12, i
1.3, 14,16, 1.7, isitacion Valley 5.0 FTE September 2002
24,41,4.4,51 South of Market, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill,
Mission, South Bayshors. $500,000 December 2004
Complete Environmental iImpact Report (EIR),
Naw Downtown Neighborhoods and Transit Corridor Plans
. Adopt Pe(manent 2oning controls for Rincon Hill, Balt Park Special 0.5 FTE S.F. Redevelopment December 2004
Policles 11.1, Use District Agency
112,113,117 P
' § ' General Plan amendments arid adopt permanent zoning coritrols S.F. Redevelopment
118, for Transbay Terminat and Mid-Market Redevelopmert Areas LRzl Agency Dacamber 2004
Draft and hold hearings for permanent controls in other downtown
neighborroods and other fransit-served corridors el $350,000 ReemusH2008
Better Neighborhoods Programs
. Complete EIR, draft zoning amendments and continue program
Policies 11.1, jmplementation of Market and Octavia 1.5FTE TiE2004
11.2,11.3,11.7,
11.8 Preliminary zoning schemes for Central Waterfront and Balboa .
Park Specific Plars 05FTE $800,000 To be determined
Begin Geary Boulevard Better Neighborhood program 3.0FTE $600,000 To be determined
Complete planning studies requested by the Board of Supervisors;
analyze and process Board-sponsored Code amendments AT $50,000 On-going Program
Policy 2.6 Study various means for encou.raglng. legalization of housing in To be determined
appropriate areas and for keeping units affordable
Policy 1.4 Approvat of new in-fill housing construction On-going Program
Housing Flemer:t Appendices 248 Adopted May 13, 2004
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San Francisco Housing Development

(OLA #: 005-03)

To: Members of the Board of Supervisors

From: Willow Schrager, Melissa Sills, and Greg Wagner with Adam Van de Water, Office of the Legislative Analyst
Date: June 11, 2003

RE: San Francisco Housing Development

Summary and Scepe of Work

Supervisor McGoldrick requested that the Office of the Legislative Analyst (OLA), working with graduate students at UC Berkeley's Goldmu
of Public Policy, research barriers to residential housing- development-irr S Francisco amd M aniiisie s of action the Board.of
“Bupervisors could take to overcome them. As part of this an:

alysis, the OLA is requ&sled o compare San me;clsco 1o other comparable cities and to
consult with appropriate stakeholders in the development of any recommendations or conclusions,

Executive Summarv

San Francisco consistently falls short of its housing production goals. Over the past decade, housing production has not kept pace with employment
and population growth. As a result, housing has become unaffordable for nany

of the city's residents, commuting to jobs in the city has mcreased,
and many of the city's households are becoming overcrowded. These trends threaten the health of the City"

S economy, citizens, and natura]
—eavironment. If the City does not take new steps to stimulate housing production, these Teads are expected to continue;

There are several strategies the City can pursue to meet housing production goels. These stretegies involve reducing the direct costs of construction and
the uncertainty costs of the development process. By reducing these costs, the City can encourage housing production and create more competition in
the development market. This report details the following strategies for stimulating housing production:
v Rezone land use,
- Relax floor-to-area restrictions for housing development downtown;
/ Incriase height and density allowances along major transit corridors:
o Provide direct subsidies to affordable housing dev

/- Alter parking requirements;

elopers;

Maintain consistency of development fees;

Pursue prograni environmental impact reports;

Revise conditional use requirements; and

Minimize time delays associated with discretionary review.

Many of these policy changes will create significant cost savings o housing developess. The City benefits from these costs savings because more
mofitable development opportunities draw new developers imto the market and increase the overall housing supply. The City can also benefit by
making regulatory changes designed to increase affordable housing production or mcreases in developer fees that can be used to fund City services

Muny of these strategies can be packaged to create comprzhensive approaches to neighborhood development. Comprehensive approaches mvolve one
coamnumity-wide planning process that altows for substantial community input and Tequires significant upfront investments from the planning
depurtment. Developers ars willing to fund such programs, howzver, in exchange for the cost-savings they create in the long-run. The City alsc
bencfits in the long-run from increased housing developruent, well-planned communities, and happy residents.

http://s\‘gov.org/site/bdsupvrs_page.asp?idf17966 G l} 2 (v 3
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v and moderate income levels will continue 10 . PALE ButuvI—. —

able 3. Projected Occupational Growth by Income Category

Income Category Job Growth - Percent New Jobs
Very Low ' - 1770 - 48%
Low - 2070 %
Moderate 7120 29%
Above Moderate  — 3.310 ) 14%
1OTAL ' 24,270 100%

; "S(’;‘u;z“éA abfoniia Employment Development Deparment. Avatable: Tttp:frwww.calis.cativmstgor

As shiown in Table 3, San Francisco's workforce will continue to need Lousing growth at all incorne levels and especially for very low income
workers. City effosis to mcrease housing affordability and growth should begir: with an undarstanding of how City regulations impact housing prices
and supply

¥ flccts of Regulation on Housing Prices and Supply

¢irowtk: controls and regulations drive up the price of housing. Because regulations can reduce e ability of housing suppliers to respond to the
Jemand for housing, vacancy rates decline as demanders compete for existing units, and housing prices rise accordingly. There is a substantial body of
cconomic Tesearch showing that, when controlling for other factors, higher levels of regulation prevent housing construction from responding 10
mcreases in demand, axd consequently drive up housing prices. In the Iate 1980's Lawrance Katz and Kenneth Rosen found that the presence of strong
growtk controls increased housing prices between 17 percent and 38 percent Ir: & more recent analysis of 56 U.S. cities, Stephen Malpezzi found San
| \uncisco to have the highest level of housing regulations of any city and, consequently, the highest rent and purchase prices for Lousing. Based on
this study, Malpezzi concluded that a high-regulation city would have rent prices 17 percent higher and purchase prices 51 persent higher than a tity
with law levels of regulation.
-——

{n addition to housing prices, high levels of regulation also affect the quzntity of housing supplied. In the same study discussed above, Malpezzi
entirrates that high-regulation environments reduce development permits by 42 percent rclative to low-regulation environments. Thus, fewer projects
will go forward into developznent where regulatio is high and housing supply will be restricted The Malpezzi study also showed that high regulats
levels have the indirect effect of reducing home ownership rates by about 10 perceringe points.?

Although regulation has been shown to increase housing prices ahd reduce housing supply, regulatior: may also create substantial benefits for the C
Hownng development regulation allows the City to comtrel traffic and congestion and proteet e environment. Regulation also allows the City 0 p
nd wmwsmmmﬂpubhe services vosty asseomted with new residential development. If the- @ity connotprovide the \
uisstructure and services wew residents will need, for example, it may be beneficial to slow growth through regulation. Finally, many of San

}iancisco's regulations on housing development benefit current residents by granting them the power 1o maintain their neighborhood character thro
davelopment reviews,

Westricting housirg growth, however, can also impose a number of costs on the City The current disparity between housing supply anrd need three

1 weaken the economy by giving otlzer cities a comparative advantage in the labor market High housing prices lead to commuting, and overcrowd
which reduce the productivity and heslth of employees and citizens. In addition, the transportation system and natural environment of the Bay Are
_ontinues to be heavily burdened by high levels of commuting. The diversity of the City 15 also {hreatened as housing prices escalate and
aconomically less-advantaged groups re pushed out of the Sean F rancisco housing market. These groups may include low-income workers, racial snd
atluic minorities, large families, seniors, and young adults. Lastly, bomeownership, which may create BUMETOUS social benefits including improved
mmntcnmnee of the housing stock, greater political stability, and less gentrification. is very low in San Francisco.

When tee City chooses to create of maintain regulations on the housing markel, it should do 5o because the benefits of these regulations outweigh the
sosls. Successful regulation, howevet, requires government to have extestsive information about markets, costs, and benefits This report provides
\iormation about the costs and benefits of the current regulatory environincnt in San Francisco.JSMimately, the recommended strategies are those that
will reduce costs while maintaining or increasing benefits to the City

Direct and Uncertainty Costs of Housing Development

{ touying supply will increase in San Francisco as barriers to development are lifzed or altered. Barriers to development include high direct costs cf-
_anstruction and high uncertainty costs associated with the development process. Direct costs are the xphicit financial costs of creating housig, and
uulndethingssuchashnd,hbor,cmmﬁmmamhbmdfees.msﬂmem,u:dkwwstsmhousing developmeulmamonsﬂmhighﬁtt
\iu- nation. San Francisco is 8 mature eity and much of the land available for resideraial development has been built ovt. i1 additron, theeity is
awnricimded on three sides by water, which limits expansiomwconwnﬁonmots are also relatively expensive due to higher labor wages and
Jow-density construaction. These factors drive up the price of development and. as a result, reduce the supply of housing overall because fewer project:
are profitable. Many of these direct costs cannot feasibly be reduced through local policy, at least in the short tesmn. For example, the costs of
« onstruction matenals are determined in the national market, and labor costs are determined through negotiations largely outside of the City's contro
| nnd costs are one of the few direct costs that can vary substantially over time. Unlike construction costs, which are relatively fixed over umeg%iu
of acquiring a given piece of land is determined by the value of the housing ihat can be built on it, making land much n:ore expensive in a city ke
i Francisco where housing prices afe high. To the extent that new housing supply can lower housing prices, land values will decline over time,
further lowering costs ard allowing e¥en more new housing to be built

!
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cost of parking, they may be more likely to make the decision to forgo paying for it, which in tura wouid lead develo
construction with lower parking ratj i of i

\ id for umits without purking is strong: on
average, single family units without parking sold 5 days faster than umits with parking, and cordominium units without parking sold 40 days
faster than units with parking &2 Although developers are currently allowed to unbundle parking, many are hesitant to do 50, Seine developers
may fear lower return on parking spaces if their price is determined explicitly on the market, rather than being folded into hcusing prices. In
addition, both lenders and developers may be wary of unbiindling because there s little precedent to provide highly-predictable estimates of the
price an unb:indled parking space will fetch o the market. In other

words, many developers are siraply hesitant to expenment with
non-traditional raethods of parking provision, Explicit encouragement of unbundling in City poli

licy may help to legitinize the practice
6. Maimntain Development Fees

The City charges developers a variety of fees for permitting and to offset developmient mpacts. It is within the City's power to reduce or waive those
fees in order to lower costs and stimulate housing

development, However, fee reductions would have substantia) negative impacts on the City's
planning and app-oval furctions, and are unlikely to lead o a significant increase in housing production.

Econoraic theory holds that if fees are clearly defined and c?msistcntly applied, they will be absorbed in lower land costs and will not be a barrier to
development. Fees are an expected cost of development, and will not unduly discourage housing development if they are predictable and can be
plamed for at the early stages of the development process

: eigh the benefits In many
increased fees in exchange for greater certainty in other aspects of the development process. The City can, however, encourage housing developmert by
taking steps to ensure that fees are predictable, transpar=nt and evenly applied Avy increase in fees should be phased in so as not to impact housing
already making its way through the development process

Strategies to Reduce the Uncertainty Costs of Development

San Francisco can pursue a number of strategies to reduce the uncertainty costs of development, includmg:
(1) Pursuing program environmental impact reports,
(2) Revising conditional use requirements; and

(3) Reducing the costs of discretionary review.

} housing production. and partially accounts for the high prices consumers fage: it forces developers and lenders to
raise their required profit margins on all projects to cover

their losses on projects that are unpredictably delayed. These increases in profit margins are
ultimately passed on to renters and homebuyers

The cost of delays o developers can range from 31000 t0 $2500 per day,

Ihrough these two avenues-the necessity of local experieace and political connections-uncertainty ir: the pemmiiting process works to limit competition
tn the housing development market in San Francisco.

{1 the City can increase certainty, reduce delays, and depoliticize the permit approval process, lower ¢osts to developers and increased
withm the housing development market wi]] result. Reducing uncertainty

I Pursue Program Environmentsa} Impact Reports

\ )
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_,"—’ Floor-to-area restrictions (FAR), designed to protect airspace and limit oifice development downtown, could be relaxed for housing development.

Currently, the City places limits on the total amount of square footage of building space that can be built on a given block. In some cases developers
can exceed this limit, but they must purchase the air space from historical buildings in the area. Because office space is more profitable than housing,
it is often not profitable to acquire land and airspace for housing downtown. Relaxing the FAR for housing, but not for commiercial space, would give
housing a comparative advantage. This area of the city is a desirable location for new housing because it is a transit-intensive and an employment
center. The downtown area is also one of the few locations in the city that could accommodate very high-density projects in close proximity to transit
without altering the character of the neighborhood.

Housing developers assert that lifting the FAR for housing would have a sigaificant impact on housing development. When interviewed, develope
estimated that new housing production could be as high as 10,000 and 25,000 units over time. 1% These are only estimates, and the true increase i
housing production that would result from a change in the FAR would depend on several economic Tactors mcluding how the demand for residen
uses of land in downtown would change relative to commmercial uses and what additional requirements the City would place on developers. Ata
minimum, we can conclude that if the lifting of FAR leads to an annual incr=ase of even one high-density development, thea this policy change v
substantially i:crease housing production for the City. For example, one new very large development in downtown could produce three hundred o
more additional housing units, which represents about 20 percent of the City's annual housing short{all,

Relaxine the FAR would make housing development more profitable downtown and allow developers to reap substantial gains. The City can sha
these gains with developers by requiring more affordable housing units or increasing fecs that could be targeted toward affordable housing develo}

in exchange for relaxing the FAR. If the City does not place such requirements cn developers, some of the gains will accrue to landowners in
downtown because they may now be able to charge higher prices for their land. Ary additional requirensents on developers in downtown, howeve
would require an economic study to ensure the ew burdens will not be set at a level so high: as to outweigh the benefits of the change, making
development unfeasible. Alternatively, the City could start by asking developers to include more affordable units in exchange for relaxing of FAR and
observe the response of developers. Based on this response, the City could alter the criginal request.

3. Increase Height and Density Allowances .
Many San Francisco neighborhoods have strong restrictions on the density of :ew housmg developments. These restrictions are often designed to
maintain the character of the neighborhioods and reasonable levels of congestior: and traffic. Along high-transit corridors, however, the city is better
able to accommodate rzore residents and higher-density housing. Higher density housing skould be also be targeted at high-transit neighborhoods and
areas where substantial public services are already in place to sustain new residents. I mpheerted well, altering density allowances for some areas of
the city would reduce the direct costs associated with development and, thercfore, lead to more housing production. Figurs 2 shows how increasing
density allowances could increase housing production:

Figure 2. Increased Density Allowances Produce More Housing at Lower Costs

1 s 6 7 ls s | ] =
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Density Density
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Increased density allowances allow for more units to be built and make more projects profitable by spresding some of the costs across more units, The
City could link these increased density allowances with higher levels of affordable housing. Furthermore, lower costs per unit mean that developers
will not have to compensate as much for the production of an affordable unit as the value of the umt will b closer to the cost of producing that unit.

Raising the current hzight limitations along transit corridors and in residential-commercial nci\ghborhouds would also encourage increases in housing

productior: generally and could atlow for the construction of more affordable units. As Figure 3 shows, the City could raise height limitation from 40
feet to 50 feet, which would allow developers to build an extra floor of housing.

Tyt
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market rate housmg development, one of the primary barriers to affordable housing congtruction 45 the limited poel of money gvai

?jy rigures. increased Height Allowances Produce More Housng at Lower Costs
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Changes to curr=nt height restrictions would allsw developers to take on some projects that are not currently profitable, For many developments, the
cost of adding an additional story or a small number of additional wnits is small i proportior: to the cost of the development as a whole. Because

additional units are built at lower cost, the average cost per unit in the developmesit is usually lowered as developers are able to build upward 11 1y
exchange for the additional profits higher height limits ay bring, developers could be

required to provide more affordable Lousing units or increased
fees to fund affordable housing. For example, a developer could be allowed to build an extra story, provided that some of the vmnits on that additional

sitive impacts on general and affordable housing
are already in place to serve new residents,

4. Provide Direct Subsidies to Affordable Housing Developers

Construction of affordable housing is often directly subsidized by government. High land and corstraction costs in San Francisco make direct
subsidies particularly ircportant to housing production for low income residents. Although other policy changes could stimulate both affordable and
irect

Affordable housing developers in San Francisco face many of the same barriers as developers of market rate housing. They may encounter high

cornpetition for available lard, uncertainty in the approval 58, and opposition from nearby residents, But affordable housing develo e
cor:strained even further by the fact that mm@%vmw ATEing MgHer Sile prices of fent.

New affordable housing, particularly housing reserved for residents at very low mcorue levels, will not be provided by the market without significant
public intervention. It can cost well over $200,000 per unit to develop affordable housirg, However, housiiig that serves a family making 25 percent
of the Area Median Income (AM1) (or $19,375 for a family of three) can be renited for only $533 per month, which amounts to only $6,396 per year.
Given this wide disparity between development costs and the amount of mnoney that can be recovered through the rental price of these umits, it is
impossible for developers to provide thgfn at a profit. In fact, a subsidy of weli over $| 00,000 per unit would be required to make such a develepment
fensible. A development with housing units priced for income levels somewhere near 70 percent of AMI would be required for a developermreak
<ven and recover basic development costs-13 Even at that income level, it would be unpossible to obtain financing on the market for such a
development, since financers will not make loans for developments without a substantial projected profit margin.

Some affordable housing production has been achieved through inclusionary housing pclicies, which requirs developers to pravide a certain percentage
of affordable units in market rate housing developments, However, only about 5 percent of affordable housing has been produced through inclusionary
tequizements in the last few years, and although the new inclusionary housing policy adopted in 2002 is expected to increase tha: amount, it will not
he enough to meet the city's large affordable housing deficit 1<

Iistorically, the federal government hes provided significant funding for affordable housing construction. Over the last few decades, however, anrual

felerel funding for housing construction has dec lined by nearly $15 billior, leaving local governments responsible for a significant amount of new
construction 12 [ 2000-2001, local funding sources were responsible for 86 percent of publicly subsidized affordable housing construction. I recent
vears San Francisco has provided funding for affordable l:ousing construction primarily through: tax-increment tinancing from Redevelopreent Areas

such as the hotel tax ard job-housing linkage
progrant. )

the number of units produced using local funding sourzes depends on a number of factors. One such fa
1ves, 1ousing for very low income residents (below 50 percent of AM:) requires larg
!hus the Ty ChOOSE W PFoVIde deep hsid :

ctor is the income level that the new housing

unit than housing for higher income categories.
=i wits but serve the neediesT people, 67 miore modesT STBSIAS nch
: 5. The question of whelher 16 prodiice Tewer Taghly subsidized TS Tar
tly higher income categories is a policy decision that must be made by City leaders

%o called "demand-side” strategies, which ain: to make housing affordable by increasing the purchasing power of lower-income individuals, have been
es

ahichied i great detail, For example, subsidies could be used to help moderate ircome individuals purchase new homes. While such approaches do not
tiree thy mcrease housing production, they can have an mpact on the share of new units that are conswned by low- and moderate income mdividuzls

002840
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them as a compliment to policies emphasizing housing productiof. It should be noted, however, that using subsidies to ensure permanent affordability
of rental units can in many cases distribute the benefits of the subsidies ove: a larger number of mdividuals and over a greater length of time. For
example, depending on how they are structured, down-payment assistance programs may help an individual to purchase a home at an affordable price,

, but then allow that mdividual to Iater sell the housing unit at market rate. While such programns help to build wealth among lower-income residents,
they confer the benetits of the subsidy to one person at one time, without maintainimg the affordability of the housing unit over the long-term.

The Proposition A housmg has been a primary spurce of affordable housing subsidtes since the first bonds were issued in 1998, ar:d will continue to
be until the remaining funds are expended over the next few years, That bond was used to subsidize construction of over 1,300 units of affordable
housing, or roughly Tour Tull years Worlli of alfordable tiousing production at the city's average rate of 320 units per year over the last 10 years. A large
portion of the units funded by Proposition A have been dedicated 1o very low incormne levels. Bond funds can aiso be an effective means of investing
in housing pmductlon because they can be used to leverage other fundmg sources. This is particularly true in light of State-imposed restrictions on the
gbility \1 ts to access other funding so e i

E B E=

All of the funds from the Proposition A bond are now either spent or conunitted. As a result, the City will face a dramatic reduction in the pool of
subsidies available for affordable housing construction in the comimg yesrs. Propesition B, which would have authorized a second affordable h:ousing
general obligation bond issue in 2002, did not receive the two-thirds of votes required for approval under State law. However, some State legislators
are currently cousidering a proposal that would allow local governments to determine for themselves the threshold for voter approval of new
expenditures. If such a proposal were adopted, San Francisco could potentially lower the threshold for voter approval of housing investment funds
from the current 67 percent level, increasing the likelihood that new funding sources will be approved.

j | ] i
3 i

In any case, San Francisco will face extraordinary barriers to meeting the projected reed for affordable housing without identifying significant new
funding sources m the near future, even if other regulatory changes are made to stirulate affordable housing produstion.

5. Alter Parking Requirements

g developrment m San Francisco because They
ion on a given piccc ol land

C unent parking requu‘emmt ep

Currently, the City requires one parking space for every new housing unit in riany zoning classifications (this requirement is also known as the
one-to-one parking ratio). This requirement is much higher than in many desise wrban arcas. In general terms, strict parking requirements reduce a
dzveloper's ability to adapt physical design of a new building (and thus the finat:cial viability of a new development) to match the particular
characteristics of a given parcel of land. There are two ways that parking requircrients can inhibit developers from maximizing the housing potent

a given site. Kirst, par spaces are relatively costly to construct, especially in a dense urban area such as San F

be easily co Estimates of the cost ol constructing parkmng rarge from 317,000 to $50,000 per space. This
cxpense adds to the average development cost per unit, and therefore increases the amount of money that must be recovered in sale prices or renta
rates. For affordable units, the increased costs mean greater subsidies must be provided to mike development financially viable. Second, parking
occupies physical space that could otherwise be used for additional housing units In addition, the requirements can reduce the height or density of
developments because only a limited number of parking spaces can be economically constructed given the geometry of the land parcel, thus limiting
the units accompanying them

Il = B E

Tke Cost of Providing Parking

At cost of $17,000 to $50,000 per space, perking construction can be a significant coreponer:t of development costs, These costs must be recovered
by developers either through increased sale value of the new housing, or through increased development subsidies in the case of atfordable or
rent-restricted units,

In market rate developments, especially those serving higher income levels, a parkmg space often adds substantial value to the sale price per housing
unit. A 1996 statistical analysis of hoine sale prices estimates that a parking space can ircrease the sale value per unit by $38,000 to $46,000,

although some developers anecdotally estimate this figure at a higher amount ! 7 Thus, in some cases, parking costs can be recovered through higher
sule value, and may even be desirable to developers when they can be sold at a profit. However, iz some market rate projects, developers would be able
10 increase profits by reducing parking and adding additional housing units. The extent to which this will occur will depend on the specific
churacteristics of sites and developments, and is very difficult to estimate. lewever, some portion of market rate developments would surely take
udvantage of moreased flexibility in parking requirements,

In more modestly priced developments the cost of parking provision can be a liability tc developers. This is especially true in developmests serving
lower-mcome groups. In such developments, the cost of parking provision is difficult to recover through higher sale prices, and therefore
subsidies or lower levels of affordability are requir ollsct the cosis of construchion. F eveloper who would
otherwise have constructed units to serve very low-income groups (less than 50 percent of AMI) may be forsed to make a higher portion of unjts in a
development serve moderate income groups TR pertenlof Z0TTR order tc recover the Righer construchon costs associated with parking through
tugher rents, The Planning Department estimates that a $52,200 capitsl subsidy is required tor development of a low ircome housing unit (5¢ percent

10 79 percent of AMI ).—5 1# parking is not provided for such a unit, the cost savings could eli:inate the need for half of the subsidy required for
development.

Iuble 4 below calculates the cost savings for reduced parking under three scerarios, and corapares those savings to the estimated arour:t of subsidies
needed to produce the units. While imperfect, this comparison gives a rough estimate of the pessible reduction in affordable kousing costs that could
tesult from lowering parking requiremnents. Lower subsidies could save local government money, or the savmgs could be used to fund additional
uttordable housing projects. The three scenarios assume reductions of 25 percent, 50 percent and 75 percent in the amount of parking spaces
onstructed for affordable housing units after eliminating the one-to-one parking requiremernt

Tuble 4. Cost Savings from Parking Reductions in Affordable Housing Developments as a Percentage of Annusl Subsidies
http://sfgov.arg/site/bdsupvrs_page.asp?id=17966
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‘Aunual Average Production, 'Total Capital Subsidies per ‘Cost Savings of Parking ‘Cost Savings as a Percent of
1989-1998 Year J Reduction Annual Subsidies

(Millions of $) (Millions of $)

VeryLow  Low Income’ 'Ven- Low  Low Income 'Vety Low  Low Income 'Very Low  Low Income
Income Income Income Income

‘Scenario 1:25% 220 152 3729 7.9 1375 "950 3.7% 12%
reduction in -

- g F - * 3 -
Scenario 2: 50% 220 152 3729 7.9 275 1.9 7.4% 24.1%
reduction

Scenario 1: 75% 220 152 3729 7.9 4125 285 11.1% 36.1%
n

Source: Annual average p-oduction and capital subsidy needs estimates are from SF Plaaning Department Housing Element Draft for Public
Review, 2001, p. 100 and 101, respectively. These figures assume a $25.600 cost per parking spaces, which is based on estimates JSrom several

sources including the Housing Element, SPUR, Reducing Housing Costs by Rethinking Parking Requirements and Nosprofit Hous:ng Association
of Northem California, Rethinking Residential Parking.

Table 4 shows that direct cost savings to affordable housing developers resulting from increased flexibility in parking requirernents could have a major
effect in offsetting the need for capital subsidies from the public sector. Witk tastenials, construction and land costs somewhat fixed over the medium
term, parking is one of the few direct costs to developers that could be reduced by a relatively costless policy change.

Furthermore, the lower cost associated with parking ratio reductions can reduce the price of hiousing, making it more accessible to people with lower
mcomes. For example, one econoinic study found ti:at 20 percent more San Franciscar: ouseholds would qualify for mortgages for units without

parking than for units with p»:«rkiug.—l-9
Use of Floor Area for Parking

A parking space can occupy 400 square feet of floor space or more, includirg circulatior: space and the area used for ramps and driveways in pal

structures 29 Given housing units of 800 square feet or less, these parking spots cau take U a large proportion of space that could be dedicated
housing, Figure 4 shows how reduced parking requiremneats can be used to zllow for a greate: number of housing units in a developmentonag
land parcel with & set height limit:

Figure 4. Reduced Parking Requirements Can Allow for More Housing
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In sume developments, parking requirements may also restrict housing by impeding a developer's atility to build up to the height limit on a given
land parcel. It can be very expensive to build n:ulti-level parking facilities, ard even mere expensive to build parking underground. Asa result, the
total number of housing units can be limited by the number of parking spaces that fit on the first level. For example, Figure 5 inodels a development
on & picce of land that is large enough to accommodate 10 parking spaces on the first level, but with a height limit that would allow more than 16
tuits of kousing, In this case, the developer will have to determine whether it Is eccnomical to build additional parking facilities that will allow
voustiuction of additional units. For the additional units to be built, the revenuc they create would have to outweigh the costs of constructing

ndditional parking.

)
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direct costs dramatcally reduce the SUPPLY ol ow- 81Kl MOGETAte-INCOMIE UUUSHIE USLaUST Wt VARspas s wiv samss woas v = << < o5
sala or rentals to low- and moderate-income residents. Thus, for-profit developers rarely tnke on projects benefiting low- and modemte income
residents because these projects result the lowest rate of reurn.  ~

Uncertamty costs include the level of risk developers take on when they choose to build. All developers experience uncertainty in the buildmg prc

*  because real estate markets can change in short periods of time and, therefore, developers build inargins into their profit estimates to protect again

these fluctuatjons. The development process in San Francisco, however, introduces added risk surrounding the permit and approval pzocess. Whe
development 5 is highly uncertain, developers will build kigh margins (20 percent or more) into their estimates to protect agamst possible }
and only take on projects that allow them margins at this level. Reducing the uncertairty in the process will allow developess to reduce their mar,
and take on niore projects, including projects that include more affordable uits.

Taken together, high direct and uncertainty costs reduce competitiop in San Francisco's housing market. Competition is reduced by high direct cc
because new developers have greater difficulty gammg financial backing even for small (but costly) start-up developments. The inaccessibility of 1____
represents a high fixed cost to entering the market. Competition is also reduced by high uncertainty costs because new developers face the costs of
acquiring political capital necessary to increase certainty surrounding the development process. New developers must also acquire information about a
complicated set of regulations in Sar: Frarcisco. These mvestments ir: political capital and information also represent fixed costs of entering the market
and, therefore, act as barriers. Strategically reducing barriers to development and mcreasing compctitior: will improve the long-term health of the local
housmg market.

Strategies to Reduce the Direct Costy of Development
San Francisco can pursue a number of strategies to reduce the direct costs of development, including;
(1) Rezoning land use to increase the supply of land available for housing developruent;
(2) Relaxing Floor-to-Area restrictions for housing development downtown,
(3) Increasing height and density allowances along major transit corridors;
(4) Providing direct subsidies to affordable housing developers,
(5) Altering parki:g requirernents; and
(6) Mairitaining congistency of development fees.

The current development conditions often create a lose-lose scenario for both developers and the City. Reducing the direct costs will result in an

overall gain which can be shared. Gains to developers will lead to increases in housing supply and more competition in the market. In some cases, if
direct costs are reduced for developers, the City will benefit from these gains through higher (ees, and the increased provision of affordable and
reasonably priced units associated with a healthier housing market. The City will also benefit because fower direct costs mean that a greater number of
atfordable Lousing units can be built with current subsidy levels. (

1. Rezone land use

Land use regulations designate land that can be used for commercial, industrial, or residentinl purposes. Although zoning can benefit the City,
econoruic analyses have revealed that land use regulations also drive up the price of laud Tu the carly 1990's, Krisandra Guidry, James Shilling, and
CF. Sirmans showed that the average lot price in unrestrictive cities was $23,842, compared ¢ $50,659 in restrictive cities.2 While land use
regulations have a direct effect on land prices, they also have an indirect effect on housmg prices because they increase the direct costs of building
housing. Along with Philip Srinivasan. Shilling also found that cities with land use regulutions have housing prices 3 percent higher than cities

without these regulations z

ir: San Francisco, about 65 percert of land available for development is zoned for commercial/industrial uses, ar:d less than 3 percent of the City's land
is currently undeveloped and available for residential developmem} One way to addiess the direct costs of land in San Francisco is to rezone some
land for residential purposes. Much of the land m the Eastern areas of San Francisco 1s currently zoned only for industrial or commercial pusposes.
These land use regulations were created decades ago to protect industrial spsce in the city However, the manufacturing mdustry has declined over time
and adjustments could to be made to ensure the best use of available lard.

The Planning Department's City-Wide Action Plan includes mmerous options to 1ezone some of the Eastern areas of ke city to accommodate
residential housing and mixed use buildings. This study outlines three options for rezening the Eastern reighborhioods to provide more land for
residential purposes. All of the options maintain industrial spaces, but some offer more keusing than cthers. The plans ucder consideration skow that
rezoning in these areas could have a large effect on potential housing construction For example, if the City pursued a moderate option (Option B, see
Figare 1), the housing capacity of the city would increase by about 22,600 units. Moderate land use rezering of Fastera neighborhoods could result in
8.000 new urits produced over the next two decades, which would make up zlrcost 25 percent of the annual shorttull in new housing production.'2
Other options under consideration would allow even higher amounts of new constructicn

Benefits to the City will be maximized if efforts to change land use target arcas that have sufficient nfrastructure to accommodate residents without
uermendous public costs and/or allow for appropriate time horizons to create the necessary infiastructure. Also, changes i land use should focus on
lur:d that is underutilized for industrial purposes so that displacement of current land users is minimized. These rezoning efforts will be most effective
if’ they take a neighborhood approach that focuses or: producing jobs and cormmercial centers i addition to residential space. Although the planning of
these areas would be costly for the City, the new neighbort:oods could gererate significant revenue for the City n the long-run.

http://sfgov.org/site/bdsupvrs_page asp?id- 17966
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1 Revise Conditional Us NS pu S P e

ln ot cities, iucluding S ____L nciple Use is typieally the standard
pertnit issued when there i ' \, signed to provide stricter soruting to
projects that are seeking e | J authorizetion, and the pubihc
fcaring that accompanies . i - its and prionities set forth w the
Greneral Plan. . Y. - ;

. N R - . RTRNIIN .] bt LRI .

In San Francisco districts ‘ Wizt v | g Ko muts are currently requued tor all
reslertial developments ¢ W Sgm | LTSI 1 districts are pezmitied only ny
Conditional Usez.31 This . Ly is most desired, #s dew ribed
carher. Since the purpose " ST contradictory that all such
developments should be si i : S e ic review of relatively large
developments, which is a | l . fafes ed to provide an cxtin level of 1eview
for Lig-box retail and othe ___T-_____‘ = e proposed  Suralarly the 40 toot
trigger exists for the purpo ey cter of a neighborhood However
because these CU requirer, l_' TRy tside the scope of the regilation's
mtent. For example, many P SR and referred to 8 Commsion (o
review if necessary Lj__J.

Because many developers T prejects to meet Py codes and
policy objectives, which # SR sult is & lurge numts ol
developments seeking exe ity G B i it

Revising Conditional Use ! !

In order to receive a CU p project design Gty all Planumg Codes
and General Plan policies 5,000) for a decision by the

Commission In addition. al actions taken B%’ﬂlg'r'fmﬁﬁﬁﬁ Uoniitishion fegatahig &'aVAShiient with a LU permit are subject W nppend to the oard
of Supervisors within 30 days. This compels yet enother review of a dzvelopment that has passed environmentzl review, been approvad by the
Plar:ning Commission, and seeks no exemptions to City regulations. Tlese arbitrary review requirements add another degrec of politad nu crmnty
and risk into the approval process. Removing the 40-foot CU requirement in areas that are already zoned for higk-density residentnl would emove
this risk and shorten the review timeline, while simultaneously working to depoliticize the appreval process and encourage developers to onform to
existing siandards.

Itis difficult to project the effectiveness of such a policy change in termns of increase in number of units developed, but this policy Clinnge will save
tune and reduce utcertainty, which will translate mto dollar savings. These factors working together will encourage high density residential
developments. -

[ssuing Principle Permits instead of Conditional Use Permits in cases where developmerts already meet zoning requircments and Genera Plan
priorities also has the potential to save the City a lot of money. Time required for Planning Commissioners to review il decude on the luge nuber
of CU cases, and the Supervisors' time for the Board to hear appeals, is expensive,

3. Minimize Time Delays Associated with Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review (DR) introduces anotker source of uncertainty into the permitting process. DR allews an wchvidul to el o development
project for a minor fee of $125, and bring the appeal before a City commission (see Figure 7). Discretionary Review comes near the end of the
building permit application process, after a developer has already paid for building design and completod an 11, with sipratwant lnnd carving costs
At this point, when a developinent is considered "approvable” by tke City, the applicant is required to mad 8 notwe to communny members

Discretionary Review comes near the end of the application process, after a developer has sigr:ificant sunk co sty

day public review period in which anyone in the City may decide to file a DR request with the Planning Commmssion The Zoning Administrator theg

sets a hearing date "as soon as feasible.”3? The permit is either approved by the Planning Comemission, sppmovesd subject o medifications, denied, or
the case is continued at a future date. Any of these decisions may then be appealed to the Bawrd of Appesls 1he tots! tune for this process before
appeal to the Board of Appeals may be up to 5 months, which means additional carrying costs to developers of $145 000 to $362,500. If no DR
request is filed, a project may still be appealed to the Board of Appeals once the permit is issued Such an appenl must be filed witkin 15 days of the
date of penmit issuance; however, official issuance of a permit by th:e Central Fermit Burcau mav be well atter Planning approval

http://sfgov.org/snte/bdsupws_page asp?id- 17966
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: development and improve cornmumity participation in the plining process ar:d community acceptance of new housing, as described below.
0 hensive ches t sing Development

Specific area plans are a concept ofticially adopted under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in 1979, although they have beet: used
infrequently in San Francisco. Specific area planning allows local governments to for:rulate plans for neighborhood-wide development, and to conduct
an EIR for the changes to the neighborhood as a whole, rather than on a project-by-preject basis. This approach car: also be used to ‘build consensus
through public involvement prior to developmert, allowing development to take place smoothily once developers commit to specific projects,

There ar: several adventages to the comprehensive approach of increasing residential devcloproent First, it helps achieve consensus around a vision for
change, identifying appropriate amounts of new housmg development in appropriate locations. Second, if done correctly, it allows for extensive
community involvement during the planning process, not only in debates over specific projects. Third, it reduces uncertainty for developersand
therefore encourages housing development.

Specific area planning has been used with mixed outcomes in San Francisco along the Van Ness corridor, Rincon Hill, and more recently through the
Better Neighborhoods pilot program in Hayes Valley, Bafboa Park, and the Central Waterfront Expanded use of specific area plarning could provide a
major boost to housing production in & way that is acceptable to nearby residents.

The recent planning process for the Octavia Boulevard area ibustrates the potential for area planning to maximize cormmunity mput and achieve
neighborhood support for new housing. The Planning Department bas devoted significunt time and resovrces 1o commumity outreach, and in general
residents have responded with support for moderate-density housing devzloament There will be potential for 7,500 to 13,000 new housing mits

under the plan, 4,500 to 5,300 of which are expected to be developed over the next 20 years. 33 Marny people involved have noted that the process has
helped to establish a very positive relationship between the Planning Departmer:t and naighbortiood residents

If a neighborhood-level EIR is funded, developers will have the advantage of greater certamty about development costs. Developers will save a
significant amount of time and money by knowing that an EIR has been completed Furthermorz, they will know that extensive community outreach
has already taken place, and that the community is generally supportive of the neighbotlivod plan. This will reduce the probability of a project being

held up through appeals and permit approval probleras,

Although the community mput and consensus-building process minimizes the risk of a long DR process, a neighborhood-level EIR alone will not
reduce all uncertainty associated with Conditional Use requirements and Discretional Review In order to remove uncertainty and streamline housing
development, the City may wish to alter CU and DR requirements in areas wherc ar: extensive community planning process has taken place. For
example, the City could waive the automatic CU trigger for buildings over 40 feet and limit DR for projects that meet criteria explicitly set forth in
the neighborhood plan. A highly public planning process will serve the same goals the CUJ uad DR regulations, namely to atlow public input and
review of projects that could have negative impacts on existing residents. Thus some limitation on CU requirements and DR would be justified. 1f
such limitations are put in place, however, it is crucial that the City conduct aggressive outieach and allow ample opportunity for community input

during the planning phase.
Facilitate Infill Gevelopment

Specific area planning and the associated community outreach process will be more costly to the City than the current project-by-project planning that
s dominant im San Fiancisco. These costs r=sult from increased expenditre for commuuiity outreach and staffing. If the program is to be expanded or
enhsmced, new fimding sources will be necessary. In exchange for the bencfits developers in these neigkborhoods will derive from the increased
certzinty and comn:unity outreach associated with planning process, the City could charpe substantially Ligher permitting fees. The fees could be
channeled into a fund that would be used to pay for future neighbori:ood planning cffcrts. As long as the higher fees are exacted in a consistent and
transparent manner, and as long as they are setata reasonable level, ttey will do little to mhibit housing production if they are accompanied by
increased certainty. As discussed above, predictable fees are not a roajor barrier to housing jroduction because they can be planned for in the early
stages of development, and over time the added cost will be partially absorbed in lower land prices. Of course, if fees are raised but policy changes are
ineffective in mcreasing certainty, the higher fees will serve to discoursge housing production

Conclusion
“This study suggests that the Board of Supervisors may use its legislative powers to mureasc housing development in San Francisco by teking any of

the following actions: rezoning land use for residential purposes, velaxing the floor-t-acca restrctions for housing downtown, increasing density
allowances along transit corridors, providing direct subsidies-for affordable hosmg developuent, aliowing flexibility in parking requurements,
pursuing program environmental impact reports, revising conditional use requirawcnts, and minirmizing time delays cansed by discretionary review
Yuck: of these recommendations may stand alor:e, or any number of them may be combined into a package to effectively promote housing

development. Some of these changes have already been proposed in various forir at the Board of Supervisors.

An expanded neighborhood planning program such as the one described above allows plinring to be tailored to individual reighborhoods. and thus
lus the potential to successfully combine many of the enumerated alternatives, as appropriste. Implementation of area planning could simultaneously
udd certainty to the development process, mcrease commumity participation:, and create additional revenue for city government.

IntTerent packages of policy changes will have different magnitudes of effect on housirg production, ar:d will do so over differeni lengths of time, For
example, zoning changes have the potential to greatly increase housing construction, but the majority of this increase will occur over the loug term
Other changes, such as relaxing parking requirements, may have smaller tctal impacts, but do more to increase affordable housing production. Any of
these changes must be evaluated against the City's short term and long terma housing goals

Whether ot not the City should take measures to spur housing development 1s a policy mtter for the Board of Supervisors,

Bibliography
http://sfgov.org/site/bdzupvrs_page asp?id= 17966
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FINAL NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Date of Publication of Preliminary Negative Declaration: December 20, 2003

Lead Agency: Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1660 Mission Street, Suite 500, San Francisco, CA 94103

Agency Contact Person: Rick Cooper Telephone: (415) 558-5974

Project Title: 2000.465E — Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan
Project Sponsor/Contact: Rick Cooper Telephone: (415) 558-5974

Project Address: Citywide
Assessor's Block and Lot: N/A
City and County: San Francisco

Project Description: The proposed revision of the Housing Element of the Sar Francisco General Plan (General
Plan) is an update oF the 1990 Residence Elsmant of the San Francisco General Plan. The Housing Element is a
public policy document that comprehensively addresses issues of housing needs for San Francisco residents and
households. Included in the Housing Element is San Francisco population, employment and housing data analysis. Eight
new policies are proposed to be added to the 63 policies and 11 objectives that have been modified or retained from the

1990 Residence Element.

Building Permit Application Number(s), if Applicable: N/A

THIS PROJECT COULD NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT. This
finding is based upon the criteria of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Sections 15064
(Determining Significant Effect), 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), and 15070 (Decision to Prepare a
Negative Declaration), and the following reasons as documented in the Initial Evaluation (Initial Study) for the
project, which is attached.
-Over-

Mitigation measures, if any, included in this project to avoid potentially significant effects: None

Iinal Negative Declaration adopted and issued on Mu‘-ﬁ 13, 2004

nt, there is no substantial evidence that the project could

In the indeperdent judgment of the Plar:ning Departme

have a significant effect on the environment.

wonme aywiew Officer

cc: Teresa Ojeda, Planner
Susan Brandt-Hawley
0. Chavez (cover page only)
L. Fernandez/Master Decision File
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INITIAL STUDY
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Background

The Housing Element is one of the major sections of the San Francisco General Plan (General Plan), which is
required by the State of California for rational, comprehensive planning. State law requires that a city’s General
Plan and its elements be periodically updated in order to prepare for future growth and development. The Housing
Element is a policy document that consists of general goals and policies to guide the City and private and non-
profit developers in providing housing for existing and future residents.

According to the 2000 Census by the U.S. Census Bureau, San Francisco’s population increased by 6.6 percent
(from 678,974 persons to 723,959 persons) between 1980 and 1990, and 7.3 percent (up to 776,733 persons, an
addition of 52,774 persons) between 1990 and 2000. Between 1990 and 2000, San Francisco households increased
from 305,584 to 329,700, about 7.9 percent growth, and an average of about 2,400 per year in the last decade.
Employment in San Francisco in the last two decades has also grown. Between 1990 and 2000, there was an
increase in employment of 9.5 percent, equivalent to over 55,000 jobs. However, housing production lagged
behind these population increases, averaging about 1,000 units per year.

The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) has estimated in ABAG Projections 2002 that San Francisco’s
population will increase to around 798,600 persons by 2005, and to about 809,200 persons by 2010, for a total
increase of almost 32,500 people. The California State Department of Housing and Community Development
(HCD) and ABAG have projected that over 2,700 new housing units per year need to be built in order for San
Francisco to meet its share of the projected regionwide housing demand. However, since recent housing
construction in San Francisco did not meet the projected annual target, 3,200 additional new units would need to
be built between 2001 and 2006 to address the HCD-identified need.

The proposed update of the Housing Element would add eight new policies, as well as reorganize, clarify and
update existing objectives and policies of the 1990 Residence Element, in order to guide the City in addressing its
housing production. The updateis is one component of a comprehensive planning effort called the Citywide Action
Plan (CAP), lead by the San Francisco Planning Department. As part of the CAP, the Housing Element is being
updated to provide a policy basis for more specific planning efforts, such as Better Neighborhoods Program, the
Eastern Neighborhoods Community Plans for the Mission District, Bayview, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and
the Downtown Neighborhoods, such as the C-3-O District and Rincon Hill district. It is important to note,
however, that the proposed update of the housing element is not a blueprint for future development, but rather a set
of policies to guide the City’s consideration of future development plans and proposals with regard to housing.

Description

part 1 of the revised Housing Element is the Data ard Needs Analysis section, which provides a statistical baseline
for amending the housing objectives, policies and implementation strategies. It includes Szn Francisco population
and employment trends, housing data and inventories of Jand available for increased housing development. Data
and information were collected from the U.S. Census Bureau (2000 Census), the Association of Bay Area
Governmenis (ABAG Projections 2002), the California State Employment Development Department, the San
Francisco Department of Building Inspection and other government sources. This section functions to provide a

foundation for the proposed changes to the Element.

part 11 of the revised Housing Element sets forth objectives, policies and implementing strategies t¢ address the
City’s housing needs, The objectives and policies are revised in the following ways: 1) the entire section is

reorganized; 2) some objectives and policies are re-worded: and 3) eight new policies are added.

Following is a list of the proposed new policies, as well as the modified objectives and policies as proposed,

004186
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[ e 2003 update of the Element is a statement of the City’s goals and proposed methods for the provision of housing,
in was the 1990 update. Although the Data Needs and Analysis section provides background statistical information
regurding the supply and demand for housing in the City, the goals and objectives themselves do not present any
rpecific proposals, either in terms of the number or locations of housing units to be built.

| peneral, the proposed update of the Housing Element encourages increased housing production, particularly
alfordable housing, in appropriate areas in order to plan for projected population and household growth. While the
xupply and demand for housing is examined statistically in Part I, the new policies of the Element do not contain any
voncrete proposals for producing additional housing, nor do they quantify a specific amount of growth, either in the
(“iy us a whole or in specific locations. Rather, if approved, the revised Housing Element would be used to frame the
discussion of future Area Plans, rezoning proposals and specific development proposals, in the same way that all of the
. lements of the General Plan provide a framework for decision-making about the future of the City.

Insofar as the proposed revisions to the Housing Element do uot specify any development, and as the adoption of the
new and revised Objectives and Policies would not include any proposals for specific new development, rezoning or
Area Plans, there would be no measurable physical environmental effects that would occur as a result of their adoption.
It is only through the subsequent approval of any development,” téz6ning, Planning Code revision, or Area Plan that
there could be physical change and consequent environmental effect. At such time that area/neighborhood plans,
1¢ zoning and/or housing projects are proposed, each will undergo a community planning process, as well as appropriate
environmental review in compliance with CEQA.

In extensive public hearings before the Planning Commission and in several published articles and letters,
concerns have been expressed that the proposed update of the Housing Element would essentially form a plan for
development in specific areas of the City, and that its approval would cause severe adverse environmental impacts
such as traffic congestion, large on-street parking deficits, and loss of neighborhood character. As described above
it would be improper and misleading to attempt to speculate what the results, in terms of planning and rezoning
efforts, and ultimately in terms of Jevels and locations of development would occur as a result of adoptionof the
Housing Element, or to further speculate about indirect or secondary effects from planning and rezon ing
responses that are presently unknown

'I'he Housing Element is not a plan for developing specific areas of the City. Rather it is a Citywide expression of
poals and objectives related to the production of housing throughout the City. Under existing zoning, the city
presently has sufficient Jand and zoning capacity to theoretically allow for more housing production than the
murket can practically deliver. Under the proposed Housing Element revisions, as long as existing zoning controls
remain in place, there would be no change in the theoretical housing production capacity. While the Housing

I lement revisions would suggest some broad policy preferences for certain locations and types of housing
production, that housing could be proposed and approved under current zoning controls and General Plan policies,
and the supply of potential locations for such new housing exceed the practical expectations of how much new
housing will actually be proposed or developed within the City.

More specifically, while there is the potential for increases in housing along all of the City’s various transit

¢ orridors (e.g., Mission Street, Market Street, Geary Boulevard, Van Ness Avenue, Judah Street, Taraval Street) it

‘hould not be assumed that all of those corridors, or the full length of those corridors will be rezoned for, or

experience large amounts of new development. Environmental review is not practical, nor meaningful for

(heoretical housing production allowed by maximum zoning capacity as that capacity is not fully realized and

environmental review of that maximum capacity would be misleading. In the absence of specific rezoning

proposals for specific areas of the city, there is no basis for assuming development beyond that allowed by the

present zoning, nor predicting any specific areas or amounts of new development potential resulting from the

Housing Element revisions that could then be translated into population increases, transportation impacts, etc.,

required for environmental impact analysis.

Hence, the Housing Element revisions alone, do not provide a basis for assuming or analyzing new housing

development potential or location. As existing zoning controls would remain in place, there is no evidence tb O 4 1 9 ()
<
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Filed 06/22/07
NOT TO BE PUBLISHED IN OFFICIAL REPORTS

California Rules of Court, rule 8.1115(a), prohibits courts and parties from citing or relying on opinions not certified for
publication or ordered published, except as srec%ﬁed by rule 8.1115(b). This opinion has not been certified for publication
or ordered published for purposes of rule 8.1115.

IN THE COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FIRST APPELLATE DISTRICT,

FILED
Court of Appeal First Appellate District
DIVISION FOUR
JUN 22 2007
Diana Herbart, Clerk
SAN FRANCISCANS FOR LIVABLE By Deputy Clerk
NEIGHBORHOODS,
Plaintiff and Appellant, ZHEIZERT
A (San Francisco County
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN Super. Ct. No. 504780)
FRANCISCO,
Defendant and Respondent.

Appellant San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods (SFLN) challenges the
denial of its petition for a writ of mandate to compel respondent City and County of San
Francisco (the City) to set aside the approval of the housing element of its general plan
and to prepare an environmental impact report (EIR) pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.)' Appellant
claims that there is substantial evidence to support a fair argument that amendments to
the housing element may have a significant impact on the environment, thus requiring the

preparation of an EIR. We agree and reverse.

LAl statutory references are to the Public Resources Code unless otherwise specified.



Carmel-by-the-Sea v. Board of Supervisors (1986) 183 Cal.App.3d 229, 235, 246
[rezoning that would permit development near wetlands); Citizens Assn. for Sensible
Development of Bishop Area v. County of Inyo (1985) 172 Cal.App.3d 151, 156-157
[general plan amendment in connection with proposed shopping center].) Although it
may be technically true that the Housing Element is not linked to any specific rezoning,
ordinance changes, or future development,’ as the City emphasizes, it is not a vague
policy docurmnent, completely unconnected to future development or potential physical
changes to the environment. The Housing Element identifies areas for potential
development, encourages development in neighborhood commercial areas, promotes the
construction of “well-designed housing that enhances existing neighborhood character,”
“[s]trongly encourage(s] housing project sponsors to take full advantage of allowable
building densities,” and advocates reducing or removing minimuin parking requirements
in order to increase the land available for housing development. While no specific
developments are connected with these policies, given the expected population growth
and the number of construction projects already underway, the possibility of future
development is not merely theoretical. (Cf. Pala Band, supra, 68 Cal.App.4th at pp.575-
576.) The initial study recognizes that the updated Housing Element is “one component
of a comprehensive planning effort called the Citywide Action Plan (CAP),” and that the

Housing Element was “updated to provide a policy basis for more specific planning

* For this reason, Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of
California, supra, 47 Cal.3d 376, is less helpful than SFLN suggests. In Laurel Heights,
the court concluded that an EIR must analyze the effects of future expansion ifit is a
“reasonably foreseeable consequence of the initial project.” (Id. at p. 396.) Laurel
Heights did not involve the amendment of a general plan, but instead addressed the
sufficiency of an EIR that was prepared in connection with the proposed relocation of the
School of Pharmacy at the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF). (/d. at

p- 387.) It was undisputed that UCSF intended to expand its use of a specific facility
once space became available, and the “general type of future use” was therefore
reasonably foreseeable. (/d. at p. 396.)

12



21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Kdinryn Y Delincenzi (S8R0

27 \ris Wue we

San Prandsco, (A Au ¢ .

T&@M LM\%} 1Z\-Ueo Sg:mncllsco%my;uE;eﬁorQn
FacsimieLUS) BUL- 2225 APR 06 2008

Frborney for Rexit onen [ Plainhigg GORDON PARK-LI, Clerk
SaunBramnelscans o Uivedole \\\e{co\/\\oovwg BY. z Wﬁpﬁw Clerk

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

SAN FRANCISCANS FOR LIVABLE ) No. CPF04 504 780
NEIGHBORHQODS, )
) PEREMPTORY
Petitioner and Plaintiff, )

. g WRIT OF MANDATE

) o
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, and DORS ) Action Filed: November 30, 2004

I-X,
g Hearing Date: January 27, 2009

Dept. 302, 9:30 a.m.
Honorable Charlotte W.

Respondents and Defendants.

TO THE CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO (“City”):

YOU ARE HEREBY COMMANDED immediately upon receipt of this writ to set aside
and void the approval of the Final Negative Declaration which you adopted and issued on May
13, 2004 in San Francisco Planning Commission Resolution No: 16786, in connection with your
approval of the 2004 amendments to the housing element of the City’s general plan and San
Francisco Planning Commission Resolution No. 16787,

YOU ARE FURTHER COMMANDED to prepare, consider and certify an
environmental impact report (“EIR”) pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental
Quality Act, Public Resources Code §§ 21,000 et seq. (“CEQA™), concerning any potentially

significant effects to the existing environment that may result, based on a fair argument

Peremptory Writ of Mandate - Page |

Case # 504-780
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supported by substantial evidence, from any and all ¢hanges in the City’s 1990 Residence
Element that are embodied in the amended housing ¢lement, and to fully comply with the
requirements of CEQA by June 30, 2009, concerning said proposed amendments to the housing
element of the City’s general plan. Among the propLsed amendments to the housing element of
the City’s general plan that will be analyzed as part Lf the project considered in said EIR are the
proposed omission of 1990 Residence Element Poligy 2-4 to adopt specific zoning districts that
would set density categories (Slip Op. 17, 22; JN 81-84) and the proposed omission of 1990
Residence Element Objective 2 “To increase the supply of housing without overcrowding or
adversely affecting the prevailing character of existing neighborhoods.”(Slip Op. p. 22; JN p.
80)

Until you prepare, consider and certify said EIR and fully comply with the requirements

of CEQA in relation to the changes from the City’s 1990 Residence Element embodied in the

! : :
amended housing element, YOU ARE COMMANqED to refrain from enforcing, relying upon,

approving or implementing the following changes j:;m the 1990 Residence Element, together

with the accompanying interpretative text and implementation actions which are stated along

with such matters in the 2004 Housing Element:

|

1. New Policy 11.8 to “Strongly encouxj‘age housing project sponsots to take full
advantage of allowable building dendities in their housing developments while
remaining consistent with neighborhood character” as interpreted by explanatory
text providing that the “Department should strongly support projects that
creatively address residential parking and open space requirements, resulting in
higher densities with a full range of Unit sizes” and that the Department will
“study the impacts of reduced parking and private open space provisions and will
consider revising the Planning Code hccordingly.” (Slip Op. p. 17-18; 1 AR 284-
285)

2. New Policy 11.1 to “Use new housing development as a means to enhance
neighborhood vitality and diversity” s interpreted by explanatory text that
“[m]inimum density requirements and maximum parking standards should be
used to encourage a mix of unit sized in areas well served by transit and
neighborhood retail.” (Slip Op. p. 18[;1 AR 276)

Peremptory Writ of Mandate - Page 2
Case # 5 04-7|80
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10.

Modified Policy 11.9 to “Set allowable densities and parking standafds fn _
residential areas at levels that promote the City’s overall housing objectives while
respecting neighborhood scale and character.” (Slip Op. p. 17, 1 AR 285)

Modified Policy 11.6 to “Employ flexible land use controls in residential areas
that can regulate inappropriately sized development in new neighborhoods, in .
downtown areas and in other areas through a Better Neighborhoods type plann}ng
process while maximizing the opportunity for housing near transit” together with
Implementation 11.6 which states that: “The City will continue to promote
increased residential densities in areas well served by transit and neighborhood
compatible development with the support and input from local neighborhoods.”
(Slip Op. p. 18; 1 AR 283)

Modified Policy 11.5 to “Promote the construction of well-designed housing that
enhances existing neighborhood character.” (Slip Op. p. 18; 1 AR 280)

New Policy 1.7 to “Encourage and support the construction of quality, new family
housing.” (Slip Op. p.18)

New Implementation 1.6 that the “Planning Department will review the following
incentives for commercial project developments in the Downtown C-3 District:
“no residential parking requirement; and no density requirements for residential
projects.” (Slip Op. 18-19; 1 AR 220)

New Policy 11.7 stating that “Where there is neighborhood support, reduce or
remove minimum parking requirements for housing, increasing the amount of lot
area available for housing units.” (1 AR 284; 15 AR 4196)

New Policy 1.2 to “Encourage housing development, particularly affordable
housing, in neighborhood commercial areas without displacing existing jobs,
particularly blue-collar jobs or discouraging new employment opportunities”
including its implementation by a specialized type of zoning called “Transit
Oriented Neighborhood Commercial District (NC-T) Zoning” controls that
“provide increased housing densities above the ground floor and reduced
residential parking requirements on linear shopping streets and along transit
corridors.” (1 AR 216; 204)

New language added to Policy 1.1 to “Set allowable densities in established
residential areas at levels which will promote compatibility with prevailing
neighborhood scale and character where there is neighborhoods [sic] support,”
and accompanying new interpretative text stating that “along transit-preferential
streets” “residential parking requirements” “should be, if appropriate, modified,”
and that there “is a reduced need for automobile use” in “neighborhood
commercial districts” where “[plarking and traffic problems can be further
addressed by community parking facilities and car-sharing programs, and other
creative transportation programs.” (1 AR 215)

Peremptory Writ of Mandate — Page 3
Case # 504-780



11.  New Implementation 1.1 which states that a “citywide action plan (CAP) st.lould
provide a comprehensive framework for the allocation of higher den51ty3 .rrux_ed-
use residential development in transit-rich areas with stable urban amenities in
place. In these areas, specific CAP strategies should include: higher densities and
reduced parking requirements in downtown areas or through a Better
Neighborhoods type planning process; pedestrian-oriented improvements to
enhance the attractiveness and use of transit.” (1 AR 215-216)

Notwithstanding the foregoing, with respect to 2004 Implementation 1.6, YOU ARE
COMMANDED to refrain from enforcing, relying upon, approving or implementing only the
new added language consisting of “no residential parking requirement; and no density
requirements for residential projects” and with respect to 2004 Implementation 1.1, YOU ARE
COMMANDED to refrain from enforcing, relying upon, approving or implementing only the
new implementation added to Implementation 1.1 set forth above.

Your approval of the above-specified policies or implementation actions as amendments
to the City’s housing element on May 13, 2004 as part of San Francisco Planning Commission
Resolution No. 16787 is hereby set aside and revoked until you comply fully with CEQA as set

forth herein.

The City need not conduct environmental review “on policies that were evaluated
before the adoption of the 1990 Residence Element.” (Slip Op. p. 15) Pursuant to Public Resources
Code section 21168.9, and for the reasons set forth in the arguments of counsel and as set forth
below, the Court finds that:

a) The policies, objectives and implementation measures of the 2004 Housing Element
listed above, are severable from the remaining policies, objectives and implementation measures.
This finding is based on the Court of Appeal’s holding that environmental review of the entire 2004
Housing Element is not necessary under CEQA and Black Property Owners v. City of Berkeley
(1994) 22 Cal.App.4™ 974 because the 2004 Housing Element makes no changes to many policies

and objectives in the 1990 Residence Element; and,

Peremptory Writ of Mandate — Page 4
Case # 504-780
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(b)  The City’s reliance on the remainder of the 2004 Housing Element without the
above policies will not prejudice complete and full compliance with CEQA. The Court relies on
the San Francisco Planning Department Director’s sworn testimony that the City has begun an
environmental impact report of the 2004 Housing Element in accordance with CEQA, and the
Court’s continuing jurisdiction of this matter through a return to the writ will assure compliance
with CEQA mandates; and,

(c)  Consistent with the Court of Appeal holding that “[s]everal Housing Element policies
incorporated no text change whatsoever from the 1990 Residence Element, and no purpose would be
served in conducting environmental review on policies that were evaluated before the adoption of the
1990 Residence Element,” the Court finds that the remaining policies in the 2004 Housing Element
do not violate CEQA.

In addition, the Court further finds that consistent with Public Resources Code section
21168.9(c) and Laurel Heights Improvement Assoc. v. Regents of the Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d
376, the Court exercises its equitable powers in fashioning an appropriate remedy under CEQA, and
finds that there are compelling public policy reasons to allow the City and County of San Francisco
rely on the remaining portions of the 2004 Housing Element, save for the policies listed above, to wit
that the provision of housing, particularly affordable housing, is a “priority of the highest order” as
acknowledged by case law and the state Legislature, and that San Francisco must strive to provide its

fair share of regional housing needs.

YOU ARE FURTHER COMMANDED to certify the environmental impact report and
fully comply with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources
Code §§ 21000 et seq., concerning the proposed housing element amendments described herein
by June 30, 2009, and to make and file a return to this Court upon taking action in compliance

with this writ, setting forth what you have done to comiply, and this Court shall retain jurisdiction

Peremptory Writ of Mandate — Page §
Case # 504-780



over this action to determine whether the City’s actions have fully complied with the mandates
of this peremptory writ.

IT IS ORDERED THAT THE COURT SHALL ISSUE THE FOREGOING WRIT:

DATE:OL{"GE”OE? @ADJ\% Q)‘(DM

THE HONORABLE CHARLOTTE W. WOOLARD
JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT

DATE. U-(o-0O GORDON PARK-LI, Clerk of the Superior Court

By: C %\-’/—\/L}-’Depufy Clerk

ERICKA LARNAUTI

Peremptory Writ of Mandate - Page 6
Case # 504-780
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KATHRYN R. DEVINCENZI (SB #70630)
22 Iris Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94118

Telephone: (415) 221-4700

Facsimile: (415) 346-3225

Attorney for Petitioner/Plaintiff
San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

SAN FRANCISCANS FOR LIVABLE ) No. CPF04 504 780
NEIGHBORHOODS, )
) ~PROPOSED—
Petitioner and Plaintiff, )
) AMENDMENT TO
v. )

) Y
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, and DOES ) PEREMPTOR

[-X,
; WRIT OF MANDATE
)

Respondents and Defendants.

Action Filed: November 30, 2004
Hearing Date: May 18, 2009

Dept. 302, 9:30 a.m.
Honorable Charlotte W. Woolard

TO THE CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO (“City”):
In addition to the changes embodied in the City’s 2004 Housing Element which this Court
restrained in the Peremptory Writ of Mandate issued by this Court on April 6, 2009:
Until you prepare, consider and certify an environmental impact report (“EIR”) pursuant
to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code §§ 21,000

e seq. (“CEQA”) concerning any potentially significant effects to the existing environment that

may result, based on a fair argument supported by substantial evidence, from any and all changes
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in the City’s 1990 Residence Element that are embodied in the amended housing element, and
fully comply with the requirements of CEQA concerning said proposed amendments to the

housing element of the City’s general plan, YOU ARE FURTHER COMMANDED to refrain
from enforcing, relying upon, approving or implementing the following changes from the 1990

Residence Element, together with the accompanying interpretative text set forth below:

12, Language added to modified Implementation 1.3 which states with respect to
“Downtown areas and areas subject to a Better Neighborhoods type planning
process” that “[p]lanning and zoning code changes should include floor-to-area
ratio exemptions.” (See 15 AR 4187, 1 AR 217, 1990 RE p. 131)

13. Modified Objective 11 which states that “IN INCREASING THE SUPPLY OF
HOUSING, PURSUE PLACE MAKING AND NEIGHBORHOOD BUILDING
PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICES TO MAINTAIN SAN FRANCISCO’S
DESIRABLE URBAN FABRIC AND ENHANCE LIVABILITY IN ALL
NEIGHBORHOODS.” (See 15 AR 4195, 1 AR 276, 1990 RE p. 106)

14. Language added to Modified Policy 4.4 to: Consider granting “parking
requirement exemptions for the construction of affordable or senior housing.”

(See 15 AR 4190, 1 AR 243, 1990 RE p. 97) 7:\\?3
e
IS Mo?f thRolicy 4.5 to “Alteag greater flexibiti d size of ufits™
within d building envelopes, potentiall of
“a able units in Pti-family structires,” (See 15 AR , | AR 2441990
RE p.

16.i5. Modified Objective 1, which states “TO PROVIDE NEW HOUSING,
ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING, IN
APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS WHICH MEETS IDENTIFIED HOUSING
NEEDS AND TAKES INTO ACCOUNT THE DEMAND FOR AFFORDABLE
HOUSING CREATED BY EMPLOYMENT DEMAND?” as interpreted by
modified explanatory text stating “New residential development must be of a
character and stability that enhances the City’s neighborhoods and maintains the
quality of life for existing and future residents. How this new residential
development can be accommodated without jeopardizing the very assets that
make living in San Francisco desirable must be discussed. In order to enhance the
city’s livability, the supply of housing must be increased and new housing
developments should respect the scale and character of the surrounding
neighborhood.” (1 AR 213; 1990 RE p. 75, 15 AR 4187)
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Your approval of the above-specified objectives, policies or implementation actions as
amendments to the City’s housing element on May 13, 2004 as part of San Francisco Planning
Commission Resolution No. 16787 is hereby set aside and revoked until you comply fully with
CEQA as set forth herein.

The findings and other orders set forth in the Court’s April 6, 2009 Peremptory Writ of
Mandate, including those beginning at page 4, line 18 and continuing through page 6, line 2,
apply with equal force to the proposed changes in the 2004 Housing Element described herein,

which the Court incorporates by reference.

IT IS ORDERED THAT THE COURT SHALL ISSUE THE FOREGOING WRIT:

DATE: (09 -29- 09 @ﬁm@%ﬁ»@ CL\ m@awt

THE HONORABLE CHARLOTTE W. WOOLARD
UDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT

DATE: JUN 0 1 2009 GORDONS)ARK -L1, Clerk of t azs)prer([Coun&

O o erle”
aa,;sw E DETAVEGA N,Q ARRO)
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The Draft Better Neighborhoods Plan (2009) proposed
increases to allowed heights at the Japan Center Malls,
including three potential towers of 200 ~ 250 feet,

as well as another tower further east nearer 10 Gough
Street, and proposed increased height limits along
Geary Boulevard. Both at that time and over the ensu-
ing course of community review, the preponderance

of vocal community views opposed these proposals on
the ground that, in their perspective, the proposals
were inconsistent with preserving Japantown’s cultural
legacy and remaining small scale neighborhood char-
acter. This opposition was a significant reason that the
Better Neighborhoods Plan process evolved into the
JCHESS, which does not directly address changes to
development or height limits, other than minor changes
in the proposed Japantown Neighborhood Commercial
District.

The one zoning district unique to Japantown is

the Japantown Special Use District (SUD). 4 This
SUD. established in 2006, covers the area hetween
Fillmore Sireet, Bush Street, Laguna Street and Geary
Boulevard. The SUD is unique in the city in thar its
specific aim is 1o the protect culwral character of a
specific communily — in this instance, the Japanese
American community. [t does so by requiring
conditional use authorizations from the Planning
Commission for:

o Any change of use in excess of 4,000 square feel.

e Any merger of one or more existing uses in excess
of 2,500 square feet.

« The establishment of any formula retail use (which
is defined as any retail establishment with eleven or
more locations within the United States).

To receive this conditional use authorization, the
Planning Commission has to determine that the land
use is compatfible with the cultural and historic integ-
rity, neighborhood character, development pattern,
and design aesthetic of the neighborhood.

4 San Francisco Planming Code. Section 24031 " Japantown Special T se
Districr,™ July 2006

DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

Compared to San Francisco neighborhoods such as
the South of Market, Mission Bay, and Hunters Point,
there is not a broadly distributed potential for major
new development in Japantown. This is because many
of the buildings in the area are built at or near their
development capacity. North of Bush Street, the area
is largely comprised of residential buildings on small
parcels with a height limit of 40 feet, meaning that no
new large development is likely to occur in this area.
South of Bush Street, parcels are larger, height limnits
are greater, and there is less existing residential use
— all factors which coninibute to the potental for new
development.

An analysis of development capacity in Japantown
reveals that 21% of the parcels in the area (136 of
634) could reasonably be considered to have potential
for new development based on existing zoning.® On
these parcels, there is potential for approximately
2.700 new housing units and 470,000 new square feet
of commercial space. Although only 15 development
parcels are located south of Geary Boulevard, these
parcels (such as the Safeway and affiliated parking lot)
contain ahout half of the neighborhood’s development
poteniial, due to their size and relatively higher height
limits. The rest of the potential is dispersed on parcels
north of Geary that tend to be smaller in size and/or
have lower height limits.

B. 1. Uiilization of Developable
Parcels. There are a number of parcels
in the neighborhood that are not devel-
oped 1o their full capacity, relative to what they are
allowed under current zoning. There is community
interest in ensuring that those parcels are able to be
developed to their potential under current zoning.

o

In this instance. “high potential” means that a parcel is currendy developed
10 less than 30% of its potential, that it contains less than three residential
units. it is not a lustoric building, and that it contains no significant cubural
resources. [ shoald he noted that this analysis is based on the Ciry’s data,
which is likely to contain substandal crrors. As such, the available information
can be uselul in the aggregate. hut should not be used to predict the redevel-
opment of any particular parcel,

CHADTER A B XIS TING O ONS
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STATEMENT OF CITY PLANNER DAVID GOLICK REGARDING
IMPACTS OF CHANGES TO PROPOSED 2009 HOUSING ELEMENT

I'have been a professional city planner for over forty years and have practiced in the Bay
Area for thirty-eight years. During that time | served as Chief of Planning for the City of
Concord, the largest city in Contra Costa County, for ten years. During my career, [ have either
prepared or reviewed approximately 1,000 Initial Studies and Environmental Impact Reports. |
have become familiar with and have a deep working knowledge of the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the CEQA Guidelines. I have coached subordinate employees
regarding CEQA requirements and have addressed CEQA issues at conferences of the American
Planning Association. The City of San Francisco retained me to participate in oral board
examinations of candidates for planning positions, such as the position of Planner II1,
Environmental Review. As Chief of Planning for the City of Concord, my duties included
overseeing the activities of the planning department staff in updating the housing element of
Concord’s general plan as periodically required by the State of California Department of Housing
and Community Development. A copy of my resume is attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

[n this statement, I will discuss the potentially significant environmental impacts that
could result from the changes made in the 2009 Housing Element (the proposed “Project”) after
the public comment period closed on August 31, 2010. Herein, [ will refer to the June 2010 draft
of the 2009 Housing Element that was subjected to environmental review as the “EIR Draft.”
The substantial changes to the proposed Project are set forth in a February 2011 draft of Part II
and a Planning Department staff memorandum dated March 17, 2011.

1. The Project Was Substantially Changed to Encourage Transit-Oriented Development
Along Major Bus Lines Outside Plan Areas.

The February 2011 draft of new Policy 1.10 broadly promotes infill housing “in transit-
rich areas” which it defines to include Muni’s major bus lines as “defined and prioritized in
Muni’s Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) as the ‘24-hour Rapid Network,” > which “will be
slated for long-term improvements” and “are slated to receive funding and service increases
which will make it easier to meets service demands.” The proposed new policy states that the
Department “should support housing projects along these major transit lines provided they are
consistent with current zoning and design guidelines.” (See Ex. 2, pp. 24, summary of changes)

The March 17, 2011 staff proposal adds language encouraging “affordable housing”
along the major transit lines and eliminates prior language that admitted that the proposed rapid
lines are not funded and need service increases and long-term improvements. A communication
from the Metropolitan Transportation Agency admitting such inadequacies is included herein.
(See Exhibit 3) Also, inaccurate language previously referring to the proposed rapid network as
“24 hour” was eliminated.



The new policy language also broadly supports “new housing projects” near major transit
lines through references to “walking and bicycling” and “nearby residents” but does not define or
limit the extent of the distance from transit lines in which the new transit-oriented housing would
be both allowed and encouraged. It also fails to explain the density that should be permitted for
infill housing in transit-rich areas or for housing projects along major transit lines.

Although the 2009 Housing Element does not provide a map of these major bus lines, the
map of the TEP-proposed rapid network obtained from the San Francisco County Transportation
Agency, is attached hereto in Exhibit 3. The SFCTA e-mail explains that the TEP-recommended
rapid route network is not yet approved, has not undergone environmental review or been funded.
({d.) Numerous capital projects to improve transit reliability, improve customer amenities and
reduce transit travel times are included in the draft TEP Implementation Plan, which has not been
finalized or approved. (See Ex. 3, e-mails) So, the Muni bus routes described in the proposed
TEP rapid route network do not provide rapid service now, and $160-200 million in capital
projects would be needed to support the TEP-recommended rapid route network and make other
improvements to the Muni system. (/d.) The funds for the capital improvements needed for the
TEP-recommended rapid route network would largely be sought from federal and state grants
which require some percentage of City money in hand in order to apply for matching federal or
state grants. (/d.) The City has only approximately $10-15 million in funds for such TEP
improvements. (/d.) Due to State and federal budget shortfalls, it is problematic whether funds
would be available for these San Francisco projects in the forseeable future. In recent news
reports, Muni stated that it lacks funds to undertake detailed seismic studies of existing Muni
tunnels that are about one hundred years old and will have difficulty funding work to replace
deteriorating metal and concrete supporting structures.

This is a major change in the proposed Project because the June 2010 draft of Part II that
was subjected to environmental review had removed the broad language of Policy 1.5 that had
supported new housing projects on sites that are located along major bus lines and removed Map
I of “Major Transit Lines.” (See Ex. 4, p. 14 red-lined June 2010 draft of part 1)) Also, EIR
Policy 12.1 had encouraged new housing that relies on transit “in areas that are well served with
transportation infrastructure including BART trains, and Muni light rail trains” and had clarified
“that changes to the Planning Code to further accommodate housing near transit will only occur
through a neighborhood-supported community planning process.” (See Ex. 4, p. 59). EIR Policy
12.1 text had removed the language “and Muni’s rapid network of buses” from the policy text
that was subjected to environmental review. (1d.)

Until Muni’s bus lines have received funding for the needed service increases and
improvements and implementation of the improvements is underway, they should not be defined
as major transit lines along which transit-oriented development would be encouraged.
Otherwise, policies that prematurely encourage housing growth in these areas would increase the
significant adverse impact on already strained Muni bus services. The EIR concludes that the
proposed project (without the bus lines defined as major transit lines) would have a significant
unmitigated effect on public transit, which is insufficient to support the proposed expansion in



housing capacity. (See Ex. 5, Executive Summary, p. 0-9)

Expanding the proposed Project to designate areas along major bus lines outside the Plan
Areas as the areas in which transit-oriented development would be encouraged would
substantially increase the severity of the significant environmental impact which the Project
would have on inadequate transit services.

Eliminating this expansion of the proposed Project is a reasonable alternative which
could be accomplished by approving the language of EIR Policy 12.1 as stated in the June 2010
draft of the Housing Element (which identified the areas along Bart lines and Muni light rail lines
as major transit areas). That altemnative would define major transit lines as areas near BART
stations and along Muni light rail lines. Such alternative would reduce the significant
environmental impact which results from inadequate transit services and public funding for
transit since it would substantially reduce the areas where transit would be further strained by
added capacity and substantial public funds would have to be spent on increasing the reliability
and capacity of public transit services.

The EIR should therefore be revised to analyze the feasible alternative of eliminating the
definition of major bus lines outside the Plan Areas from the areas where transit-oriented
development would be encouraged and substantial funds needed for improved bus service.
Under the alternative, major transit lines would be defined as BART stations and Muni light rail
lines, as proposed in the June 2010 draft of Part II of the Housing Element. The EIR should be
revised and recirculated for public review and comment due to the substantial increase in the
severity of the significant impact on transit services which would result from expansion of the
areas defined as major transit lines and the reasonable alternative of eliminating this expansion
from the Project proposed for approval.

The severity of the significant adverse impact of the proposed Project on already
inadequate public transit services was explained by the City to ABAG as follows:

“While San Francisco has pioneered transit supportive development over the past few
decades, we are at our limit in terms of transit’s ability to carry more people in the peak
period without significant new right-of-way, fleet and facility expansion. Our transit state
of good repair backlog is over $2 billion just to maintain current service levels let alone
the additional service levels from the expected growth, and similar backlogs exist for the
regional transit service providers who serve San Francisco, such as BART and Caltrain.
These core capital capacity constraints are regional in nature and will need a regional
focus on resource prioritization for these PDAs to be successfully implemented. In
addition, San Francisco needs over $750 million to bring our local streets to a state of
good repair, and many PDAs have significant non-transportation infrastructure
investment needs as well, lacking the community assets necessary to make them complete
communities...,



We are further challenged by needing to pace growth with new investment. While San
Francisco’s planning efforts aim to combine changes in zoning with proposals for new
infrastructure investment, we continually face resistance from neighborhoods who are
skeptical that needed infrastructure will come. There is a very real threat of
neighborhood demand for legislation that meters growth according to infrastructure
provision, thereby restricting zoning changes and any development under those zoning
changes, until after the infrastructure is in place.” (Ex. 6, thirteenth page)

The alternative of eliminating the bus lines outside the Plan Areas is clearly feasible
because by a resolution of the Board of Supervisors in June 2007, the City approved Priority
Development Areas as the areas where sustainable development could occur, and these areas
correspond to the Plan Areas which the Housing Element states could accommodate
“significantly more” that the 31,000 units allocated as the City’s share of the regional housing
needs allocation for this planning period (2007-2014. (See Ex. 4, p. 4-10 and map at ninth page
of Ex. 6) The City has admitted that the “lion’s share of city’s growth will continue to be focused
in its PDAs” and that they have more than enough capacity to satisfy the City’s regional housing
needs allowance for this planning period:

“San Francisco’s Adopted and Planned PDAs collectively accommodate over 63,000 new
housing units, and 136,000 new jobs. Healthy absorption of the city’s existing vacancies
in PDAs like Downtown provides the opportunity for another 23,000 or more jobs.
However, new growth in San Francisco is not confined to PDAs. The city includes
numerous small-scale infill opportunity sites close to transit throughout all of its
neighborhoods. Such sites outside of Priority Development Areas could accommodate
another 17,000 new housing units, distributed reasonably evenly throughout the city.
Cumulatively, San Francisco’s PDAs and other opportunities yield the potential for over
85,000 housing units and almost 160,000 more jobs, more growth than is likely to be
projected for San Francisco under the SCS P2011 Projections.” (Ex. 6, twelfth page)

This evidence makes it clear that the city’s 17,000 infill opportunity sites close to transit
run “throughout all of its neighborhoods” outside of Priority Development Areas (or Plan Areas),
and, therefore, the impact on already inadequate transit services would be substantially more
severe if areas along bus lines outside the PDAs (or Plan Areas) are included in the definition of
major transit lines slated for increased housing development.

Since the staff-proposed addition of the bus line areas would require the City to increase
the reliability and efficiency of major bus lines running throughout the City instead of
concentrating such improvements in the PDAs, a reasonable alternative which would reduce the
severity of the significant impact on transit services would be to limit the definition of major
transit lines to BART stations and Muni light rail lines, instead of broadening it to include all
major bus lines. This alternative is certainly feasible because the City refused to identify areas
outside of the PDASs as areas that could take on greater levels of growth at this time in the course
of the Sustainable Communities Strategy planning, stating:



“Because San Francisco already has plans to accommodate almost the entire amount of
growth expected (over 90%) by 2035 within its designated PDAs, and because significant
resources are necessary to provide the infrastructure necessary to support this growth,
staff elected not to identify additional areas that could take on greater levels of growth at
this time.” (Ex. 6, p. 2 ; see also p. 7 of June 2010 version of 2009 Housing Element
stating: “Completed and ongoing area plans have developed neighborhood specific
housing plans, which could accommodate the majority of new housing needs in the

City.”)

This conclusion is reinforced by the fact that the City identified “[i]ncreased transit service
frequencies for core trunk lines serving PDAs” as an implementation strategy needed to support
growth of particular importance to San Francisco. (Ex. 6, twelfth page)

The amount of projected growth in PDAs meets over 90% of the City’s growth target for
two decades after the 2007-2014 planning period for which the 2009 Housing Element was
prepared:

“San Francisco is planning to accommodate more than 60,000 new households in PDAs
by 2035. This represents the placement of over 90% of our county growth targets (from
Projections 2009) within PDAs. This is significant as the next closest county achieves
only ~40% of new households in PDAs.” (Ex. 6, tenth page)

Since Planning Department staff did not identify areas along bus lines outside the PDAs
as additional areas that could take on greater levels of growth in the Sustainable Communities
Strategy planning effort, it is obviously a reasonable alternative to delete such areas from the
proposed 2009 Housing Element Project. The addition of such areas in the February 2011 or
finally adopted draft of the proposed 2009 Housing Element would exacerbate the project’s
significant adverse impact on transit because transit services would have to be increased in more
part of the City than if the increases were concentrated in PDAs. Before the major bus lines were
added as major transit lines slated for transit-oriented development, the City stated that the 2009
Housing Element already went farther than needed to accommodate the City’s share of the
regional housing needs allocation for the planning period 2007-2014, stating:

“Together, these planning efforts could provide capacity for significantly more than the
31,000 units allocated for this planning period (2007-2014); however, they will require
significant investment in infrastructure and supporting services in order to support this
growth...The City should prioritize public investment in these plan areas to achieve the
community goals of each plan, according to each plans’ infrastructure and community
improvements program.” (Emphasis added, Ex. 6, p. 8, Part Il, June 2010 Draft 2
Housing Element)

According to the Housing Element, Plan Areas adopted since the 2004 Housing Element
are projected to “add growth of up to 20,000 new units, which, in combination with citywide



infill potential provides sites which can accommodate over 42,000 new units, as cited in Part 1 of
the Housing Element. Ongoing community planning efforts, including major redevelopment
plans at Mission Bay, Treasure Island and Hunter’s Point Naval Shipyard, will add even more
capacity over the next 20 years.” (Ex. 4, p. 4) The estimated new housing construction potential
in adopted plans/projects and plans/ projects underway total 63,300 new housing units. (Ex. 4, p.
10)

The Draft EIR for the 2009 Housing Element further explains that the City’s unrealized
capacity under existing zoning is 60,995 new housing units.” (Draft EIR p. IV-14) Of these,
approximately 20, 543 new units could be constructed on sites that are vacant or near vacant, and
sites that are underdeveloped could yield another 40,452 new units. (/d.) Further, the City is in
the process of rezoning many neighborhoods, and these rezoning efforts will increase the existing
capacity in those neighborhoods, allowing for the development of additional housing units above
and beyond the number of units that could be accommodated under existing zoning. (Id.) The
additional capacity with rezoning initiatives currently underway is approximately 28,844 units.
(DEIR Page IV-22) Should these rezoning initiatives be adopted, the City would be able to
accommodate 89,839 net new housing units, which if developed would represent a 25% increase
in the City’s housing stock. (Draft EIR p. IV-22)

A total of 56,435 new units could result from projects now under construction or in
various stages of the approval process, which include projects currently under construction,
projects with approved building permits but not under construction, projects which have building
department applications on file, projects which have been approved by the Planning Department
and projects which have Planning Department applications on file. (Draft EIR p. IV-23) The
three major projects of Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard, Treasure Island and Park
Merced, comprise approximately half of the pipeline projects and could be completed by
approximately 2020. (/d.)

Thus, the City’s capacity for new housing under area plans in progress, existing
unrealized capacity and pipeline projects is far in excess of the City’s 31,000 unit RHNA for the
planning period 2007-2014 represented by the 2009 Housing Element. The significant impact on
the City’s transit services would be lessened if transit services have to be enhanced only in the
areas already rezoned. The Project’s impact on other City services such as water, sewer, fire and
police, would also be significantly lessened if the areas slated for increased growth were limited
to those already rezoned.

As explained in my prior Declaration filed in the legal action in which the court required
an EIR to analyze the proposed Housing Element changes, the EIR prepared by the City’s
transportation authority projects that time spent in congested traffic conditions will double by
2035 if the City concentrates its further development along transit routes as proposed in its
citywide action plan. (See Attachment 13 to Chatten-Brown & Carstens August 30, 2010 EIR
comment letter to Bill Wyco regarding 2004 and 2009 updates to Housing Element) This is a
significant impact because citywide traffic is expected to be degraded to service level F. This is



not surprising, as San Francisco is already the second most densely populated City in the nation,
and the massive amount of increased housing capacity proposed in the 2009 Housing Element, as
increased by the changes proposed in the February 2011 or March 17, 2011 versions of Part Il
thereof, is simply unsustainable and unreasonable. (Ex. 7)

Itis no exaggeration to say that ABAG’s proposal to concentrate this amount of future
growth in San Francisco is a major step toward Manhattanization of San Francisco. After all,
aside from New York City, San Francisco already is the most densely populated city in the
country.

The City should now revise the EIR and analyze the effect of expanding the areas
designated for transit-oriented development to the areas along or near bus lines extending
throughout the City outside the Planned Areas. The EIR should analyze the feasible alternative
of eliminating this expansion of areas designated for transit-oriented development because the
Project’s significant impact on already-strained transit services would be substantially lessened if
the project were limited to the Planned Areas. Under such alternative, the City would have to
enhance bus service to the major lines running through the Planned Areas but not to the major
bus lines running throughout the City outside the Planned Areas.  This expansion of areas
designated for transit-oriented development was requested by the advocacy group SPUR. (See
Ex. 8, p. 2) SPUR makes clear that the broad language “transit-oriented development” calls for
substantial zoning changes that would have adverse impacts. SPUR explains that effects of such
new construction would be as follows:

“more housing and jobs along transit corridors and in already transit-oriented
neighborhoods” .... “means zoning for taller buildings and higher density in downtown
and along the BART and Muni Metro lines in the neighborhoods. It means allowing new
in-law units and eliminating parking and density limits in some neighborhoods.” (See
Exhibit &, p. 2)

Thus, Housing Element language calling for transit-oriented development provides a policy basis
for various increased density strategies including taller buildings and secondary units.

[n San Francisco, areas along transit corridors running through residential neighborhoods
are usually zoned neighborhood-commercial. The prevailing height in such neighborhood-
commercial areas is now generally one or two stories and such areas are usually not now built up
to maximum height limits (which are generally forty feet). Their low density character now
usually matches and conforms with the low density character of surrounding residential
neighborhoods. However, changing policy to encourage building taller structures with reduced or
no parking in these linear neighborhood commercial areas along major bus lines could create
canyon effects since the linear massing of the taller buildings would disrupt and divide the lower
density character of the surrounding residential neighborhoods. Such linear massing would
constitute an adverse visual effect on the character of existing neighborhoods, a significant
adverse change in the quality of those neighborhoods and could also significantly reduce light to



adjacent or nearby residences.

Various existing measures which the City has previously enacted to increase the capacity
of land for housing demonstrate the adverse impacts of increased traffic congestion, strained
Muni services and visual neighborhood character that could result from extending transit-
oriented development along bus lines running through established neighborhoods. The
Residential Transit-Oriented Districts provide a good example. Under Planning Code section
207.1, in RTO and RTO-M Districts provided for in Planning Code section 201, dwelling units
that are affordable (meeting criteria stated therein) shall not count toward density calculations or
be limited by lot area. In addition, under Planning Code section 151, a dwelling unit in an
affordable housing project is not required to have any off-street parking space except in RH-1
and RH-2 districts. (Ex.9) Therefore taller buildings with inadequate parking could result from
new 2009 Housing Element Policy 1.10 because many small affordable units could be
constructed in areas to be zoned RTO, and such units would not have any off-street parking.
This type of construction could add large numbers of new residents to these areas and place
increased demand on already strained Muni services. Those residents using automobiles would
likely spend significant time circling to find parking spaces, which could increase traffic
congestion in the area.

As previously noted, the Transportation Authority EIR projects significant further
degradation in traffic conditions in the City as a result of concentrating future growth along
transit corridors. Further time spent in congested traffic conditions causes vehicles to emit more
pollutants than vehicles traveling at a normal rate of speed. (See Attachment 10 to Chatten-
Brown & Carstens August 30, 2010 EIR comment letter to Bill Wyco regarding 2004 and 2009
updates to Housing Element , which is incorporated by reference) The City’s December 6, 2010
Sustainable Communities Strategy letter recognizes that there could be “local adverse effects”
from particulate matter vehicle emissions given “the growing recognition of air quality conflicts
between busy roadways and infill development.” (Ex. 10, p. 2) This is a potentially significant
effect which should be analyzed in a revised EIR due to the proposed expansion of the transit-
oriented development to areas along major bus lines outside the Plan Areas. The EIR should be
revised and recirculated for public review and comment.

Zoning changes enacted for transit-oriented development after the 2004 Housing Element
was approved, could cause significant parking space deficits in new structures. For example,
under the Market Octavia Area plan rezonings (Exhibitl1) only one off-street parking space is
required for each four dwelling units in the Van Ness Special Use District. The resulting parking
space deficit could cause traffic congestion in the area from cars circling to seek parking spaces
and potentially increase pollutant emissions from motor vehicles in the immediate area.

In addition, under Planning Code section 134 (e) and (f), the rear yard requirement in NC
Districts and Eastern Neighborhoods mixed use districts may be modified or waived by the



Zoning Administrator pursuant to the procedures which are applicable to variances. New
structures built in neighborhood commercial districts along major transit lines could overwhelm
adjacent structures that are not built up to height or bulk limits and which have the rear yards
required by current code.

2. Changes Eliminated Policy Language Maintaining Density Limits
For RH-1 and RH-2 Neighborhoods.

EIR Policy 1.6 text stating that [i]n some areas, such as RH-1 and RH-2, density limits
should be maintained to protect neighborhood character” was changed in the February 2011
draft to state [i]n some areas, such as RH-1 and RH-2, prevailing height and bulk limits should
be maintained to protect neighborhood character.” Also, use of “flexibility in the number and
size of units” was expanded to apply through “community based planning processes” and
therefore would apply to projects outside plan areas and to individual projects, instead of merely
to “community plan areas” as previously proposed in EIR Policy 1.6.

In the staff memorandum dated March 17,2011, this provision was changed to state “[i]n
some areas, such as RH-1 and RH-2, existing height and bulk patterns should be maintained to
protect neighborhood character.” Since it is unclear which provision the Planning Commission
may adopt, this statement will discuss the environmental effects of both proposals. Essentially,
both proposals would provide a policy basis for replacing the current objective standards with
subjective standards to be interpreted by the Planning Department and Commission. Use of a
subjective standard is a substantial change in the nature of the proposed Project that must be
subjected to environmental review.

This change was reflected in other policies. In EIR Policy 11.5, policy text stating
“[plarticularly in RH-1 and RH-2 areas, density limits should be maintained to protect
neighborhood character” was changed to state “[plarticularly in RH-1 and RH-2 areas, prevailing
height and bulk patterns should be maintained to protect neighborhood character.”

Similarly, EIR Policy 11.3 text stating “[i]n existing residential neighborhoods, this
means development projects should uphold and preserve the existing zoning of the area” was
changed to only “defer to the prevailing height and bulk of the area.” This new language would
also provide a policy basis for eliminating objective per unit density limits for residential
neighborhoods, invite secondary units, and permit existing buildings to be divided into multiple
units. Also, language calling for “a community-supported vision” was weakened to “a
community-based vision.” Policy language ensuring growth without “significantly impacting
existing residential neighborhood character” was changed to growth without “substantially and
adversely impacting” such character. New language was added supporting “adoption of
neighborhood-specific design standards in order to enhance or conserve neighborhood character
only if those guidelines are “consistent with overall good-planning principles.” The new




reference to “good-planning principles” is a completely subjective standard that means virtually
anything its advocate wants it to mean.

Since the housing element provides “the policy framework for future planning decisions”
and new zoning is required to be consistent with the general plan under Planning Code section
101.1(d), the new language failing to maintain density limits would provide a policy basis
undermining: (1) the current maximum dwelling unit density limits provided in Planning Code
section 209.1, to wit, the one-unit limit for RH-1 and two-unit limit for RH-2 districts. (See Ex.
14, excerpt from Legislative Digest referring to Planning Code limitations on numbers of units
permitted in RH-1 and RH-2 districts.)

In addition, the new language would provide a policy basis undermining the front set-
back requirements provided in Planning Code section 132, the rear yard requirements provided
in Planning Code section 134, the usable open space requirements for dwelling units provided in
Planning Code section 135 and the side yard requirements for RH-1 districts provided in
Planning Code section 133. (See Summary of the Planning Code Standards for Residential
Districts attached as Exhibit 12) Such standards describe the height and bulk districts provided in
Planning Code section 122 as of mere “general application” to residential districts. Thus, the
changed language would provide a policy basis for eliminating the present objective standards
which limit density in RH-1 and RH-2 neighborhoods.

Changing the general plan policy, which is the supreme planning law, is the first step to
changing zoning. The purpose of zoning is to help implement the general plan. Under Charter
section 4.105, the Planning Department “shall periodically prepare special area, neighborhood
and other plans designed to carry out the General Plan, and periodically prepare implementation
programs and schedules which link the General Plan to the allocation of local, state and federal
resources.” In addition, zoning ordinances must be consistent with the General Plan under
Planning Code section 101.1 (d). A good example of increased density planning codes changes
carrying out the General Plan is the ordinance adopting approximately 40 zoning changes to
implement the Market Octavia area plan after the City approved the 2004 Housing Element.
(Exhibit 11)

The proposed new policy language calling for using the prevailing or existing height and
bulk limits or using existing height and bulk patterns would provide less protection for the
neighborhood character of RH-1 and RH-2 districts than the maximum dwelling unit density
limits provided in Planning Code section 209.1. Such changed policy language would promote
secondary units and more than the number of units currently allowed by the Planning Code for
such R classifications. Established and often older RH-1 and RH-2 districts have a low density
character which would be substantially degraded if more than one unit was built in an RH-1
district or more than two units were built in an RH-2 district. The essential nature of such areas
would be irreparably degraded by increased density.
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Since many established residential neighborhoods have a prevailing one-unit or one/two
combined-unit character, the new policy language could cause these neighborhoods to change
from low to moderate density, which would constitute a substantial degradation in the quality of
such sites and their surroundings, which is a significant adverse impact under provision L. ( ¢) of
the CEQA Guidelines. Under provision X VIII of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project’s potential
for degrading the quality of the environment requires a mandatory finding of significance of this
impact. In addition, such language would conflict with applicable land use plans (which include
zoning ordinances) that are adopted for the purposes of avoiding or mitigating such adverse
aesthetic effects discussed above. The change would also conflict with the priority planning
principle stated in Planning Code section 101.1 (b) (2) that existing “neighborhood character be
conserved and protected”, which is another significant effect that the EIR failed to analyze.
Such conflicts with applicable land use plans are potentially significant adverse impacts under
provision X. (' b) of the CEQA Guidelines. (Ex. 13)

The Draft EIR failed to analyze the significant effects of the proposed new policy
language on the aesthetic and visual quality of the environment in RH-1 and RH-2 districts and
on the new language’s conflict with land use plans applicable to such areas. Since these impacts
are significant, the City must revise the EIR and analyze such significant effects, mitigation
measures which could reduce such effects and reasonable alternatives which could reduce
effects. The revised EIR must be recirculated for public review and comment.

A reasonable alternative to this new language would be to utilize the language of the
second draft of the 2009 Housing Element which states: “[i]n some areas, such as RH-1 and RH-
2, density limits should be maintained to protect neighborhood character.” Maintaining such
language would eliminate the significant effects discussed above and is certainly feasible since
the City’s Plan Areas have far more increased capacity for new housing units than required for
the 2007-2014 regional housing needs allocation.

It is the belief of many residents that substantial degradation of the Richmond district
resulted from demolition of older single family residences and their replacement with taller, boxy
multi-unit structures built up to maximum height and bulk limits that are known as “Richmond
Specials.” That experience is a telling example of the adverse effects that could result from
encouraging increased density in RH-1 and RH-2 neighborhoods. Many residents believe that
the architectural character of the Richmond district was substantially degraded when significant
numbers of older homes were replaced with such maximized Richmond Specials. The same
effect could occur throughout the City as a result of the proposed changes to the 2009 Housing
Element.

The proposed new language referring to the “limits” would encourage additions or
expansions to existing structures in RH-1 and RH-2 areas which would protrude beyond the
envelopes of existing neighboring structures in RH-1 and RH-2 areas that are not currently built
up to the prevailing height or bulk limits and have a low density character. The range of adverse
effects on neighborhood character that could result from the changed language referring to the

11



“limits” would include demolition of older homes and their replacement with out-of-scale taller,
multi-unit structures; adding floors to existing structures that are not built up to current height
limits; expansions into existing rear yards and reduction of mid-block open space; and the
cluttered appearance from additional motor vehicles parking on sidewalks and other illegal areas.
Such additions, expansions and new construction could disrupt the existing patterns of
established residential neighborhoods and substantially degrade the quality of those areas.

The newly proposed language referring to “existing height and bulk patterns” would use
the outer envelope of existing structures, as interpreted by the Planning Department and
Commission, as a reference point. This proposal would lack objective per-unit density limits
within the envelope and would conflict with the provisions of Planning Code section 209.1,
which provides the one-unit limit for RH-1 and two-unit limit for RH-2 districts. For the reasons
set forth above, this proposed language would produce the same significant impacts discussed
above: a significant impact due to conflict with applicable land use plans and would also cause
the significant impact resulting from substantial degradation of the quality of such sites and their
surroundings, which requires a mandatory finding of significance. The same alternative
discussed above would be feasible and a revised EIR is required to be prepared analyzing the
significant effects of the proposed change in language, reasonable alternatives thereto and
mitigation measures that could reduce effects. The EIR should be revised and recirculated for
public review and comment.

The EIR failed to consider measures which could mitigate significant effects or
reasonable alternatives thereto. The City made these changes after the public review period on
the EIR had closed.

3. Policy Language Was Changed to Weaken the Effect of Opposition
To Zoning Changes by Neighborhood Residents.

Language which had given neighborhood residents a primary role in protecting the
character of their neighborhoods and opposing zoning changes which would degrade
neighborhood character was deleted from the version of Part II that had been analyzed in the EIR.

In EIR Policy 12. I text requiring “a neighborhood-supported community planning
process” to make changes to the Planning Code to further accommodate housing near transit was
weakened to refer to a “community based planning process.”

In EIR Policy 1.4 “[n]eighborhood-supported community planning processes” was
changed in revised Policy 1.4 to “community based planning processes” to be used to generate
changes to land use controls, at the urging of SPUR. (Ex. 4, p. 11, Ex. 2, p.- 2, Ex. §, p. 3)
Interpretative text stating that “[c]hanges that involve several parcels or blocks should always be
the result of a neighborhood-supported community planning process” was changed to state
“[z]oning changes that involve several parcels or blocks should always involve significant
community outreach, as part of a community based planning process.” Interpretative text stating
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that to ensure adequate community outreach, changes to land use policies may be proposed “with
comprehensive support from the community” was changed to state “with comprehensive
opportunity for community input.”

New language was added to Objective 11 stating “[c]hanges planned for an area should
build on the assets of the specific neighborhood while allowing for change,” after other language
providing support for neighborhood character.

In addition, language calling for restricting uses that disrupt the residential fabric were
deleted from EIR Policy 11.8.

In EIR Policy 4.6, language was deleted that growth “should not overburden built out
neighborhoods where infrastructure is at capacity.”

Policy 11.2 text stating that the Planning Department “should build on and bolster
individual community’s local controls” including “neighborhood Covenants, Conditions and
Restrictions (CC&R’s)” was changed to only require awareness of CC&R’s by Planning staff,
and new language was added stating “although only those guiding documents approved by the
Planning Commission may be legally enforced by Planning staff.”

Read together, policy language encouraging increased heights and densities as well as
reduced parking in transit rich areas, the changes eliminating the primary role of neighborhood
residents regarding proposed changes for their neighborhoods make it likely that the efforts of
residents to maintain neighborhood character will be subordinated to the City’s growth
objectives. While citywide stakeholders and developer advocacy groups should have input
regarding city planning, their input should be secondary to the input of the people who live in
established neighborhoods. Residents in established neighborhoods have major financial
investments in their neighborhoods and legitimate, long-term interests in preventing congestion
or degradation of those areas so that they remain attractive and accessible to vehicular traffic and
emergency vehicles.

4. CEQA Requires that the City Prepare a Revised EIR Analyzing Significant Effects
Which Could Result from the Changes and Alternatives and Mitigation Measures.

Since the City made the changes discussed herein months after the public review and
comment period on the EIR expired , the City should prepare a revised EIR analyzing the
potentially significant impacts of the changes discussed herein on the RH-1 and RH-2 districts
and on the areas along and near the major bus lines described in the TEP map, which were not
analyzed in the EIR. Such EIR should also analyze the effect of elimination of the requirement
that planning code changes be “neighborhood-supported.” The revised EIR must consider
reasonable alternatives and mitigation measures that could reduce effects and be recirculated for
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public review and comment.

Thank you for your attention to this very important matter.

Dated: March 23, 2011

Very truly yours,

Pavid Golick
Planning Consultant

dlgolick@msn.com
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Challenges Ahead: Balancing Goals with Resources and Realities

In an effort to plan for and respond to growing housing demands, the Planning
Department has engaged several neighborhoods in specific community planning efforts.
Ten community plans — the Candlestick and Hunters Point Shipyard Plans, Rincon Hill,
Market & Octavia, Central Waterfront, East SoMa, Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero
Hill and Balboa Park Area Plans, and the Visitacion Valley Master & Redevelopment
Plan - have been adopted since the 2004 Housing Element update. Together these
recently adopted Plan Areas are projected to add growth of almost 40,000 new units,
which, in combination with citywide infill potential provides sites which can accommodate
over 46,000 new units, as cited in Part 1 of the Housing Element. Ongoing community
planning efforts, including major redevelopment plans at Mission Bay, Treasure Island
and Hunter’s Point Naval Shipyard, will add even more capacity over the next 20 years.

Policy 1.2 Focus housing growth and infrastructure-necessary to support growth
according to community plans. Complete planning underway in key opportunity
areas such as Treasure Island, Candlestick Park and Hunter's Point Shipyard.

In order to increase the supply and affordability of housing, the City has engaged in
significant planning for housing through Area Plans (portions of the General Plan which
focus on a particular part of the City), Redevelopment Plans (community revitalization
plans authorized and organized under the provisions of the California Community
Redevelopment Law), and major development projects created in partnership with
private sponsors. Adopted community plans include Balboa Park, Market and Octavia
and the Central Waterfront neighborhoods; the Eastern Neighborhoods program
including the Mission, South of Market, Showplace Square and Potrero Hill; Candlestick
and Hunters Point Shipyard; and several Redevelopment Area Plans, most recently
Visitacion Valley/Schlage Lock.

Plans underway include Japantown, Glen Park, Western SoMa and Executive Park.
Other major projects in development with the City include Treasure Island, Park Merced
and the Transbay Transit Center. These ongoing community planning efforts should
continue. These projects could result in a community accepted housing vision for the
neighborhood, related zoning changes and neighborhood specific design guidelines that
will encourage housing development in appropriate locations.

Together, these planning efforts could provide capacity for significantly more than the
31,000 units allocated for this planning period (2007-2014). However these plans will
require significant investment in infrastructure and supporting services in order to
support this growth. Each adopted plan contains related programs for affordable housing
(directing the mix of housing types, tenures and affordability needs), infrastructure and
community services, they also contain design guidelines and community review
procedures. The City should prioritize public investment in these plan areas, according
to each plans’ infrastructure and community improvement program. These plans will also
require diligence in their application: each plan contains numerous policies and
principles intended to ensure neighborhood consistency and compatibility, and it is up to
Planning Department staff and the Planning Commission to uphold those principles in
project review and approvals.
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. . Estimated New Housing
Plan Area/ Major Project Construction Potential*
Balboa Park Area Plan 1,800
Market/Octavia Area Plan 6,000
Central Waterfront Area Plan 2000
Mission Area Plan 1700
East SOMA Area Plan 2900
Showplace Square/Potrero Hill
Area Plan 3200
Rincon Hill Area Plan 4,100
Visitation Valley Redevelopment
Plan 1,500
Transbay Redevelopment Plan 3,400
Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan 3,000
Hunters Point Shipyard/
Candlestick Point 10,000
Total Adopted Plans & Projects: 39,600
Executive Park 1,600
Glen Park 100
Japantown To be determined
Park Merced 5,600
Transit Center District 1,200
West SOMA 2,700
| | Treasure Island 7,000
Total Plans & Projects
| | Underway: 18,2900
| | TOTAL 57,800

I Policy 1.4 Ensure neighborhood-supperted community based planning processes
are used to generate changes to land use controls.

Community plans are an opportunity for neighborhoods to work with the City to develop
a strategic plan for their future, including housing, services and amenities. Such plans
can be used to target growth strategically to increase infill development in locations
close to transit and other needed services, as appropriate. Community plans also
develop or update -neighborhood specific design guidelines, infrastructure plans, and
historic resources surveys, as appropriate. As noted above, in recent years the City has
undertaken significant community based planning efforts to accommodate projected
growth. Zoning changes that involve several parcels or blocks should always involve
significant community outreach, as part of a community based planning process.

Any new community based planning processes should be initiated in partnership with the
neighborhood, and involve the full range of City stakeholders. The process should be
initiated by the Board of Supervisors, with the support of the District Supervisor, through
their adoption of the Planning Department’s or other overseeing agency’s work program;
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and the scope of the process should be approved by the Planning Commission. To
assure that the Planning Department, and other agencies involved in land use approvals
conduct adequate community outreach, any changes to tand use policies and controls
that result from the community planning process may be proposed only after an open
and publicly noticed process, after review of a draft plan and environmental review, and

| with comprehensive opportunity forsuppert-frem-the-_community input. Proposed
changes must be approved by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors at a
duly noticed public hearing. Additionally, the Department's Work Program allows citizens

| to know what areas are proposed for community planning-. The Planning Department
should use the Work Program as a vehicle to inform the public about all of its activities,
and should publish and post the Work Program to its webpage, and make it available for
review at the Department.

Policy 1.6 Consider greater flexibility in number and size of units within

I established building envelopes in community based planning processes,
especially if it can increase the number of affordable units in multi-family
structures.

In San Francisco, housing density standards have traditionally been set in terms of
numbers of dwelling units in proportion to the size of the building lot. For example, in an
RM-1 district, one dwelling unit is permitted for each 800 square feet of lot area. This
limitation generally applies regardless of the size of the unit and the number of people
likely to occupy it. Thus a small studio and a large four-bedroom apartment both count
as a single unit. Setting density standards encourages larger units and is particularly
tailored for lower density neighborhoods consisting primarily of one- or two-family
dwellings. However, in some areas which consist mostly of taller apartments and which
are well served by transit, the volume of the building rather than number of units might
more appropriately control the density.

l Within a community supperted-based planning process, the City may consider using the
building envelope, as established by height, bulk, set back, parking and other Code
requirements, to regulate the maximum residential square footage, rather than density
controls that are not consistent with existing patterns. In setting allowable residential
densities in established neighborhoods, consideration should be given to the prevailing
building type in the surrounding area so that new development does not detract from
existing character. In some areas, such as RH-1 and RH-2, density-limits-should-be
maintained-toprevailing height and bulk limits should be maintained to protect
neighborhood character.

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

San Francisco enjoys an extensive network of transit lines, including a number of major
transit lines that provide nearby residents with the opportunity to move about the City
without need of a car. Because of proximity to transit and bicycle networks,

-3
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neighborhood serving businesses and job centers, some 29% of the City's households
do not own cars and 33% of San Franciscans take public transit to work, with higher
rates for households in transit-rich areas. Infill housing in transit-rich areas can provide
lower income households, affordable unsubsidized housing opportunities. Housing with
easy access to transit facilitates the City's efforts to implement the City's Transit First
policy. Additionally housing near transit can provide site-efficient and cost effective

housing.

In reviewing reliance on public transportation, it is important to distinguish areas that are
“transit-rich,” and located along major transit lines, from those that are simply served by
transit. For the purposes of this Housing Element, “major transit lines” are defined as
those that have significant ridership and comprehensive service — meaning almost 24-
hour service with minimal headways. This network of major transit lines includes BART's
heavy rail lines, MUNI Metro's light rail system including the F, J. K. L. M and N lines,
and Muni's major arterial, high-ridership, frequent service local network lines. These
lines are defined and prioritized in Muni’'s Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) as the “24-
hour Rapid Network,” and will be slated for long-term improvements. These transit lines
are slated to receive funding and service increases which will make it easier o meet
service demands as well as increase the ability to travel both downtown and between
neighborhoods. Therefore, the Department should support housing projects along these
major transit lines provided they are consistent with current zoning and design

quidelines.

Policy 4.6 Encourage an equitable distribution of growth according to
infrastructure and site capacity.

Equitable growth brings economic opportunity to all residents, provides for intelligent
infrastructure investment and offers a range of housing choices. Distributing growth
equitably means that each part of the City has a role in planning for growth, and receives
an equitable distribution of growth's benefits. It is as much about revitalizing and
redeveloping transitioning parts of the City such as the Eastern Neighborhoods, as it is
about guiding new communities in areas such as Treasure Island.

Whether in existing or new neighborhoods, all of the City’s resident’s should have
access to public infrastructure, services and amenities. In ideal circumstances,
infrastructure will be available before or in concert with new housing. Therefore growth
should be directed through community plannmg fo areas where publlc infrastructure
exnsts and is underutlllzed } ; -

|gn|f|cant site capacnty bui—a@essﬁe\eleped—m—tefmsef—m#asfrme{upe—%hese
areas-will require-the-construstion-of and new infrastructure is planned in cooperation

with new development.

there is

Policy 9.2 Continue prioritization of preservation of existing affordable housing as
the most effective means of providing affordable housing.

Financial support is required to continue to support the preservation of existing
affordable housing. The HPP program has used tax-exempt bond financing, low income
tax credits and federal funds to finance acquisition and rehabilitation costs. in addition,
the Agency has engaged tenants and built organizing capacity to support acquisition

- 4-
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negotiations with owners of such developments. The City should continue these
mechanisms to complete acquisitions of existing, at-risk subsidized units.

Additionally, other agencies in the City should look to retain existing affordable housing
stock with supportive programs and policies. Privately owned and operated rental
housing is under continuing pressure to convert to market rate housing, and programs
such as the acquisition and rehabilitation model discussed previously can aid in their
retention.

Policy 10.2 Implement planning process improvements to both reduce undue
project delays and provide clear information to support community review.

As part of the Action Plan, the Planning Department is exploring a number of procedural
and operational reforms intended to reduce project delays and increase community
review.

To provide a more efficient review process that also provides the potential for earlier
community review, the Planning Department is implementing a “Revised Development
Review Process,” based on the concept that earlier input and coordination by all
divisions of the Planning Department on larger, more complex projects resulis in a more
efficient review overall. The efficiency is gained by identifying and addressing significant
project issues, and providing developers more comprehensive procedural information
early in the review process. This approach also improves the likelihood that
communities surrounding potential development projects will be more aware early in the
review process. Together, these features reduce the overall review time for a project,
allow for earlier community awareness, and—perhaps most importantly—ultimately
result in better projects being approved and built.

To initiate neighbor communication early on in the development process, and provide
the project sponsor the opportunity to address neighbor concerns about the potential
impacts of the project prior to submitting an application, the Department has also
implemented a required Pre-Application Process that requires eligible project sponsors
to conduct community meetings prior to filing any entitlement, inviting all relevant
Neighborhood Associations, abutting property owners and occupants. This process
allows the community access to planned projects, and allows the project sponsor to
identify, and address, issues and concerns early on.

Objective 11 Support and respect the diverse and distinct character of San
Francisco’s neighborhoods.

San Francisco is a City of neighborhoods, each with a distinct character and quality.
While the Housing Element provides a citywide housing strategy, no policy should be
applied without first examining its applicability to each specific neighborhood's unique
context. Its implementation should be applied and expressed differently in each
neighborhood. The existing character, design context (including neighborhood specific
design guidelines), historic and cultural context, and land use patterns of each
neighborhood shall inform and define the specific application of Housing Element

- 5-
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policies and programs. As each neighborhood progresses over time the distinct
characters will form the foundation to all planning and-preservation-effertswork in the
area. Just as the City seeks a variety of housing types to meet the diversity of needs, the
City also values a variety of neighborhood types to support the varying preferences and
lifestyles of existing and future households._Changes planned for an area should build
on the assets of the specific neighborhood while allowing for change.

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

As the City’s Residential Design Guidelines state, San Francisco is known for its
neighborhoods and the visual quality of its buildings. Its architecture is diverse, yet many
neighborhoods are made up of buildings with common rhythms and cohesive elements
of architectural expression. For all new buildings and major additions, the fundamentals
of good urban design should be followed, respecting the existing neighborhood
character, while allowing for freedom of architectural expression. A variety of
architectural styles (e.g. Victorian, Edwardian, Modern) can perform equally well.
Proposed buildings should relate well to the street and to other buildings, regardless of
style. New and substantially altered buildings should be designed in a manner that
conserves and respects neighborhood character. High quality materials, and a strong
attention to details, should be carried across all styles. And buildings should represent
their era, yet be timeless.

Planning Department review of projects and development of guidelines should build on

and—belstew#d%d&al—eemm&nﬂys dogted local controls mcludmg recently adopted

Area Plans, neighberhe :
Res%net&ons—é@@&@s}—naghborhood specnflc design guidelines, and hlstorlc
preservation district documents. Planning staff should be aware of, and be a resource
for, on-going individual community efforts that support good planning principles, such as
neighborhood-specific Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&R's) and design
gquidelines. New development and alterations or additions to existing structures in these
neighborhoods should refer to these controls in concert with the citywide Residential
Design Guidelines, although only those guiding documents approved by the Planning
Commission may be legally enforced by Planning staff. Also projects in historic
preservation districts should refer to related design documents.

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

Accommodation of growth should be achieved without damaging existing residential
neighborhood character. In community plan areas, this means development projects
should adhere to adopted policies, design guidelines and community review procedures.
In existing residential neighborhoods, this means development projects should upheld

and-preserve-the-existingdefer to the prevailing height and bulk-zering of the area.

To ensure character is not impacted, the City should continue to use community
planning processes to direct growth and change according to a community-supperted
based vision.
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The Planning Department should utilize residential design guidelines, neighborhood
specific design guidelines, and other documents describing a specific neighborhoods
character as guideposts to determine compatibility of proposed projects with existing
neighborhood character.

The Department should support the adoption of neighborhood-specific design standards
in order to enhance or conserve neighborhood character, provided those guidelines are
consistent with overall good-planning principles and help foster a more predictable, more
timely, and less costly pre-development process. To this end, the Department should
develop official procedures for submittal of neighborhood-initiated design guidelines, for
review by Department staff, and for adoption or endorsement.

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

Current zoning districts result in land use and density patterns shown on the
accompanying Generalized Permitted Housing Densities by Zoning District, Map 6; and
the accompanying table illustrating those densities, Table 1-64, in Part 1 of the Housing
Element. The parameters contained in the Planning Code under each zoning districts
can help ensure that new housing does not overcrowd or adversely affect the prevailing
character of existing neighborhoods. The City's current zoning districts conform to this
map and provide clarity on land use and density throughout the City. When _proposed
zoning map amendments are considered as part of the Department's community
planning efforts, they should conform generally to these this maps, although minor
variations consistent with the general land use and density policies may be appropriate.
They should also conform to the other objectives and policies of the General Plan.

Policy 11.5 Maintain-allowableEnsure densities in established residential areas at
levels-which-promote compatibility with prevailing neighborhood character.

Residential density controls should centinue-to-be-applicd-where-appreprateto
maintaiareflect prevailing building types in established residential neighborhoods.

Particularly in RH-1 and RH-2 areas, density limitssheuld-be-maintairedprevailing
height and bulk patterns should be maintained to protect neighborhood character. Other
strategies to maintain and protect neighborhood character should also be explored,
including “neighborhood livability initiatives” that could examine eemmunity-supperted
guidelines and principles to preserve what is beloved about the area. Such an initiative
could result in strategies to improve the appearance and accessibility of neighborhood
commercial districts, or neighborhood specific design guidelines for specific RH-1 and
RH-2-neighborhoods.

Policy 12.1 Encourage new housing that relies on transit use and environmentally
sustainable patterns of movement.

New residents require access to neighborhood serving businesses, employment centers,

recreation facilities, and regional centers. To the extent possible these trips should be

easily accommodated on the existing transportation network with increased services. To

that end the city should promote housing development in areas that are well served with
-7

February 2011



2009 Housing Element ..aft 3 San Francisco Planning Departm nt
Proposed Changes only

transportation infrastructure including Bart trains, and Muni light rail trains-. However,
changes to the Planning Code to further accommodate housing near transit will enby
occur through a reighberheed-supported-community based planning process.
Encouragement of the use of public transit and car-sharing must be accompanied by
improving the reliability and usability of public transportation and broadening access to
and location of car share options, as ways to make these alternatives more attractive.
Additionally, bicycle amenities can and should be an integral component to housing and
supporting the City's Transit First policy. The City must maintain and improve the
transportation network in coordination with new development. Long range transportation
planning should consider projected growth patterns. Tools such as impact fees should
facilitate the coordination of new growth with improved transportation infrastructure. As
the City has been directing planning efforts to shape housing construction in transit-rich
locations through its Redevelopment, Better Neighborhoods and other community
planning processes, its funding efforts should prioritize these parts of the City. To
ensure that new neighborhood infrastructure, particularly transit, is provided concurrently
with new growth, agencies within the City should prioritize funding or planning efforts
within these planned areas, especially for discretionary funding application processes
such as the state’s Proposition 1C.

Policy 13.3 Promote sustainable land use patterns that integrate housing with
transportation via-in order to increase transit, pedestrian, and bicycle mode share.

Sustainable land use patterns include those located close to jobs and transit, as noted
above. But they also include easy access to, and multiple travel modes between, other
services, shopping and daily needs. This could mean all services needed are located
within an easy walk of the nearby housing; it could also mean that such services are
available by bike or transit, or in the best cases, by all modes. The common factor in
sustainable land use patterns is that the need for a private car is limited.

To encourage walking, cycling and transit use, comprehensive systems must be in
place. A Citywide network of walkable streets, bike lanes that are safe for children as
well as the elderly, and reliable, convenient, transit must be in place. The City should
continue efforts to improve such networks, to make them more attractive to users. The
City should also continue requirements and programs that link developers of housing to
contribute towards such systems. Sustainable design that includes improved streets and
transit stops adjacent to developed property, as well as the inclusion of mid-block
crossings, alleys and bike lanes at larger, multi-block developments, can further
incentivize non-automotive movement.

February 2011
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This staff report describes Senate Bill 375, the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) and the
effect of the law on local governments as well as the Bay Area as a region. This report is based on

reports provided by the Metropolitan Transportaion Commission (MTC) and the Association of
Bay Area Governments (ABAG).

The SCS will be developed in partnership among regional agencies, local jurisdictions and
Congestion Management Agencies (CMAs) through an iterative process. The regional agencies
recognize that input from local jurisdictions with land use authority is essential to create a feasible

SCS. The SCS does not alter the authortity of jurisdictions over local land use and development
decisions.

The purpose of this report is to provide Commissioners with an overview of the SCS in relation to

local land use policies, implementation needs, and quality of life, including key policy considerations
for San Francisco.

BACKGROUND

Senate Bill 375 became law in 2008 and is considered landmark legislation for California relative to
land use, transportation and environmental planning. Tt calls for the development of a Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS) in all metropolitan regions in California. Within the Bay Area, the law
gives joint responsibility for the SCS to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and
the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). These agencies will coordinate with the Bay

Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) and the Bay Conservation and Development
Commission (BCDC).

The SCS integrates several existing planning processes and is required to accomplish the following
objectives:

www sfplanning.org
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1. Provide a new 25-year land use strategy for the Bay Area that is realistic and identifies areas
to accommodate all of the region’s population, including all income groups;

2. Forecast a land use pattern, which when integrated with the transportation system, reduces
greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks and is measured against our
regional target established by the California Air Resources Board (CARB).

The SCS is a land use strategy required to be included as part of the Bay Area’s 25-year Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP). By federal law, the RTP must be internally consistent. Thetefore, the
over $200 billion dollars of transportation investment typically included in the RTP must align with
and support the SCS land-use pattern. SB 375 also requires that an updated eight-year regional
housing need allocation (RHINA) prepared by ABAG is consistent with the SCS. The SCS, RTP and
RHNA will be adopted simultaneously in early 2013.

ISSUES & DISCUSSION

Because the SCS has the potential to increase San Francisco’s share of regional funding in the next
Regional Transportation Plan, and to affect how affordable housing targets are assigned through the
Regional Housing Needs Allocation process, it is important to understand the planning process, its
related regional plans, and its implications for San Francisco.

SCS Planning Process: The final SCS will be the product of an iterative land use and transportation
planning process that balances growth and supportive transportation investments and policies.
ABAG and MTC expect to release an Initial Vision Scenario in February 2011, followed by more
detailed SCS scenarios that refine the initial vision scenario in Spring and Fall 2011, and a final draft
in early 2012. For more details about the timeline, see SCS Schedule (Attachment 1).

* [mtial Vision Scenario — February 2011. The Vision Scenario will encompass an initial
identification of places, policies and strategies for long-term, sustainable development in the
Bay Area, based in large part on input from local jurisdictions. MTC and ABAG have asked
local governments to identify places of great potential for sustainable development, including
Priority Development Areas (PDAs), transit cortidors, employment areas, as well as infill
opportunity areas that lack transit services but offer opportunities for increased walkability
and reduced driving (San Francisco’s PDAs, which were designated by a resolution of the
Board of Supervisors in June 2007, are shown on Attachment 2). City agencies, including the
Planning Department, Transportation Authority (SFCTA) and Municipal Transportation
Agency (SFMTA), sent a letter conveying San Francisco’s input into this scenario
(Attachment 3). Because San Francisco already has plans to accommodate almost the entire
amount of growth expected (over 90%) by 2035 within its designated PDAs, and because
significant resources are necessary to provide the infrastructure necessary to support this
growth, staff elected not to identify additional areas that could take on greater levels of
growth at this time.

*  Detailed Scenarios — July 2011. By the early spring of 2011 the conversation between local
governments and regional agencies will turn to the feasibility of achieving the region’s goals
through analysis of the Initial Vision Scenatio and subsequent modifications comprising the
Detailed Scenarios. The Detailed Scenarios will be different than the Initial Vision Scenario
in that they will take into account constraints that might limit development potential, and

SAN fRANCISCO
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will identfy the infrastructure and resources that can be identified and/or secured to support
the scenario. Local jurisdictions will provide input, which will then be analyzed for the
release of the Preferred Scenario by the end of 2011.

Regional Housing Needs Allocation: The RFHINA is a process required under State law by which
cach city in the region is assigned a housing target by income level that must be accommodated in
the city’s Housing Element. The total housing needs number for the Bay Area region is assigned by
the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), and that regional target is
allocated to the various Bay Area jurisdictions by ABAG with input from the RHNA methodology
committee. San Francisco will have several representatives, including staff from Planning, MOH,
and an elected official, seated on the RHNA methodology committee.

SB 375 requires that the RHNA consistent with the SCS (local jurisdictions must, within 3

years of the adoption of the SCS, take local action to plan for housing needs growth identified for
their jurisdiction in the SCS.) The process to update RHNA will begin in early 2011, adoption of the
RHNA methodology will occur by September 2011, and the Draft RHNA, including local
allocations, will be released by spring 2012. ABAG will adopt the Final RHNA by the end of
summer 2012. Local governments will address the next round of RHNA in their next Housing
Element update, slated to begin in 2013.

Regional Transportation Plan: The regional transpottation plan is the region’s 25-year financially
constrained program of transportation projects anticipated to be delivered with available funds — by
law, all regionally significant projects must be incorporated into the RTP. Regional agencies will
work closely with the Congestion Management Agencies (CMAs), transportation agencies and local
jurisdictions to define financially constrained transportation priorities in their response to a call for
transportation projects in early 2011 and a detailed project assessment that will be completed by
July/August 2011.

The RTP will be analyzed through 2012 and released for review by the end of 2012. A key policy
question will be the extent to which the region re-directs discretionary (non-formula) transportation
funding toward projects that support the two major mandates of SB35 for SCS: accommodating the
region’s housing needs, and reducing greenhouse gas emissions from the transportation and land use
sector. ABAG will approve the SCS by March 2013. MTC will adopt the final RTP and SCS by April
2013. Regional agencies will prepare one Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for both the SCS and
the RTP. This EIR might assist local jurisdictions in streamlining the environmental review process
for some of the projects that are consistent with the SCS by taking advantage of CEQA streamlining
provisions in SB 375.

Coordination: The City’s land use and transportation agencies are coordinating regularly on three
levels. First, the Transportation Authority, as San Francisco’s Congestion Management Agency and
county representative tasked with coordinating directly with ABAG & MTC, has staffed two rounds
of meetings hosted by Chair Mirkarimi, with the participation of Department heads of several City
agencies. Agencies represented at the meetings include: Planning Department, Redevelopment
Agency, Department of the Environment, SFMTA, Mayor’s Office, Port of San Francisco,
Department of Public Health, BART and Caltrain/SamTrans. Second, at the staff level, a
Sustainability Working Group that meets monthly to coordinate on sustainability-related planning
issues. Finally, staff anticipates convening a range of sessions to connect with stakeholders, including

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3



Executive Summary Sustainable Communities Strategy
Hearing Date: January 27, 2011 Informational Report

meetngs with regional counterparts, particularly in the Bay Bridge and Peninsula/South Bay
corridors, through the “County/Corridor Working Groups”; as well as local discussion sessions.

Outreach: MTC & ABAG, as the agencies responsible for development of the SCS, have adopted a
Public Participation Plan, which lays out the steps MTC will take to involve residents in decisions
affecting Bay Area transportation and land use policies and investments. It includes detail on Public
meetings, workshops and forums, web access, and publications that will be used to ensure the public
and interested parties with reasonable opportunities to be involved in the regional planning process.

To further the ability of our local citizens to engage in this regional process, the City is pursuing
several steps:

e The development of a local website to inform the public.

e The creation of an online discussion forum where staff can respond to questions and San
Francisco citizens can share thoughts on the SCS process.

* Regular forums, hosted by local Agency Directors, to further City/citizen dialogue on the
SCS process

KEY ISSUES FOR SAN FRANCISCO

San Francisco has been a leader within the region in planning for sustainable growth. The City has
had a continuing strategy to plan for growth through community, redevelopment and other area
plans, which make up the City’s Priority Development Areas (PDAs), and to partner that growth
with supportive infrastructure and other improvements. The resulting community planning efforts
provide estimated capacity for as much as 64,000 new households in PDAs, representing over 90%
of our growth targets. This is significantly higher than the next closest county, which plans to
accommodate only about 40% of new houscholds in PDAs. To support and help achieve our vision
for growth, we have strongly urged the region to consider the following policies in the SCS:

1. Maintenance resources should be prioritized for jurisdictions that are currently
accommodating regional growth and travel in an equitable and sustainable manner; and that
demonstrate progress toward meeting RHNA affordable housing targets.

2. Expansion resources should be prioritized for jurisdictions that are proactively planning to
accommodate expected growth—and particulatly affordable housing—between 2010 and
2035, in a sustainable and cost-effective manner; and

3. Discretionary regional funding should be priotitized for projects that reduce regional
greenhouse gas emissions equitably and cost-effectively over their life cycle; and for projects
that serve TOD that includes affordable housing.

Staff is also particularly concerned about potential gentrification and displacement pressures that are
often the unintended side effects of growth. The City will be advocating that the SCS & the RHNA
should distribute housing across the region such that lower income households have increased
access to safe and healthy neighborhoods as well as jobs and education, and simultaneously include
protectuons to prevent displacement and facilitate preservation of the existing supply of affordable
housing.

SAN FRANCISCO
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This is an opportune time to obtain input from the Commission and the public on these policies, as
it 1s still early in the SCS development process. Going forward, our participation will be critical as
the process will move quickly, with most major policy decisions expected to be discussed and
tormulated in mid- to late 2011.

PUBLIC COMMENT

The Department has not received any correspondence on this topic; however, we look forward to
coordinating a local dialogue with stakeholders and interested parties throughout the regional planning
process.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

None. This is an information item.

Attachments:

1. SCS Schedule, MTC/ABAG

2. San Francisco Priority Development Area Map

3. San Francisco Vision Scenario Input Letter, dated December 17, 2010
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Marisa Raya, Regional Planner

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)
101 Eighth St.

Oakland, CA 94607

Subject: SCS Vision Scenario Place Types and Policies: San Francisco Input

Dear Marisa:

On behalf of the City and County of San Francisco, we thank you for the opportunity to provide
tnput into the development of the “Vision Scenario” for the Bay Area’s first Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS). We have developed the information ABAG requested regarding our
vision for sustainable growth, including the “Place Types” that most accurately describe the San
Francisco-designated Priority Development Areas (PDAs) and the policies, incentives, and
implementation strategies that will be necessary to achieve our vision.

San Francisco is planning to accommodate more than 60,000 new households in PDAs by 2035.
This represents the placement of over 90% of our county growth targets (from Projections 2009)
within PDAs. This is significant as the next closest county achieves only ~40% of new households
in PDAs'. However, our willingness to plan for this growth cannot be taken for granted and, in
order to be realized, must be accompanied by regional resources for cote infrastructure investment
and supportive policy reform. As ABAG and MTC work to develop the “Vision” scenario and

initiate regional funding policy discussions in early 2011, we hope the discussion will be guided by
the following principles:

L. Maintenance resources should be priotitized for jurisdictions that are currently
accommodating regional growth and travel in an equitable and sustainable manner;
and that demonstrate progress toward meeting RHNA affordable housing tatgets.

2. Expansion resoutrces should be prioritized for jurisdictions that are proactively
planning to accommodate expected growth - and particularly affordable housing —
between 2010 and 2035, in a sustainable and cost-effective manner;

3. Discretionary resources should be prioritized for projects that reduce regional
greenhouse gas emissions equitably and cost-effectively over their life cycle; and for
projects that serve TOD that includes affordable housing.

' Based on PDA Assessment data reported at 9/2010 RAWG
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Below, we provide the requested input on San Francisco’s vision for growth.
Place Types

We confirm the current Place Type designation for the majority of San Francisco’s PDAs, as noted
below

® Regional Centers: Downtown Neighborhoods, Transbay Terminal /Transit Center District

e Urban Neighborhoods: Market & Octavia, Eastern Neighborhoods, Bayview/Hunters Point
Shipyard/Candlestick Point, Mission Bay

* Transit Neighborhoods: Balboa Park, San Francisco/San Mateo Bi-County Area (includes the
Executive Park/ Visitacion Valley/ Schlage Lock Plan Areas)

*  lransit Town Center: 19th Avenue Corridor

e Mixed Use Corridor: Mission-San Jose Corridor

While the current Place Type categories adequately capture residential developments, we view the
lack of a Place Type category that will accommodate significant job centers outside of the Regional,
City and Suburban Center types as a constraint. For example, there is no good fit for the Port of
San Francisco, whose land use plan focuses on job development, due to state restrictions on
development on port land.

San Francisco’s PDAs generally fall on the high end of unit targets and new projected density
compared to the available Place Types. The current Place Type definitions fail to capture the high
proportion of jobs to housing units that many of San Francisco’s PDAs offer. We request that
ABAG staff notify us if these differences will be material for any uses of the place type designations
in the SCS planning process or for any other purposes.

Policies and Incentives

The policies and incentives listed in the Policies and Place Types Form are all needed to some extent
to support the overall level of growth in each of our Planned and Potential PDAs (except for
funding to acquire open space). The policy areas of particular importance to San Francisco include:

* Enhanced funding for regional core transportation and non-transportation infrastructure such as
water, sewer, utilities, and parks;

¢ Funding for affordable housing;

¢ [ncreased maintenance funding;

* Adequate provision of water treatment and water supply;
¢ Parking pricing policy,

¢ Improvements to school quality.
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Implementation Strategies

Many of the implementation strategies listed in the Policies and Place Types Form have already been
put to use in San Francisco, including:

® Zoning for increased densities and/or mix of uses;
e Provision of affordable housing through zoning;

¢ Funding affordable housing development;

* Retention of existing affordable units; and

® Implementation of community impact fees, commercial linkage fees.

Implementation strategies needed to support growth of particular importance to San Francisco
include:

® Major regional transit capital improvements beyond Resolution 3434;
® Transit capital improvements to bring fleets, guideways and facilities to a state of good tepair;

® Non-motorized and alternative mode infrastructute investments such as walking and bicycle
facilities. Bicycling alone has grown 58% in the last three years in San Francisco,

® Transportation demand management strategies such as parking management, ridesharing, virtual
commuting and congestion pricing;

e Value capture/redevelopment infrastructure improvement;
® Increased transit service frequencies for core trunk lines serving PDAs;
¢ Improvements in non-auto access to schools, job centers, and other major destinations; and

¢ Utlity and other infrastructure improvements, including adequate provision of water and sewer.

Accommodation of Growth

San Francisco’s Adopted and Planned PDAs collectively accommodate over 63,000 new housing
units, and 136,000 new jobs. Healthy absorption of the city’s existing vacancies in PDAs like
Downtown provides the opportunity for another 23,000 or more jobs. However, new growth in San
Francisco is not confined to PDAs. The city includes numerous small-scale infill opportunity sites
close to transit throughout all of its neighborhoods. Such sites outside of Priority Development
Areas could accommodate another 17,000 new housing units, distributed reasonably evenly
throughout the city. Cumulatively, San Francisco’s PDAs and other opportunities yield the potential
for over 85,000 housing units and almost 160,000 more jobs, more growth than is likely to be
projected for San Francisco under the SCS P2011 Projections.

The ABAG-highlighted “Other Significant Areas” do not represent particular places that should be
considered within the SCS process, and the city is not proposing any new PDAs. The lion’s share of
city’s growth will continue to be focused in its PDAs, including new plans (such as the Western
SOMA Plan under development, and the pending initiation of a plan for the Central Subway
alignment, within the Downtown and Eastern Neighborhood PDAs); and growth opportunities will
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be pursued as appropriate at smaller scale infill opportunities along transit lines outside of the
PDAs.

How people commute to work has dramatic implications for the region’s overall sustainability. In
major downtowns like San Francisco and Oakland, a high percentage of workers commute by means
other than automobile; outside of these areas, the percentage of workers that do not drive to work is
insignificant. Increasing workplace development capacity in major centers, as opposed to other

localities in the region, will go further to support both local and regional goals to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions.

However, with the limited information available, San Francisco cannot volunteer to accept more
growth. While more funding, incentives and policy support would inevitably increase the City’s
ability to accommodate and to manage growth, there is no way for the City to make a fair estimate

of “how much” more growth would require, nor any way for us to assess how that growth could fit
within the fabric of our city.

While San Francisco has pioneered transit supportive development over the past few decades, we are
at our limit in terms of transit’s ability to carry more people in the peak period without significant
new right-of-way, fleet and facility expansion. Our transit state of good repair backlog is over $2
billion just to maintain current service levels let alone the additional service levels from the expected
growth, and similar backlogs exist for the regional transit service providers who setve San Francisco,
such as BART and Caltrain. These cote capital capacity constraints are regional in nature and will
need a regional focus on resource prioritization for these PDAs to be successfully implemented. In
addition, San Francisco needs over $750 million to bring our local streets to a state of good repair,
and many PDAs have significant non-transportation infrastructure investment needs as well, lacking
the community assets necessary to make them complete communities.

San Francisco uses the strategies noted above to create and ptreserve affordable housing. Yet despite
a deep commitment to mixed-income communities, the City has been unable to achieve more than a
third (34%) of our RHNA affordable housing target. In the absence of additional resources for
affordable housing, the City will be unable to accommodate equitable and sustainable growth at
projected levels. Under the current RHNA for San Francisco, more than 60% of our projected
housing need requires subsidy. San Francisco is making tremendous efforts and is succeeding in its
efforts to bring affordable units into production. However, without financial support we will not
have the ability to keep up with the mandated RHNAs.

We are further challenged by needing to pace growth with new investment. While San Francisco's
planning efforts aim to combine changes in zoning with proposals for new infrastructure
lnvestment, we continually face resistance from neighborhoods who are skeptical that needed
infrastructure will come. There is a very real threat of neighborhood demand for legislation that
meters growth according to infrastructure provision, thereby restricting zoning changes and any
development under those zoning changes, until after the infrastructure is in place.

[n sum, the region cannot assume, or take for granted, San Francisco’s growth plans. We need
support and incentives, in order to realize our vision. In doing so, San Francisco is poised to help the
region realize our shared region for a more sustainable Bay Area. We hope this input is helpful in
shaping the SCS “Vision” scenario. We look forward to continuing our collaboration and to
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participate in the SCS/RHNA/RTP planning process.

Nathanie€l P. Ford, Sr.
Executive Director/CEQO San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

oscovich
Executive Director, San Francisco County Transportation Authority

cc: Com. Alioto-Pier, Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Daly, Dufty, Elbsernd, Mar, Maxwell, Mirkarimi
S Heruinger, D. Kimsey, MTC
E. Rapport, K. Kirkey, ABAG
B. Strong, Capital Planning
M. Lee-Skowronek, Caltrain
B. Garcia, DPH
V. Menotti, BART
E. Reiskin, DPW
N. Kirschner-Rodriguez, Mayor’s Office
M. Yarne, MOEWD
D. Shoemaker, MOH
M. Nutter, SFE
T Papandreou, B. Yee, SEMTA
F. Blackwell, SFRA
E. Harrington, PUC
TC, MEL, ALA, RH, AC, ZB, LB, Chron, File: SCS
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December 6, 2010

Ted Droettboom, Regional Planning Program Director
Joint Policy Committee

101 Eighth St.

Oakland, CA 94607

Doug Kimsey, Planning Director

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
101 Eighth St.

Oakland, CA 94607

Ken Kirkey, Planning Director

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)
101 Eighth St.

Oakland, CA 94607

Subject: Comments on Draft Performance Tatgets for the Sustainable Communities Strategy
Dear Ted, Doug, and Ken:

Thank you for providing an inclusive process to develop the Draft Sustainable Communities
Strategy Performance Targets. We recognize the significant amount of staff effort that is needed to
facilitate the Performance Measures Ad Hoc Committee meetings, and appreciate the thorough and
transparent process undertaken to consider a large number of potential measures and targets.

The City and County of San Francisco’s planning, transportation, housing, and public health
agencies agree that the targets generally reflect the right measurement areas, however there are
several significant areas where we suggest specific new or modified measures. Most notably:

1. The housing and equity targets are not sufficient to measure the impacts that different
scenarios will have in addressing the needs of low-income individuals.

2. We offer more comprehensive measures of transportation system effectiveness, that focus
on the number and quality of transportation choices for households, among other
considerations.

3. The transportation State of Good Repair (SOGR) targets should be weighted based on
demand.

4. The economic vitality target needs a clearer focus that ties it to the overarching objectives
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of improving the transportation/land use connection.

5. Targets tied to environmental and health outcomes, such as the targets for PM, collisions,
and “active transportation” could be improved in several ways.

With these high-level points in mind, we offer the following comments and revisions to the targets.

1. Modify Target 2 to, “House 100% of the region’s housing need by income level without
displacing low-income residents and while increasing opportunities for low-income

housing in all areas.”

We appreciate the modified housing target proposed in the 12/7 Performance Measures ad hoc
packet to consider displacement impacts, however we suggest additional modifications to it.
Policy decisions that affect housing must be guided by experiences from the past, and must fit
within strong legal mandates, such as Fair Housing Law. As place of residence is a strong
determinant of access to goods and setvices, health resources, school quality, employment
opportunities, and telated socioeconomic outcomes, the SCS should address equity goals at 2
neighborhood level by improving the opportunities available to people in low-income brackets.
With that goal in mind, we suggest modifying the housing target to include reducing geographic
disparities by increasing income diversity in predominantly high-income and moderate-income

neighborhoods.

2. Replace Target #3 with “Reduce by X% concentrations of PM,, without exacerbating
geographic disparities in PM, . concentration within the region”

We propose shifting the focus of this measure from an exposure-based perspective to 2
definiion based on concentrations. Given the growing recognition of air quality conflicts
between busy roadways and infill development, careful consideration should be given to how the
measure and methodology will represent trade-offs between regional emissions reductions and
local adverse effects. It is also critical that the methodology, measures, and targets be consistent
with the BAAQMD CEQA thresholds guidance and other State and Federal regulatory guidance.
Specifically, an exposure-based tatget would necessitate a methodology that factors in the
positive impact Community Risk Reduction Plans under development would have in mitigating
exposure. In addition, given that the 11 petcent reduction in premature deaths used as a
numerical basis for the proposed target is contingent on a// sources of PM,;being reduced to
achieve the economy-wide federal standard, the methodology would require a forecast of
emissions from a// sources of particulate matter. For these reasons, we suggest a concentration-
based target is more appropriate for the SCS. In addition, we believe it is more appropriate for
the numerical basis for the target to reflect the more stringent State standard for PM, ; rather
than the federal standard. Finally, it is also important to avoid any growth in geographic
disparities in pollutant exposure. For these reasons, we suggest a target to “reduce by X%
particulate matter concentrations”, where X% is the percentage teduction required of the
transportation sectot to meet the State ambient standard.

3. Modify Target 4 to, “Reduce by 50% the number of injuries and fatalities from all
collisions for each mode of transport” and work to refine the methodology to forecast
injuries and fatalities disaggregated by mode.

Disaggregating by mode is important to avoid shifting the burden of injury and fatality from
one mode to another. Focusing on all injuries dilutes safety for the most vulnerable road users.
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From an equity perspective, this approach would also be protective of most vulnerable road
users, including pedestrians and cyclists, who are also more likely to be low-income, transit
dependent populations. The Federal Highway Administration has published recommended
methodology for conducting pedestrian injury predictive modeling and there are other published
approaches for collision forecasting which incorporate changes in traffic and pedestrian
volumes, mode shifts, and non-linear effects. We would be glad to work with the regional
agencies to refine the methodology for this target.

4. Replace Target #5 with, “Increase the walk and bicycle mode share for all trips by X%”

We prefer a mode share-based target to a travel time-based target because it is a more direct and
intuitive measure of benefit. Recognizing the importance of this target’s basis in public health
outcomes, we suggest the target’s numeric basis be an increase in trips comparable to about 1
non-motorized trip per person per day. Additionally, we are very supportive of MTC/ABAG’s
intention to complement non-motorized mode shate analysis from the model with post-
processing to reflect investments that cannot be modeled, such as Safe Routes to School.

5. Add Target #7b, “Increase the share of low, very low, and extremely low income
households residing within 45 minutes of their job.”

We are supportive of Target #7, to “Decrease the combined housing and transportation costs
of low and lower-middle income individuals,” but believe an additional equity target is necessary
to advance the goal of improving opportunities available to very low, low, and moderate income
households, including opportunities to live in neighborhoods with easy access to employment as
well as resources like quality schools, efficient transportation, safe neighborhoods, and healthy
food. We recognize that there is no reliable method to forecast a target that considers access to
schools, safe neighborhoods or healthy food; in lieu of that, we suggest that access to
employment begins to address this goal area.

6. Replace Target #8 with Targets #8a, “Increase by X% the share of jobs in high quality
transit-served locations” and #8b, “Increase by X % share of housing in_high quality

transit-served areas”

Target #8, as originally proposed, “Increase by 10% the number of workers within 45 minutes
of employment centers” could have critically counterproductive measurement outcomes. Absent
a drill-down by mode, the target will bias the measure towards priotitizing roadway investments
because motor vehicles are usually the fastest mode. This makes the misleading assumption that
simply residing near a job center means that the journey-to-work commute will be shorter in
such a multi-centric, job-dispersed region as the Bay Area. In addition, we are skeptical that the
methodology for the target proposed in the 12/7 ad hoc packet, “Increase gross regional
product by X%” will capture tradeoffs between different scenarios’ land use distributions and
transportation investments/policies. Moreover, it is unclear to what extent land use and
transportation policy drive factors important to a region’s or sub-region’s productivity, compared
with business regulations and other quality of life factors. Future SCS’s may benefit from some
research into this area. In the meantime, we agree that land use and transportation contribute to
economic vitality by offering competitive accessibility, and the alternative targets we suggest
“Increase by X% the share of jobs in high quality transit-served locations” and “Increase by X
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% share of housing in high quality transit-served areas” will proritize scenarios where
accessibility is greater.

7. We suggest Targets #9a, “Increase the number and quality of travel choices as
measured by an improvement in accessibility by X%, particularly for auto and/or transit

captive groups” and #9b, “Ensure that transit supply is adequate to accommodate
transit demand (load factors of no more than 1.0)”

As the area most directly affected by the investment and policy decisions made in the regional
transportation plan, transportation system effectiveness should be a core goal of the SCS, and
we strongly believe this should be one of the most robust areas of performance measurement in
the SCS. In order to prioritize scenarios that increase the number of attractive transportation
choice to users, we offer Target #9a, “Increase the number and quality of travel choices as
measured by an improvement in accessibility by X%o, particularly for auto and/or transit captive
groups” This could be calculated from the log sum of the mode choices in the travel demand
model. Another way to captute this accessibility would by measuring the number of employment
or recreational opportunities available within a given radius to a household, through the
destination log sum model. We believe these measures are supetior to the travel time by mode

target proposed by MTC/ABAG because they consider accessibility in a more comprehensive
way.

Secondly, target #9b, “Ensure that transit supply is adequate to accommodate transit demand
(load factors of no more than 1.0)” would serve to correct a setious shortcoming in past
regional planning efforts. Absent a transit capacity-constrained model (which we are currently
nearing completion of developing for our regional travel demand model SF-CHAMP),
examining load factors allows for a reality check on the assumptions of modeled transit
ridership. As the region’s central core transit trunk is at capacity, it is likely that — absent adequate
investment — transit riders would be turned away. In these cases, careful post-processing of
model results will be needed to estimate the final mode choices of these travelers.

8. We suggest weighting Target 10 “Maintain the Transportation System in a State of Good
Repair” (SOGR) by demand to reflect the relative importance of maintenance of
different parts of our transportation system.

While we support the region’s fix-it-first policy, we recognize the need to prioritize even within
this important area of our regional investment policy. Achieving SOGR in the future may
require prioritizing some infrastructure and consciously letting other infrastructure become the
purview of local investment policy. To help prioritize the region’s needs, we propose focusing on
infrastructure that is more regionally significant and/or experiences much higher levels of usage

on a day-to-day basis This principle should be reflected in Target 10 by weighting each measure
based on future demand.

9. Modify Target #10c to make explicit the weighting of transit capital age by asset value,
“Reduce average transit asset age, weighted by asset value, to 50% of useful life”, and
we offer additional comments on the transit State of Good Repair targets.

We appreciate the suggested transit state of good repair methodology refinement over that used

in Transportation 2035, to weight asset age by the replacement cost, thus emphasizing the most
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costly assets which are hardest to replace. We request making this methodology change explicit
in the target. Additionally, while the proposed target is an acceptable measurement for the high-
level purposes of SCS performance measurement, we wanted to point out that the target departs
from our municipal transit state of good repair goals, which focus on prioritizing replacement
of assets beyond their useful life that have the highest impact to transit operations, and investing
in asset replacement strategies with the lowest possible lifecycle costs. We encourage further
discussion on potential targets that reflect and forecast life cycle costs to complement the 50%
of useful life target. At a minimum, we hope this can be considered as an indicator area and that

the policy can be further developed in subsequent discussions about regional investments to
achieve a better transit state of good repair

Thank you for considering our comments. We look forward to discussing them further at the
December 7 ad hoc meeting as well as at a future Regional Advisory Working Group meeting.

Sincerely,

4‘}* Foapes

for
Dawvid Alumbaugh

Director of Citywide Planning, San Francisco Planning Department

e, ~

Rajiv Bhatia
Director, Occupational and Environmental Health, San Francisco Department of Public Health

e

Tilly Chang
Deputy Director for Planning, San Francisco County Transportation Authority
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Timothy Papandreou _
Deputy Director for Planning and Sustainable Streets, San Francisco Municipal Transportation

Agency

/"”7 /’/

Doug Shoemaker
Director, San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Housing

cc: Lisa Klein, David Vautin, MTC
Miriam Chion, Marisa Raya, ABAG
BY, DI, PA, PB SFMTA
JLM, MEL, ALA, BC, RH, AC, ZB, LB, Chron, File: SCS
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Amendment of the whole
at Board. 4/15/08

FILE NO. 071157 ORDINANCE NO. 792 - (78

[Planning Code Amendments to implement the Market and Octavia Area Plan.]

Ordinance amending the San Francisco Planning Code to implement the Market and
Octavia Area Plan of the General Plan by amending Section 102.5 (District); Section
121.1 (Development on Large Lots, Neighborhood Commercial Dlstncts), Section 121 2
(Use Size Limits (Non- -Residential), Neighborhood Commercial Dlstncts), Section 124
(Basic Floor Area Ratio); Section 132 (Front Setback); Section 134 (Rear Yards),
Section 135 (Usable Open Space For Dwelling Units and Group Housing); Section 144
(Treatment of Ground Story On Street Frontages); Section 145.1 (Street Frontages,
Neighborhood Commerecial Districts); Section 145.4 (Street Frontages Downtown and
Mixed-Use Districts); Section 151.1 (Schedule of Required Off-Street Parking Spaces);
Section 152, (Schedul.e of Required Off-Street Freight Loading Spaces in Districts Other
Than C-3 or South of Market); Section 153 (Rules for Calculation of Required Spaces);
Section 154 (Minimum dimensions for required off-street parking, freight loading and
service vehicle spaces); Section 155 (General Standards as to Location and
Arrangement of Off-Street Parking, Freight Loading and Service Vehicle Facilities);
Section 156 (Parking Lots); Section 166 (Requirements for Provision of Car-Share
Parking Spaces); Section 167 (Parking Costs Separated from Housing Costs in New
Residential Buildings); .Section 201 (Classes of Use Districts); Section 207.1. (Rules For
Calculation Of Dwelling Unit Densities); Section 207.4 (Density of Dwelling Units in
Neighborhood Commercial Districts); Section 208 (Density Limitations for Group
Housing); Section 209.1-209.9 (Uses Permitted in RTO Districts); Section 234.2
{(Requiring CU Authorization for specified uses in P Districts within the Market and
Octavia Neighborhood Area); Section 253 (Review of Proposed Buildings and
Structures Exceeding a Height of 40 Feetin R Districté); Section 270 (Bulk Limits:

Supervisor Mirkarimi  McGoldrick
BOARD OF SUPERV]SORS Page 1
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Measurement); Section 303 (Conditional Uses: Determination); Section 304 (Planned

Unit Developments: Criteria and Limitations); Section 311 (Residential Permit Review

Procedures for RH and RM Districts: Applicability); Section 315 (Inclusionary Housing
requirements) including adding a $40-per-square-footfee on new residential

development in the Plan Area in addition to the existing inclusionary housing

istrict, $4 in the Neighborhood Co ial i ic d $0 in the
Transit-Oriented Residential (RTO) district: Section 316 (Procedures for Conditional
Use Authorization in Neighbofhood Commercial and South of Market Districts and for
Live/Work Units in RH, RM, and RTO Districts); Section 603 (Exempted Signs); Section
606 (Residential Districts); Section 702.1 (Neighborhood Commercial Use Districts);
Section 720.1 (Hayes-Gough Neighborhood Commercial Transit District) to conform
these sections with the new VNMDR-SUD, NCT and RTO district controls; and adding
new zoning districts and a new special use district including Section 121.5 to establish
controls for Development on Large Lots in Residential Disftricts; Section 121.6 to
restrict lot mergers in residential districts and on pedestrian-oriented streets; Section
158.1 related to Non-accessory Parking Garages in NCT and RTO Districts and the Van
Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District; Section 206.4 to establish
the Transit-Oriented Residential District (RTO); Section 207.6 related to Required
Minimum Dwelling Unit Mix and Unit Subdivision Restrictions in RTO and NCT
Districts; Section 207.7 relating to Restrictions on Demolition, Conversion, and Merger
of Existing Dwelling Units in RTO and NCT Districts; Section 230 establishing Limited
Corner Commercial Uses in RTO Districts; Section 249.33 to establish the Van Ness

and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District (VNMDR-SUD) including

providing that projects in the VNMDR-SUD may exceed allowable Floor Area Ratio

Supervisor Mirkarimi
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2
' 4/16/08
N:\LANDUSB\SCLE’VELA\BOARD\MIRKARJW\M&O\BOARD\APR!LWAL\M:&doc




-

© W 0N D W N

Neighborhood Infrastructure Fund; Section 249.34 to establish the Fulton Street

Grocery Store Special Use District; Section249.35-to-establish-the-Dubece-Triangle
Flexible-Density-Special Use-District; Section.261.1 related to Additional Height Limits
for Narrow Streets and Alleys in RTO and NCT Districts; Section 263.18 creating a

Special Height Exception: Additional Five Feet Height for Ground Floor uses in NCT 40-
X and 50-X Height and Bulk Districts; Section 263.20 Special Height Exceptions: Fulton
Street Grocery Store Special Use District 40-X/50-X Height District; Sections 326-326.8
establishing the Market and Octavia Community Improvements Fee and Fund including
community improvement fees of $10 per square foot for certain new residential and $4
per square foot for certain new commercial developmenis,a_mi__a__ggﬂ_ﬂuim__f;_&_i
transit and parking impacts with a maximum fee of $9 per sauare foot for t;g nsit
impacts from residential dev ment a ers foot e
parking spaces; Sections 341-341.;4 establishing a Better Neighborhoods Area Plan
Monitoring Program; Sections 731 and 731.1 creating an NCT-3 Moderate-Scale

Neighborhood Commercial Transit District; Sections 732 and 732.1 creating the Upper

Market Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District; adding an uncodified Section

4 adopting grogedgreg for treatment of historic resources in the Plan Area ealling-fora

2 INC NDroOEary -
climpiementationof an-add onalattordable ho DEHA 3

; and adopting environmental
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findings and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority

policies of Planning Code Section 101.1.

Note; Additions are smgle-underhne zzalzcs Times New Roman,

deletions are

Board amendment additions are MM@
Board amendment deletions are strikethrough-normal.

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:
Section 1. Findings. The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San

Francisco hereby finds and determines that:

(@)  Under Planning Code Section 302, the Board of Supervisors finds that this
ordinance will serve the public necessity, convenience and welfare for the reasons set forth in
Planning Commission Resolution No. 17409 recommending the approval of this Planning
Code Amendment, and incorporates such reasons by this reference thereto. A copy of said
resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No.

(b)  Under Planning Code Section 101 .1, the Board of Supervisors finds that this

ordinance is consistent with the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1(b) of the
Planning Code and with the General Plan as amended in Ordinanc No. 246-07
reaffirms its findings as sat forth in said Ordinance.

(¢)  In accordance with the actions contemplated herein, this Board adopted

Planning Commission Motion No. 17407, concerning findings pursuant to the California

Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code sections 21000 et seq.) and

made other related findings in Ordinance 246-07. e Board reaffirms these CEQA findings
as set forth in Ordinance 246- -07, . which are A-copy-ofsaid-Metiop-is-on file with the Clerk of
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the Board of Supervisors in File No. 071158 and is are incorporated by reference herein. The
Board of Supervisors has reviewed a Memorandau from the Planning Department dated
February 29, 2008 and March 19, 2008 and, based on that those Mgmogagggumhg_&ic
testimony. and information in the files of the Board of Supervisor and the Planning
Department, including. but not limited to. the Final EIR, together with all supporting materials,

reports. documents. public correspondence, public testimon and Memoranda, makes the
followina findings: _Since adoption of Ordina 0. 246-07 no substantial changes have

occurred in the Project propesed for approval under this Ordinance that will require revisions

in the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environment ] effects ora

substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects, no substantial
changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the Project proposed
for approval under the Ordinance are undertaken which will require major revisions to th

Final EIR due to the involvement of new environmental effects or a substantial increase in the
severity of effects identified in the Final EIR and no new information of substantial importance
to the Project as proposed for approval in the Ordinance has become available which
indicates that (1) the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Fin EIR. (2
significant environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3) mitigation measure or
alternatives found not feasible which would reduce one or more significant effects have
become feasible or (4) mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different
from those in the Final EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the
environment. Moreover, based on public tésﬁmonx and information in the files of the Board of
Supervisor and the Planning Department, including. but not limited fo. the Final EIR. together
with all supporting materials, reports, documents, public correspondence., and Memoranda,
the Board reiterates its findings in Ordinance No, 246-07 related to the mitigation monitoring
program and statement of overriding considerations.
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Section 2. The San Francisco Planhing Code is hereby amended by amending
Sections 102.5, 121.1, 121.2, 124, 132, 134, 135, 144, 145.1, 145.4, 151.1, 152, 1563, 154,
155, 156, 166, 167, 201, 207.1, 207.4, 208, 209.1-209.9, 234.2, 253, 270, 303, 304, 311,
31543, 316, 603, 606. 702.1, and 720.1 to read as follows:

SEC. 102.5. DISTRICT.

A portion of the territory of the City, as shown on the Zoning Map, within which certain
regulations and requirements or various combinations thereof apply under the provisions of
this Code. The term "district" shall include any use, special use, height and bulk, or special
sign district. The term "R District" shall mean any RH-1(D), RH-1, RH-1(S), RH-2, RH-3, RM-
1, RM-2, RM-3, RM-4, RTO, RC-1, RC-2, RC-3, RC-4 or RED District. The term "C District"
shall mean any C-1, C-2, C-3, or C-M District. The term "M District” shall mean any M-1 or M-
2 District. The term "RH District” shall mean any RH-1(D), RH-1, RH-1(S), RH-2, or RH-3
District. The term "RM District” shall mean any RM-1, RM—?, RM-3, or RM-4 District. The term
"RC District" shall meaﬁ any RC-1, RC-2, RC-3, or RC-4 District. The term "C-3 District” shall
mean any C-3-O, C-3-R, C-3-G, or C-3-S District. For the purposes of Section 128 and Article
11 of this Code, the term "C-3 District" shall also include the Extended Preservation District
designated on Section Map 3SU of the Zoning Map. The term "NC District" shall mean any
NC-1, NC-2, NC-3, NCT-3, NC-S, and any Neighborhood Commercial District gnd

Neighborhood Commercial Transit District identified by street or area name in Section 702.1. The

term “NCT” shall mean any disirict listed in Section 702.1(b), including any NCT-3 and any

Neighborhood Commercial Transit District identified by street or area name, The term "Mixed Use
District” shall mean any Chinatown CB, Chinatown VR, Chinatown R/NC, or South of Market
RSD, SPD, SLR, SLI or SSO District named in Section 802.1. The term "South of Market
Districts” shall refer to all RED, RSD, SPD, SLR, SL! or SSO Districts contained entirely within
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SUMMARY OF THE PLANNING CODE STANDARDS FOR RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS
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SAN FRANCISCO
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FIGURE 7. SHARE OF TRIPS BY
MODE OF TRAVEL, 2013 (TOP)
AND 2040 BUSINESS AS USUAL
(BOTTOM)

2013

Walk 24%

Aute 53%

Transit 20%

2040, BUSINESS AS USUAL

Shutties 1%
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Waltk 25%

L~ Aute52%

Transit 20%

significant new 1nvestment, this number could grow as hugh as
980" by 2040 due to projected increases in automobile trips.

San Francisco's aging population also adds to the challenge of
achieving this goal. San Francisco 1s projected to experience 68%
growth in number of people 65 and older by 2040, making this
group 20% of the population (compared to 16% today?). Older
pedestrians are more vulnerable to serious injury or death when
struck by an automobile.

Safety concerns also discourage bicycling. Surveys conducted for
the SEMTA's 2012 State of Cycling Report indicate that almost half
of those who do not currently bicycle say they are uncomfortable
bicycling in mixed flow traffic with cars, and only 13% said they
feel safe from traffic when bicycling. At the same time, 94% of re-
spondents said they would feel comfortable niding in bicycle lanes.

UNRELIABLE TRANSIT DiSPROPORTIONATELY

AFFECTS OUTER NEIGHBORHOODS

Livable neighborhcods are accessible by transit, not just during
peak commute periods, but throughout the day and evening. This

FIGURE 8. AUTOMOBILE TRIPS WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO 8Y LENGTH, 2040

400,000

250,000

350,000

300,000

200,000

150,000

100,000

. . . .
2-3  3-4 45 56 6-7  Tor

Upto .5-1mi. 1-2
.5 mil. more

b FH Easrern Newghzort ~ods Impacs Analysis winer imdiated that hotdivg all orher vanabhe
wrease m vehicle vvame pros 3 L0 nctease ) pracetran mary coll o

1ation ot Ray Acens Uovernmienis povulanon projeraians o Franuise

& High-miurviéterse:tlnn
High-injury corndor P “

—
FIGURE 6. HIGH-INJURY PEDESTRIAN CORRIDORS

supports San Franciscans’ ability to get to and from school, medi-
cal appointraents and recreational activities by transit. Analysis of
transit transfer rates and input received during outreach ndicate
that outlying reighborhoods, including the Bayview and Sunset,
are less accessible throughout the day by transit. A shortage of
maintained vehicles results i turning back buses and light rail
vehicles before they serve outer neighborhoods, forcing riders
into extra waits. The transit network in the lower-density Sunset
neighborhoods and hilly Eastern Neighborhoods is less dense, re-
sulting 1n fewer transit alternatives and fewer direct rides—and
making reliability all the more important.

PLANNED INFILL LANC USE PATTERNS SUPPORT

WALKING, BICYCLING, AND TRANSIT

The land use plans adopted by the San Francisco Planning Com-
mission and Board of Supervisors over the last decade are expect-
ed to move us in the right direction, supporting infill and making
walking and bicycling easier. As new residents and jobs locate inar-
eas already convenient for bicycling and walking, the share of trips
made by bicycling and walking is expected to grow slightly (Figure

RCE WALKFIRET (mVESTMENT STRATCAY, 701
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growth 1s expected in the downtown core, southeast, and south-
west (Figure 9). This would mean adding about 9,800 new resi-
dents each year for the next thirty years, compared to about 4,200
residents that have been added per year over the prior thirty years.

These projections refiect expectations for robust regional growth
and regional policy stemmung from Senate Bill 375 (2008), which
required regional governments to reduce greenhouse gases from
transportation. To meet the SB 375 target, the Regional Trars-
portation Plan, known as Plan Bay Area, calls for concentration of
growth it densely developed areas with good transit access especial-
ly in San Francisco, San Jose, and Oakland (Figure 10)—a pattern
that supports less driving and produces fewer greenhouse gases.

INCREASED TRANSIT CAPACITY AND SERVICES
ARE NEEDED TO ACCOMMODATE GROWTH

Concentrating jobs and housing in San Francisco 1s good for the

ity’s economy as well as the environment, but will also increase
congestion and transit system crowding in downtowr: San Fran-
cisco and Eastern neighborhoods. By 2040, new growth will re-

FIGURE 10. POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT GROWTH PROJECTIONS
IN THE TOP 25 BAY AREA CITIES (2010-2040)
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sult 10 about 300,000 new transit trips per day on a local and
regional system that is already strained by crowding and reliabil-
1ty 1ssues. The San Francisco Planning Commission has adopted
land use plans that direct much of the city’s projected growth 1n
the central and eastern neighborhoods, where crowding 1s already
acute. Figure 11 compares transit crowding roday and ir: 2040,
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FIGURE 11. CROWDING"



FIGURE 12. BART STATION CAPAC!TY CONSTRAINTS

"

1,200,000
mmm SRTP Ridership Growth {(~1 8%}
= Core Ridership Growth=3%
1,000,000 Core Riderskip Growth=6%
800.000
-
)
. }
600,000 D
e
400,000 1
T
R .
) ' i
200,000 : : :;
(X}
e
'
0

current 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022 2024 2026 2028 2030 2036 2040 2050

and shows that crowding will grow most on the lines expected
to serve these areas and the new development areas, such as the
southeast waterfront, Treasure Island, and Parkmerced.

Many regional bus and rail operators already face peak-period
crowding and would also see that increase significantly by 2040.
BART ridership to, from, and within San Francisco is projected to
grow by 37%, and as such, the system’s two most crowded sta-
tions, Embarcadero and Montgomery, are forecast to hit limits in
their person-carrying capacity. BART estimates that at 500,000
daily system riders, stations will be at capacity in 2016, and at
750,000 system riders, the stations will experience significant
backups at escalators and overcapacity platforms (Figure 12).

CAPACITY NEEDS MOST ACUTE IN THE CORE:
DOWNTOWN, SOUTH OF MARKET. MARKET/OCTAVIA,
AND EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS

36% of trips to, from, or within San Francisco begin or end in
the downtown and South of Market neighborhoods, more than
any other neighborhood (Figure 13). Expected growth will signifi-
cantly increase transit crowding and street congestion downtown.
With projected growth and no new investment beyond already-
planned projects, increased traffic will slow speeds to gridlocked
conditions for cars and buses alike during peak hours. A nearly
30% reduction in projected private vehicle traffic would be neces
sary to avoid this condition (see Appendix C for detail). Strategies

FIGURE 13. DAILY PERSON TRIPS BY SAN FRANCISCO NEIGHBORHOOD
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FIGURE 14. CHANGE IN DAILY COUNTY LINE CRCUSSINGS BY AUTOMOBILE,

2012-2040
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recommended to achieve this reduction are discussed on pages
29-30, and are incorporated into the SFTP Investment Plan, SF
Investment Vision, and associated policy recornmendations

NETWORK DEVELOPMENT AND MANAGEMENT NEEDED
FOR THE SOUTHEAST AND PENINSULA CORRIDORS

Over the SETP period, daily automobile trips entering San Fran-
cisco from the South Bay are expected to grow by 21% (Figure 14).
This results in worsening congestion on Highway 101 and 280
The planned extension of Caltrain to the new Transbay Transit
Center would help accommodate this growth and provide access
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for the future high speed rail systemn, but funding is incomplete.
Better management of existing freeway space through high-occu-
pancy vehicle lanes or other solutions is also needed.

WORLD CLASS INFRASTRUCTURE

San Francisco’s transportation system relies on aging infrastruc-
ture that will need significant repair or replacement in the next
decades Without a significantly increased financial commitment
to reach and maintain a state of good repair, riders will see in-
creasing delays and crowding related to vehicle breakdowns, re-
duced service levels, and worsening pavernent condition.

TRANSIT VEHICLE REPLACEMENT AND BETTER
MAINTENANCE WOULD IMPROVE RELIABILITY

After decades of underinvestment, Muni and regional tran-
sit agencies that serve San Francsco have significant unfunded
capital needs amounting to more than $5 billion through 2040
(see Appendix B for detail). These needs include new or updated
facilities for maintaining transit vehicles, rail and overhead wire
replacement, vehicle maintenance and replacement, and other
needs.

As a result of resource limitations, Muni’s vehicles have not re-
ceived mid-life rehabilitations or timely replacement, resulting in
a fleet that has high service unreliability and frequent expensive
emergency repairs, as well as frequent unscheduled vehicle turn-
backs. Figure 15 shows thar vehicle maintenance is responsible
for a large share of transit-service delays. Increased investment in
routine maintenance and timely vehicle replacement would sig-
nificantly reduce these delays and improve reliability. Figure 16
shows how breakdowns can be minimized with proper mainte-
nance and mid-life replacement

TRANSIT OPERATING COSTS ARE GROWING
FASTER THAN REVENUES

The cost of providing transit service has risen rapidly in recent
years, a trend which destabilizes Bay Area transit systems ard
affects riders impacted by resulting service cuts. Figure 17 (next
page) shows the rising real (inflation adjusted) costs of transit

FIGURE 15. MUNi LIGHT RAIL: MAY 2013 REASONS FOR DELAY
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service for major Bay Area transit operators. In its Transit Sus-
tainability Project (TSP) Report, the Bay Area MTC found that cost
increases are primarily the product of employee frir:ge benefit cost
growth (e.g. health care and pensions). Between 1997 and 2008,
real fringe benefit costs at SFTMA, BART, and AC Transit grew by
72% (after adjusting for inflation), or about 5% per year.

Declining transit performance also affects operating costs. The
TSP irdicated that speeds on SEMTA’s bus and light-rail system fell
by more than 10% between 1997 ard 2008. Slower speeds mean
the same driver and vehicle can complete fewer route runs in a
day, leading to less service for the same price.

RECENT IMPROVEMENT IN AVERAGE PAVEMENT
CONDITION NEEDS INVESTMENT TO MAINTAIN

The city’s Pavernent Condition Index (PCI) has slowly fallen over
time to the low 60s (fair) from 70s (good). The 2011 Proposition
B streets bond enabled an increase in the PCI from 64 to 66 and
provides increased funding levels until 2016. The PCI score 1s pro-
jected to fall into the 50s (at risk) by 2030. Without an additional

FIGURE 17. TRANSIT COSTS PER REVENUE SERVICE HOUR

$400
$350 P ——
B ~—=\\
—— - —
$300 pump—
$250 / —
$200 —
e ——
$100 o
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
TOP TO BOTTOM: s VTA (+1%)

= SFMTA (23%)
s AC Transit (7%)
= SamTrans (34%}

Caltrain {6°%)
m BART (6%)
Golden Gate Transit (16%)

investment in street rehabilitation and replacement, reaching and
maintaining a PCI of 70 in the longer term will require about $2
billion more than what is already committed to street resurtacing
over the life of the SFTP, but this is ultimately more cost-effective
than further deferring maintenance needs. Maintaining pave-
ment at a good condition costs $9,000 per block. If the PCl score
lowers below 50, the cost to maintain pavement would balloon to
$436,000 per block.

MORE EFFICIENT AND EFFECTIVE PROJECT DELIVERY IS
NEEDED GIVEN GROWING CITYWIDE NEEDS

Small project delivery research indicates consensus that small
projects and complete street projects can be delivered more effi-
ciently, helping to lower unit costs or make improvements more
quickly. As discussed on page 11, the scope of the city’s goals for
supporting bicychng, pedestrians, and efficient transit require
that we construct improvements faster than we have historically.
The Project Delivery Strategic Initiative of the SFTP (Appendices
H and I) sought to identify opportunities to improve the timeli-
ness. transparency, and efficiency of project unplementation in
San Francisco’s transportation sector.

HEALTHY ENVIRONMENT

Reducing vehicle pollution—including greenhouse gases and
other pollutants—is critical for a healthy environment. More
stringent state vehicle emissions regulations will reduce vehicle
pollution over the SETP period, but growth in driving means that
additional action will be necessary to for San Francisco to meets
our aggressive greenhouse gas reduction goals.

VEHICLE TRAVEL GROWTH EXPECTED, ESPECIALLY
TO AND FROM THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS AND
SOUTHWEST SAN FRANCISCO, THE PENINSULA

Miles driven by private vehicles, or VMT (vehicle miles of travel),
are the main source of greenhouse gases and air pollutants from
the transportation sector. Growing population and employment
in San Francisco and regionally is expected to result in VMT in-
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FIGURE 18. VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED
IN 2040. (DARKER COLORS INDICATE
MORE VEHICLE MILES OF TRAVEL

Household Vehicte Miles of Travel
per Household Automobite

creases of approximately 30% by 2040 under a business as usual
scenario. Much of this VMT will be generated by driving trips to
and from the downtown core {for workplace VMT), and outlying
southwest and southeast neighborhoods (for household VMT)—
(Figure 18).

VEHICLE TECHNOLOGY ALONE WILL NOT ACHIEVE
SAN FRANCISCO’S AMBITIOUS GOALS

Technology will do much to reduce climate change impacts from
private vehicles. Tough state laws (Pavley I and II) regulating ve-
hicle emissions are expected to reduce greenhouse gases by more
than 40%. However, this is not sufficient to allow San Francisco to
achieve its aggressive greenhouse gas reduction goals, set by ordi-
nance 81-08, which call for an 80% reduction below 1990 levels by
2050 (Figure 19). This is five times more aggressive than regional
greenhouse gas reduction goals, and will take tremendous local
committment and regional, state, and Federal support to achieve.

DEMAND MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES ARE CRITICAL
TO ACHIEVING PROGRESS TOWARD OUR GOALS

Scenario testing conducted for the SFTP (see the “What would it
take” sidebar box on page 19) revealed that, though necessary,
supply-side investments such as major new transit lines and tran-
sit frequency are alone not very cost-effective at reducing green-
house gases. Among the more cost-effective strategies are those
that reduce vehicle tripmaking bv more directly linking the cost or
impact of driving to the decision to make a trip:

. CONGESTION MANAGEMENT. The Transportation Authority’s
2010 Mobility, Access and Pricing study found that imple-
mentation of a peak-period congestion charge in San Fran-
cisco’s northeast cordon would reduce vehicle delay by 21%,
and greenhouse gases by 5% citywide, among other benefits.
Congestion can also be managed through direct regulation of
vehicle trips to the worksite.

+ EMPLOYER OUTREACH AND INCENTIVES. Incentive and out-
reach programs in partnership with employers can provide
employee travel counseling, transit promotions, tools to facih-
tate shared rides, and supportive services such as guaranteed
ride home programs.

FIGURE 19. SAN FRANCISCO GREENHOUSE GAS (GHG) REDUCTION GOALS

SAN FRANCISCO GREEN HOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
TREND VS. GOAL (MOBILE SOURCES)

Metric Tons per Day (1000s)

P . " . -
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

* Assumes on-road mabile sector is responsible for proportional share
of economy-wide goals set by Ordinance 81-08

FIGURE 20, SHARE OF SHUTTLE USERS WHO WOULD DRIVE ALONE
WITHOUT THE SHUTTLE®
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+ Transit crowding will get worse

FIGURE 4: ROUTES OVER CAPACITY GIVEN LEVELS OF EXISTING INVESTMENT, 2012 AND 2040
Transit Routes at or over Capacity, 2012 Transit Routes at or over Capacity, 2040

= Over Capacity

( ' Atnaaring Capacity

Mayor’s Transportation Task Force 2030 V. Transportation Systern Needs Assessment [ 21



FIGURE 10: BICYCLE COLLISIONS CONTINUE TO RISE WITH RIDERSHIP GROWTH
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+ Enhancing accessiblity requires higher levels of investment

San Francisce must maxe 1ts transportation system more accessible for viinerable San Francscans
and comphiant with changing federal codes and state laws, The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
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Expand: Invest in system expansion to accommodate growth

San Francisco is anticipated to add over 90,000 housing units and 190,000 jobs over the next 30
In its recent comprehensive plans. the City calls for the majority af this growth in waltkable

neighborhoods in areas that take ardvantage of existing or planned transit facilities These plans

will largely accommodate the Gity's share of expected regionai growth, based )

demaographic trends,
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News » Transportation January 29, 2013

With packed vehicles people opt for private cars,
SFMTA says

click to enlarge
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Crowded buses push riders to take more car trips, worsening congestion, ore Muni official said.

From funding shortfalls to aging and inefficient facilities, Muni faces myriad entrenched
issues. But the top priority now for the transit agency is dealing with its overcrowded
vehicles.

Muni’s capacity problem — particularly its crowded buses — is creating a “vicious cycle” of
transportation choices in which travelers eschew public trausit in favor of private
automobiles, which in turn creates more traffic congestion, according to Timothy
Papandreou, deputy director of planning at the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency, which operates Muni.

“The No. 1 goal is increasing supply and capacity and managing demand,” Papandreou said
during the board of directors’ annual workshop Tuesday.



[ With the number housing  Find nearby stories
units in The City projectedto (7 Richmond )
increase by 15 percent over -
the next 22 years, the capacity | g, 02kland
issue is only going to become  |ncisco” ainred
more acute for Muni, which is "

. . . [")al‘f‘Ctty )
considering several remedies. \__,. . Hg
News Bayou

Over the next five years, the

agency plans on purchasing 700 new buses that
will be more reliable and capable of carrying
larger passenger loads, according to John Haley,
director of transit at Muni. Over the next 20
years, Muni plans to increase the size of its total
transit fleet — including light-rail vehicles, cable

cars and historic streetcars — by 20 percent to meet the demand.

In addition, there is talk of enhancing the NextMuni smartphone application — which
provides real-time transit schedules — to include information about which scheduled buses
may be overcrowded. That type of tool is likely a few years away.

Papandreou said the transit agency is also working hard on promoting bicycling and walking
as alternatives to short transit trips. Car-sharing systems, which are more efficient than
private automobiles, could be moved into residential neighborhoods as another way to
change travel patterns, said Jay Primus, who manages the agency’s parking policies.

While the agency’s goals are all lofty, the major barrier, as always, is funding. Over the next
five years, the agency is facing a shortfall of $1.7 billion for bike, pedestrian, traffic and transit
improvements. Simply keeping its network in a state of good repair — not accounting for the
capacity improvements — requires $260 million a year that the agency lacks.

Despite the funding issues, there are reasons for optimism, according to Ed Reiskin, head of
the transit agency.

Mayor Ed Lee announced he will convene a panel of experts to discuss possible revenue
solutions for Muni’s long-term needs. Reiskin noted that a similar task force proved effective
in overhauling San Francisco’s beleaguered public pension system.

But without prompt suggestions from the yet-to-be-named panel, Muni passengers are going
to continue to experience uncomfortable rides.

Malcolm Heinicke, a member of the agency’s board of directors, said capacity problems have
surpassed reliability issues as the top concern among the riders who have contacted him.

“We have to face it,” Heinicke said. “We’re not ready now for more passengers.”

wrelsman@sfexaminer.com

More Transportation »
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Re:  San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element
Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report
Planning Department Case No.: 2007.1275E, and

On behalf of San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods (“SFLN"), we request that the
above-described environmental impact report (“EIR”) be revised and recirculated for public
comment due to the substantial changes which the City made in the proposed project after the
closc of the public review period on August 31, 2010 for the Draft EIR.

1. The EIR Must be Revised and Recirculated Because Substantial Changes
Have Been Made in the Proposed Project Which Increase the Severity
Of Significant Effects or Involve New Significant Effects.

The version of Part I1 of the proposed 2009 Housing Element Objectives & Policies that
was analyzed in the Draft EIR and subjected to public review and comment was the June 2010
Preliminary Draft for Public Review, and language contained in that proposed project will be
identified herein as “EIR” language. The subsequent substantial changes which the City made in
Part I of the proposed 2009 Housing Element are reflected in the February 2011 version of Part
11 of the 2009 Housing Element or in the March 17, 2011 Planning Department staff
memorandum for the 2009 Housing Element Update.

These substantial changes include the following:

. February 2011 draft greatly broadened the areas where taller, increased density, reduced
parking housing would be encouraged to include areas along major Muni bus lines
running throughout City neighborhoods in new Policy 1.10 and its interpretative text. The
June 2010 EIR Policy 12.1 had defined major transit lines where such growth would be
encouraged to areas near BART stations and along Muni light rail trains. The new
expansion is unnecessary because the June 2010 draft admitted that the Plan Areas have
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STATEMENT OF CITY PLANNER DAVID GOLICK REGARDING
IMPACTS OF CHANGES TO PROPOSED 2009 HOUSING ELEMENT

| have been a professional city planner for over forty years and have practiced in the Bay
Area for thirty-eight years. During that time I served as Chief of Planning for the City of
Concord, the largest city in Contra Costa County, for ten years. During my career, 1 have either
prepared or reviewed approximately 1,000 Initial Studies and Environmental Impact Reports. 1
have become familiar with and have a deep working knowledge of the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the CEQA Guidelines. I have coached subordinate employees
regarding CEQA requirements and have addressed CEQA issues at conferences of the American
Planning Association. The City of San Francisco retained me to participate in oral board
examinations of candidates for planning positions, such as the position of Planner IIf,
Environmental Review. As Chief of Planning for the City of Concord, my duties included
overseeing the activities of the planning department staff in updating the housing element of
Concord’s general plan as periodically required by the State of California Department of Housing
and Community Development. A copy of my resume is attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

In this statement, [ will discuss the potentially significant environmental impacts that
could result from the changes made in the 2009 Housing Element (the proposed “Project”) after
the public comment period closed on August 31, 2010. Herein, | will refer to the June 2010 draft
of the 2009 Housing Element that was subjected to environmental review as the “EIR Draft.”
The substantial changes to the proposed Project are set forth in a February 2011 draft of Part I}
and a Planning Department staff memorandum dated March 17, 2011.

1. The Project Was Substantially Changed to Encourage Transit-Oriented Development
Along Major Bus Lines Outside Plan Areas.

The February 2011 draft of new Policy 1.10 broadly promotes infill housing “in transit-
rich areas” which it defines to include Muni’s major bus lines as “defined and prioritized in
Muni’s Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) as the ‘24-hour Rapid Network,” ” which “will be
slated for long-term improvements” and “are slated to receive funding and service increases
which will make it easier to meets service demands.” The proposed new policy states that the
Department “should support housing projects along these major transit lines provided they are
consistent with current zoning and design guidelines.” (See Ex. 2, pp. 24, summary of changes)

The March 17, 2011 staff proposal adds language encouraging “affordable housing”
along the major transit lines and eliminates prior language that admitted that the proposed rapid
lines are not funded and need service increases and long-term improvements. A communication
from the Metropolitan Transportation Agency admitting such inadequacies is included herein.
(See Exhibit 3) Also, inaccurate language previously referring to the proposed rapid network as
“24 hour” was eliminated.
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The new policy language also broadly supports “new housing projects” near major transit
lines through references to “walking and bicycling” and “nearby residents” but does not define or
himit the extent of the distance from transit lines in which the new transit-oriented housing would
be both allowed and encouraged. It also fails to explain the density that should be permitted for
infill housing in transit-rich areas or for housing projects along major transit lines.

Although the 2009 Housing Element does not provide a map of these major bus lines, the
map of the TEP-proposed rapid network obtained from the San Francisco County Transportation
Agency, is attached hereto in Exhibit 3. The SFCTA e-mail explains that the TEP-recommended
rapid route network is not yet approved, has not undergone environmental review or been funded.
(1d.) Numerous capital projects to improve transit reliability, improve customer amenities and
reduce transit travel times are included in the draft TEP Implementation Plan, which has not been
finalized or approved. (See Ex. 3, e-mails) So, the Muni bus routes described in the proposed
TEP rapid route network do not provide rapid service now, and $160-200 million in capital
projects would be needed to support the TEP-recommended rapid route network and make other
improvements to the Muni system. (/d.) The funds for the capital improvements needed for the
TEP-recommended rapid route network would largely be sought from federal and state grants
which require some percentage of City money in hand in order to apply for matching federal or
state grants. (/d.) The City has only approximately $10-15 million in funds for such TEP
improvements. (/d.) Due to State and federal budget shortfalls, it is problematic whether funds
would be available for these San Francisco projects in the forseeable future. In recent news
reports, Muni stated that it lacks funds to undertake detailed seismic studies of existing Muni
tunnels that are about one hundred years old and will have difficulty funding work to replace
deteriorating metal and concrete supporting structures.

This is a major change in the proposed Project because the June 2010 draft of Part II that
was subjected to environmental review had removed the broad language of Policy 1.5 that had
supported new housing projects on sites that are located along major bus lines and removed Map
1 of “Major Transit Lines.” (See Ex. 4, p. 14 red-lined June 2010 draft of part I[)) Also, EIR
Policy 12.1 had encouraged new housing that relics on transit “in areas that are well served with
transportation infrastructure including BART trains, and Muni light rail trains” and had clarified
“that changes to the Planning Code to further accommodate housing near transit will only occur
through a neighborhood-supported community planning process.” (See Ex. 4, p. 59). EIR Policy
12.1 text had removed the language “and Muni’s rapid network of buses” from the policy text
that was subjected to environmental review. ({d)

Until Muni’s bus lines have received funding for the needed service increases and
improvements and implementation of the improvements is underway, they should not be defined
as major transit lines along which transit-oriented development would be encouraged.
Otherwise, policies that prematurely encourage housing growth in these areas would increase the
significant adverse impact on already strained Muni bus services. The EIR concludes that the
proposed project (without the bus lines defined as major transit lines) would have a significant
unmitigated effect on public transit, which is insufficient to support the proposed expansion in

022144




housing capacity. (See Ex. 5, Executive Summary, p. [I-9)

Expanding the proposed Project to designate areas along major bus lines outside the Plan
Areas as the areas in which transit-oriented development would be encouraged would
substantially increase the severity of the significant environmental impact which the Project
would have on inadequate transit services.

Eliminating this expansion of the proposed Project is a reasonable alternative which
could be accomplished by approving the language of EIR Policy 12.1 as stated in the June 2010
draft of the Housing Element (which identified the areas along Bart lines and Muni light rail lines
as major transit arcas). That altemative would define major transit lines as areas near BART
stations and along Muni light rail lines. Such alternative would reduce the significant
environmental impact which results from inadequate transit services and public funding for
transit since it would substantially reduce the areas where transit would be further strained by
added capacity and substantial public funds would have to be spent on increasing the reliability
and capacity of public transit services.

The EIR should therefore be revised to analyze the feasible alternative of eliminating the
definition of major bus lines outside the Plan Areas from the areas where transit-oriented
development would be encouraged and substantial funds needed for improved bus service.
Under the alternative, major transit lines would be defined as BART stations and Muni light rail
lines, as proposed in the June 2010 draft of Part II of the Housing Element. The EIR should be
revised and recirculated for public review and comment due to the substantial increase in the
severity of the significant impact on transit services which would result from expansion of the
areas defined as major transit lines and the reasonable alternative of eliminating this expansion
from the Project proposed for approval.

The severity of the significant adverse impact of the proposed Project on already
inadequate public transit services was explained by the City to ABAG as follows:

“While San Francisco has pioneered transit supportive development over the past few
decades, we are at our limit in terms of transit’s ability to carry more people in the peak
period without significant new right-of-way, fleet and facility expansion. Our transit state
of good repair backlog is over $2 billion just to maintain current service levels let alone
the additional service levels from the expected growth, and similar backlogs exist for the
regional transit service providers who serve San Francisco, such as BART and Caltrain.
These corc capital capacity constraints are regional in nature and will need a regional
focus on resource prioritization for these PDAs to be successfully implemented. In
addition, San Francisco needs over $750 miltlion to bring our local streets to a state of
good repair, and many PDAs have significant non-transportation infrastructure

investment needs as well, lacking the community assets necessary to make them complete
communitics....

022145




We are further challenged by needing to pace growth with new investment. While San
Francisco’s planning efforts aim to combine changes in zoning with proposals for new
infrastructure investment, we continually face resistance from neighborhoods who are
skeptical that needed infrastructure will come. There is a very real threat of
neighborhood demand for legislation that meters growth according to infrastructure
provision, thereby restricting zoning changes and any development under those zoning
changes, until after the infrastructure is in place.” (Ex. 6, thirteenth page)

The alternative of eliminating the bus lines outside the Plan Areas is clearly feasible
because by a resolution of the Board of Supervisors in June 2007, the City approved Priority
Development Areas as the areas where sustainable development could occur, and these areas
correspond to the Plan Areas which the Housing Element states could accommodate
“significantly more” that the 31,000 units allocated as the City’s share of the regional housing
needs allocation for this planning period (2007-2014. (See Ex. 4, p. 4-10 and map at ninth page
of Ex. 6) The City has admitted that the “lion’s share of city’s growth will continue to be focused
in its PDAs” and that they have more than enough capacity to satisfy the City’s regional housing
needs allowance for this planning period:

“San Francisco’s Adopted and Planned PDAs collectively accommodate over 63,000 new
housing units, and 136,000 new jobs. Healthy absorption of the city’s existing vacancies
in PDAs like Downtown provides the opportunity for another 23,000 or more jobs.
However, new growth in San Francisco is not confined to PDAs. The city includes
numerous small-scale infill opportunity sites close to transit throughout all of its
neighborhoods. Such sites outside of Priority Development Areas could accommodate
another 17,000 new housing units, distributed reasonably evenly throughout the city.
Cumulatively, San Francisco’s PDAs and other opportunities yield the potential for over
85,000 housing units and almost 160,000 more jobs, more growth than is likely to be
projected for San Francisco under the SCS P2011 Projections.” (Ex. 6, twelfth page)

This evidence makes it clear that the city’s 17,000 infill opportunity sites close to transit
run “throughout all of its neighborhoods” outside of Priority Development Areas (or Plan Areas),
and, therefore, the impact on already inadequate transit services would be substantially more
severe if areas along bus lines outside the PDAs (or Plan Areas) are included in the definition of
major transit lines slated for increased housing development.

Since the staff-proposed addition of the bus line areas would require the City to increase
the reliability and efficiency of major bus lines running throughout the City instead of
concentrating such improvements in the PDAs, a reasonable alternative which would reduce the
severity of the significant impact on transit services would be to limit the definition of major
transit lines to BART stations and Muni light rail lines, instead of broadening it to include all
major bus lines. This alternative is certainly feasible because the City refused to identify areas
outside of the PDAs as areas that could take on greater levels of growth at this time in the course
of the Sustainable Communities Strategy planning, stating:
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“Because San Francisco already has plans to accommodate almost the entire amount of
growth expected (over 90%) by 2035 within its designated PDAs, and because significant
resources are necessary to provide the infrastructure necessary to support this growth,
staff elected not to identify additional areas that could take on greater levels of growth at
this time.” (Ex. 6, p. 2 ; sce also p. 7 of June 2010 version of 2009 Housing Element
stating: “Completed and ongoing area plans have developed neighborhood specific
housing plans, which could accommodate the majority of new housing needs in the
City.”)

This conclusion is reinforced by the fact that the City identified “[i]ncreased transit service
frequencies for core trunk lines serving PDAs” as an implementation strategy needed to support
growth of particular importance to San Francisco. (Ex. 6, twelfth page)

The amount of projected growth in PDAs meets over 90% of the City’s growth target for
two decades after the 2007-2014 planning period for which the 2009 Housing Element was
prepared:

“San Francisco is planning to accommodate more than 60,000 new households in PDAs
by 2035. This represents the placement of over 90% of our county growth targets (from
Projections 2009) within PDAs. This is significant as the next closest county achieves
only ~40% of new households in PDAs.” (Ex. 6, tenth page)

Since Planning Department staff did not identify areas along bus lines outside the PDAs
as additional areas that could take on greater levels of growth in the Sustainable Communities
Strategy planning effort, it is obviously a reasonable alternative to delete such areas from the
proposed 2009 Housing Element Project. The addition of such areas in the February 2011 or
finally adopted draft of the proposed 2009 Housing Element would exacerbate the project’s
significant adverse impact on transit because transit services would have to be increased in more
part of the City than if the increases were concentrated in PDAs. Before the major bus lines were
added as major transit lines slated for transit-oriented development, the City stated that the 2009
Housing Element already went farther than needed to accommodate the City’s share of the
regional housing needs altlocation for the planning period 2007-2014, stating:

“Together, these planning efforts could provide capacity for significantly more than the
31,000 units allocated for this planning period (2007-2014); however, they will require
significant investment in infrastructure and supporting services in order to support this
growth... The City should prioritize public investment in these plan areas to achieve the
community goals of each plan, according to each plans’ infrastructure and community

improvements program.” (Emphasis added, Ex. 6, p. 8, Part I, June 2010 Draft 2
Housing Element)

According to the Housing Element, Plan Areas adopted since the 2004 Housing Element
are projected to “add growth of up to 20,000 new units, which, in combination with citywide

022147




infill potential provides sites which can accommodate over 42,000 new units, as cited in Part 1 of
the Housing Element. Ongoing community planning efforts, including major redevelopment
plans at Mission Bay, Treasure Island and Hunter’s Point Naval Shipyard, will add even more
capacity over the next 20 years.” (Ex. 4, p. 4) The estimated new housing construction potential
in adopted plans/projects and plans/ projects underway total 63,300 new housing units. (Ex. 4, p.
10)

The Draft EIR for the 2009 Housing Element further explains that the City’s unrealized
capacity under existing zoning is “60,995 new housing units.” (Draft EIR p. [V-14) Of these,
approximately 20, 543 new units could be constructed on sitcs that are vacant or near vacant, and
sites that are underdevcloped could yield another 40,452 new units. (/d.) Further, the City is in
the process of rezoning many neighborhoods, and these rezoning efforts will increase the existing
capacity in those neighborhoods, allowing for the development of additional housing units above
and beyond the number of units that could be accommodated under existing zoning. (Id.) The
additional capacity with rezoning initiatives currently underway is approximately 28,844 units.
(DEIR Page IV-22) Should these rezoning initiatives be adopted, the City would be able to
accommodate 89,839 net new housing units, which if developed would represent a 25% increase
in the City’s housing stock. (Draft EIR p. [V-22)

A total of 56,435 new units could result from projects now under construction or in
various stages of the approval process, which include projects currently under construction,
projects with approved building permits but not under construction, projects which have building
department applications on file, projects which have been approved by the Planning Department
and projects which have Planning Department applications on file. (Draft EIR p. IV-23) The
three major projects of Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard, Treasure Island and Park
Merced, comprise approximately half of the pipeline projects and could be completed by
approximately 2020. (/d)

Thus, the City’s capacity for new housing under area plans in progress, existing
unrealized capacity and pipeline projects is far in excess of the City’s 31,000 unit RHNA for the
planning period 2007-2014 represented by the 2009 Housing Element. The significant impact on
the City’s transit services would be lessened if transit services have to be enhanced only in the
areas already rezoned. The Project’s impact on other City services such as water, sewer, fire and
police, would also be significantly lesscned if the areas slated for increased growth were limited
to those already rezoned.

As explained in my prior Declaration filed in the legal action in which the court required
an EIR to analyze the proposed Housing Element changes, the EIR prepared by the City’s
transportation authority projects that time spent in congested traffic conditions will double by
2035 if the City concentrates its further development along transit routes as proposed in its
citywide action plan. (See Attachment 13 to Chatten-Brown & Carstens August 30, 2010 EIR
comment letter to Bill Wyco regarding 2004 and 2009 updates to Housing Element) This is a
significant impact because citywide traffic is expected to be degraded to service level F. This is
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not surprising, as San Francisco is already the second most densely populated City in the nation,
and the massive amount of increased housing capacity proposed in the 2009 Housing Element, as
increased by the changes proposed in the February 2011 or March 17,2011 versions of Part Il
thereof, is simply unsustainable and unreasonable. (Ex. 7)

It is no exaggeration to say that ABAG’s proposal to concentrate this amount of future
growth in San Francisco is a major step toward Manhattanization of San Francisco. Afterall,
aside from New York City, San Francisco already is the most densely populated city in the
country.

The City should now revise the EIR and analyze the effect of expanding the areas
designated for transit-oriented development to the areas along or near bus lines extending
throughout the City outside the Planned Areas. The EIR should analyze the feasible alternative
of eliminating this expansion of areas designated for transit-oriented development because the
Project’s significant impact on already-strained transit services would be substantially lessened if
the project were limited to the Planned Areas. Under such altemative, the City would have to
enhance bus service to the major lines running through the Planned Areas but not to the major
bus lines running throughout the City outside the Planned Areas.  This expansion of areas
designated for transit-oriented development was requested by the advocacy group SPUR. (See
Ex. 8, p. 2) SPUR makes clear that the broad language “transit-oriented development” calls for
substantial zoning changes that would have adverse impacts. SPUR explains that effects of such
new construction would be as follows:

“more housing and jobs along transit corridors and in already transit-oriented
neighborhoods” .... “means zoning for taller buildings and higher density in downtown
and along the BART and Muni Metro lines in the neighborhoods. It means allowing new
in-law units and eliminating parking and density limits in some neighborhoods.” (See
Exhibit 8, p. 2)

Thus, Housing Element language calling for transit-oriented development provides a policy basis
for various increased density strategies including taller buildings and secondary units.

In San Francisco, areas along transit corridors running through residential neighborhoods
are usually zoned neighborhood-commercial. The prevailing height in such neighborhood-
commercial areas is now generally one or two stories and such areas are usually not now built up
to maximum height limits (which are generally forty feet). Their low density character now
usually matches and conforms with the low density character of surrounding residential
neighborhoods. However, changing policy to encourage building taller structures with reduced or
no parking in these linear neighborhood commercial areas along major bus lines could create
canyon effects since the linear massing of the taller buildings would disrupt and divide the lower
density character of the surrounding residential neighborhoods. Such linear massing would
constitute an adverse visual effect on the character of existing neighborhoods, a significant
adverse change in the quality of those neighborhoods and could also significantly reduce light to
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adjacent or nearby residences.

Various existing measures which the City has previously enacted to increase the capacity
of land for housing demonstrate the adverse impacts of increased traffic congestion, strained
Muni services and visual neighborhood character that could result from extending transit-
oriented development along bus lines running through established neighborhoods. The
Residential Transit-Oriented Districts provide a good example. Under Planning Code section
207.1, in RTO and RTO-M Districts provided for in Planning Code section 201, dwelling units
that are affordable (meeting criteria stated therein) shall not count toward density calculations or
be limited by lot arca. In addition, under Planning Code section 151, a dwelling unit in an
affordable housing project is not required to have any off-street parking space except in RH-1
and RH-2 districts. (Ex.9) Therefore taller buildings with inadequate parking could result from
new 2009 Housing Element Policy 1.10 because many small affordable units could be
constructed in areas to be zoned RTO, and such units would not have any off-street parking.
This type of construction could add large numbers of new residents to these areas and place
increased demand on already strained Muni services. Those residents using automobiles would
likely spend significant time circling to find parking spaces, which could increase traffic
congestion in the area.

As previously noted, the Transportation Authority EIR projects significant further
degradation in traffic conditions in the City as a resull of concentrating future growth along
transit corridors. Further time spent in congested traffic conditions causes vehicles to emit more
pollutants than vehicles traveling at a normal rate of speed. (Sce Attachment 10 to Chatten-
Brown & Carstens August 30, 2010 EIR comment letter to Bill Wyco regarding 2004 and 2009
updates to Housing Element , which is incorporated by reference) The City’s December 6, 2010
Sustainable Communities Strategy letter recognizes that there could be “local adverse effects”
from particulate matter vehicle emissions given “the growing recognition of air quality conflicts
between busy roadways and infill development.” (Ex. 10, p. 2) This is a potentially significant
effect which should be analyzed in a revised EIR duc to the proposed expansion of the transit-
oriented development to areas along major bus lines outside the Plan Areas. The EIR should be
revised and recirculated for public review and comment.

Zoning changes enacted for transit-oriented development after the 2004 Housing Element
was approved, could cause significant parking space deficits in new structures. For example,
under the Market Octavia Area plan rezonings (Exhibit11) only one off-street parking Space is
required for each four dwelling units in the Van Ness Special Use District. The resulting parking
space deficit could cause traffic congestion in the area from cars circling to seek parking spaces
and potentially increase pollutant emissions from motor vehicles in the immediate area.

In addition, under Planning Code section 134 (¢) and (f), the rear yard requirement in NC
Districts and Eastern Neighborhoods mixed use districts may be modified or waived by the
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Zoning Administrator pursuant to the procedures which are applicable to variances. New
structures built in neighborhood commercial districts along major transit lines could overwhelm
adjacent structures that are not built up to height or bulk limits and which have the rear yards
required by current code.

2. Changes Eliminated Policy Language Maintaining Density Limits
For RH-1 and RH-2 Neighborhoods.

EIR Policy 1.6 text stating that [i]n some areas, such as RH-1 and RH-2, density limits
should be maintained to protect neighborhood character” was changed in the February 2011
draft to state [i}jn some areas, such as RH-1 and RH-2, prevailing height and bulk limits should
be maintained to protect neighborhood character.”  Also, use of “flexibility in the number and
size of units” was expanded to apply through “community based planning processes” and
therefore would apply to projects outside plan areas and to individual projects, instead of merely
to “community plan areas” as previously proposed in EIR Policy 1.6.

[n the staff memorandum dated March 17, 2011, this provision was changed to state “[i]n
some areas, such as RH-1 and RH-2, existing height and bulk patterns should be maintained to
protect neighborhood character.” Since it is unclear which provision the Planning Commission
may adopt, this statement will discuss the environmental effects of both proposals. Essentially,
both proposals would provide a policy basis for replacing the current objective standards with
subjective standards to be interpreted by the Planning Department and Commission. Use of a
subjective standard is a substantial change in the nature of the proposed Project that must be
subjected to environmental review.

This change was reflected in other policies. In EIR Policy 11.5, policy text stating
“[plarticularly in RH-1 and RH-2 areas, density limits should be maintained to protect
neighborhood character” was changed to state “[p]articularly in RH-1 and RH-2 areas, prevailing
height and bulk patterns should be maintained to protect neighborhood character.”

Similarly, EIR Policy 11.3 text stating “[i]n existing residential neighborhoods, this
means development projects should uphold and preserve the existing zoning of the area” was
changed to only “defer to the prevailing height and bulk of the area.” This new langvage would
also provide a policy basis for eliminating objective per unit density limits for residential
neighborhoods, invite secondary units, and permit existing buildings to be divided into multiple
units. Also, language calling for “a community-supported vision” was weakened to “a
community-based vision.” Policy language ensuring growth without “significantly impacting
existing residential neighborhood character” was changed to growth without “substantially and
adversely impacting” such character. New language was added supporting “adoption of
neighborhood-specific design standards in order to enhance or conserve neighborhood character
only if those guidelines are “consistent with overall good-planning principles.” The new
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reference to “good-planning principles” is a completely subjective standard that means virtually
anything its advocate wants it to mean.

Since the housing element provides “the policy framework for future planning decisions”
and new zoning is required to be consistent with the general plan under Planning Code section
101.1(d), the new language failing to maintain density limits would provide a policy basis
undermining: (1) the current maximum dwelling unit density limits provided in Planning Code
section 209.1, to wit, the one-unit limit for RH-1 and two-unit limit for RH-2 districts. (See Ex.
14, excerpt from Legislative Digest referring to Planning Code limitations on numbers of units
permitted in RH-1 and RH-2 districts.)

In addition, the new language would provide a policy basis undermining the front set-
back requirements provided in Planning Code section 132, the rear yard requirements provided
in Planning Code section 134, the usable open space requirements for dwelling units provided in
Planning Code section 135 and the side yard requirements for RH-1 districts provided in
Planning Code section 133. (See Summary of the Planning Code Standards for Residential
Districts attached as Exhibit 12) Such standards describe the height and bulk districts provided in
Planning Code section 122 as of mere “general application” to residential districts. Thus, the
changed language would provide a policy basis for eliminating the present objective standards
which limit density in RH-1 and RH-2 neighborhoods.

Changing the general plan policy, which is the supreme planning law, is the first step to
changing zoning. The purpose of zoning is to help implement the general plan. Under Charter
section 4.105, the Planning Department “shall periodically prepare special area, neighborhood
and other plans designed to carry out the General Plan, and periodically prepare implementation
programs and schedules which link the General Plan to the allocation of local, state and federal
resources.” In addition, zoning ordinances must be consistent with the General Plan under
Planning Code section 101.1 (d). A good example of increased density planning codes changes
carrying out the General Plan is the ordinance adopting approximately 40 zoning changes to
implement the Market Octavia area plan after the City approved the 2004 Housing Element.
(Exhibit 11)

The proposed new policy language calling for using the prevailing or existing height and
bulk limits or using existing height and bulk patterns would provide less protection for the
neighborhood character of RH-1 and RH-2 districts than the maximum dwelling unit density
limits provided in Planning Code section 209.1. Such changed policy language would promote
secondary units and more than the number of units currently allowed by the Planning Code for
such R classifications. Established and often older RH-1 and RH-2 districts have a low density
character which would be substantially degraded if more than one unit was built in an RH-1
district or more than two units were built in an RH-2 district. The essential nature of such areas
would be irreparably degraded by increased density.
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Since many established residential neighborhoods have a prevailing one-unit or one/two
combined-unit character, the new policy language could cause these neighborhoods to change
from low to moderate density, which would constitute a substantial degradation in the quality of
such sites and their surroundings, which is a significant adverse impact under provision L ( ¢) of
the CEQA Guidelines. Under provision XV11I of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project’s potential
for degrading the quality of the environment requires a mandatory finding of significance of this
impact. [n addition, such language would conflict with applicable land use plans (which include
zoning ordinances) that are adopted for the purposes of avoiding or mitigating such adverse
aesthetic effects discussed above. The change would also conflict with the priority planning
principle stated in Planning Code section 101.1 (b) (2) that existing “neighborhood character be
conserved and protected”, which is another significant effect that the EIR failed to analyze.
Such conflicts with applicable land use plans are potentially significant adverse impacts under
provision X. ( b) of the CEQA Guidelines. (Ex. 13)

The Draft EIR failed to analyze the significant effects of the proposed new policy
language on the aesthetic and visual quality of the environment in RH-1 and RH-2 districts and
on the new language’s conflict with land use plans applicable to such areas. Since these impacts
are significant, the City must revise the EIR and analyze such significant effects, mitigation
measures which could reduce such effects and reasonable alternatives which could reduce
effects. The revised EIR must be recirculated for public review and comment.

A reasonable alternative to this new language would be to utilize the language of the
second draft of the 2009 Housing Element which states: “[i]n some areas, such as RH-1 and RH-
2, density limits should be maintained to protect neighborhood character.” Maintaining such
language would eliminate the significant effects discussed above and is certainly feasible since
the City’s Plan Areas have far more increased capacity for new housing units than required for
the 2007-2014 regional housing needs allocation.

[t is the belief of many residents that substantial degradation of the Richmond district
resulted from demolition of older single family residences and their replacement with taller, boxy
multi-unit structures built up to maximum height and bulk limits that are known as “Richmond
Specials.” That experience is a telling example of the adverse effects that co<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>