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Welcome to San Francisco’s DRAFT 2020-2024 Consolidated Plan and
2020-2021 Action Plan.

NOTES FOR PUBLIC REVIEW and COMMENT:

1) This draft document is available for public review and comment between May 7 and June 5,
2020.

2) Due to the current shelter in place order, hard copies of this document will not be available.

3) Staff welcomes your comments in writing via email. They may be directed to
gloria.woo@sfgov.org. In your comment, please be specific about your issue and refer to a
specific section of the Draft Report, if appropriate.

4) The close of the public comment period is June 5, 2020 at 5:00 p.m.

5) Thank you in advance for your participation in this process.
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Executive Summary

ES-05 Executive Summary — 24 CFR 91.200(c), 91.220(b)

1. Introduction

The Office of Community Planning and Development (CPD) of the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) requires that jurisdictions consolidate goals for all CPD programs into one
strategic plan, called the Consolidated Plan. The four federal grant programs included in this Plan are 1)
the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program; 2) the Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG)
program; 3) the HOME Investment Partnerships program (HOME); and 4) the Housing Opportunities for
Persons With AIDS (HOPWA) program. A strategic plan must be submitted to HUD at least once every
five years. This Consolidated Plan covers the time period of July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2025.

The Consolidated Plan serves the following purposes:

e A planning document for San Francisco’s community development and affordable housing
activities, which builds on a participatory process among citizens, organizations, businesses and
other stakeholders;

e A submission for federal funds under HUD's formula grant programs;

e Astrategy to be followed in carrying out HUD programs; and

e A management tool for assessing performance and tracking results.

Participation by the community and guidance by City & County of San Francisco (City) staff enriched the
planning process for the Consolidated Plan and allowed San Francisco to achieve a common vision and
strategy for investments to support individuals, families and neighborhoods. The content of the
Consolidated Plan is defined by a combination of federal regulation and what is most helpful for San
Francisco’s community development and affordable housing stakeholders. Therefore, this Consolidated
Plan also includes strategies that are supported by resources other than the four federal funding
sources. These additional strategies are included because they are directly related to the needs
identified through the development of the Consolidated Plan.

Please note that community engagement and strategy development for this Consolidated Plan were
substantially completed before the COVID-19 pandemic started and before the Congress passed the
Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security (CARES) Act, under which HUD provided additional funds
to San Francisco under the CDBG, ESG and HOPWA programs. Therefore, strategies to support residents
during the COVID-19 pandemic are not included in this Consolidated Plan. This 2020-2024 Consolidated
Plan and 2020-2021 Action Plan includes proposed uses for the 2020-2021 CDBG, ESG, HOME and
HOPWA entitlement grants.

City staff is currently working to prioritize needs related to the pandemic and plans to update this
document by submitting an Amendment to the Consolidated Plan to HUD, which will include proposed
uses for the additional CDBG, ESG and HOPWA funding received under the CARES Act. The Draft
Amendment to the Consolidated Plan will be available for public review and comment for five days
before it is submitted to HUD.

2. Summary of the objectives and outcomes identified in the Plan Needs Assessment
Overview
This five-year Consolidated Plan focuses on the following five overarching objectives:
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Families and individuals are stably housed;

Families and individuals are resilient and economically self-sufficient;
Communities have healthy physical, social and business infrastructure;
Communities at risk of displacement are stabilized; and

The City works to eliminate the causes of racial disparities.

vk wnN e

3. Evaluation of past performance

In general, the community development and affordable housing activities that were implemented during
the current Consolidated Plan time period served the identified needs. The five-year performance
measures matrix and the one-year annual performance measures matrix in each of the City’s
Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Reports (CAPERs) show how the City performed
against the goals that were set in the five-year strategic plan and the one-year action plan. The
comparison of accomplishment data to goals indicate that the Consolidated Plan activities made a
positive impact on the identified needs. However, due to the complexity and extent of the needs in the
City, the identified needs are still significant.

4. Summary of citizen participation process and consultation process

The Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) contracted with Resource
Development Associates (RDA) to develop an outreach and engagement strategy and an integrated
needs analysis. The outreach and engagement strategy included community forums and online surveys
for all San Francisco resident and stakeholders; focus groups for targeted groups and community
advocates; and interviews with staff of other City departments. This outreach and engagement and
consultation process was used to inform both the needs analysis and the development of strategies for
the 2020-2024 Consolidated Plan, Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice and the HIV Housing
Plan.

5. Summary of public comments

In support of the development of its 2020-2025 Consolidated Plan, Analysis of Impediments, and HIV
Housing Plan, City staff completed a year-long, city-wide outreach and engagement process with
stakeholders and residents of San Francisco. During this process, MOHCD, the Office of Economic and
Workforce Development (OEWD), and Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing (HSH)
outreached to a wide range of community stakeholders and residents for their perspectives, needs,
feedback and input, specifically targeting the City’s populations that need the most support. This
process served as a framework to identify housing and community development priorities, which in turn
will drive the goals and strategies outlined in the final plans. Ultimately, MOHCD will use the
community’s input and priorities to inform decision-making for funding community services.

MOHCD, OEWD and HSH received public input throughout the entire Consolidated Planning process.
Below is a summary of public input opportunities for different phases of the planning process:
o Need assessment phase
o 10 community forums, 40 focus groups and two surveys
o Report back meeting
e Strategy development phase
o Public review and comment period
o Proposed strategies meeting
o Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Area (NRSA) strategies meetings
e Funding recommendations phase
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o Public hearing on preliminary funding recommendations
e Consolidated Plan/Action Plan development phase
o Public review and comment period

Please see the Citizen Participation Comments Attachment in Appendix A for notes from all public
hearings, public comments received and MOHCD/OEWD/HSH’s’s responses to these comments.

6. Summary of comments or views not accepted and the reasons for not accepting them
Not applicable

7. Summary

As part of the strategic planning process, the needs assessment data was reviewed. Other strategic
planning components included developing a Theory of Change (ToC) for MOHCD; leveraging the
expertise of MOHCD staff and their understanding of City concerns, service delivery, and programmatic
operations; and analyzing the funding available from MOHCD as well as other City agencies. This
information was synthesized to inform the objectives, priority needs, goals and activities for the
Consolidated Plan.
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The Process

PR-05 Lead & Responsible Agencies — 24 CFR 91.200(b)

1. Describe agency/entity responsible for preparing the Consolidated Plan and those
responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source

The following are the agencies/entities responsible for preparing the Consolidated Plan and those
responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source.

Table 1 - Responsible Agencies

Agency Role Name Department/Agency

CDBG Administrator SAN FRANCISCO Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development

HOPWA Administrator SAN FRANCISCO Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development

HOME Administrator SAN FRANCISCO Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development

ESG Administrator SAN FRANCISCO Department of Homelessness and
Supportive Housing

HOPWA-C Administrator SAN FRANCISCO Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development

Narrative

In San Francisco, MOHCD is the lead agency responsible for the consolidated planning process and for
submitting the Consolidated Plan, annual Action Plans and Consolidated Annual Performance Evaluation
Reports to HUD. MOHCD administers all HOME and HOPWA activities as well as the CDBG housing,
public facility, non-workforce development public service and organizational planning/capacity building
activities. OEWD is responsible for economic development and workforce development activities of the
CDBG program. HSH administers ESG activities and oversees the Homeless Management Information
System (HMIS) reporting.

MOHCD serves as the lead agency for the HOPWA program for the San Francisco Eligible Metropolitan
Statistical Area (EMSA), which consists of San Francisco and San Mateo Counties.

Consolidated Plan Public Contact Information

Gloria Woo, Director of Data, Evaluation and Compliance
Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

gloria.woo@sfgov.org

(415) 701-5586
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PR-10 Consultation —91.100, 91.200(b), 91.215(l)
1. Introduction

MOHCD contracted with RDA to develop an outreach and engagement strategy and an integrated needs
analysis. The outreach and engagement strategy included community forums and online surveys for all
San Francisco residents and stakeholders; focus groups for targeted groups and community advocates;
and interviews with staff of other City departments. This outreach and engagement and consultation
process was used to inform both the needs analysis and the development of strategies for the 2020-
2024 Consolidated Plan, Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice and the HIV Housing Plan.

Provide a concise summary of the jurisdiction’s activities to enhance coordination between
public and assisted housing providers and private and governmental health, mental health
and service agencies (91.215(1)).

The Director of MOHCD meets weekly to discuss affordable and market-rate housing development
issues citywide with the Director of Planning, the Director of Building Inspection, the Mayor’s Director of
Housing Delivery, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure’s (OCIl) Executive Director and
the Director of Development for OEWD.

MOHCD is a housing delivery agency, working with the Mayor’s Director of Housing Delivery and the
Housing Delivery Team and other housing delivery agencies (OEWD, OCII, Treasure Island Development
Authority and the Port of San Francisco) to streamline the production of housing development in San
Francisco. The Housing Delivery Team meets with housing coordinators, designated representatives of
each City department involved in housing production, to coordinate and expedite each department’s
efforts to approve and permit new housing development. The Director of Housing Delivery, in
collaboration with the housing delivery agencies, identifies and implements major process
improvements, such as common master schedule review, permit tracking, electronic plan review and
staffing planning.

The City agencies also coordinate in decision-making at the project level on affordable housing
developments in the City, including at the level of individual project funding decisions. The Citywide
Affordable Housing Loan Committee makes funding recommendations to the Mayor for affordable
housing development throughout the City or to the OCIl Commission for affordable housing under their
jurisdiction. Committee members consist of the directors or the director’s representative from MOHCD,
HSH, and OCII as successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (SFRA). MOHCD works closely
with , OCIl and HSH to issue requests for proposals (RFPs) or notices of funding availability (NOFAs) on a
regular basis for particular types of developments. . NOFAs are generally issued for projects that serve
specific populations (family renters, single adults, seniors, people requiring supportive services, etc.),
while RFPs are generally issued for specific development sites. Staff develops funding and general policy
recommendations for the Loan Committee.

The directors of MOHCD, OCIl and HSH meet monthly to discuss permanent supportive housing issues.
Staff from MOHCD, OCII, and HSH also meet monthly to coordinate the development and operation of
the City’s permanent supportive housing pipeline and portfolio. These monthly convenings provide a
regular forum to discuss issues of services coordination, policy, new initiatives, funding opportunities
and emerging needs specific for permanent supportive housing funded by these departments.

Consolidated Plan SAN FRANCISCO
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MOHCD also coordinates with other City agencies around other affordable housing initiatives such as
the City’s Public Lands Initiative led by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), as
the owner of much of the public land in San Francisco that can be developed for affordable housing.
MOHCD participates in monthly meetings or calls with SFMTA along with staff from the Planning
Department to coordinate the development of Public Land as affordable housing.

MOHCD takes a coordinating role in bringing transit funding from the State to housing projects. To that
end MOHCD meets regularly with SFMTA, the Department of Public Works (DPW), the regional
transportation agency Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), and other agencies responsible for implementing
transit improvements that support residents of affordable housing.

MOHCD is also a member of San Francisco's Long-Term Care Coordinating Council (LTCCC). LTCCC
advises the Mayor and City on policy, planning and service delivery issues for older adults and people
with disabilities to promote an integrated and accessible long-term care system. LTCCC has 40
membership slots that represent a variety of consumers, advocates and service providers (non-profit
and public) and meets bi-monthly. LTCCC active workgroups include Palliative Care Workgroup, Social
Engagement Workgroup and Behavioral Health Workgroup.

Affordable housing developers in San Francisco have formed a council that meets on a monthly basis to
assist in the coordinated development of affordable housing throughout the City. Staff from MOHCD
participates in these monthly meetings to provide a two-way channel of communication between these
community-based organizations and the City representatives who are responsible for overseeing City-
financed affordable housing.

Describe coordination with the Continuum of Care and efforts to address the needs of
homeless persons (particularly chronically homeless individuals and families, families with
children, veterans, and unaccompanied youth) and persons at risk of homelessness

The San Francisco Local Homeless Coordinating Board (LHCB) is the Continuum of Care (CoC) governing
body for the San Francisco CoC. LHCB is staffed by HSH, the Homeless Management Information System
(HMIS) lead and CoC Collaborative applicant in San Francisco. Through the provision of coordinated,
compassionate and high-quality services, HSH strives to make homelessness in San Francisco rare, brief
and one time.

Through Executive Order, HSH was created and launched on July 1, 2016 to combine key homeless
serving programs and contracts from the Department of Public Health (DPH), the Human Services
Agency (HSA), MOHCD, and the Department of Children, Youth and Their Families (DCYF).

This consolidated department has a singular focus on preventing and ending homelessness for people in
San Francisco. HSH staff has informed and updated the LHCB about the recent changes to the ESG
program as a result of the HEARTH Act. HSH, the lead agency for the City’s ESG program, has been
working closely with the LHCB to align the city’s ESG program with the intent of the Act. MOHCD and
HSH staff consulted with the LHCB during the creation of the Consolidated Plan to get its specific
feedback on housing and homeless issues, the LHCB’s priorities, and how the City’s ESG programs and
homeless housing programs can align with the City’s CoC.
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Describe consultation with the Continuum(s) of Care that serves the jurisdiction's area in
determining how to allocate ESG funds, develop performance standards and evaluate
outcomes, and develop funding, policies and procedures for the administration of HMIS

HSH has developed its HMIS system to capture standards and outcomes of ESG grantees. In previous
years when MOHCD was the lead agency for the ESG program, MOHCD helped design the in-person and
video training programs for ESG sub-recipients about the requirements of HMIS required data fields, and
developed coordinated data collection systems that align HMIS, HSH contracting systems, MOHCD's
internal contract monitoring system and sub-recipient data management systems to ensure the capture
of all relevant and required outcomes and outputs. Additionally, MOHCD met with the senior
management of HSH during the creation of the Consolidated Plan to solicit input into homeless and
homeless prevention objectives and strategies, and convened regular meetings of all HSH and MOHCD
homeless prevention and rapid-rehousing providers in conjunction with HSH to coordinate strategies,
review policy initiatives, review systems of service and discuss funding allocations to coordinate ESG,
McKinney and City General Funds as they support these program areas. Locally, San Francisco refers to
our HMIS system as the ONE System. All agencies with access to the ONE System are expected to
participate in monthly agency lead meetings and comply with the San Francisco Continuous Data Quality
Improvement plan as documented by the San Francisco user agreement. HSH will continue to manage
all ESG programs in the ONE System.

2. Describe agencies, groups, organizations and others who participated in the process
and describe the jurisdictions consultations with housing, social service agencies and other
entities

How were the Agencies/Groups/Organizations consulted and what are the anticipated outcomes of
the consultations or areas for improved coordination?

MOHCD conducted focus group meetings with the organizations listed in Table 2 to gain their
perspectives on housing and service needs, barriers to housing access and choice, neighborhood change,
and discrimination and fair housing.

Consolidated Plan SAN FRANCISCO
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Table 2 — Agencies, groups, organizations

1 | Agency/Group/Organization

API Council

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Housing

Services — Broadband Internet Service
Providers

Services — Children

Services — Education

Services — Elderly Persons

Services — Employment

Services — Fair Housing

Services — Health

Services — Homeless

Services — Housing

Services — Narrowing the Digital Divide
Services — Persons with Disabilities
Services — Persons with HIV/AIDS
Services — Victims

Services — Victims of Domestic Violence

What section of the Plan was addressed by
Consultation?

Housing Need Assessment
Market Analysis
Non-Housing Community Development

2 | Agency/Group/Organization

Arab Resource and Organizing Center

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Housing

Services — Broadband Internet Service
Providers

Services — Children

Services — Education

Services — Elderly Persons

Services — Employment

Services — Fair Housing

Services — Health

Services — Homeless

Services — Housing

Services — Narrowing the Digital Divide
Services — Persons with Disabilities
Services — Persons with HIV/AIDS
Services — Victims

Services — Victims of Domestic Violence

Consolidated Plan SAN FRANCISCO
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What section of the Plan was addressed by
Consultation?

Housing Need Assessment
Market Analysis
Non-Housing Community Development

Agency/Group/Organization

Council of Community Housing Organizations

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Housing

What section of the Plan was addressed by
Consultation?

Housing Need Assessment
Market Analysis
Non-Housing Community Development

Agency/Group/Organization

Eviction Prevention & Tenant Empowerment
Working Group

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Services —Housing

What section of the Plan was addressed by
Consultation?

Housing Need Assessment
Market Analysis
Non-Housing Community Development

Agency/Group/Organization

HIV Housing Providers

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Housing
Services — Housing
Services — Persons with HIV/AIDS

What section of the Plan was addressed by
Consultation?

Housing Need Assessment
Non-Homeless Special Needs

Market Analysis

Non-Housing Community Development

Agency/Group/Organization

Housing Action Coalition

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Housing

What section of the Plan was addressed by
Consultation?

Housing Need Assessment
Market Analysis
Non-Housing Community Development

Consolidated Plan
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7 | Agency/Group/Organization Human Services Network

Agency/Group/Organization Type Services — Housing

Services — Children

Services — Education

Services — Elderly Persons

Services — Employment

Services — Fair Housing

Services — Health

Services — Homeless

Services — Persons with Disabilities
Services — Persons with HIV/AIDS
Services — Victims

Services — Victims of Domestic Violence

What section of the Plan was addressed by Housing Need Assessment
Consultation? Market Analysis
Non-Housing Community Development

8 | Agency/Group/Organization Local Homeless Coordinating Board
Agency/Group/Organization Type Housing
Services — Homeless
What section of the Plan was addressed by Housing Need Assessment
Consultation? Homelessness Strategy

Homeless Needs — Chronically Homeless
Homeless Needs — Families with Children
Homelessness Needs — Unaccompanied
Youth

Homelessness Needs — Veterans

Market Analysis

Non-Housing Community Development

9 | Agency/Group/Organization Long Term Care Coordinating Council

Agency/Group/Organization Type Housing
Services — Elderly Persons
Services — Persons with Disabilities

What section of the Plan was addressed by Housing Need Assessment
Consultation? Market Analysis
Non-Housing Community Development

10 | Agency/Group/Organization Mayor's Disability Council
Agency/Group/Organization Type Services — Persons with Disabilities
Consolidated Plan SAN FRANCISCO
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What section of the Plan was addressed by
Consultation?

Housing Need Assessment
Market Analysis
Non-Housing Community Development

11

Agency/Group/Organization

San Francisco Immigrant Legal and Education
Network

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Services — Immigrants

What section of the Plan was addressed by
Consultation?

Housing Need Assessment
Market Analysis
Non-Housing Community Development

12

Agency/Group/Organization

San Francisco Latino Parity & Equity Coalition

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Housing

Services — Broadband Internet Service
Providers

Services — Children

Services — Education

Services — Elderly Persons

Services — Employment

Services — Fair Housing

Services — Health

Services — Homeless

Services — Housing

Services — Narrowing the Digital Divide
Services — Persons with Disabilities
Services — Persons with HIV/AIDS
Services — Victims

Services — Victims of Domestic Violence

What section of the Plan was addressed by
Consultation?

Housing Need Assessment
Market Analysis
Non-Housing Community Development

13

Agency/Group/Organization

Senior Disability Action

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Housing
Services — Elderly Persons
Services — Persons with Disabilities

What section of the Plan was addressed by
Consultation?

Housing Need Assessment
Market Analysis
Non-Housing Community Development

Consolidated Plan
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Identify any Agency Types not consulted and provide rationale for not consulting

MOHCD, OEWD and DHSH staff consulted with all agency types that are involved in the housing and
community development activities that are included in this Consolidated Plan.

Other local/regional/state/federal planning efforts considered when preparing the Plan

Table 3 — Other local/regional/state/federal planning efforts

Name of Plan Lead How do the goals of your
Organization Strategic Plan overlap with the
goals of each plan?

Continuum of Care: Local Homeless HSH/ LHCB This plan focuses on

Coordinating Board Strategic Plan homelessness, which overlaps

Framework, 2014-2019 with Consolidated Plan goals.

HSH Strategic Framework and Youth HSH This plan focuses on

Addendum homelessness, which overlaps
with Consolidated Plan goals.

Larkin Street Youth Services Report on Youth | HSH This plan focuses on

Homelessness, 2018 homelessness, which overlaps
with Consolidated Plan goals.

Youth Homelessness Demonstration Project HSH This plan focuses on

Plan homelessness, which overlaps
with Consolidated Plan goals.

2013-2018 Analysis of Impediments to Fair MOHCD This plan focuses on fair

Housing Choice housing, which overlaps with
Consolidated Plan goals.

2015-2019 Consolidated Plan MOHCD The 2015-2019 Consolidated
Plan was reviewed during the
development of the 2020-2024
Consolidated Plan.

Annual Progress Report, 2016/2017 MOHCD This is MOHCD’s 2016—-2017
Annual Report, which is aligned
with Consolidated Plan goals.

Examining Housing Equity for African MOHCD This plan focuses on housing

Americans in San Francisco equity, which overlaps with
Consolidated Plan goals.

Five-Year Strategic Plan MOHCD This is MOHCD's strategic plan,
which is aligned with
Consolidated Plan goals.

Consolidated Plan SAN FRANCISCO 14
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Name of Plan

Lead
Organization

How do the goals of your
Strategic Plan overlap with the
goals of each plan?

HIV Housing Five-Year Plan, 2016—2020

MOHCD

This plan focuses on housing for
the HIV community, which
overlaps with Consolidated Plan
goals.

Economic Strategic Plan 2014 Update

OEWD

This plan focuses on economic
development strategies, which
overlap with Consolidated Plan
goals.

Workforce Alignment 2016 Update

OEWD

This plan focuses on workforce
development strategies, which
overlap with Consolidated Plan
goals.

Department of Aging and Adult Services
(DAAS) Dignity Fund Community Needs
Assessment (DFCNA), 2018

DAAS

This plan focuses on the needs
of seniors and persons with
disabilities, which overlap with
Consolidated Plan goals.

Community Needs Assessment, 2016

DCYF

This plan focuses on the needs
of children, youth and their
families, which overlap with
Consolidated Plan goals.

Service Allocation Plan, 2018-2023

DCYF

This plan focuses on the needs
of children, youth and their
families, which overlap with
Consolidated Plan goals.

2017-2021 Integrated HIV Prevention and
Care Plan

DPH

This plan focuses on HIV
prevention and care, which
overlaps with Consolidated Plan
goals.

AOT Annual Report, 2017

DPH

This plan includes healthcare for
the HIV community, which
overlaps with Consolidated Plan
goals.

Community Health Needs Assessment

DPH

This plan includes healthcare for
the HIV community, which
overlaps with Consolidated Plan
goals.

Consolidated Plan
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Name of Plan

Lead
Organization

How do the goals of your
Strategic Plan overlap with the
goals of each plan?

Mental Health Services Act (MHSA) 3-year
integrated Plan, 2017-2020

DPH

This plan includes healthcare for
the HIV community, which
overlaps with Consolidated Plan
goals.

MHSA Annual Update, 2018/2019

DPH

This plan includes healthcare for
the HIV community, which
overlaps with Consolidated Plan
goals.

MHSA Community Program Planning Report,
2017

DPH

This plan includes healthcare for
the HIV community, which
overlaps with Consolidated Plan
goals.

Whole Person Care DHCS application, 2016

DPH

This plan includes healthcare for
the HIV community, which
overlaps with Consolidated Plan
goals.

Whole Person Care Update, 2018

DPH

This plan includes healthcare for
the HIV community, which
overlaps with Consolidated Plan
goals.

Housing Authority Annual Administrative Plan

San Francisco

This plan focuses on public

Housing housing, which overlaps with
Authority (SFHA) | Consolidated Plan goals.
Our Children Our Families (OCOF) Five-Year OCOF This plan focuses on the needs
Plan, Year One Report 2016 Commission of children, youth and their

families, which overlap with
Consolidated Plan goals.

2009 Report of the SF Mayor's Task Force on
African-American Out-Migration

SF Mayor’s Task
Force on African-
American Out-

This plan focuses on the needs
of the African American
community, which overlap with

Migration Consolidated Plan goals.
Annual Eviction Reports SF Planning This report focuses on eviction
Department prevention, which overlaps with
Consolidated Plan goals.
Central SOMA Plan SF Planning This plan focuses on the needs
Department of the South of Market

neighborhood, which overlap
with Consolidated Plan goals.

Consolidated Plan
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Name of Plan

Lead

Organization

How do the goals of your
Strategic Plan overlap with the
goals of each plan?

Central Waterfront/Dogpatch Public Realm SF Planning This plan focuses on the needs
Department of the Central
Waterfront/Dogpatch
neighborhood, which overlap
with Consolidated Plan goals.
Citywide Planning Division Five-Year Work SF Planning This plan focuses on citywide
Program, 2014-2019 Department needs, which overlap with
Consolidated Plan goals.
Civic Center Public Realm Plan SF Planning This plan focuses on the needs
Department of the Civic Center/Tenderloin
neighborhood, which overlap
with Consolidated Plan goals.
General Plan 2014 Housing Element SF Planning This plan focuses on housing
Department needs, which overlap with
Consolidated Plan goals.
Housing Balance Reports SF Planning This plan focuses on housing
Department needs, which overlap with
Consolidated Plan goals.
Housing for Families with Children (Family SF Planning This plan focuses on housing
Friend Housing White Paper) Department needs, which overlap with
Consolidated Plan goals.
Hub Area Plan update SF Planning This plan focuses on the needs
Department of the Market and Octavia Area,
which overlap with Consolidated
Plan goals.
Mission Action Plan 2020 SF Planning This plan focuses on the needs
Department of the Mission District, which
overlap with Consolidated Plan
goals.
Southeast Framework SF Planning This plan focuses on the needs
Department of the Southeast sector of the
City, which overlap with
Consolidated Plan goals.
Sustainable Chinatown SF Planning This plan focuses on the needs
Department of Chinatown, which overlap

with Consolidated Plan goals.

Consolidated Plan
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Name of Plan

Lead
Organization

How do the goals of your
Strategic Plan overlap with the
goals of each plan?

San Francisco Right to Civil Counsel Pilot
Program Documentation Report

Stanford Law
School John and
Terry Levin
Center for Public
Service and Public
Interest

This report focuses on eviction
prevention, which overlaps with
Consolidated Plan goals.

Experienced by Black, Latino/a and Pacific

Disabilities, and Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual,
Transgender, and Queer (LGBTQ+)
households

Assessment of Housing Needs and Barriers

Islander Communities, Seniors, Persons with

Homeownership
SF

This plan focuses on housing
needs, which overlap with
Consolidated Plan goals.

AIDS Housing Needs Assessment, 2014

Alameda County

This plan focuses on housing for
the HIV community, which
overlaps with Consolidated Plan
goals.

Standards of Care

LA County
Commission on
HIV

This plan includes healthcare for
the HIV community, which
overlaps with Consolidated Plan
goals.

Describe cooperation and coordination with other public entities, including the State and any adjacent
units of general local government, in the implementation of the Consolidated Plan (91.215(l))

MOHCD works closely with OCII, which is the successor agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment
Agency, and the SFHA on affordable housing activities. In addition, the City and County of San Francisco
works with the County of San Mateo on the use of HOPWA funds.

Narrative (optional):
See discussion above.

Consolidated Plan
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PR-15 Citizen Participation —91.105, 91.115, 91.200(c) and 91.300(c)

1. Summary of citizen participation process/Efforts made to broaden citizen participation

Summarize citizen participation process and how it impacted goal-setting

In support of the development of its 2020-2024 Consolidated Plan, Analysis of Impediments, and HIV
Housing Plan, MOHCD and OEWD engaged in a year-long, city-wide outreach and engagement process
with stakeholders and residents of San Francisco. During this process, MOHCD and OEWD outreached to
a wide range of community stakeholders and residents for their perspectives, needs, feedback and
input, specifically targeting the City’s populations that need the most support. This process served as a
framework to identify housing and community development priorities, which in turn will drive the goals
and strategies outlined in the final plans. Ultimately, MOHCD will use the community’s input and
priorities to inform decision-making for funding community services.

Community Outreach and Engagement

Community input is a critical part of the strategic planning process, providing crucial data to ensure
funded programs and services address the highest priority needs of populations that need the most
support as well as the City holistically. During this process, public input was obtained through
community meetings (neighborhood forums and population-specific focus groups) and web surveys.

Outreach and Engagement Participant Demographics

MOHCD’s community outreach process engaged a total of 3,614 participants across community forums,
focus groups and web surveys. While all survey participants provided demographic information, this
information was more difficult to capture during in-person events. About twice as many women as men
participated, with this ratio remaining consistent across engagement events. Participants represented a
diversity of sexual orientation and racial/ethnic identities, with about one third identifying as LGBTQ+
and two thirds identifying with a race or ethnicity other than white. Tables 4-6 below summarize gender
identity, sexual orientation, and race/ethnicity for all community participants who completed a
demographic form, either in person or online. Although most participants did provide this information,
the values in the tables below may under-represent actual participation totals.

Community participation by race/ethnicity as represented in Table 6 below largely reflects San
Francisco’s population as a whole. In San Francisco, 41% of the population identifies as White, 34% as
Asian, 15% as Latino/a or Hispanic, 5% as Black or African American, 4% as multiracial, and 1% as Native
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander and American Indian or Alaska Native.® Groups with
disproportionately high engagement across community meetings include Black, African American or
African participants, who represented 14% of all participants, and American Indian or Alaska Native
participants, who represented 5% of all participants.

1 American Community Survey, 2017
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Table 4 - Self-Reported Gender Identity Across Community Outreach Efforts
Gender Identity n %

Female 1,732 60%
Male 955 33%
| prefer not to answer 74 3%
Genderqueer/ Gender Non-binary 73 3%
Trans Female 17 <1%
Other 14 <1%
Trans Male 10 <1%
Total Participants Self-Reporting Gender Identity 2,875 100%

Table 5 - Self-Reported Sexual Orientation Across Community Outreach Efforts

Sexual Orientation n %
Straight/Heterosexual 1,656 60%
Prefer not to answer 372 14%
Gay/Leshian/Same Gender Loving 372 14%
Bisexual 238 9%
Other 81 3%
Questioning/Unsure 26 <1%
Total Participants Self-Reporting Sexual Orientation 2,745 100%

Table 6 — Self-Reported Race/Ethnicity Across Community Outreach Efforts

Race/Ethnicity n %
Asian 1,061 33%
White 1,005 31%
Black, African American or African 455 14%
Latino/a or Hispanic 420 13%
American Indian or Alaska Native 172 5%
Middle Eastern or North African 63 2%
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 40 1%
Total Participants Self-Reporting Race/Ethnicity 3,216 100%
1. Community Forums and Focus Groups

MOHCD facilitated 10 neighborhood-based public forums and 40 population-specific focus groups.
Representatives from across the housing spectrum participated in the forums and focus groups,
including individuals experiencing homelessness, residents of public and subsidized housing, housing
and social service providers, HIV/AIDS housing advocates, homeowners, new San Francisco residents,
recent immigrants, and life-long residents of the City. MOHCD facilitated sessions with cultural groups
including African American, Cambodian, Samoan, Vietnamese, LGBTQ+, and people living with HIV/AIDS
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(PLWHA) community members. Participants responded to a series of structured questions on a range of
relevant domains including housing and service needs, barriers to housing access and choice,
neighborhood change, and discrimination and fair housing. The following tables list the events held
during this process, and the numbers of attendees participating in each.

Table 7 - Townhall-Style Community Forums, December 2018-February 2019

Community Forums District(s) Attendees?

Bayview Hunters Point D10 70
Castro D7 & D8 29
Chinatown D2 & D3 165
Excelsior and OMI D11 79
Mission D9 54
South of Market D6 51
Sunset D1 & D4 55
Tenderloin D6 85
Visitacion Valley D10 30
Western Addition D5 38
Total Participants 656

2 These numbers may under-represent actual attendance because some participants did not provide demographic
information.
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Table 8 - Community Focus Groups, January 2019—-March 2019

African American Community 35
Cambodian Community 19
Council of Community Housing Orgs. 14
Eviction Prevention & Tenant Empowerment Working Group 22
HIV Community 50
HIV Housing Providers 21
Homeowners 8
HOPE SF Hunters View Housing Community 21
HOPE SF Potrero Hill Housing Community 58
HOPE SF Sunnydale Housing Community 13
Housing Action Coalition 3
Human Service Network 7
Latino/a Service Providers & Advocates 19
LGBTQ+ Community 20
Local Homeless Coordinating Board 13
Long Term Care Coordinating Council 50
Mayor's Disability Council 20
RAD - 1760 Bush 20
RAD - 1880 Pine 11
RAD - 18th St 13
RAD - 25 Sanchez 11
RAD - 2698 California 21
RAD - 345 Arguello 31
RAD - 462 Duboce 5
RAD - 491 31st 18
RAD - Clementina Towers 15
RAD - Bernal Dwellings Housing Community 9
RAD - Hayes Valley North & South 17
RAD - JFK 28
RAD - Mission Dolores 7
RAD - Robert B. Pitts 20
RAD - Westside Courts 15
RAD - Woodside 9
Samoan Community 12
San Francisco Immigrant Legal & Education Network 20
Senior Disability Action 40
Transgender Community 6
Vietnamese Community 18
Total Participants 739
Consolidated Plan SAN FRANCISCO
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Forum and Focus Group Participant Demographics

A total of 1,395 individuals took part in the community meetings that were held across San Francisco
between November 2018 and March 2019. Participants were asked to complete forms identifying a
number of demographic characteristics, including gender, race or ethnicity, and sexual orientation, but
not all participants opted to complete this form. Notably, among those who did complete the form,
most identified as female, straight/heterosexual, and Asian. The following tables display demographic
characteristics of participants that elected to complete the form.

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 06/30/2018)

Gender — Forums # % Gender — Focus Groups # %
Female 300 68% Female 138 62%
Male 128 29% Male 81 36%
| prefer not to answer 5 1% Other <1%
Genderqueer/ Non-binary 4 1% Trans Male <1%
Other 2 <1% Trans Female 1 <1%
Total 439 100% Total 224 100%
Orientation — Forums # % Orientation — Focus Groups # %
Straight/Heterosexual 261 67% Straight/Heterosexual 158 77%
| prefer not to answer 46 12% | prefer not to answer 22 11%
Gay/Lesbian/Same-Gender 36 9% Gay/Lesbian/Same-Gender 10 5%
Bisexual 33 9% Bisexual 9 4%
Other 12 3% Other 5 2%
Total 388 100% Grand Total 204 100%
Race/Ethnicity — Focus Grps # %
Race/Ethnicity — Forums # % Asian 97 38%
Asian 214 51% Black or African 60 24%
Latino/a or Hispanic 64 15% White 52 20%
Black or African 61 15% Latino/a or Hispanic 23 9%
White. : 61 15% American Indian or Alaska 14 5%
American I.ndlan or 13 3% Native
Al?ska Native Middle Eastern or North 7 3%
Mlc.idle Eastern or North 5 1% African
African Native Hawaiian or Pacific 2 1%
Native Hawaiian or Pacific ) 0% Islander
Islander Total 255 100%
Total 420 100%
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2. Community Surveys

MOHCD developed two community surveys to capture residents’ housing and non-housing service
needs as well as their experiences with MOHCD and OEWD programes, if applicable.

Planning Survey

This survey asked respondents what they need to get and stay
in housing, which non-housing services are most important for
them and their family, how they prefer to access services,
their opinions of MOHCD, and other quality of life questions.
This survey also included a demographic component where respondents indicated their age,
race/ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, HIV/AIDS status, housing status, disability status, income
level, educational attainment, and language preference.

Planning Responses
2,219 total responses

Program Evaluation Survey

After completing the Planning Survey, participants had the
opportunity to complete the MOHCD and OEWD Program
Evaluation survey, which asked about utilization of programs
and services. Respondents were asked about their utilization of
economic and workforce development programs, housing placement programs, housing services, and
community services and then asked to rate and describe their overall experience with these programs
and services. This survey was thus able to collect and compare specific utilization data from a range of
MOHCD and OEWD programs and funded services and nuance these data with participants’ numerical
rankings and qualitative assessments.

Program Evaluation Responses
1,537 total responses

Survey Respondent Demographics

Survey respondents that completed the planning survey were invited to take the program evaluation
survey, and, as a result, most program evaluation survey respondents were counted in the planning
survey demographic results. Residents from across 40 different San Francisco neighborhoods completed
the planning survey, with responses from residents of the Mission, Tenderloin, Chinatown, South of
Market, Sunset/Parkside, and Bayview Hunters Point each representing 5% or more of the total survey
share. Respondents indicated a diversity of gender, sexual orientation, and racial identities. A slight
majority of respondents identified as straight/heterosexual (58%) and as female (60%). Fifteen percent
(15%) of respondents self-identified as gay/lesbian/same gender loving, 14% preferred not to answer,
and 9% identified as bisexual. Thirty-five percent (35%) of respondents self-identified as white, 30% as
Asian, 13% as Black/African American or African, 13% as Latino/a or Hispanic, 6% as American Indian or
Alaska Native, 2% as Middle Eastern or North African, and 1% as Native Hawaiian or other Pacific
Islander.

The following tables display planning survey response counts by self-reported neighborhood of
residence, sexual orientation, gender identity, and race.
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Table 9 — Planning Survey Responses by Neighborhood of Residence

Mission 232 12%
Tenderloin 175 9%
Chinatown 139 7%
South of Market 135 7%
Sunset/Parkside 126 6%
Bayview Hunters Point 121 6%
Castro/Upper Market 79 4%
Western Addition 76 4%
Excelsior 68 3%
Outer Richmond 65 3%
Bernal Heights 57 3%
Haight Ashbury 57 3%
Oceanview/Merced/Ingleside 50 3%
Hayes Valley 47 2%
Outer Mission 44 2%
Inner Sunset 43 2%
Mission Bay 43 2%
North Beach 41 2%
Financial District 38 2%
Inner Richmond 36 2%
Potrero Hill 35 2%
Glen Park 31 2%
Portola 31 2%
Visitacion Valley 29 1%
Pacific Heights 23 1%
Twin Peaks 21 1%
Nob Hill 21 1%
Noe Valley 20 1%
Marina 19 1%
Russian Hill 18 1%
Japantown 16 1%
West of Twin Peaks 15 1%
Lakeshore 13 1%
Golden Gate Park 10 1%
Treasure Island 8 0%
Lone Mountain/USF 7 0%
Presidio 6 0%
Presidio Heights 5 0%
Lincoln Park 4 0%
MclLaren Park 3 0%
Seacliff 3 0%
Total Participants Self-Reporting Neighborhood 2,219 100%
Consolidated Plan SAN FRANCISCO
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Figure 1: Self-Reported Sexual Orientation, Planning Survey Respondents
straight/Heterosexual [ 1237,57%
Gay/Lesbian/Same Gender Loving | 326, 15%
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Figure 2: Self-Reported Gender Identity, Planning Survey Respondents
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Figure 3: Self-Reported Race/Ethnicity, Planning Survey Respondents?
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Document Review

MOHCD’s outreach and engagement efforts are embedded within a network of ongoing planning
processes led by partner agencies seeking to identify and respond to community needs. To capture
results from these outreach processes and supplement MOHCD’s engagement efforts, RDA conducted a
review of over 50 planning documents from partner City agencies, cross-sector partnerships and
initiatives, and advocacy groups in order to understand previous and current research, findings, and
demographics of populations engaged. As detailed in Appendix B, approximately half (23) of the
documents noted community participation in these planning processes, with outreach and engagement
strategies including focus groups, public forums, community meetings, formal public comment, and
online forums. For each document that included community participation, RDA recorded community
input related to each of the identified research questions. Appendix B provides further information
about the planning documents and the outreach methods that contributed to these documents.

Secondary Data

The integrated needs analysis pulls in high-level secondary data from the 2017 American Community
Survey (ACS) to contextualize data and/or findings where appropriate. The ACS is a hationwide survey
that collects and produces information on social, economic, housing, and demographic characteristics
about our nation's population every year. Some figures use analysis of ACS data conducted by third
parties and these instances are noted in footnotes throughout the document.

Additional Public Meetings

Report Back Meeting

On June 20, 2019, MOHCD and OEWD held a public meeting to provide all residents and stakeholders
with a summary of key findings from the community engagement process. The written summary is in
Appendix A — Citizen Participation Comments Attachment. Approximately 40 individuals attended the
meeting and 13 individuals provided comments on the summary of key findings. A summary of the
comments received during the public hearing can also be found in Appendix A. People who could not
attend the public hearing or who did not want to speak at the public hearing were encouraged to
provide written comments to MOHCD/OEWD. No written comments were received.

Proposed Strategies Meeting

The proposed strategies document for the 2020—2024 Consolidated Plan was available in seven
languages for public review and comment from July 29, 2019 to August 19, 2019. The public had access
to review the document at the offices of MOHCD and OEWD. The document was also posted on the
MOHCD and OEWD websites. MOHCD and OEWD held a public hearing on August 5, 2019 to receive
comments on the proposed strategies. Persons who could not attend the public hearing or who did not
want to speak at the public hearing were encouraged to provide written comments to MOHCD/OEWD.
Approximately 35 individuals attended the August 5™ public meeting and 13 individuals provided
comments on the proposed strategies. In addition, a total of 50 written comments were received by 11
individuals. A summary of all of the comments received and MOHCD/OEWD’s responses to the
comments can be found in Appendix A — Citizen Participation Comments Attachment.
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Strategies for Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Area (NRSA) Meetings
In October and November of 2019, a series of six public meetings were held by MOHCD and OEWD in
each of the six NRSAs to discuss neighborhood-specific strategies. The following is a list of the six
neighborhoods with dates of the meetings:

e Chinatown: October 7, 2019

e Bayview Hunters Point: October 10, 2019

e Mission: October 16, 2019

e South of Market: October 17, 2019

e Tenderloin: October 18, 2019

e Visitacion Valley: November 7, 2019
Notes from each of these meeting can be found in Appendix A — Citizen Participation Comments
Attachment.

Public Hearing on Preliminary Funding Recommendations for 2020-2021 CDBG, ESG, HOME and
HOPWA Programs

The proposed funding recommendations for the 2020-2021 CDBG, ESG, HOME and HOPWA Programs
were available in English for public review and comment from January 22, 2020 to March 2, 2020. The
public had access to review the recommendations at the offices of MOHCD and OEWD. The
recommendations were also posted on the MOHCD and OEWD websites. MOHCD, OEWD and HSH held
a public hearing on February 4, 2020 to receive comments on the proposed funding recommendations
for these four federal programs, as well as the recommendations for other MOHCD funding sources,
including local general funds and housing trust funds. Persons who could not attend the public hearing
or who did not want to speak at the public hearing were encouraged to provide written comments to
MOHCD/OEWD/HSH. Approximately 144 individuals attended the February 4™ public meeting and 31
individuals provided comments on the proposed funding recommendations. In addition, a total of 62
written comments by 59 individuals were received. A summary of all of the comments received and
MOHCD/OEWD/HSH’s responses to the comments can be found in Appendix A — Citizen Participation
Comments Attachment.

Public Input on the Draft 2020-2024 Five-Year Consolidated Plan and the Draft 2020-2021 Action Plan

The Draft 2020-2024 Five-Year Consolidated Plan and Draft 2020-2021 Action Plan is available to the
public for review and comment between May 7, 2020 and June 5, 2020. The document is posted on the
MOHCD, OEWD and HSH websites. Due to the current shelter in place order, hard copies are not
available. Residents and stakeholders are encouraged to provide written feedback to
MOHCD/OEWD/HSH. All comments received by June 5, 2020 will be included in the Citizen Participation
Comments Attachment in Appendix A. A summary of the comments and MOHCD/OEWD/HSH responses
will also be included in the Citizen Participation Comments Attachment.

Please note that community engagement and strategy development for this Consolidated Plan were
substantially completed before the COVID-19 pandemic started and before the Congress passed the
Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security (CARES) Act, under which HUD provided additional funds
to San Francisco under the CDBG, ESG and HOPWA programs. Therefore, strategies to support residents
during the COVID-19 pandemic are not included in this Consolidated Plan. This 2020-2024 Consolidated
Plan and 2020-2021 Action Plan includes proposed uses for the 2020-2021 CDBG, ESG, HOME and
HOPWA entitlement grants.
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City staff is currently working to prioritize needs related to the pandemic and plans to update this
document by submitting an Amendment to the Consolidated Plan to HUD, which will include proposed
uses for the additional CDBG, ESG and HOPWA funding received under the CARES Act. The Draft
Amendment to the Consolidated Plan will be available for public review and comment for five days
before it is submitted to HUD.

Citizen Participation Outreach

Table 10 - Citizen Participation Outreach

Sort Mode of Target of Summary of Summary of | Summary of URL (If
Order Outreach Outreach response/ Comments comments applicable)
attendance received not accepted
and reasons
1 Community | Non- See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Forum in targeted/ above and Participation
the Castro broad Citizen Comments
on community CL Attachment
. Participation . .
12/3/2018 outreach in in Appendix
Districts 7 Comments A
and 8 Attachment in
Appendix A
2 Community | Non- See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Forum in targeted/ above and Participation
the Sunset broad Citizen Comments
on community Participation Attachment
12/10/2018 | outreach in Comments in Appendix
Districts 1 Attachmentin | A
and 4 Appendix A
3 Community | Non- See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Forum in targeted/ above and Participation
the broad Citizen Comments
Excelsior/ community Participation Attachment
OMl on outreach in Comments in Appendix
1/16/2019 District 11 Attachmentin | A
Appendix A
4 Community | Non- See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Forum om targeted/ above and Participation
the broad Citizen Comments
Tenderloin community Participation Attachment
on outreach in Comments in Appendix
1/22/2019 Tenderloin/ Attachmentin | A
District 6 Appendix A
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Sort Mode of Target of Summary of Summary of | Summary of URL (If
Order Outreach Outreach response/ Comments comments | applicable)
attendance received not accepted
and reasons
5 Community | Non- See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Forum in targeted/ above and Participation
the Western | broad Citizen Comments
Addition on | community Participation Attachment
1/31/2019 outreach in Comments in Appendix
District 5 Attachmentin | A
Appendix A
6 Community | Non- See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Forum in targeted/ above and Participation
the South of | broad Citizen Comments
Market on community Participation Attachment
2/5/2019 outreach in Comments in Appendix
South of Attachmentin | A
Market/ Appendix A
District 6
7 Community | Non- See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Forum in targeted/ above and Participation
the Mission | broad Citizen Comments
on community Participation Attachment
2/13/2019 outreach in Comments in Appendix
District 9 Attachmentin | A
Appendix A
8 Community | Non- See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Forum in targeted/ above and Participation
Chinatown broad Citizen Comments
on community Participation Attachment
2/19/2019 outreach in Comments in Appendix
Districts 2 Attachmentin | A
and 3 Appendix A
9 Community | Non- See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Forum in targeted/ above and Participation
Bayview broad Citizen Comments
Hunters community Participation Attachment
Point on outreach in Comments in Appendix
2/20/2019 | BVHP/ Attachmentin | A
District 10 Appendix A
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Sort Mode of Target of Summary of Summary of | Summary of URL (If
Order Outreach Outreach response/ Comments comments | applicable)
attendance received not accepted
and reasons
10 Community | Non- See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Forum in targeted/ above and Participation
Visitacion broad Citizen Comments
Valley on community Participation Attachment
2/26/2019 outreach in Comments in Appendix
Visitacion Attachmentin | A
Valley/ Appendix A
District 10
11 Focus African See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Group with | American above and Participation
African residents, Citizen Comments
American advocates, Participation Attachment
Community | service Comments in Appendix
on providers Attachmentin | A
3/11/2019 and Appendix A
stakeholders
12 Focus Cambodian See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Group with | residents, above and Participation
Cambodian | advocates, Citizen Comments
Community | service Participation Attachment
on providers Comments in Appendix
3/20/2019 and Attachmentin | A
stakeholders | Appendix A
13 Focus HIV+ clients See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Group with | of SF AIDS above and Participation
HIV+ Foundation Citizen Comments
Community Participation Attachment
on Comments in Appendix
2/20/2019 Attachmentin | A
Appendix A
14 Focus BMR See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Group with | homeowners | above and Participation
BMR Citizen Comments
Homeowner Participation Attachment
son Comments in Appendix
3/27/2019 Attachmentin | A
Appendix A
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Sort Mode of Target of Summary of Summary of | Summary of URL (If
Order Outreach Outreach response/ Comments comments | applicable)
attendance received not accepted
and reasons
15 Focus Hunters View | See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Group with | residents above and Participation
HOPE SF Citizen Comments
Hunters Participation Attachment
View Comments in Appendix
Community Attachmentin | A
on Appendix A
1/28/2019
16 Focus Potrero See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Group with | Terrace and above and Participation
HOPE SF Annex Citizen Comments
Potrero Hill | residents Participation Attachment
Community Comments in Appendix
on Attachmentin | A
3/19/2019 Appendix A
17 Focus Sunnydale See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Group with | residents above and Participation
HOPE SF Citizen Comments
Sunnydale Participation Attachment
Community Comments in Appendix
on Attachmentin | A
2/21/2019 Appendix A
18 Focus LGBTQ+ See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Group with | residents, above and Participation
LGBTQ+ advocates, Citizen Comments
Community | services Participation Attachment
on providers Comments in Appendix
3/20/2019 and Attachmentin | A
stakeholders | Appendix A
19 16 Focus Residents of | See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Groups in 16 RAD above and Participation
16 RAD development | Citizen Comments
Developme | s Participation Attachment
nts in the Comments in Appendix
Month of Attachmentin | A
March 2019 Appendix A
20 Focus Samoan See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Group with | residents, above and Participation
Samoan advocates, Citizen Comments
Community | service Participation Attachment
on providers Comments in Appendix
3/26/2019 and Attachmentin | A
stakeholders | Appendix A
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Sort Mode of Target of Summary of Summary of | Summary of URL (If
Order Outreach Outreach response/ Comments comments | applicable)
attendance received not accepted
and reasons
21 Focus Transgender | See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Group with | residents, above and Participation
Transgende | advocates, Citizen Comments
r service Participation Attachment
Community | providers Comments in Appendix
on and Attachmentin | A
3/21/2019 stakeholders | Appendix A
22 Focus Viethamese See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Group with residents, above and Participation
Vietnamese | advocates, Citizen Comments
Community | service Participation Attachment
on providers Comments in Appendix
3/19/2019 and Attachmentin | A
stakeholders | Appendix A
23 Online and Non- See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Paper targeted/ above and Participation
Survey on broad Citizen Comments
Housing and | community Participation Attachment
Community | outreach Comments in Appendix
Developme Attachmentin | A
nt Needs Appendix A
24 Report Back | Non- See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
on Needs targeted/ above and Participation
Analysis broad Citizen Comments
Meeting on | community Participation Attachment
6/20/2019 outreach Comments in Appendix
Attachmentin | A
Appendix A
25 Proposed Non- See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Strategies targeted/ above and Participation
Public broad Citizen Comments
Review and | community Participation Attachment
Comment outreach Comments in Appendix
Period and Attachmentin | A
Meeting on Appendix A
8/5/2019
26 Chinatown Chinatown See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
NRSA residents, above and Participation
Strategies advocates, Citizen Comments
Meeting on | service Participation Attachment
10/7/2019 providers Comments in Appendix
and Attachmentin | A
stakeholders | Appendix A
Consolidated Plan SAN FRANCISCO 33

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 06/30/2018)



Sort Mode of Target of Summary of Summary of | Summary of URL (If
Order Outreach Outreach response/ Comments comments | applicable)
attendance received not accepted
and reasons
27 Bayview Bayview See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Hunters Hunters above and Participation
Point NRSA | Point Citizen Comments
Strategies residents, Participation Attachment
Meeting on | advocates, Comments in Appendix
10/10/2019 | service Attachmentin | A
providers Appendix A
and
stakeholders
28 Mission Mission See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
NRSA residents, above and Participation
Strategies advocates, Citizen Comments
Meeting on | service Participation Attachment
10/16/2019 | providers Comments in Appendix
and Attachmentin | A
stakeholders | Appendix A
29 South of South of See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Market Market above and Participation
NRSA residents, Citizen Comments
Strategies advocates, Participation Attachment
Meeting on | service Comments in Appendix
10/17/2019 | providers Attachmentin | A
and Appendix A
stakeholders
30 Tenderloin Tenderloin See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
NRSA residents, above and Participation
Strategies advocates, Citizen Comments
Meeting on | service Participation Attachment
10/18/2019 | providers Comments in Appendix
and Attachmentin | A
stakeholders | Appendix A
31 Visitacion Visitacion See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Valley NRSA | Valley above and Participation
Strategies residents, Citizen Comments
Meeting on | advocates, Participation Attachment
11/7/2019 service Comments in Appendix
providers Attachmentin | A
and Appendix A
stakeholders
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Sort Mode of Target of Summary of Summary of | Summary of URL (If
Order Outreach Outreach response/ Comments comments | applicable)
attendance received not accepted
and reasons
32 Preliminary | Non- See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Funding targeted/ above and Participation
Recommen | broad Citizen Comments
dations for community Participation Attachment
2020-2021 | outreach Comments in Appendix
CDBG, ESG, Attachmentin | A
HOME and Appendix A
HOPWA
Programs
Public
Review and
Comment
Period from
1/22-
3/2/2020
and
Meeting on
2/4/2020
33 Public Non- See narrative See Citizen n/a n/a
Review and | targeted/ above and Participation
Comment broad Citizen Comments
Period for community Participation Attachment
the Draft outreach Comments in Appendix
2020-2024 Attachmentin | A
Consolidate Appendix A
d Plan and
2020-2021
Action Plan
from 5/4—
6/2/2020
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Needs Assessment

NA-05 Overview

Needs Assessment Overview

MOHCD contracted with RDA to develop an integrated needs analysis for the 2020-2024 Consolidated
Plan, Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing, and HIV Housing Plan as well as other ongoing efforts led
by the Planning Department. This needs analysis includes findings from the community outreach events
organized by MOHCD as well as RDA’s review of approximately 50 community needs assessments,
consolidated plans, and other relevant departmental reports from city and county agencies in San
Francisco and the Bay Area. Finally, this analysis pulls in secondary data from the 2017 ACS where
appropriate to contextualize data and/or findings.

As an assessment of community needs, this analysis presents findings in terms of what services San
Franciscans indicate that they most need. While residents discussed challenges, the community
engagement and document review also reflect that residents who are connected to services generally
have positive experiences and view the programs favorably.

The needs analysis organizes findings around the following domains: housing services, social and
supportive services, economic self-sufficiency, service access, community empowerment and
engagement, coordination of services, and housing barriers. These “buckets” of community needs were
selected because they reflect the ways in which data were collected as well as how community
members naturally discussed their service needs and concerns.

To support MOHCD’s prioritization of populations that need the most support across the housing
spectrum, RDA analyzed 37 survey reports under different population-specific filters in order to capture
the unique needs of prioritized population groups. RDA examined survey results for all subgroups under
each of the following filters to inform the analysis and synthesis presented in this needs assessment:
race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, gender identity, age (seniors and TAY), HIV status, disability status,
and housing status (homeless). Population-specific needs that emerged from this analytical process are
documented in the appropriate section in the document.

Summary of Findings

Cross-cutting Community Needs and Concerns

1. Among the concerns identified during community engagement, San Francisco stakeholders are most
frequently concerned about displacement, increasing housing prices, the overall cleanliness and
safety of their neighborhoods, and transit accessibility.

2. Participants in MOHCD’s community engagement identified that services to support self-sufficiency
and stability are as important as the need for housing itself.

3. Many stakeholders expressed a prominent need for culturally inclusive and culturally-specific
services.

4. Participants expressed a need for greater awareness of, navigation of, and access to available
services, including both housing and other supportive services.

5. Stakeholders expressed a desire for more inclusive and relaxed standards around affordable housing
eligibility.
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Many community members voiced the need for more opportunities to provide input on the City’s
housing eligibility policies as well as participate in the development of affordable housing programs.
Stakeholders asked for more streamlined services, improved inter-agency collaboration, and
stronger cross-agency communication to support the delivery of both housing and supportive
services.

Housing Services

1.

Community engagement participants emphasized the need for affordable housing environments at
the most vulnerable end of the housing spectrum: shelters and transitional housing for persons
experiencing homelessness, accessible housing for seniors and individuals with disabilities, and
affordable housing for the lowest-income households.

While affordable housing was the most frequently mentioned housing services need, the
recognition of the intersection of health and housing was a common thread throughout the
discussions, as participants emphasized the need for safe and healthy living environments.
Community members expressed the need for stronger eviction and tenant supports and protections,
including tenant education as well as City policies to prevent unlawful eviction.

Social and Supportive Services

1.

Community members need affordable, targeted support for trauma, PTSD, substance use disorders,
and other mental health conditions.

Compared to housing needs, social and supportive service needs are more intensive and vary by
population.

Economic Self-Sufficiency

1.

Participants expressed an overwhelming need for paid job training programs that provide pathways
to living-wage, sustainable employment.

There is a large need for financial literacy and planning programs as well as financial services,
specifically savings and credit counseling services.

Residents want San Francisco employers to hire more local residents.

Knowledge of and Access to Services

1.

Participants indicated limited knowledge about availability of and eligibility for housing and social
services, as well as a need for assistance navigating those services.

In addition to needing greater knowledge of eligibility requirements, stakeholders conveyed that
eligibility requirements can be a barrier to accessing services.

Participants expressed a need for inclusive language support services, in order to promote both
knowledge of services and service access, especially for health and housing.

Residents experience several barriers to transportation in San Francisco, including long wait times,
safety, and cost of transportation, which impede their access to jobs, medical appointments, and
other services.

Community Empowerment and Engagement

1.
2.

Community stakeholders want better relationships and accountability with MOHCD.
Participants articulated a wide need for culturally-competent and inclusive outreach and community
engagement strategies that promote community-building and link residents to services.

Coordination of Services
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1. Stakeholders asked for more streamlined services, improved inter-agency collaboration, and
stronger cross-agency communication to support the delivery of both housing and supportive
services.

2. Community members that participated in forums and focus groups asked for more financial and

capacity-building support for nonprofit organizations and other service providers, including changes

to contracting rules.

Housing Access, Perceptions, and Barriers

1. Participants named displacement and increasing housing prices as the top concerns impacting
housing access and the ability to remain in housing.

2. Both renters and homeowners express low overall housing choice because they feel “locked in.”

3. Participants highlighted barriers to homeownership centering around both housing prices and
financing options.

4. Neighborhood forum participants shared the qualities that they believe make a neighborhood
desirable, identifying the following characteristics:

a. Public transit

Green space

Safety

Community

Commercial options

Schools

Walkability

Access to services

i. Cleanliness

Se 0 oo0T

5. Participants in community engagement shared multiple experiences of housing discrimination, but

overall, their responses reveal that there is not one specific, overt type of discrimination. Their

responses indicate a more pervasive and entrenched systemic discrimination that affects people of

color and African American communities in particular.

A more detailed description of these findings can be found in Appendix C — Integrated Needs Analysis.
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NA-10 Housing Needs Assessment — 24 CFR 91.205 (a,b,c)

Summary of Housing Needs

Permanent Affordable Housing Needs

Exhibit 1 — Regional Housing Needs Assessment for San Francisco, 2014-2022

No % Annual

. (\] .

Household Income Category of Units of Total Production

Goal
Very Low (0-50% AMI) 6,234 21.6% 831
Low (51-80% AMI) 4,639 16.1% 619
Moderate (81-120% AMI) 5,460 18.9% 728
0,

AIv/;\lk)Jove Moderate (over 120% 12,536 43.4% 1671

TOTAL UNITS 28,869 100.0% 3,849

Source: ABAG, 2013; Regional Housing Need Allocation (2014-2022)

Exhibit 2 — New Affordable Housing Construction by Income Level, 2014-2018

Household Income Category 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total
Very Low (0-50% AMI) 149 213 2438 686 40| 1,336
Low (51-80% AMI) 477 66 364 558 401 | 1,866
Moderate (81-120% AMI) 131 250 190 222 204 997
Total Affordable 757 529 802 1,466 645 4,199
Total All New Units 3,654 3,095 4,895 4,511 2,690 18,845
Affordable % of All New

Units 21% 17% 16% 32% 24% 22%

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 2018 Housing Inventory

Two governmental bodies, The State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) and
the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), set San Francisco’s “fair share of the regional housing
need” —the amount of new housing that should be built in order to house increasing numbers of
residents. This Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process also establishes the number of units
that should be affordable to lower income households. The 2014 Housing Element suggested that the
total number of housing units allocated to San Francisco by the RHNA process was not realistic. The goal
for new housing production for very low to moderate income households outlined for the 2014-2022
planning period (16,333 units total or 2,178 per year) is nearly three times San Francisco’s average
production rate of 707 units per year (based on 2005-2013 data).> Based on housing production data
from 2014-2018, San Francisco did not meet any of its annual production goals for any income category.

3 City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan Housing Element, 2014
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Furthermore, funds available for new affordable housing construction, rehabilitation and supportive
service provision come primarily from Federal and State sources that, in the absence of major policy
change, will not increase.

Cost Burden

Since the need for low cost housing far exceeds its availability, many households are “cost burdened,”
i.e. paying more than they can comfortably afford on housing and defined by HUD as paying more than
30% of household income toward housing expenses. Cost burden creates a trap that impedes financial
growth when households are stretched thin financially and have few resources to invest in asset-
building opportunities or professional development opportunities. Thus, poverty alleviation and
economic development are especially challenging for cost-burdened communities.

San Francisco renter households who earn less than 30% of area median income are cost burdened,
with the elderly renters most impacted (Tables 11 and 12). The most recent data indicates that 76% of
renters who are at less than 50% of area median income are severely cost burdened (paying more than
50% of their income on rent) (Table 13). This data underscores the affordable housing crisis for San
Francisco’s lowest income households, most especially the elderly whose incomes typically do not
increase significantly each year. In order to make production of rental housing for the lowest income
levels economically feasible, the City will continue to subsidize housing development chiefly for
extremely low and very low-income renters.

Table 11 — Cost Burden for Renters >30%

Table 12 — Cost Burden for Owners >30%

Other

Elderly

H 0-30% AMI
Large Related
H >30-50% AMI

Small Related u >50-80% AMI

Total need by
Income

0% 50% 100%

Other

Elderly

H 0-30% AMI
Large Related
B >30-50% AMI

Small Related u >50-80% AMI

Total need by
Income

0% 50% 100%
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Table 13 — Cost Burden for Renters >50% Table 14 — Cost Burden for Renters >50%

Other Other
Elderly Elderly
H 0-30% AMI H 0-30% AMI
Large Related Large Related
B >30-50% AMI H >30-50% AMI

u>50-80% AMI u>50-80% AMI

Small Related Small Related

Total need by
Income

Total need by
Income

0% 50% 100% 0% 50% 100%

Overcrowding

Another consequence of high housing costs can be overcrowding when households double-up to reduce
their housing costs to a manageable level. A household is considered overcrowded when there is more
than one person per room in the dwelling unit.

The 2011-2015 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data indicates that very low-
income single-family renter households are the most overcrowded at 50% of total San Francisco
households with that need (Table 15).

While the overall prevalence of overcrowded conditions is low citywide, certain communities have a
high concentration of overcrowded housing: specifically, the Chinatown, Tenderloin, South of Market,
Mission, Excelsior, Visitation Valley and part of the Bayview Hunters Point neighborhoods. Southeastern
neighborhoods have a smaller total number of overcrowded households, but have a higher proportion
of overcrowded households (Map 1). Corresponding to the demographic representation of these
neighborhoods, certain ethnic groups are more likely to live in overcrowded conditions. White
households are less likely to be overcrowded than other ethnicities, particularly Hispanic/Latinx-headed
households and Asian-headed households.

The neighborhoods that have the most households living in crowded conditions are Chinatown,
Tenderloin, and part of Bayview Hunters Point. The overcrowding situation in Chinatown is particularly
severe, with 42% of households living in crowded conditions.
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Table 15 — Overcrowding for Renters

Table 16 —Overcrowding for Owners

Households
with...

Other, non-
familiy...
Multple,
unrelated...

Single family
households

Total need
by Income

0% 50% 100%

H 0-30% AMI

H >30-50% AMI
1 >50-80% AMI
H >80-100% AMI

Households
with...

Other, non-
familiy...
Multple,
unrelated...

Single family
households

Total need by
Income

0% 50% 100%
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H 0-30% AMI

H >30-50% AMI
u>50-80% AMI
H >80-100% AMI
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Map 1 - Proportion of Households Living in Overcrowded Conditions
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Substandard Housing — Lack of Kitchen and Plumbing Facilities

Percent of Occupied
Housing in Overcrowded
Conditions by Census
Tract

Percent of Occupied Housing Units
with One Person or Fewer
per Habitable Room

58% - 65%
66% - 75%
76% - 85%
86% - 95%
95% - 100

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2018)
Tenure by Occupants Per Room (B25014)
2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates.

120 Meyors Ofice of Housing and Communy Deveopmert

A unit has complete kitchen facilities when it has all three of the following: (a) a sink with a faucet, (b) a

stove or range, and (c) a refrigerator. All kitchen facilities must be located in the house, apartment, or

mobile home, but they need not be in the same room.

Complete plumbing facilities include: (a) hot and cold running water, (b) a flush toilet, and (c) a bathtub

or shower. All three facilities must be located inside the house, apartment, or mobile home, but not

necessarily in the same room.

Citywide, only a small percentage of housing units lack kitchen facilities (4.2%) or plumbing facilities
(2.3%). However, housing without kitchen or plumbing facilities are highly concentrated in three small

neighborhoods: the Tenderloin, Chinatown, and the Financial District. These low-income neighborhoods
have many of the City’s Single-Room Occupancy (SRO) buildings. And extremely low-income renters are
disproportionately impacted (67%) by having one or more housing problems.
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Exhibit 3 — Severe Housing Problems for Renters (from Table )

Household has negative
income, but none of the
other housing problems

Having none of four
housing problems

Having 1 or more of four

H 0-30% AMI

H >30-50% AMI
1 >50-80% AMI
H >80-100% AMI

housing problems

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Table 17 — Housing Needs Assessment Demographics

Demographics Base Year: 2009 Most Recent Year: 2015 % Change
Population 805,235 840,765 4%
Households 324,185 353,285 9%
Median Income $70,040.00 $81,294.00 16%

Data Source:

Number of Households Table

2005-2009 ACS (Base Year), 2011-2015 ACS (Most Recent Year)

Table 18 — Housing Urban Development Area Median Family Income (HAMFI) by Households

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 06/30/2018)

0-30% >30- >50- >80- >100%
HAMFI 50% 80% 100% HAMFI
HAMFI HAMFI HAMFI
Total Households 79,400 40,450 52,270 30,170 | 150,995
Small Family Households 15,205 11,885 15,770 9,855 57,555
Large Family Households 2,325 3,320 3,995 2,090 6,475
Household contains at least one person
62-74 years of age 17,930 9,705 11,420 5,345 20,390
Household contains at least one person age
75 or older 17,550 6,850 6,410 2,870 7,285
Households with one or more children 6
years old or younger 5,150 3,945 4,540 2,950 14,765
Data Source: 2011-2015 CHAS
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Housing Needs Summary Tables

Table 19 — Housing Problems (Households with one of the listed needs)

Renter Owner

0-30% >30- | >50- | >80- Total 0-30% | >30- | >50- | >80- Total
AMI 50% 80% | 100% AMI 50% 80% | 100%
AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS

Substandard
Housing —
Lacking

complete
plumbing or
kitchen

facilities 10,325 | 1,940 | 1,420 | 540 | 14,225 145 155 210 55 565

Severely
Overcrowded -
With >1.51
people per
room (and
complete
kitchen and
plumbing) 3,230 | 1,825 | 1,365 | 620 7,040 60 270 380 195 905

Overcrowded -
With 1.01-1.5
people per
room (and
none of the
above
problems) 2,130 | 1,310 | 1,265 | 425 5,130 240 505 940 690 2,375

Housing cost
burden greater
than 50% of
income (and
none of the
above
problems) 26,475 | 7,430 | 2,500 | 425 | 36,830 | 6,975 | 4,285 | 3,985 | 1,620 | 16,865
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Renter

Owner

0-30%
AMI

>30- | >50-
50%
AMI

80%
AMI

>80-
100%
AMI

Total

0-30%
AMI

>30-
50%
AMI

>50-
80%
AMI

>80-
100%
AMI

Total

Housing cost
burden greater
than 30% of
income (and
none of the
above

problems) 8,695

11,71

9,290 0

3,76

33,455

1,775

1,915

4,545

3,165

11,400

Zero/negative
Income (and
none of the
above

problems) 4,035

4,035

795

795

Data Source: 2011-2015 CHAS

Table 20 — Housing Problems 2 (Households with one or more Severe Housing Problems: Lacks kitchen
or complete plumbing, severe overcrowding, severe cost burden)

Renter Owner
0-30% >30- >50- >80—- Total 0- >30- >50- >80- Tota
AMI 50% 80% | 100% 30% | 50% | 80% | 100%
AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Having 1 or
more of
four
housing
problems 42,160 | 12,505 | 6,550 | 2,010 | 63,225 | 7,425 | 5,215 | 5,510 | 2,560 | 20,710
Having
none of
four
housing
problems 19,925 | 15,470 | 26,470 | 15,950 | 77,815 | 5,060 | 7,260 | 13,740 | 9,650 | 35,710
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Renter Owner
0-30% >30- >50- >80- Total 0- >30- >50- >80- Total
AMI 50% 80% 100% 30% 50% 80% 100%
AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI
Household
has
negative
income, but
none of the
other
housing
problems 4,035 0 0 0| 4,035 795 0 0 0 795
Data Source: 2011-2015 CHAS
Table 21 - Cost Burden > 30%
Renter Owner
0-30% >30-50% | >50-80% Total 0-30% >30- >50- Total
AMI AMI AMI AMI 50% 80%
AMI AMI
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Small Related 9,760 5,100 3,320 18,180 1,910 2,445 3,840 8,195
Large Related 1,200 1,090 335 2,625 400 785 1,320 2,505
Elderly 15,450 4,005 1,830 21,285 5,290 2,510 2,540 10,340
Other 20,355 8,945 9,575 38,875 1,490 1,125 1,550 4,165
Total need by 46,765 19,140 15,060 80,965 9,090 6,865 9,250 25,205
income
Data Source: 2011-2015 CHAS
Table 22 - Cost Burden > 50%
Renter Owner
0-30% >30- >50- Total 0-30% >30- >50- Total
AMI 50% 80% AMI 50% 80%
AMI AMI AMI AMI
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Small Related 6,605 1,825 550 8,980 1,725 1,700 1,445 4,870
Large Related 815 310 0 1,125 345 390 400 1,135
Elderly 9,530 1,575 505 11,610 3,780 1,750 1,315 6,845
Other 16,940 4,335 1,725 23,000 1,350 750 985 3,085
Total need by 33,890 8,045 2,780 44,715 7,200 4,590 4,145 15,935
income
Data Source: 2011-2015 CHAS
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Table 23 - Crowding (More than one person per room)

Renter Owner
0-30% | >30- >50- >80- Total 0- >30- >50—- >80 Total
AMI | 50% | 80% | 100% 30% | 50% | 80% | 100%
AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Single family
households 5,095 | 2,655 | 1,930 605 | 10,285 | 290 345 605 585 | 1,825
Multiple,
unrelated
family
households 525 795 445 220 1,985 30 360 705 330 | 1,425
Other, non-
family
households 1,105 365 530 285 2,285 0 80 10 0 90
Total need by 6,725 | 3,815 | 2,905 | 1,110 | 14,555 | 320 785 | 1,320 915 | 3,340
income
Data Source: 2011-2015 CHAS
Table 24 - Crowding Information — 2/2
Renter Owner

0- >30- >50- Total 0- >30- >50- Tota

30% 50% 80% 30% 50% 80%

AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI

Households
with Children
Present

Describe the number and type of single person households in need of housing assistance.

As of 2012, single person households compose approximately 39% of San Francisco’s overall population
(Table 15). Of this population group, the types of households in need of housing assistance are
predominantly very low-income seniors, disabled or formerly homeless individuals living in SRO units.

Table 25 — San Francisco Household Sizes and Unit Sizes, 2012

Household Size % Total Households | Unit % Total Housing Units

1-person 39.4% | Studio 13.8%
2-person 32.2% | 1-bedroom 27.1%
3-person 12.8% | 2-bedrooms 30.9%
4-person 9.3% | 3-bedrooms 19.1%
5-person 3.3% | 4-bedrooms 6.6%
6-person or more 3.1% | 5-bedrooms or more 2.6%

Source: Census Bureau; San Francisco Planning Department, 2014 Housing Element

SAN FRANCISCO
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Estimate the number and type of families in need of housing assistance who are disabled or
victims of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault and stalking.

It is estimated that 10.3% of all San Franciscans have a disability. Of this disabled population, 35.5% are
people aged 65 or older and 6.6% are younger adults*. Many rely on federal disability benefits (SSI) as
their sole source of income, which is only $943.72 per month for an elderly or single disabled person in
California. Comparatively the average monthly rent for a two-bedroom apartment in San Francisco as of
2018 was $4,650 per month.® In addition, domestic violence was attributed to be the cause of
homelessness among 22% of survey respondents living in families during the bi-annual homeless Point-
in-Time (PIT) Count, ® with one in four domestic violence survivors being turned away from shelters due
to lack of space.” Although an exact percentage of families in need of housing assistance that fall into
these categories is not available, the risk factors as described above would indicate that a high
percentage of these families fall into these categories.

What are the most common housing problems?

The most common housing problems are the lack of available affordable housing and the severe cost
burden impacting very-low and low-income households. In particular, the growing affordability gap
between incomes earned and rental and ownership housing costs has made housing extremely
unaffordable for many San Franciscans. Since the economic recovery started in 2011, the median rent
and home prices in San Francisco have skyrocketed, making housing only affordable to higher income
households. The Housing Affordability Strategy recently published by the San Francisco Planning
Department states that a household would need to earn about $169,000 per year to afford the median
rent in 2019, while a homebuyer would need to earn over $307,000 per year to afford the median home
price of $1,387,278.8

Are any populations/household types more affected than others by these problems?

The permanent affordable housing needs of some specific population groups are described below.
These categories are not intended to be comprehensive, but rather to represent groups for whom the
City will prioritize affordable housing over the next five years.

Very Low-Income Seniors

The 2010 Census counted 154,730, or 20% of San Francisco’s population as 60 years or older with the
2018 ACS estimating the population to be about 21.7% of San Francisco’s population. San Francisco’s
elderly population is expected to grow to 23% by 2020 and 26% by 2030. Older adults in San Francisco
also tend to be low income: approximately 22% live just above the Federal poverty line while 16% of San
Francisco seniors live below the Federal poverty line. Additionally, San Francisco’s older adult population
is also predominantly female, persons of color, immigrants, speak a primary language other than

4U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2018 Five-Year Estimates

5 San Francisco Planning Department, 2018 San Francisco Housing Inventory, 2019.

6 Applied Survey Research, San Francisco Homeless Count and Survey, 2019.

7 Department on the Status of Women, Family Violence in San Francisco FY 2017, January 2019.
8 San Francisco Housing Affordability Strategies, 2020

Consolidated Plan SAN FRANCISCO 49

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 06/30/2018)



English, and the lowest income seniors are concentrated in particular neighborhoods such as Chinatown,
South of Market and the Tenderloin.®

For seniors that wish to age in place, both senior services and housing rehabilitation programs are
needed. Senior service needs include transportation to medical appointments and grocery shopping, in-
home supportive services, and recreational programs. Housing programs include rehabilitation to
provide more accessible accommodations in their homes.

Persons with Disabilities

It is estimated that 1 out of 10 San Francisco residents has a disability and 1 out of 4 persons with a
disability lives in poverty. Employed adults with disabilities are more than twice as likely as employed
adults Citywide to experience poverty.l® Many rely on federal disability benefits (SSI) as their sole source
of income. The maximum monthly payment for an aged or disabled SSI recipient in 2019 was $943 per
month while the average rent for a studio is $1,300 per month.

Housing options for people with disabilities range from acute care in an institution, to supportive
housing, to living independently. Institutional living provides the most restricted and limited
environment for people with disabilities yet costs the government many times more than other housing
options. However, people with disabilities face numerous barriers, both physical and procedural, to
securing an affordable and accessible home in the open market.

People with accessibility needs face challenges obtaining housing with appropriate amenities, such as
wheelchair-accessible entrances, wide interior spaces for wheelchair circulation, accessible bathing
facilities, and counters and cabinets with adjustable heights. Approximately 58% of San Francisco’s
housing stock was built before 1950, without these accommodations in mind. Most housing is difficult to
convert to accessible standards. Although disability rights laws require that a landlord allow accessibility
modifications in rental units, the burden of paying for such modifications is on the tenants themselves,
who are frequently living in poverty.

Transitional Age Youth

Disconnected transitional age youth (TAY) are defined by San Francisco’s legislation as young people
aged 18-24 who are homeless or in danger of homelessness; have dropped out of high school; have a
disability or other special needs, including substance abuse; are low-income parents; are
undocumented; are new immigrants and/or English learners; are LGBTQ+; and/or are transitioning from
the foster care, juvenile justice, criminal justice or special education system. According to the 2019 PIT
homeless count, 14% of the homeless counted were unaccompanied children or TAY, and of those 95%
of the unaccompanied youth were aged 18-24. Furthermore 76% of the unaccompanied children and
83% of TAY were found to be unsheltered, living on the streets, in tents, cars or abandoned buildings.**

Within the youth population in San Francisco there are also subpopulations with their own unique
needs. San Francisco has historically been a sanctuary for LGBTQ+ youth. Of the youth survey
respondents for the 2019 PIT count, 46% of the respondents identified to be LGBTQ+ compared to 23%

9San Francisco Department of Aging and Adult Services, DAAS Community Needs Assessment, 2016.
10U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2016 Five-Year Estimates
11 Department of Homeless and Supportive Housing, San Francisco Youth Homeless Count and Survey, 2019
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of the adult population. Also, one in five youth exiting the foster care system experience homelessness
within four years of exiting foster care.

Describe the characteristics and needs of low-income individuals and families with children
(especially extremely low-income) who are currently housed but are at imminent risk of
either residing in shelters or becoming unsheltered 91.205(c)/91.305(c)). Also discuss the
needs of formerly homeless families and individuals who are receiving rapid re-housing
assistance and are nearing the termination of that assistance

Very Low-Income Families with Children

According to 2018 ACS data, approximately 69,700 or 19% of family households in San Francisco have
children. There are higher concentrations of households with children under 18 years old in the
southeast section of San Francisco — Bayview Hunters Point, Portola, Outer Mission, Excelsior, and
Visitation Valley (Map 2). These are neighborhoods with large minority population concentrations (Map
6) and low-income concentrations (Map 10). Roughly 18,000 households have five persons or more. San
Francisco has too few large affordable units to accommodate the needs of these families, and as a
result, larger families are more likely than smaller households to live in overcrowded conditions.

Homeless families with children under 18 are typically headed by a female head of household. According
to survey respondents from the 2019 PIT Homeless Count, the primary reasons for the cause of the
family’s homelessness was job loss, eviction, and rent increases. Furthermore, the number of homeless
families slightly increased, from 190 to 208, since the 2017 PIT Homeless Count.?

12 Department of Homeless and Supportive Housing, San Francisco Homeless Point-in-Time Count & Survey, 2019
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Map 2 - Proportion of Households with Youth Under 18 Years Old

i
Wester

Golden
Gate Park

fm:mﬁ '\_ |
Heigh
Presidio
Heights L
b - et
i S =
. e >

Island

]

Finahcial
District/ South

If a jurisdiction provides estimates of the at-risk population(s), it should also include a
description of the operational definition of the at-risk group and the methodology used to

generate the estimates:

San Francisco does not have an estimate of at-risk populations.

Specify particular housing characteristics that have been linked with instability and an

increased risk of homelessness

The severe housing cost burden is the greatest risk factor for housing instability and increased risk of
homelessness, especially for very low-income households at or below 30% AMI. Additionally, the

Proportion of
Households with Youth
Under 18 Years Old by
Census Tract

Percent of Households with Youth
Under 18

0% - 8%

9% - 15%

16% - 25%

26% - 35%

36% - 51%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2018).
Households by Presence of People Under 18
Years by Household Type (B1109). 2017 ACS

increase in evictions, especially Ellis Act evictions, is causing many low- to moderate-income households

to be displaced or become homeless.

Discussion
See above.
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NA-15 Disproportionately Greater Need: Housing Problems — 91.205 (b)(2)

Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in
comparison to the needs of that category of need as a whole.

Introduction

The four housing problems are: (1) housing lacks complete kitchen facilities, (2) housing lacks complete
plumbing facilities, (3) there is more than one person per room, and (4) cost burden is greater than 30%.
Analysis of the 2011-2015 CHAS data shows no particular racial or ethnic group having a
disproportionately greater need in comparison to the needs of that category of need as a whole.

Table 26 — 0—-30% of Area Median Income

Housing Problems

Has one or more
of four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 60,055 14,515 4,830
White 20,580 4,335 1,750
Black/African American 6,395 2,370 575
Asian 20,530 5,715 1,950
American Indian, Alaska Native 320 35 4
Pacific Islander 400 125 40
Hispanic 9,735 1,645 370
Disproportionally Greater Need 0-30% AMI

Data Source: 2011-2015 CHAS
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Exhibit 4 — Housing Problems by Ethnicity — 0-30% of Area Median Income

Hispanic

Pacific Islander

American Indian, Alaska
Native

Asian

Black / African
American

White

Jurisdiction as a whole

H Has one or more of four
housing problems

H Has none of the four
housing problems

i Household has
no/negative income, but
none of the other housing
problems

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%100%

Table 27 — 30-50% of Area Median Income

Housing Problems Has one or more Has none of the Household has
of four housing four housing no/negative
problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 28,920 11,530 0
White 11,995 4,030 0
Black/African American 1,470 1,095 0
Asian 9,075 4,125 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 20 20 0
Pacific Islander 45 4 0
Hispanic 5,515 2,005 0
Disproportionally Greater Need 30-50% AMI
Data Source: 2011-2015 CHAS
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Exhibit 5 — Housing Problems by Ethnicity — 30-50% of Area Median Income

Hispanic

Pacific Islander

American Indian, Alaska
Native

Asian

Black / African American

White

Jurisdiction as a whole

H Has one or more of four
housing problems

H Has none of the four
housing problems

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Table 28 — Disproportionally Greater Need 50-80% AMI

Housing Problems Has one or more Has none of the Household has
of four housing four housing no/negative
problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 28,315 23,955 0
White 13,080 10,585 0
Black/African American 1,195 1,690 0
Asian 8,310 7,435 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 15 40 0
Pacific Islander 160 160 0
Hispanic 4,775 3,275 0
Data Source: 2011-2015 CHAS
Exhibit 6 — Housing Problems by Ethnicity — 50-80% of Area Median Income
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Hispanic

Pacific Islander

American Indian, Alaska
Native

Asian

Black / African American

White

Jurisdiction as a whole

W Has one or more of four
housing problems

H Has none of the four
housing problems

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Table 29 - Disproportionally Greater Need 80-100% AMI

Housing Problems

Has one or more
of four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other

housing problems

Jurisdiction as a whole 11,495 18,675 0
White 5,795 9,795 0
Black/African American 330 820 0
Asian 3,545 5,220 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 45 55 0
Pacific Islander 0 29 0
Hispanic 1,480 2,085 0

Data Source: 2011-2015 CHAS
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Exhibit 7 — Housing Problems by Ethnicity — 80-100% of Area Median Income

Hispanic

Pacific Islander 0

American Indian, Alaska

Native
W Has one or more of four

Asian housing problems

H Has none of the four

Black / African American housing problems

White

Jurisdiction as a whole

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Discussion

Based on HUD’s definition of disparate impact (percentage of households with housing problems or no/

negative income > 10% than the jurisdiction as a whole for the income category), this data does not
reveal disparate impacts on any particular racial or ethnic group. Please note that the margins of error
make the statistics for some categories of households not as reliable as others (e.g. Pacific Islanders;

American Indian, Alaska Native).
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NA-20 Disproportionately Greater Need: Severe Housing Problems — 91.205

(b)(2)

Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in comparison
to the needs of that category of need as a whole.

Introduction

The four severe housing problems are: (1) housing lacks complete kitchen facilities, (2) housing lacks
complete plumbing facilities, (3) there is more than one person per room, and (4) cost burden is greater
than 50%. Analysis of the 2011-2015 CHAS data shows no particular racial or ethnic group having a
disproportionately greater need in comparison to the needs of that category of need as a whole.

Table 30 — Severe Housing Problems 0-30% AMI

Severe Housing Problems

Has one or more
of four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems

Jurisdiction as a whole 49,585 24,985 4,830
White 17,460 7,465 1,750
Black/African American 4,895 3,870 575
Asian 16,725 9,525 1,950
American Indian, Alaska Native 295 60 4
Pacific Islander 235 285 40
Hispanic 8,075 3,305 370
Data Source: 2011-2015 CHAS
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Exhibit 8 — Severe Housing Problems by Ethnicity — 0-30% of Area Median Income (Table 17)

Hispanic

Pacific Islander

American Indian, Alaska
Native

Asian

Black / African
American

White

Jurisdiction as a whole

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%100%

H Has one or more of four
housing problems

H Has none of the four
housing problems

i Household has
no/negative income, but
none of the other housing
problems

Table 31 — 30-50% of Area Median Income

Severe Housing Problems*

Has one or more
of four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other

housing problems

Jurisdiction as a whole 17,720 22,730 0
White 6,990 9,035 0
Black/African American 690 1,875 0
Asian 6,105 7,095 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 10 30 0
Pacific Islander 34 14 0
Hispanic 3,450 4,070 0

Severe Housing Problems 30-50% AMI
Data Source: 2011-2015 CHAS
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Exhibit 9 — Severe Housing Problems by Ethnicity — 30-50% of Area Median Income (Table 18)

Hispanic

Pacific Islander

American Indian, Alaska
Native

Asian

Black / African American

White

Jurisdiction as a whole

W Has one or more of four
housing problems

H Has none of the four
housing problems

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Table 32 — 50-80% of Area Median Income

Severe Housing Problems

Has one or more
of four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other

housing problems

Jurisdiction as a whole 12,060 40,210 0
White 4,540 19,115 0
Black/African American 380 2,505 0
Asian 4,105 11,640 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 0 55 0
Pacific Islander 120 200 0
Hispanic 2,780 5,275 0

Severe Housing Problems 50-80% AMI
Data Source: 2011-2015 CHAS
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Exhibit 10 — Severe Housing Problems by Ethnicity — 50-80% of Area Median Income

Hispanic

Pacific Islander

American Indian, Alaska
Native

Asian

Black / African American

White

Jurisdiction as a whole

H Has one or more of four
housing problems

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

H Has none of the four
housing problems

Table 33 — 80-100% of Area Median Income

Severe Housing Problems

Has one or more
of four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other

housing problems

Jurisdiction as a whole 4,570 25,600 0
White 1,920 13,670 0
Black/African American 120 1,025 0
Asian 1,765 7,000 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 0 100 0
Pacific Islander 0 29 0
Hispanic 565 3,005 0

Severe Housing Problems 80-100% AMI
Data Source: 2011-2015 CHAS
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Exhibit 11 — Severe Housing Problems by Ethnicity — 80-100% of Area Median Income (Table 20)

Hispanic

Pacific Islander 0

American Indian, Alaska

Native
W Has one or more of four

Asian housing problems

H Has none of the four

Black / African American housing problems

White

Jurisdiction as a whole

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Discussion

Based on HUD's definition of disparate impact (percent of households with severe housing problems or
no/negative income > 10% than the jurisdiction as a whole for the income category), this data does not
reveal disparate impacts on any particular racial or ethnic group, with the exception of low-income
American Indian, Alaska Native at 80-100% AMI. However, we would want to examine the housing
problem data by race/ethnicity and income group more closely before taking any conclusions. Please
note that the margins of error make the statistics for some categories of households not as reliable as
others (e.g. Pacific Islanders, American Indian, Alaska Native).
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NA-25 Disproportionately Greater Need: Housing Cost Burdens —91.205 (b)(2)

Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in comparison

to the needs of that category of need as a whole.

Introduction

Analysis of the 2011-2015 CHAS data shows no particular racial or ethnic group having a

disproportionately greater housing cost burden need in comparison to the needs of that income

category of need as a whole.

Table 34 — Housing Cost Burden

Housing Cost Burden <=30% 30-50% >50% No/negative
income (not
computed)

Jurisdiction as a whole 215,305 67,325 64,780 5,885
White 118,155 31,170 28,085 1,925
Black/African American 9,115 4,360 4,645 675
Asian 59,060 19,890 19,815 2,530
American Indian,
Alaska Native 310 110 255 4
Pacific Islander 510 245 290 40
Hispanic 21,905 9,725 9,545 560
Greater Need: Housing Cost Burdens AMI

Data Source: 2011-2015 CHAS
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Exhibit 12 — Housing Cost Burden by Ethnicity
I

Hispanic

Pacific Islander

H<=30%
American Indian, Alaska
Native

H 30-50%

Asian

Black / African “>50%
American

B No / negative income (not

White computed)

Jurisdiction as a whole

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%100%

Discussion

Analysis of the 2011-2015 CHAS data shows no particular racial or ethnic group having a
disproportionately greater housing cost burden need in comparison to the needs of that income
category or the jurisdiction as a whole. What the table does clearly indicate is that, when compared to
the rest of that racial or ethnic group as a whole, very low-income households at or below 30% AMI of
all ethnic groups are disproportionately impacted by the housing cost burden.

Consolidated Plan SAN FRANCISCO
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NA-30 Disproportionately Greater Need: Discussion —91.205(b)(2)

Are there any Income categories in which a racial or ethnic group has disproportionately
greater need than the needs of that income category as a whole?

All ethnic groups, white and non-white, at or below 50% of area median income have disproportionately
greater need with severe housing problems, most notably housing cost burden. All ethnic groups at or
below 50% AMI have a housing cost burden of greater than 70%.

If they have needs not identified above, what are those needs?
Not applicable.

Are any of those racial or ethnic groups located in specific areas or neighborhoods in your
community?

The neighborhoods with the highest housing cost burden (see Map 3) correlate with the areas of

minority concentration; namely, the Bayview, Lakeshore, Tenderloin and Chinatown. See Map 6 for
Areas of Minority Concentration.

Map 3 - Proportion of Households Paying 50% or More of Income to Rent
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Map 3 illustrates the percentage of households that spend 50% or more of their income on rent at the
census tract level. As the map demonstrates, there are many areas in San Francisco where 25-50% of
the population pays half or more of their income to rent. In the following neighborhoods, 25% or more
of the population spends at least half of their income on rent:

e Bayview Hunters Point

e Chinatown

e Excelsior

e lakeshore

e Oceanview/Merced/Ingleside

e Quter Mission

e Outer Richmond

e Portola

e Sunset/Parkside

e Tenderloin

e Visitacion Valley

Households that spend more than 50% of their income on their homes are classified by the National Low
Income Housing Coalition as severely cost-burdened.
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NA-35 Public Housing — 91.205(b)

Introduction

The SFHA’s express mission is to “provide safe, sanitary, affordable, and decent housing to very low-
income families, senior citizens and persons with disabilities.” Founded in 1938, it was the first
established housing authority in California, and receives nearly all of its $65+ million operating income
from HUD and tenant-paid rents. The SFHA is overseen by seven citizen commissioners, all of whom are
appointed by the Mayor. Two of those commissioners must be current SFHA residents. Starting in 2020,
the Mayor will appoint four members directly, at least one of whom must be an SFHA resident. Three
members will be recommended by motion at the sole discretion of the Board of Supervisors; of the
Board’s three appointment recommendations, at least one must be an SFHA resident 62 years of age or
older.

SFHA administers both public housing and the Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program. In 2019, there
were 1,911 public housing units and 12,165 HCV vouchers (both tenant and project based) under SFHA
management. The average annual household income for SFHA clients is $14,590. Without public housing
and HCV vouchers, virtually all SFHA clients would be forced to live outside the City or even face
homelessness.

Totals in Use

Table 35 - Public Housing by Program Type

Program Type
Mod- | Public Vouchers
Rehab | Housing | Total Project | Tenant | Special Purpose
-based | -based | Voucher
Veterans Family
Affairs Unification
Supportive | Program
Housing
# of units 585 1,911 12,165 5,365 6,215 | 865 99
vouchers in use
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Table 36 — Characteristics of Public Housing Residents by Program Type

Program Type

Certificate

Mod-
Rehab

Public
Housing

Vouchers

Total | Project

-based

Tenant
-based

Special Purpose
Voucher

Veterans
Affairs
Supportive
Housing

Family
Unification
Program

Average
Annual
Income

10,284

20,390

19,443 | 17,507

21,560

17,459

Average
length of
stay

11.8

10 5

15

13

Average
Household
size

2.5

# Homeless
at
admission

23

64 47

17

# of Elderly
Program
Participants
(>62)

74

203

6,424 3,196

3,228

346

# of
Disabled
Families

78

366

8,417 4,543

3,874

616

18

# of
Families
requesting
accessibility
features

N/A

171

N/A N/A

N/A

N/A

# of
HIV/AIDS
program
participants

N/A

N/A

N/A N/A

N/A

N/A

# of DV
victims

0

N/A

N/A

N/A N/A

N/A

N/A

Data Source:

Consolidated Plan

PIC (PIH Information Center)
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2. Ethnicity of Residents

Table 37 - Ethnicity of Public Housing Residents by Program Type

Data Source: PIC (PIH Information Center)

Section 504 Needs Assessment: Describe the needs of public housing tenants and applicants
on the waiting list for accessible units:

Approximately 3,200 or roughly one-third of the portfolio of SFHA’s former public housing units are
designated as “senior/disabled.” This high proportion requires accessible features in those units, though,
given the age of the portfolio, appropriate accessibility improvements are not always installed. Tenant
needs include wheelchair accessibility, appropriate turning radii in elevators and bathrooms, bathroom
grab bars, removable kitchen cabinetry, and accessible door and window handles, among other things.

What are the number and type of families on the waiting lists for public housing and section 8
tenant-based rental assistance? Based on the information above, and any other information
available to the jurisdiction, what are the most immediate needs of residents of public
housing and Housing Choice voucher holders?

The SFHA HCV wait list is closed.

There are currently 15,157 households on the public housing wait list. The Preference categories have
changed since 2010 and the SFHA no longer has a “homeless” preference that is not connected to a
referral from a City and County of San Francisco Agency.

The needs of the prioritized households on the SFHA wait list are self-explanatory. In addition, note that
the average annual income of SFHA residents is less than $15,000, a number that includes multi-person
families. Since the 2019 median income of a household of 3 in San Francisco is $110,850, SFHA residents
and would-be residents are in particular need of extremely low-cost housing in order to survive.
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Program Type
Ethnicity | Certificate | Mod- Public | Vouchers
Rehab | Housing | Total | Project | Tenant Special Purpose Voucher
-based | -based | Veterans Family Disabled
Affairs Unification *
Supportive | Program
Housing
Hispanic 0 35 244 | 1672 988 579 84 21 6
Not
Hispanic 0 224 806 | 12079 5385 5783 828 83 69
*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home
Transition



How do these needs compare to the housing needs of the population at large

Compared to the San Francisco population at large, SFHA wait list households are far poorer and thus in
tremendous need for rental subsidy assistance. SFHA households also present more challenges of the
poor, i.e., a strong likelihood of diminished educational achievement, less access to health care, higher
incidents of trauma, employment retention problems, and family instability.

Discussion

In the fall of 2018, SFHA was discovered to have a shortfall of up to $30 million in the HCV program. HUD
determined in March 2019 that SFHA was in substantial default of its obligations under the housing
voucher and public housing programs. According to HUD’s March 2019 default notice, HUD had the
authority to place the Housing Authority in receivership, taking possession of all or part of the Housing
Authority. Instead, SFHA is remedying the default through contracting out its HCV and public housing
property management programs, and having the City assume oversight of the SFHA’s essential
functions.

In 2020 and 2021, SFHA will convert its 1,911 remaining units of public housing to the HCV program via
HUD's disposition programs: the Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) program and the Section 18
Demo/Dispo program. Given SFHA’s financial difficulties, HUD has approved the early conversion of
these units to HCV in order to stabilize the agency’s finances and operations.
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NA-40 Homeless Needs Assessment — 91.205(c)

Introduction

All jurisdictions receiving federal funding to provide housing and services for homeless individuals and
families are required by HUD to conduct a biennial point-in-time (PIT) count of unsheltered and
sheltered homeless persons. This count must include all unsheltered and sheltered homeless persons
staying in emergency shelters and transitional housing programs on the date of the count.

Every two years, during the last ten days of January, San Francisco conducts a comprehensive count of its
homeless population in order to gain a better assessment of the individuals who are currently
experiencing homelessness.!® San Francisco worked in conjunction with Applied Survey Research to
conduct the 2019 San Francisco Homeless Count and Survey. The San Francisco homeless count has two
primary components: a PIT enumeration of unsheltered homeless individuals and families (those
sleeping outdoors, on the streets, in parks, or vehicles, etc.) and PIT enumeration of homeless individuals
and families who have temporary shelter (those staying in an emergency shelter, transitional housing, or
using stabilization rooms).

The 2019 San Francisco PIT Count was a city-wide effort. With the support of over 400 community
volunteers, staff from various City departments and the San Francisco Police Department, the entire city
was canvassed between the hours of 8 p.m. and midnight on January 24, 2019. This resulted in a visual
count of unsheltered homeless individuals and families residing on the streets, in vehicles, makeshift
shelters, encampments and other places not meant for human habitation. Shelters and facilities
reported the number of homeless individuals and families who occupied their facilities on the same
evening.

San Francisco conducted a supplemental count of unaccompanied children and youth under the age of
25 years old concurrently. This supplemental count was part of a nationwide effort, established and
recommended by HUD, to understand the scope of youth homelessness. The count was conducted by
trained currently homeless youth enumerators.

In the weeks following the street count, an in-depth survey was administered to 1,000 unsheltered and
sheltered homeless individuals of all ages to gather more in-depth information about the characteristics
and needs of the homeless population.

The data from this count provides information regarding the number, characteristics, and needs of
homeless persons in San Francisco and focuses special attention on specific subpopulations, including
chronically homeless, veterans, families, unaccompanied children under the age of 18, and
unaccompanied youth, also known as TAY, between the ages of 18-24.

13 City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Homeless Point-in-Time Count & Survey, 2013
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If data is not available for the categories "number of persons becoming and exiting
homelessness each year," and "number of days that persons experience homelessness,"
describe these categories for each homeless population type (including chronically homeless
individuals and families, families with children, veterans and their families, and
unaccompanied youth):

For many individuals, the experience of homelessness is part of a long and recurring history of
residential instability. Individuals may fall in and out of homelessness as they assemble different
subsistence strategies and housing opportunities. Thirty-one percent of survey respondents reported
they were experiencing homelessness for the first time in 2019, a decrease from 53% in 2011.%* The
length of time survey respondents reported being homeless was similar to previous years.

Nature and Extent of Homelessness: (Optional)

Table 38 — Homeless Needs Assessment

Race: Sheltered: Unsheltered (optional)

White 703 1608
Black or African American 1125 1853
Asian 72 283
American Indian or Alaska

Native 154 247
Pacific Islander 108 92
Multiple Races 693 1097
Ethnicity: Sheltered: Unsheltered (optional)

Hispanic 2284 4427
Not Hispanic 571 953

Data Source Comments: 2019 Homeless Count and Survey

Estimate the number and type of families in need of housing assistance for families with
children and the families of veterans.

Of the 8,035 homeless individuals identified from the 2019 Homeless Count, 631 of them were living in
families defined as a household with at least one adult and one child under 18.%° Forty-three individuals
in homeless families with children participated in the San Francisco Survey.!® Seventy-two percent of
survey respondents in families were female.

14 City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Homeless Point-in-Time Count & Survey, 2019

15 City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Homeless Point-in-Time Count & Survey, 2019
16
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One-third of respondents in families with children reported experiencing homelessness for the first
time, compared to 31% of all other respondents. Sixty percent reported experiencing homelessness for a
year or more. Respondents in families with children were largely long-term San Francisco residents; 86%
reported living in San Francisco at the time they most recently became homeless and 50% reported
having lived in the city for at least ten years. Prior to experiencing homelessness, 33% reported they
were living in a home owned or rented by themselves or a partner.

Seventy-two percent of family survey respondents reported they were receiving some form of public
assistance. Of those who reported benefits, a large majority were receiving food stamps/WIC/Calfresh.
More than half were receiving CalWORKs/TANF.

In 2019, there were an estimated 608 veterans experiencing homelessness in San Francisco, compared
to 684 in 2017 (an 11% reduction). Of veterans surveyed during the PIT Count, 81% were unsheltered.
Seventy-nine percent of veteran survey respondents identified as male, 16% as female, 5% as
transgender, and 1% as gender non-conforming. Twenty percent of veterans identified as Hispanic or
Latino/a, 33% as Black or African American, 31% as White, and 23% as Multi-racial.

At the time they most recently became homeless, 67% of veteran survey respondents reported living in
San Francisco (compared to 70% of non-veteran respondents), 27% reported living in another county
within California and 6% reported living in another state. Of those who did not live in San Francisco at
the time they became homeless, 11% reported coming to San Francisco to access VA services. Thirty-six
percent (36%) of veteran respondents reported living in a home owned or rented by themselves or a
partner prior to becoming homeless, compared to 29% of non-veterans. Veterans reported being in a
hospital or treatment center prior to becoming homeless at twice the rate of non-veterans (8% and 4%,
respectively).

Describe the Nature and Extent of Homelessness by Racial and Ethnic Group.

When asked about their racial identity, greater differences between those experiencing homelessness
and the general population emerged. A much higher proportion of survey respondents identified as
Black or African American (37% compared to 6%), and a lower percentage identified as Asian (5%
compared to 34%). The majority of survey respondents identified as either Black or African American
(37%), White (29%), or Multi-racial (22%).

Describe the Nature and Extent of Unsheltered and Sheltered Homelessness.
The total number of unsheltered persons counted was 5,180. Of the 2,855 individuals included in the

shelter count, 84% (2,412 people) were in emergency shelter programs while 16% (443 persons) were
residing in transitional housing and safe haven programs on the night of the count.

Discussion:

San Francisco is experiencing a homelessness crisis. Data indicates that there are more homeless people
in the city than we have seen since 2002; conditions have become exceedingly difficult for unhoused San
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Franciscans who are getting older and sicker over time. This crisis impacts housed people as well,
reducing the overall quality of life in the City. This section describes some of the conditions driving this
crisis, efforts to serve the homeless population in San Francisco, and plans to expand and improve the
City’s response.

San Francisco and the Bay Area are in the midst of an unprecedented housing affordability crisis that
impedes efforts to address homelessness. Both home prices and rents have outpaced inflation over the
past decade. Greater demand for housing has also created a decline in overall housing affordability.
Though housing production for low-income households in 2017-2018 outpaced the 10-year historic
average, overall housing production has failed to keep pace with employment growth or the rising
number of high-income households.'” The City’s existing stock of an estimated 160,000 rent-controlled
units have historically helped to keep housing options affordable. However, new move-ins over the past
five years have reflected higher income households compared to historic trends; only 40% of new move-
ins earned less than 80% of AMI, compared to more than 60% of new move-ins ten or more years ago.®
Low-income residents are hardest hit by housing availability and affordability, and are much less likely to
have alternate housing options if forced to move out of their current residence. Thirty five percent of
the 2018 SF Planning Department Housing Survey respondents earning 30% or less of AMI indicated that
they would have no housing options if forced to move out; in contrast, only 12% of those earning
between 120-200% of AMI reported having no options.'® Research from Zillow Economic Research
demonstrates the relationship between rent affordability and homelessness. A recent study indicates
that communities experience a sharp increase in homelessness when median rent accounts for 32% or
more of median income. San Francisco remains well above this threshold for rent affordability, with
median rent accounting for 39% of median income on average through 2017 and 2018.?° Housing
market trends, along with other factors, led to increases in homelessness during the past ten years.
These were driving factors in the City’s creation of a new department dedicated to addressing
homelessness.

HSH strives to make homelessness in San Francisco rare, brief, and one-time. HSH provides services,
shelter and housing to over 11,000 homeless and formerly homeless individuals each day. In October
2017, HSH published a strategic framework available at
http://hsh.sfgov.org/researchreports/framework/.

The framework enumerates the following goals:

e Improve the City’s response to street homelessness by December 2018

e End large, long-term encampments by December 2018

e Ensure no families with children are unsheltered by December 2018
Design and implement coordinated systems for adults, families, and youth by June 2019
Implement performance accountability across all programs and systems by June 2021
Reduce adult chronic homelessness 50% by December 2022
Reduce youth homelessness 50% by December 2022
e End family homelessness by December 2022

17
18
19
20
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In addition to achieving the first four goals in its strategic framework by June 2019, HSH accomplished

the following from July 2016-December 2018:
e Helped over 5,500 people exit homelessness through housing, rent subsidies, and reunification

programs

e Provided prevention and diversion services to over 4,000 households
e Sheltered over 15,000 people

Conducted outreach to over 19,000 people

Maintained housing for over 9,500 people living in permanent supportive housing

Opened 675 Temporary Shelter beds, including five Navigation Centers

Added 550 units of Permanent Supportive Housing

e lLaunched the Moving On Initiative, helping over 200 supportive housing tenants move to other
housing

e Added over 500 new Rapid Re-Housing and Rent Subsidy slots

e Added 500 Problem Solving slots to help prevent and quickly end homelessness

e Opened five “Access Points” that have assessed over 4,700 adults and 1,600 families for
homeless services

e Implemented a Coordinated Entry System to prioritize people for housing and other services

e lLaunched the ONE System, a “by-name” expanded homelessness management information
system

e Reduced TAY homelessness 22% from 2015-2019

e Reduced student homelessness 23% in the SFUSD from 2014-2018

e Reduced veteran homelessness 11% since 2017

Despite reductions in some subpopulations, this crisis continues to grow in San Francisco and the
conditions on our streets are unacceptable for both housed and unhoused residents. There is a
significant increase in adult homelessness and chronic homelessness in the City. Compounding this
challenge is the fact that the homeless population is getting sicker: in 2017, 55% of survey respondents
reported having one or more disabling conditions; this increased to 69% in 2019. Although the City has
significantly reduced large, long-term tent encampments??, the 2019 PIT Count shows an increase in the
number of people sleeping unsheltered, with two-thirds of this growth attributable to people sleeping in
vehicles. With this updated information on current homeless population trends, HSH plans to respond
with additional resources and new interventions targeted to vehicle encampments, chronic adult
homelessness and prevention and diversion efforts.

From the 2017 to 2019 PIT Counts, HSH added nearly 400 units of Permanent Supportive Housing,
including 69 for families, 61 for TAY, and 260 for adults. This expansion in inventory has allowed for an
increase in the number of people that exit homelessness each year: in 2018, HSH helped more people
exit homelessness than ever before in San Francisco. There are over 1,500 new units of Permanent
Supportive Housing in the pipeline; these units will help increase the number of people we can assist.
HSH is also expanding Rapid Re-Housing for adults, youth and families and is exploring new strategies to
grow the Homeward Bound program.

HSH helps over 2,000 people exit homelessness each year but estimates that over 7,000 individuals
enter homelessness annually. In other words, for every person HSH helps find housing, there are more

21
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than three newly homeless individuals. This issue is one of the biggest challenges to solving San
Francisco’s homelessness crisis. To address the rate at which people are becoming homeless, Mayor
Breed proposed a $5.2M investment in homelessness prevention and diversion (also known as Problem
Solving) in the FY19-20 budget.

Core to HSH’s strategic framework is the prioritization of housing resources for the populations most in
need. During the past five years, the City’s Permanent Supportive Housing increases proportionally
focused on TAY and families with children. With additional supportive housing in the pipeline targeted
to single adults, HSH plans to reverse this trend. More than 1,200 units for single adults are in the
pipeline, with almost half of these new units expected to open by June 2021. In addition, San Francisco’s
Coordinated Entry system for single adults launched in August 2018 and began placing individuals in
housing programs beginning November 2018. HSH designed this process to ensure that the highest need
populations are prioritized for services, in effect targeted housing resources to chronically homeless
individuals. More information about Coordinated Entry can be found in HSH’s strategic framework.

Unsheltered or street homelessness continues to be a significant crisis in San Francisco that requires
immediate response in order to meet the health, welfare, and safety needs of people on the streets as
well as their housed neighbors. Though HSH has opened 675 new shelter beds for families and adults
since mid-2016, the unsheltered population observed during the 2019 PIT Count was 19% greater than
in 2017. The demand for adult shelter beds remains high, with 1,190 individuals on the adult shelter
waitlist on the week of the 2019 PIT Count. HSH is committed to expanding its resources to respond to
this deficit and expects to open at least 700 additional temporary shelter beds by 2020. On January 16,
2018, the City launched the Healthy Streets Operations Center (HSOC), a multi-departmental effort to
address increasing public concern about street homelessness and, in particular, a rise in large-scale
encampments in 2016—-2017. HSOC co-located staff from HSH, the San Francisco Police Department, San
Francisco Public Works, the San Francisco Department of Emergency Management, the San Francisco
DPH, and other departments to employ an Incident Command System approach for issues regarding
street safety and cleanliness, encampments, medical and behavioral health issues of individuals on the
street, and referral needs to homelessness services. Over the course of 2018, homeless-related requests
for services via SF311 declined by 33%, with average call response times declining 27%.22 HSOC has also
effectively maintained the progress of HSH’s Encampment Resolution Team in eliminating all large-scale
encampments, identified as sites occupied by six or more tents or improvised structures and in place for
30 days or longer. Though tent encampments continue to remain a priority for HSH to monitor, HSOC
and HSH have begun to identify an increase in persons sleeping in vehicles in certain regions of the City.
This increase is reflected in the recent PIT Count data; approximately two-thirds of the increase in the
unsheltered count can be attributed to the increase in people enumerated as sleeping in vehicles. A
count conducted by HSOC on April 24, 2019 identified 578 passenger vehicles and RVs or vans that
appeared to be inhabited. To address the growing population of people living in their vehicles, HSH has
expanded the focus of the Encampment Resolution Team to now include encampments of inhabited
vehicles. The City is also piloting a program to allow for safe overnight parking and will soon open a
Vehicle Triage Center.

22
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NA-45 Non-Homeless Special Needs Assessment — 91.205 (b,d)

Introduction:

Seniors

The number and diversity of the elderly population of the United States continues to grow and as
housing cost burdens continue to increase, the inequities become more evident. The number and the
age range of the elderly population is predicted to continue rising as Baby Boomers age, with
households age 80 and over accounting for 12% of the American population by 2038.% Furthermore, the
Harvard study estimates the elderly population will become more ethnically diverse with Hispanics
growing from 7% of the elderly population in 2018 to 12% by 2038, as well as Asian elderly growing in
number while the number of white households decreases from 78% to 70% during that same time
period. Because Hispanic and Asian households are more likely to live in multigenerational households,
the housing needs of this growing elderly population may need to change to accommodate their
households’ composition. Income inequities between higher-income seniors and low-income seniors is
also increasing. Wealthier seniors are able to invest in stocks and benefit from a healthy stock market;
conversely, low-income seniors reliant on Social Security payments as their primary source of income
have not seen payment growth commensurate with the cost-of-living increase. Racial disparities for
homeownership amongst seniors, one of the primary means to grow wealth in the United States, has
also grown. In 2018 the black-white homeownership gap grew to a 30-year high of 19.4% according to
the Harvard analysis of ACS data.

Persons with Disabilities

Along with seniors, access to affordable and accessible housing for persons with disabilities is one of the
highest needs, especially since many persons with disabilities are low-income or live on fixed incomes.
Additionally, persons with disabilities may live alone and need support and opportunities for interaction
to prevent isolation.

Veterans

Veterans often struggle returning to civilian life after military service. A 2017 needs assessment of more
than 700 San Francisco veterans found a number of challenges for veterans in the City ranging from
finding meaningful employment at wages above the poverty line, finding housing in San Francisco that is
affordable for their wages, encountering unstable housing situations but not meeting HUD’s definition
of homeless, physical and psychological health issues, and barriers to access to services, especially for
those veterans with non-honorable discharge status.?*

Re-Entry Populations

Finding affordable housing in San Francisco is very difficult for low-income households, and even more
so for persons exiting the justice system with a criminal record. Landlords often require criminal
background checks as part of the housing application process. Furthermore, criminal records are often
barriers to employment, which in turn makes securing and maintaining housing difficult. Barriers to
employment and housing often lead to homelessness. The National Alliance to End Homelessness

2 Housing American’s Older Adults 2019, Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University, 2019

2 The State of the American Veterans: A San Francisco Veterans Study, University of Southern California School of Social Work, 2017
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estimates one in five persons returning to their communities from prison become homeless upon
reentry, with estimates as high as 30-50% in major urban areas.

Transitional Age Youth

TAY emancipating from foster care are one-fourth more likely to become homeless. Youth experiencing
homelessness identified their top 10 needs in the following order: food, clothing, shelter/housing,
dental care, health care, personal hygiene, employment, education, transportation, and eye care.?” An
assessment of San Francisco TAY found a need for coordinated youth referral process, including a
centralized and up-to-date inventory of TAY housing sites, increased communication among TAY referral
agencies and stakeholders, additional options to improve entry processes, the need for high quality
youth-specific services, and physical design and location of housing sites responsive to TAY needs.?®

Persons Living with HIV/AIDS
Several notable trends have important implications for addressing the housing needs of individuals living
with HIV and AIDS in San Francisco.

Housing in San Francisco has become increasingly expensive, exceeding the values established by
HUD’s Fair Market Rents (FMR) and making it difficult for subsidy programs to be implemented
effectively. Subsidy programs are designed to help lessen the financial burden of housing costs for
beneficiaries. In order to enroll in subsidy programs, potential participants must find a housing unit with
a rental price that cannot exceed HUD’s FMR. San Francisco’s current housing market makes it
extremely difficult to find an apartment at or under HUD’s fair market rent value. Large gaps exist
between HUD’s FMR and the realities of the City’s housing market: the average cost of a San Francisco
studio apartment is $3,688% while the FMR for a one-bedroom apartment is $2,720.%®

There are significant numbers of individuals who are aging while living with HIV/AIDS. In San
Francisco, 67% of people living with HIV are over 50 years old?® and face health issues related to aging
with HIV disease. Much of the senior-specific housing (e.g. project-based Section 8 and federally funded
senior projects) is targeted to those aged 62 and older. Older individuals with HIV may need more
health-related support as they age, but may not qualify for currently-available services.

Many of those who are newly diagnosed with HIV are homeless. Among those individuals diagnosed
with HIV infection from 2009-2016, between 12-13% were homeless.>° Compared to the San Francisco
HIV/AIDS population overall, homeless persons newly diagnosed with HIV/AIDS are more likely to be
women (including transgender women), African American, and injection drug users.?! Services should be
culturally competent to meet the needs of these individuals.

25 San Francisco Coordinated Community Plan to Prevent and End Youth Homelessness, SF Department of Homelessness and Supportive
Housing, January 2018

26 providing Stability and Support: An Assessment of San Francisco’s TAY Housing and Services System, Corporation for Supportive Housing,
November 2015.

27 Rent Café Website, February 2020

28 HUD FMR Guidelines, 2020

2% San Francisco Department of Public Health, HIV Semi-Annual Surveillance Report, December 2019
30 SF EMA HIV Community Planning Council 2017 Summit Report

31 san Francisco Department of Public Health, HIV/AIDS Epidemiology Annual Report, 2018
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As was the case when developing the 2014 plan, persons with HIV/AIDS are living longer and have
more stable health status due to antiretroviral therapy. Among those who received a Stage 3 (AIDS)
diagnosis between 2012-2019, 97% were alive five years later, compared to 84% who received the
diagnosis between 2001-2012 and 79% who received the same diagnosis between 1996-2000.32As a
result, facilities offering higher levels of care, such as Residential Care Facilities for the Chronically Ill
(RCFCIs), may experience a change in the type of demand for these services. RCFCls may be needed for
support during acute and temporary cases of illness, after which patients can return to independent
living.

HOPWA

Table 39 - HOPWA Data
Current HOPWA formula use:
Cumulative cases of AIDS reported 30,167
Area incidence of AIDS 360
Rate per population 20
Number of new cases prior year (3 years of data) 105
Rate per population (3 years of data) 26
Current HIV surveillance data:
Number of PLWHA 15,908
Area Prevalence (PLWHA per population) 848.6
Number of new HIV cases reported last year 163

Data Source: December 2019 SFDPH HIV Semi-Annual Surveillance Report

HIV Housing Need (HOPWA Grantees Only)

Table 40 — HIV Housing Need

Type of HOPWA Assistance Estimates of Unmet Need
Tenant based rental assistance 0
Short-term Rent, Mortgage, and Utility 10

Facility Based Housing (Permanent, short-term or
transitional) 0

Describe the characteristics of special needs populations in your community:

Populations with Emerging Needs: As a highly diverse and complex region with an expanding HIV
caseload, the San Francisco Eligible Metropolitan Statistical Area (EMSA) is home to many populations
with emerging needs, including women, youth, and transgender people; members of distinct ethnic,
cultural, and linguistic groups; homeless and formerly incarcerated persons; and members of diverse
social and behavioral communities. These groups require specialized interventions to link and retain
them in care; meet their service needs; and empower them to become effective self-care advocates.

32 San Francisco Department of Public Health, HIV/AIDS Epidemiology Annual Report, 2018
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The challenge of effectively meeting the needs of emerging populations in the context of declining
resources remains one of the most daunting issues facing the local system of care. The following six
emerging populations face evolving needs for specialized HIV care: 1) Persons with HIV 50 Years of Age
and Older; 2) Transgender Persons; 3) Men of color who have sex with men; 4) Homeless individuals; 5)
African Americans; and 6) Latino/as. All of these groups have growing incidences of HIV infection
resulting in increased costs to the local system of care. Each population is described briefly below.

Emerging Population # 1: Persons With HIV 50 Years of Age and Older. In part because it was one of
the first regions hard hit by the HIV epidemic and in part because of its success in ensuring that a large
proportion of persons with HIV have access to high quality treatments and therapies, the HIV-infected
population of the San Francisco EMA continues to age dramatically at levels unimaginable during the
first decade of the epidemic. As of December 31, 2018, more than three out of every five persons living
with HIV and AIDS in the San Francisco EMA were 50 and older (10,671 persons, 67%). 33 At the same
time, for the second year, persons 50 and older make up more than half of all persons living with AIDS in
the EMA (6,039 out of 11,464 persons, 52.7%). An analysis conducted in late 2011 of the 8,252 persons
age 50 and above living with HIV/AIDS as of December 31, 2010 in San Francisco County revealed many
startling facts about this population, including the fact that there are 2,631 PLWHA age 65 and above in
San Francisco.

Emerging Population # 2: Transgender Persons. Transgender persons are traditionally defined as those
whose gender identity, expression, or behavior is not traditionally associated with their birth sex. Some
transgender individuals experience gender identity as being incongruent with their anatomical sex and
may seek some degree of gender confirmation surgery, take hormones, or undergo other cosmetic
procedures. Others may pursue gender expression (whether masculine or feminine) through external
self-presentation and behaviors. Key HIV risk behaviors among transgender persons include multiple sex
partners, irregular condom use, and unsafe injection practices stemming both from drug use and from
the injection of hormones and silicone. Because of the region’s traditional openness to diverse lifestyles,
many transgender individuals move to the San Francisco EMA seeking greater acceptance and an
expanded sense of community.

During the 2009-2018 time period, 113 trans women newly diagnosed with HIV comprised 3% of all
persons diagnosed with HIV in San Francisco. Compared to all persons diagnosed with HIV in this time
period, trans women were more likely to be non-white, persons who inject drugs (PWID), and younger;
44% of newly diagnosed trans women were 18-29 years old. As of December 31, 2018, 31% of the 396
trans women living with HIV in San Francisco were African American and 36% were Latina. Forty three
percent of trans women living with HIV were PWID. Similar to trans women newly diagnosed with HIV in
2009-2018, trans women living with HIV were more likely to be non-white, PWID, and younger ages
when compared to all persons living with HIV in San Francisco.”

Emerging Population # 3: Men of Color Who Have Sex with Men. Men who have sex with men (MSM)
overall make up by far the most heavily HIV-impacted population in the San Francisco EMA, accounting
for the largest number of newly diagnosed with HIV and AIDS as of December 31, 2018. Among MSM
newly diagnosed with HIV from 2009-2018, Whites accounted for the largest number of diagnoses in
San Francisco. The number of MSM newly diagnosed with HIV from 2009-2018 declined in White and
Latino/a persons. Annual number of Latino MSM diagnosed exceeded the number of White MSM in
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2018. The annual number of Asian/Pacific Islander MSM diagnosed increased from 36 in 2009 to a high
of 46 in 2012 and then decreased to 15 in 2018. Among MSM, Whites made up 31%, African Americans
17%, Latino/a persons 38% and Asian/Pacific Islanders 10% of new diagnoses in 2018.3*

Emerging Population # 4: Homeless Individuals. Homelessness is an ongoing crisis for the San Francisco
EMA, contributing to high rates of HIV infection and creating an intensive need for integrated, tailored
services that bring homeless individuals into care, stabilize their life circumstances, and retain them in
treatment. Among homeless persons newly diagnosed with HIV from 2009-2018, the number of
diagnoses peaked at 67 in 2010, and in 2018 the number was 40. The proportion of new diagnoses
among homeless individuals fluctuated but showed an overall increasing trend in the more recent years:
11% in 2016, 13% in 2017, and 20% in 2018 — the highest during the 2009—2018 time period. Compared
to all persons diagnosed with HIV in 2009-2018, persons who were homeless at time of HIV diagnosis
were more likely to be women or trans women, African American, PWID, and men who have sex with
men and who also inject drugs (MSM-PWID).

A total of 7,849 PLWHA had residential housing status or address information collected or updated in
2018. Eight percent of PLWHA with housing status or address in 2018 were homeless or lived in a Single-
Room Occupancy (SRO) facility during 2018. Among persons who were homeless or lived in a SRO facility
during 2018, there were higher proportions of women, trans women, African Americans, Latino/a
persons, PWID, MSM-PWID, and persons in younger age groups (25-29 years, 30—-39 years, 40-49 years),
compared to all PLWHA.2

Emerging Population # 5: African Americans: The growing crisis of HIV among African Americans in the
San Francisco EMA is a cause for significant concern. New diagnoses increased among African American
and Latino/a persons. For the first time, the number and proportion of new HIV diagnoses among
Latino/as exceeded the number among whites. African American men and women had the highest HIV
diagnosis rates by race, with rates per 100,000 population of 145 and 35, respectively, followed by
Latino/a men and women. Three-year survival following an AIDS diagnosis was lowest among African

Americans (82%) compared to other races; and PWID (79%) compared to other transmission categories.
35

What are the housing and supportive service needs of these populations and how are these
needs determined?

In February 2014, MOHCD, DPH and HSA launched a strategic planning process to create a revised
HIV/AIDS housing plan for San Francisco, last updated in 2019. Together, members of MOHCD, DPH, and
HSA along with Learning For Action consulting staff formed a steering committee to oversee the strategy
development process.

Community input was an integral part of the strategic planning. Throughout 2019, the steering
committee invited representatives from various city agencies, the San Francisco HIV/AIDS Providers
Network, community-based organizations serving PLWHA, and leaders from several City and County of
San Francisco departments to participate in a stakeholder council as part of the strategic planning

34
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process to develop the next iteration of the HIV/AIDS Housing Plan. The stakeholder council reflected a
range of perspectives on HIV/AIDS housing, including housing providers, developers, and advocates for
PLWHA among others.

The stakeholder council met once a month from June 2019 to April 2020 for a total of eleven meetings.
RDA led data collection, analysis, and synthesis efforts throughout several stakeholder council meetings.
The stakeholder council used this data and their professional experiences to inform their
recommendations about the content for the HIV/AIDS housing plan.

The needs analysis report identified a number of areas of unmet housing needs for PLWHA. It is well-
known that the current supply of housing designated for PLWHA falls short of meeting demand. To
assess the extent of this gap and to better understand the needs of specific sub-populations within the
wider population of individuals living with HIV, the steering committee established a workgroup to
examine unmet housing needs more closely. The workgroup included members from the stakeholder
council along with staff from HSA, DPH, and community-based organizations.

Some key insights emerging from the unmet needs analysis include the following:

e The proportion of all people newly diagnosed with HIV who are homeless has steadily increased
from 10% in 2006 to 14% in 2017 (HIV Epidemiology Section, Population Health Division, San
Francisco DPH, 2018).

e The risk of HIV infection due to homelessness can be exacerbated in particular subpopulations
of people experiencing homelessness. For example, youth who have unstable housing are
known to be more likely to engage in high-risk substance use.3®

e Homelessness has been associated with a greater likelihood of experiencing transphobic
victimization (emotional, physical, and sexual abuse due to being transgender) and engaging in
sexual risk taking among race minority women and the lack of access to basic living necessities
has been found to impact black trans women'’s linkage to healthcare and HIV prevention
knowledge.?’

e Asaresult of increased risk of HIV due to the factors described above, persons experiencing
homelessness are disproportionally affected by HIV. An estimated 3.3% of homeless population
are living with HIV compared to 1.8% of stably-housed populations.®

Current HIV/AIDS Housing Inventory
In San Francisco, HIV/AIDS housing resources are limited by the available funding. Each year, a portion of
these resources become available to new households due to attrition or death. Because the cost of

36 pilarinos, A., Kennedy, M. C., McNeil, R., Dong, H., Kerr, T., & DeBeck, K. (2017).
https://harmreductionjournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12954-017-0150-5

37 Sevelius, J. M., Patouhas, E., Keatley, J. G., & Johnson, M. O. (2014). Barriers and facilitators to engagement and
retention in care among transgender women living with human immunodeficiency virus. Annals of Behavioral
Medicine: A Publication of the Society of Behavioral Medicine, 47(1), 5—16. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12160-013-
9565-8

38 Thakarar, K., Morgan, J. R., Gaeta, J. M., Hohl, C., & Drainoni, M. L. (2016). Homelessness, HIV, and Incomplete

Viral Suppression. J Health Care Poor Underserved, 27(1), 145-156. https://doi.org/10.1353/hpu.2016.0020
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housing is rising, not all housing resources that turn over will become available to new households. This
plan estimates that there are 28 units or subsidies that will become available each year to new HIV/AIDS
households, assuming constant funding for HIV/AIDS housing resources.

PLWHA may qualify for and receive any type of housing assistance resource in San Francisco, but there
are dedicated permanent units and subsidies for PLWHA. The funding for permanent housing units
dedicated for PLWHA primarily comes from HUD’s Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS
(HOPWA) Program. Housing assistance subsidy programs for PLWHA may either be funded through
HOPWA, Section 8, or the City’s General Fund. The City currently provides dedicated housing resources
for up to 1,198 households affected by HIV/AIDS, described in the sections below.

Subsidy Programs

Housing subsidy programs assist individuals in meeting the full cost of rent. Subsidies may be either
tenant-based (the subsidy follows the individual to a unit of their choosing, mostly in the private market)
or project-based (the subsidy is for the unit itself, mostly in the non-profit housing market). Additionally,
subsidies may be either full or standard (derived from the difference between the tenant’s monthly
income and the monthly rent), or shallow or partial (fixed, moderate monthly amounts). MOHCD
administers HIV/AIDS subsidies directly to residents, and also funds local AIDS service organizations—
the San Francisco AIDS Foundation (SFAF) and Catholic Charities (CC)—to administer them. In addition to
the 624 existing subsidies in 2019, at the time of writing in December 2019, the Q Foundation was
approved to administer 130 new subsidies beginning in 2020. Those additional subsidies are counted in
the total below, although details on the type and amounts were not yet available. The City currently
provides 754 rental subsidies to PLWHA, which is 24% fewer than the 998 available five years ago.

Table 41 — Subsidies

Subsidy Type Agency Quantity
Full or standard MOHCD (full) 186
SFAF (standard) 244

SUBTOTAL 330

SFAF (partial) 15

Shallow or partial SFAF (shallow) 90
CC (shallow) 89

SUBTOTAL 194

New Q Foundation subsidies 130

TOTAL SUBSIDIES 754

Funding for all HIV/AIDS subsidies remained relatively flat over the previous five years, but the cost for
rental housing in San Francisco consistently rose; and, as subsidies “turned over” through attrition, new
subsidy amounts needed to increase. As a result, the total number of subsidies available steadily
declined during this period.

To demonstrate how rising costs affect the number of subsidies available, the following charts illustrate

that costs for SFAF subsidies increased each year between FY 14/15 and FY 19/20, and, as a result, the
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number of subsidies available for new households decreased.*® These trends indicate that planning for
future housing assistance for PLWHA in San Francisco should account for continued attrition as housing
costs continue to rise.

Figure 4: SFAF Subsidy Costs by Type, Figure 4: SFAF Subsidies by Type,
FY 14/15 to FY 19/20 FY 14/15 to FY 19/20
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Permanent Capital Units

Targeted, permanent units are available to PLWHA in San Francisco through independent living
associations, behavioral health and substance abuse treatment, permanent supportive family housing
units (PSH), transitional housing (TH), and Residential Care Facilities for the Chronically Ill (RCFCls). Most
permanent units for PLWHA in San Francisco are managed by non-profit providers in mixed-population
sites or developments that braid HOPWA funds with other sources. Typically, HOPWA funding provides
for both the capital construction costs as well as the dedication costs to a set aside a units for qualifying
PLWHA. There are 444 permanent units dedicated for PLWHA in San Francisco, indicating a 96%
retention or replacement rate of the 464 units that were available five years ago.

e |LAs are privately-owned homes or complexes that provide housing for adults with disabling
health conditions, serving residents that do not need medication oversight, are able to function
without supervision, and live independently.

e BSLP treatment units are 11 units at 1761 Page St. managed by Baker Places/PRC. These units
offer tenants a co-op style living community with behavioral health and mental health treatment
support services.

e PSH units are long-term housing provided to PLWHA-affected families or households. These units
are managed by non-profit providers and include onsite services such as case management,
referrals to external services, and support groups. PSH programs may be open to any age,
dedicated for transition-age youth (TAY), or dedicated for older adults.

39 Data were collected in October of 2019, so estimates for FY 19/20 are incomplete.
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e THservices support individuals as they move from homelessness to permanent housing. Residents
of TH facilities receive case management and referral services for short or moderate stays,
typically lasting 6—12 months.

RCFClIs are state-licensed facilities for individuals who require 24-hour support, including assistance with
daily living activities such as bathing and dressing. At intake, residents must demonstrate medical
necessity in order to be eligible for a RCFCI referral. While most RCFCI programs are considered to be
permanent housing, some short-term transitional referrals are available. There are a total of 113 RCFCI
slots in San Francisco.

Table 42 — Dedicated Permanent HIV/AIDS Units, 2019

Unit Type Quantity
ILA 304
BSLP 11
PSH 5
TH 11
RCFCI 113
TOTAL 444

Turnover Rate for HIV/AIDS Housing Resources

MOHCD manages and tracks data on 630 of these 1,198 units and subsidies; those data reflect that 46
new HIV/AIDS housing placements occurred between August 2016 and August 2019. This suggests an
annual turnover of 2.4% annually. Extrapolating this rate to the 1,198 HIV/AIDS units and subsidies in
the full inventory, this plan assumes that 29 existing units or subsidies will be vacated each year.

However, not all units or subsidies that are vacated will turn over to new households. The inventory of
units and subsidies declined from 1,462 to 1,198 (18%) over the last five years, or 3.6% annually.
Funding for HIV/AIDS housing has remained relatively flat during this period, but the cost of housing
increased dramatically, which decreases the total slots that can be turned over to new households. As a
result, this plan assumes 3.6% annual attrition, resulting in an estimated 28 new households that can
receive a dedicated unit or subsidy each year.

Supportive Housing
Supportive housing is implemented through a combination of different funding models:
¢ Non-profit owned housing developed with HOPWA funding. With scattered site housing,
HOPWA funding provides initial capital for construction to create a dedicated unit that is set
aside for a HOPWA eligible client. The supportive housing entity agrees to set aside this unit for
50-55 years. These dedicated HOPWA units are part of larger developments with a mixture of
funding sources and populations served. In the case of Derek Silva Community, the entire
building is dedicated to PLWHA. HOPWA capital funds can also be used for rehabilitation of
existing facilities. In many cases, rehabilitation extends the agency’s set aside commitment.
Since its inception, HOPWA resources have supported a total of 440 non-profit housing units
reserved for PLWHA.
e Master-leased housing in properties leased by the City & County of San Francisco from private
owners. Currently, supportive housing programs have been established in these properties that
are funded through either DPH or HSA.
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e Set-asides units in nonprofit owned affordable housing that are funded by a specific City-
funded source and reserved for the clients served by that funding source. For example, the
DAH Program provides operating support to units in exchange for reserving them for DAH-
eligible clients.

Other Forms of Non-Permanent Housing

Complementing the resources outlined above are transitional housing programs and emergency
stabilization services. As the name implies, transitional housing services support individuals as they
move from homelessness to permanent housing. Currently, the Brandy Moore House is the only HIV-
specific transitional housing program in San Francisco. PLWHA may also meet other transitional housing
programs provided in San Francisco. HSH is the main provider of transitional housing services in the city,
with support available to families and single women, single adults (including veterans), and youth. A
variety of agencies offer short-term emergency services to support individuals experiencing a housing
crisis.

Discuss the size and characteristics of the population with HIV/AIDS and their families within
the Eligible Metropolitan Statistical Area

San Francisco living HIV cases were more likely to be men and white, and men who have sex with men
(MSM), including MSM who also inject drugs (MSM-PWID), compared to PLWHA in California and the
United States. Newly diagnosed people with HIV in San Francisco were more likely to be men, Latino or
Asian/Pacific Islander compared to persons newly diagnosed with HIV nationally. Newly diagnosed
people with HIV in San Francisco were more likely to be PWID (MSM and non-MSM) compared to
persons newly diagnosed with HIV in California and the United States. Newly diagnosed persons in San
Francisco in 2018 had a greater proportion of African Americans, Latino/a, and non-MSM PWID
compared to all San Franciscans living with HIV.

The number of San Francisco residents at time of diagnosis with HIV stage 3 (AIDS) reached a peakin
1992 and has declined in all subsequent years. Beginning in 1995, the number of deaths among people
ever classified as stage 3 has decreased dramatically due to antiretroviral therapies (ART). After 1999
the number of new stage 3 diagnoses and the number of deaths continued to decline but at a slower
rate than from 1995 to 1998. There were 9,167 San Francisco residents at time of diagnosis living with
HIV ever classified as stage 3 by the end of 2018.

The number of new HIV diagnoses declined from 534 in 2006 to 197 in 2018. The number of deaths each
year fluctuated but remained relatively stable from 2008 to 2017. The number of PLWHA increased each
year until deaths in PLWHA began to exceed new diagnoses in 2016. The provisional number of PLWHA
at the end of 2018 is 15,990; this will be revised when death reporting for 2018 is complete.

The majority of persons newly diagnosed with HIV between 2009 and 2018 were men and MSM. From
2012 to 2018, there have been increases in proportions of African Americans and Latino/as and declines
in proportions of whites. From 2017 to 2018, the racial/ethnic group accounting for the largest
proportion of annual diagnosed persons shifted from white to Latino/a. Over time, most new diagnoses
are among people aged 30—-39 years. While the numbers are small, the proportion of women diagnosed
trended upward in 2015 through 2018, compared to 2012 to 2014. No children (<13 years) were
diagnosed with HIV during 2009 to 2018.
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Gender, racial/ethnic and risk distributions of PLWHA remained mostly stable between 2014 and 2018;
cases were predominately men, white, and MSM (including MSM-PWID). Persons living with HIV aged
40-49 years declined from 27% in 2014 to 20% in 2018. Persons living with HIV continued to shift into
older age groups with the largest proportion among persons aged 50-59 years (36%) and a steady
increase observed among persons aged 60—69 years (17% to 23% from 2014 to 2018).

As of December 31, 2018, 15,990 San Francisco residents at diagnosis were alive and 9,673 (60%) of
these residents were still living in the city based on their most recent available address. The total
number of PLWHA with a current address of San Francisco is 12,749.%

White MSM (non-PWID) comprised half of men living with HIV in San Francisco. Among African
American men, there was a higher proportion of PWID and MSM-PWID. White and African American
men had similar age distributions at the end of 2018, while Latino/a, Asian/ Pacific Islander, Native
American, and multi-racial men were younger than whites and African Americans. Injection drug use
was the predominant transmission category for white, African American, and multi-racial women while
heterosexual sex was the predominant transmission category for Latina and Asian/Pacific Islander and
Native American women combined. Latino/as and African Americans each accounted for 36% and 31%,
respectively, of trans women living with HIV.*

Discussion

When discussing the most pressing needs for persons living with HIV/AIDS, two issues that often arise
are the aging population and the high housing costs. The current state of the rental market in San
Francisco makes it virtually impossible for residents to use federal rental subsidies, as they are unable to
locate a rental unit at or below the HUD-determined Fair Market Rent. Additionally, the aging nature of
the population, while clearly a positive statement about the efficacy of current HIV treatment, means
that individuals who receive a HOPWA-funded rental subsidy, or who occupy a HOPWA-supported
supportive housing unit or an RCFCI, are unlikely to leave that unit for many years. With shrinking
HOPWA funds the number of new HOPWA beds will be small. This leaves newly-diagnosed people living
with HIV/AIDS who have housing needs without access to these existing HOPWA resources.

HOPWA Assistance Baseline Table

Table 43 — HOPWA Assistance Baseline

Type of HOWA Assistance Number of Units Designated or Available for People with
HIV/AIDS and their families

TBRA 187

PH in facilities 175

STRMU 117

ST or TH facilities 43

PH placement 28

Data Source:  HOPWA CAPER and HOPWA Beneficiary Verification Worksheet
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NA-50 Non-Housing Community Development Needs —91.215 (f)

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Facilities

Conversations with San Francisco residents and stakeholders reflected the following needs for public
and community facilities:

Free and/or Low-cost Exercise and Recreational Facilities

San Franciscans articulated the need to expand publicly-accessible exercise and recreational facilities
and improve access to existing affordable options, such as community gyms, public pools, and

recreation centers. Community members suggested that the City could expand free or discounted access
days. Survey respondents reported they want more indoor recreational space in their neighborhoods.

¢ Families and Youth. Notably, residents and stakeholders across the City reflected the need for
more affordable family-friendly options for recreational and exercise facilities.

Community Centers and Gathering Spaces

Throughout data collection, San Franciscans identified a priority need for dedicated community spaces
where residents can gather, organize, host forums and meetings, and participate in cultural events. As
an example, community members voiced that were not enough public community spaces to host events
such as the City-sponsored community outreach meetings facilitated for this Consolidated Plan. City
stakeholders expressed the need for MOHCD to continue supporting, building, and expanding
neighborhood centers, family friendly spaces, population-specific or constituency-focused community
centers, and other multi-service community centers.

e Seniors and Persons with Disabilities. Additionally, stakeholders identified the need for the City
to ensure these community spaces are accessible to seniors and persons with disabilities and to
ensure that existing community spaces meet all health, access, and safety standards. Residents
shared that these community centers and hubs can reduce isolation.

Facilities to Address the Ongoing Crisis for Persons Experiencing Homelessness

Expanded facilities for persons experiencing homelessness, such as more shelter beds, more
transitional/interim housing facilities, and more hygiene facilities (showers and laundry), arose as a
particularly important need among residents and stakeholders. Community members reflected the need
to expand and enhance these types of facilities for persons experiencing homelessness because, while
the City continues to address this ongoing crisis, existing options are insufficient for the need, frequently
overcrowded, frequently perceived as unsafe, and not always accessible to persons with disabilities. The
need for safer shelters was mentioned in eight of the 10 forums and in most focus groups. In addition to
safety, participants named shelter overcrowding as a top concern.

e LGBTQ+. Conversations with the LGBTQ+ community highlighted the need for safe and
accessible facilities that are inclusive and welcoming to LGBTQ+ residents who are experiencing
homelessness. In particular, these residents noted the need to ensure shelters and transitional
facilities are safe for individuals who are transgender.
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How were these needs determined?

Community input is a critical part of the strategic planning process, providing crucial data to ensure
funded programs and services address the highest priority needs of vulnerable populations as well as
the City holistically. During this planning process, public input was obtained through public
neighborhood forums, population-specific focus groups, web surveys, and a review of prior City plans
and documents.

As described in the Citizen Participation section, MOHCD engaged in a year-long, community-wide
outreach and engagement process with stakeholders and residents of San Francisco. During this process,
MOHCD facilitated 10 neighborhood-based public forums and 40 population-specific focus groups,
specifically targeting the City’s most vulnerable populations. Representatives from across the housing
spectrum participated in the forums and focus groups, including individuals experiencing homelessness,
residents of public and subsidized housing, housing and social service providers, HIV/AIDS housing
advocates, homeowners, new San Francisco residents, recent immigrants, and life-long residents of the
City. MOHCD facilitated the 40 focus groups with culturally-specific populations.

MOHCD also developed and deployed a community needs survey that generated thousands of
responses from community members and stakeholders across the City. This survey asked residents
about their needs for housing, public facilities, public improvements, and public services. Findings from
the community meetings and surveys were triangulated with the qualitative data collected through
community engagement and directly inform the needs described in this section.

MOHCD’s community outreach process engaged a total of 3,614 participants across community forums,
focus groups, and surveys.

These outreach and engagement efforts are embedded within a network of ongoing planning processes
led by partner agencies seeking to identify and respond to community needs. Over 50 documents from
partner City agencies, cross-sector partnerships and initiatives and advocacy groups were reviewed in
order to understand previous and current needs of San Francisco populations. This analysis was
supplemented by one-on-one interviews with the senior management of all key City service delivery
departments, including HSH, DPH, DCYF, the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD), the Office of
Transgender Initiatives, and the Department on the Status of Women (DOSW).

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Improvements

Conversations with San Francisco residents and stakeholders reflected the following needs for public
improvements:

Clean, Sanitary, and Safe Public Spaces

San Franciscans frequently cited concerns over the cleanliness of public spaces, noting that these issues
disproportionately affect lower-income neighborhoods and areas of the City with higher concentrations
of vulnerable populations, public drug use or drinking, and persons experiencing homelessness.
Stakeholders described public health hazards on the streets, including litter, human waste, broken glass,
and hypodermic needles. Residents noted the need for improved City responses to these health and
safety concerns. In fact, overall cleanliness and safety of their neighborhoods was one of the most
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frequent topics shared across all data collection. Survey respondents frequently reported the need for
better sidewalks and safer crosswalks.

In the DPH’s Community Health Needs Assessment, residents voiced a desire for a cleaner and safer
city—some did not feel safe to exercise in their neighborhood—and suggested more green spaces,
community gardens, public parks, and clean public restrooms.*? Participants in data collection for the
Consolidated Plan cited needs for more community-based neighborhood clean-up efforts, better street
lighting, and better outdoor lighting in general.

Residents identified several potential strategies to improve the health and safety of public spaces,
including installation of additional trash receptacles, increased monitoring and clean-up of human
waste, and increased monitoring and clean-up of needles and broken glass. As noted above in the
section on public facility needs, residents noted that improved access to hygiene, showers, and laundry
facilities for persons experiencing homelessness would improve overall cleanliness and safety of public
spaces.

e Families and Youth. During community conversations on the OCOF Initiative, families particularly
expressed the importance of maintaining a clean, safe environment in their neighborhoods.
Families stressed the critical need for safer green spaces and neighborhoods free of drugs, crime,
and violence, so that youth and families can thrive.

e Black/African Americans. Members of this community reflected the need for further clean-up
efforts in their neighborhoods and renovated parks and public spaces.

Greener Public Spaces

San Franciscans shared appreciation for the City’s parks and open spaces and affirming the City’s priority
around the improvement, greening, and beautification of public spaces and open spaces. However,
residents and community members also identified that many public spaces still need improvement and
updating to become more green and child friendly, particularly within lower-income neighborhoods and
privately-owned, publicly-operated spaces (POPOs). Survey respondents indicated that they would like
to see more parks and open spaces and street beautification projects.

Safe, Reliable, and Accessible Public Transportation

San Francisco residents shared that they experience challenges with public transportation, including
long wait times, safety, and cost of transportation, which impede their access to jobs, medical
appointments, and other public services. When asked to discuss transit accessibility, stakeholders
comm