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Adopt Interim Controls with Proposed Modifications

On July 9, 2015 the Planning Commission adopted a Resolution to Initiate Interim Controls in the
Mission District. Subsequent to the Commission’s July 9th initiation action, notice of the approval
hearing was published, as required by the Planning Code. On August 6, the Planning Commission
adopted an interim policy and on September 24, 2015, the Commission continued consideration of
approval of the interim control for today’s hearing – November 19, 2015.
This case report includes a summary of potential changes to the interim controls published on July 9
based on public and Commissioner comments, should the Commission wish to proceed with adoption.

INTERIM CONTROLS
Per Planning Code Section 306.7, interim zoning controls may be imposed by either the Planning
Commission or the Board of Supervisors during or preceding a period of study when it is necessary “to
ensure that the legislative scheme which may be ultimately adopted is not undermined during the
planning and legislative process by the approval or issuance of permits authorizing the alteration,
construction or demolition of buildings or the establishment or change of uses which will conflict with
that scheme”. The area proposed for interim controls has the following boundaries (See map in Exhibit
A): 13th and Division Streets to Mission Street, to Cesar Chavez Street, to Potrero Avenue, and back to
13th and Division Streets—except that the Mission Street boundary would include any parcel with a
property line on either side of Mission Street. This proposal would enact interim controls for a period
of nine months. By law, interim controls cannot be more permissive and may only be more restrictive.
The Mission 2015 Interim Controls (hereinafter “Interim Controls”) are intended to make explicit the
Commission’s expectations for a dialogue about affordability; give time to the Department staff to
analyze affordable housing needs and to assess sites for affordable housing production; and stem the
loss of existing income-protected units while maintaining PDR capacity in PDR zoned lands and
preserving vital community resources. More specifically, the interim controls would allow time for the
City to determine if permanent zoning changes could be formulated to accelerate affordable housing
goals and for the Mission Action Plan 2020 process to complete a package of comprehensive,
permanent solutions.
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The Way It Is Now:
Proposed projects in the Mission District are reviewed under the existing requirements of the Planning
Code.

The Way It Would Be:
During this interim period, 100% affordable housing, projects that provide at least 33% of the units
affordable to low and moderate income households, and PDR would continue to be permitted under
the existing requirements of the Planning Code; while additional review would be applied to certain
other housing, large retail, and office projects through a Conditional Use authorization process
described below. New Conditional Use requirements would be established for projects that result in
any of the following:
1) The loss of one or more rent-controlled dwelling unit; or
2) Projects that are greater than 25,000 square feet or less than 25,000 square feet and displacing an
existing tenant or are less than 10 units but have sufficient lot area to trigger the requirements
of Section 415 of the Planning Code; or
3) Demolition or conversion of certain community, PDR and arts uses.

SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES:
Below is a summary of key concerns from Commissioners and public comments from all the hearings
and meetings with stakeholders:
• The proposal is only meaningful if it captures more projects, particularly larger projects.
• Commissioners would like to ensure that the size threshold is based on past precedent or other
meaningful threshold.
• The Commission requested that the controls be simplified, as much as possible.
• Staff had committed to draft findings for future projects after review of the Controller’s
“Economic Impact of a Market-Rate Housing Moratorium in the Mission” study should it
become available.
Staff believes the revised proposal accomplishes these four goals. The Controller’s study 1 is now
available and could serve as a basis for the new findings for development projects that would be
considered if the interim controls were to be adopted. Further, another study 2 that is Mission-specific
and has a wealth of research on gentrification and displacement pressures in the neighborhood and was
published this year by UC Berkeley’s Center for Community Innovation in coordination with regional
planning agencies, researchers at UCLA, community based organizations, regional planning agencies
and the State of California’s Air Resources Board was also reviewed by staff 3.

Potential Effects of Limiting Market Rate Housing in the Mission (September 10, 2015). City and County of San Francisco,
Office of the Controller- Office of Economic Analysis. From:
http://sfcontroller.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=6742
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2

Community Organizing and Resistance in the Mission District: Case Study on Gentrification and Displacement Pressures
(2015). UC Berkeley Center for Community Innovation. From: http://iurd.berkeley.edu/uploads/Mission_District_Final.pd
3 The Urban Displacement Project from: http://www.urbandisplacement.org/
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Should the Commission wish to adopt interim controls, the most substantive changes to the resolution
are summarized below:
ORIGINAL LANGUAGE / PROPOSAL

Exceptions

MODIFICATION & NOTES
Key: (-) items now less restrictive, (+) items now more
restrictive
(-) Amended the draft resolution to exempt projects
that meet 33% affordability for low and moderate
income households rather than the RHNA targets.

1) Loss of Rent-Controlled Units
i. If the project proposes to construct new
rental units, the project shall replace the lost
rent-controlled units 1:1 with new rentcontrolled units. (Above & beyond BMR
units required under Planning Code Section
415.)

(-) The draft resolution does not make the 1:1
replacement of rent-controlled housing a requirement.
Replacement is typically only required when there is an
Ellis Act eviction or a density bonus or public subsidy
is conferred to the project.
NOTE: Staff is currently researching avenues to replace
rent-controlled units with below market rate units
subject to Code Section 415.

2) Creation of 5+ Dwelling Units. Shall
discuss the affordability by answering
criteria.

(+) Amended the resolution to apply to smaller projects
only if they are displacing or have displaced residential
tenants in the last 12 months or are not providing
inclusionary units but have sufficient lot size to trigger
Section 415 of the Planning Code.

iii. Displacement study. The study shall
show the degree to which the proposed new
housing increases or decreases the economic
pressures that underlie the shifting
demographic characteristics of the Mission
District. Among other issues, the study must
analyze how the project may affect the cost of
nearby housing and property values, the
number of units available to lower-income
groups, and the likely demographics of the
project’s new residents, and must project
associated changes to commercial and
community uses within the neighborhood
that may result given these changes.

(-/+) Modified the resolution language to require
specific findings. The basis for these findings should
be grounded in professional research including but not
limited to the recent Controller’s Study, UC Berkeley
study, or new, independently commissioned work. The
proposal urges that this work be published within the
last 12 months and be specific to the Mission to the
greatest extent possible.
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3) If demolishing Assembly, Recreation,
Arts and Entertainment or Institutional
uses 1 or establish more than 20,000 new
square feet of retail use 2 or office type 3 uses
or Institutional Healthcare 4 uses in any
zoning district;
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MODIFICATION & NOTES
Key: (-) items now less restrictive, (+) items now more
restrictive
(-) Modified the resolution for the size threshold to be
the same as for residential projects: more than 25,000
gross square feet.
(-) Modified the resolution exempt projects that are
relocating the existing non-residential use according to
the standards of the Relocation Act within San
Francisco to not have to do a study and only discuss
the relocation benefits provided for the Commission’s
consideration.
(+/-) Modified the resolution language to seek specific
findings.

V. APPLICATION. Include all projects that
filed an initial application for building
permit or environmental application after
January 1, 2015.

(+) The interim controls are proposed to apply to all
projects in the pipeline that have not received a
required entitlement or approval from the Planning
Department, Zoning Administrator, or Planning
Commission by September 24th, 2015.

Length of controls

(+) Modified the resolution language to increase the
length of the controls to nine months instead of six
months.

While the Commission adopted an interim policy on August 6th both a policy and controls can both be
in place and reinforce each other if the Commission wishes to adopt the interim controls.

RECOMMENDATION
Should the Commission wish to move forward with interim controls, the Department recommends that
the Commission approve the resolution with the changes above. This would capture all the pipeline
projects that have not been reviewed by the Commission (no grandfathering) and make explicit to
project sponsor the Commission’s expectation for projects to contribute to solutions to the affordability
and displacement crisis in the Mission.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION
The Commission has stated that it is important to acknowledge the extent of the affordable housing
crisis in the Mission and the importance of addressing the problems this creates.
Further, many from the community have stated that they will demand extra scrutiny of projects in the
Mission District during the MAP 2020 process. For this reason, the Department believes it is
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appropriate to be explicit with both community members and potential developers about the
expectation for increased scrutiny, with an eye towards housing affordability and protecting vital
community services.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Public comment has not changed substantially since the last Commission hearing. As previously
reported, the Planning Department received a few written public comments in favor of interim controls,
several opposed to controls, and some concerned about the grandfathering date. A high level summary
of concerns is below:
• Should be implemented immediately;
• Do not go far enough and would prefer a moratorium;
• Are not fair to projects that have been in the pipeline for some time;
• Should only apply as of the date of initiation;
• Should include small projects;
• Should exempt small projects and vacant lots and buildings;

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION
RECOMMENDATION: Approval to Adopt Interim Controls with Modifications
Attachments:
Exhibit A:

Draft Interim Controls Resolution, dated September 24, 2015

As defined for each use respectively in the Planning Code: Arts Activity Section 102, Amusement Arcade 790.4 and 890.4,
Movie Theater 102, 790.64 and 890.64, Community Facility 102, 790.50, 890.50; Auto Repair 890.15 and 790.15; Child Care
Facility 102, 790.50, 790.51, 890.50 (b); Entertainment General & Other 102, 790.4, 890.4, 790.38, 890.37; Light Manufacturing
890.54(a); Nighttime Entertainment, 102, 790.38, 890.37; Recreation Building 843.62; Educational Services 790.50 (c) and
890.50(c), Religious Institution or Facility 102, 790.50(d), 890.50(a&d); Entertainment, other 890.37; Entertainment, General, 102;
Entertainment, Arts and Recreation Uses, 102; Trade Shops 890.124 and 790.124; and Institution, other (Job Training) 890.50(f).
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As defined in Planning Code Section 102 as Retail Use.

As defined in the Planning Code to include but not be limited to the following: Office Use: 102, 790.68, 890.70; Service,
Business: 890.111 and to include but not be limited to the following definitions from Planning Code Section 102: Design
Professional, Non-Retail Professional Service, Business Services, and Fringe Financial Service.
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To include but not be limited to the definition of Health Service Use in Planning Code Section 102.
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