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Real Sharing Versus
The _! Economy

his year, HANC plans to
present a series of meel-
ings on the so-called “shar-

wimy” and it

mpact on

borhood and on our city.
First, we want to come up with
a batter name. We've considered
vl evonomy,” “menelised
economy,” “taking market
mand economy,” and “share-the-
scraps economy” (tp:lirobertreich.
org/post/109894095095). Here's an
example that explains why the word
“sharing” is being misused:

A} In the

April 9th at HANC

com-

school lunchro asty-

o

By Richard lvanhoe, HAMC Board

brought more lunch than he can
wal.” This is not sharing, bul
looks like the model for entities
like Airbnb and Ul
Here in the Haig|

various

Ashbury,

s of sharing hav

been part of
inelude the Dig

ar history. Examples
s, Food Mot
Bombs, communes, cooperative
businesses, and the Switchboard.
But the new, pseudo-sharing model
has brought its share of problems
The short term rental industry has
displaced long-term residents. The
; leading

car-sharin,
.

warking conditions, “The sharing
woonomy is a nice way for rapas

cious capitalists to monetize the

desperation of prople in the post-
clnsis economy while sounding

B
community in an atomized popula-

wrous, and o evoke a fantasy of

tion.” Doug Henwood, “What the
Sharing Economy Takes",

, February 16, 2015 (
ation.comfarticle/ 1962417
whakb-sharing-cconony-takes#)

In our

omy” we will look at the history and
the current state of this mode
e . 2

What’s Not to Like About
the ‘‘Sharing” Economy

By Christin Evans, Merchant Liaison, HAMC Board

t our next meeting on
A’I'I\umd.l_\', April 9th, the
Haight Ashbury Neigh-
borhood Council (HANC) kicks
off the First in a mu

~month series
where we will learn about and
discuss the so-called “sharing™
economy. Our first program in the
series will introduce the new apps
that are reshaping our nei
hood and city.

hor-

Building on success of peer-

Lo-peer sites such as Craigslist &
EBay to the online rentals venture
Netflix, we will discuss how entre
preneurs identified “gold” in the

venture you have heard of, there
ten more vying to “disrupt” every
aspect of our local economy,
including: Chariol which provides
an app-hased shuttle allernative
for MUNI commuters, Munchery/
SpoonRocket/Sprig providing
alternative food delivery choices,
Taskrabbit providing personal
assistance for running errands and
handywork services, and m

many more, These services tend

to be fast, eificient and lower cost

alternatives to traditional solutions
and frequently the

keted with groe

are mar

fenvironmental

nat subject to minimum wage and
other important protections. They
flaunt local regulations and laws

as they sevk Lo minimize or avoid
(&

ion altogether, New laws and

city policies are being defined
right now primarily with the
heavy hand of the new ventures
the

Sa how should
 in this rap-
idly changing environment and
what should we demand of our

will bene
tizenry engag

local officials Lo ensure these ven-
tures are not permitted to external-
ize all risk and cost?

At the HANC meeting, we
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Serving the neighborh

r more than 50
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The Sharing Economy and
Housing Affordability

The Case of Short Term Rentals and San Francisco

By Calvin Welch, HAMNC Board Housing and Land Use Char

ay's General Membership

meeting will be the sec-

ond
impact of the “Sharing Economy”
on San Francisco and our neigh-
borhood. The May 14th meeting
will focus on efforts to regulate
the profusion of “shorl lerm rent-

> on Lhe

our s

als” sometimes known as “vacation
rentals” done by on-line firms like
VRBO (Vacation Rentals By Owner)
and AIRBNE. Tim Redmond, for-
mer editor of the Bay Guardian and
current editor of 48 Hills web news-
paper (rltp:fs
add his perspective to HANC'S pre-
sentation of data. Dale Carlson of
ShareBetter San Francisco will also
join the panel to review newly pro-
posed legislation including a com-
munity coalition’s petition o regu-
late short term rentals slated for the
November ballot.

Until, February of this year,
renting out a residential unit for
less than 30 days was illegal in San
Francisco. In February, an ordinance
was passed that allowed short term

rentals of less than 30 days in every
dwelling unit in San Francisco if it
is registered with the City as the

“primary residence” of the “host.”
That host could rent the entire unit

for 90 days a year, and a room in the

unit for the remaining 275 days a
vear while present. To enforce this
“rule”—since no neighbor or other
tenant in the building must be noti-
fied when a unil is being operated
y itsell would
have to determine when the “host”
was present and when absent,
clearly an impossibility making the
ordinance unenforceable.

The law was drafled by Super-
visor David Chiu after over 50 meet-
with Airbnb lobbyists. Super-
ed over $500,000
in donations to his successful
Assembly campaign or to an “inde-
pendent commillee” thal supported
his campaign from large investors
in Airbnb including Ron Conway,

a major donor to both Supervisor
Breed (who voted in favor of the
Chiu ordinance and against all
amendments not supported by him)
and Mayor Lee who signed the ordi-
nance a week afler it was passed.

as a hotel—the Ci

i,

or Chiu rec

Since the ordinance went into
effect in February, 455 applications
have been filed for the 10,000 or

s0 “short term rentals” variously
reported to be in the City. 29% of
the applicants either failed to appear
or canceled their appointments,

18% were incomplete or “found to
be ineligible” and 37% (170) were
issued a certificate to operate. The
remaining 6% were still being pro-
cessed when the report was issued
at the end of April.

According to the Department
of City Planning, as of December,
2014, the Hught-Ashbury had a total
of 284 separate histings on Airbnb,
62% of them were for entire units,
not rooms or “spare bedrooms.”
This is similar to city-wide figures
which listed 3,212 full units (62%)
of the 5,129 listing on Airbnb. The
reporl goes on o indicate why this
is the case: the “mean price” for a
full unit listed on Airbnb was $236
anight, while that “spare bedroom”
fetched less than halfi—5113 a night.
And since Airbnb gets a fee based
upon the amount of the listing the
profitability of using full units is
clear, even if Airbnb likes to trot out
endless “homesharers” saying they
only “share” “spare bedrooms” as

continued oot pi




63% of Airbnb Units are “Entire Home or
Apartment”
December 2014
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SOURCE: Planning Department, Executive Summary, April 23, 2015



72% OF SF HOSTS INCOME COME FROM RENTING
ENTIRE UNITS

San Francisco (2015-02-19): income
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Source: Whimsley(accessed 20 April 2015)

http://tomslee.net/2015/04/a-quick-note-on-airbnbs-san-francisco-
report.html






| just can't stand it anymore...

http://darkanddifficult.com/wordpress/



SF vs NON SF Hosts

Rentals Per Host Home
SF vs non SF

San Francisco Airbnb Rentals on April 18, 2015

Non San Francisco Hosts

San Francisco Hosts

Significant Dates

Oct 7, 2014 = law passed
Feb 1, 2015 = law enacted

Mar 23, 2015 = "law unenforceable” :

Apr 23, 2015 = new hearing, dept planning

v \

Red are hosts who list a city other than SF as their “location” on the site Source: Guss Dolan at www.darkanddifficult.com



May 2015 : 7.5% of hosts rent18% of airbnb units

AIRBNB IN SAN FRANCISCO, OCT 1 2014 thru MAY 4 2015

HOSTS WHO RENT MULTIPLE ENTIRE APARTMENTS
PERCENTAGE OF HOSTS COMPARED TO HOSTS WHO RENT ONE ENTIRE APARTMENT
PERCENTAGE OF ENTIRE APARTMENT RENTAL MARKET SHARE FOR THESE HOSTS

436 331 333 452 393 406 364 312 424 351 442
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Source: darkanddifficult.com, 13 May 2015



36% of San Francisco Hosts Income come from
Multiple Listings
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Source: Whimsley (accessed 20 April 2015)

http://tomslee.net/2015/04/a-quick-note-on-airbnbs-san-francisco-
report.html



Housing Element Affordable Housing Production
Goals Versus Short Term Rentals
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2007-2014 production goals 12124
2007-2014 actually built 4978

2007-14 lost rent control stock -3278
Airbnb & vrbo listings today 6788

Source: Data Department of City Planning
Design: Anti-Eviction Mapping Project



TWO YEARS WORTH OF NEW CONSTRUCTION

Full Units listed on Airbnb and VRBO (Dec 2014) 6,239

Net total new units built in 2013 and 2014 5,844

Sources: STR listed, Darkanddifficult.com, built, SFPD, Housing Inventory, April 15 and April 14



Loss of Rent Controlled units
2007-14
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Year Round Pro Host Listings

(airbnb pros) bo pros

3278 rent controlled units have been lost since 2007 through the
Ellis Act, Owner Move-ins or Demolitions. 2960 units are available
year round by hosts who offer more than one unit--the professionals.
The finite supply of affordable rental property is being transformed
into not-so-affordable illegal hotels.

Source: Rent Board and DCP data, Graph Anti-Eviction Mapping Project



IMPACT OF AIRBNB ON VACANCY
RATE IN HAIGHT ASHBURY

32% OF VACANT UNITS USED FOR
“COMMERCIAL, ENTIRE UNIT AIRBNB” IN
THE HAIGHT-ASHBURY

Exhibit C: Primary Scenario: Impact on Vacant For Rent Housing of Commercial Short-term Rentals

for Entire Housing Unit, by Neighborhood
Airbnb
Commercial
Rental Number of Total Unit Listings
Market | Vacancy | Commercial | Potential | as % of Total
Zip Size For Rent | Entire Unit | Units for Potential for
Code | Neighborhood (2013) (2013) Listings Rent Rent
ga117 | Haight-Ashbury/Western 1) coc [ 559 122 382 31.9%
Addition
94110 | Inner Mission 19,194 483 199 682 29.2%
94107 | Potrero Hill/South Beach 9,121 246 85 331 25.7%
94114 | Castro/Eureka Valley 9,921 358 117 475 24.6%
Source Webscrape of Airbnb website prepared by Murray Cox, December 2014; Budget and Legislative Analyst
Utilization Model, American Community Survey 2013

SOURCE: BLA Report, May 13 2015, page 4



Neighborhoods with High “Commercial Hosts” on
Airbnb had “high number of evictions”

Exhibit D: Neighborhoods with Most 2014 Commercial Hosts Compared to Evictions

Neighborhood
Evictions, as
Number of | Number % of Total Neighborhood
Zip Commercial of Evictions in Evictions,
Code Neighborhood hosts Evictions | San Francisco Ranked
94110 Inner Mission 315 323 12% 1st
Haight-Ashbury/Western
94117 Addition 193 212 8% 3rd
94114 Castro/Eureka Valley 188 130 5% 10th
94109 Russian Hill/Polk Gulch 130 269 10% 2nd
94107 Potrero Hill/South Beach 126 51 2% 19th

Source: Webscrape of Airbnb website prepared by Murray Cox, December 2014; Budget and
Legislative Analyst Utilization Model; San Francisco Rent Board

A number of the neighborhoods with the most commercial hosts also had high numbers of
evictions in 2014 according to the City’s Rent Board data. Exhibit D presents number of
commercial hosts and number of evictions for the five neighborhoods with the highest
number of evictions. While there are many reasons for evictions, and evictions for the
purpose of conversion into a short-term rental is not tracked by the Rent Board, some
landlords could be motivated to evict a tenant for the financial benefits of entering the
short-term rental market.

BLA Report 13 May 2015, pg 4 and 5



Recommendations of Budget and Legislative Analyst, May 13" 2015

The Board of Supervisors should consider the following actions:

1. Enact legislation requiring hosting platforms to provide host address information and

booking information on a quarterly basis for enforcement purposes.

2. Enact legislation requiring hosting platforms to only list units and hosts that are

registered with the City.
3. Enact legislation limiting the number of un-hosted nights allowed per year.

4. Amend the Planning Code to allow the Planning Department to levy fines on platforms

that list unregistered hosts.
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