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Member, Board of Supervisors
District 7

City and County of San Francisco

San Francisco is best known for its diversity of culture, people, and ideas. It’s what
attracts so many people to visit our beautiful city and what makes it such a wonderful
place to call home. We are seeing record numbers of new residents, yet we are also
seeing many families leave. San Francisco has the lowest number of children of any
major city in US. A mere 18% of households have children compared to the nationwide
average of 29.4%.

The need for action is clear. San Francisco must reverse the trend and attract more
families to live in San Francisco. When we lose our families, we lose part of what makes
San Francisco a strong, vibrant community.

As a City, we have shown a commitment to children, youth and families through the
historic creation of the Children & Youth Fund, investing millions to support wellness,
afterschool, and educational programs. In 2014, the voters of San Francisco also
established the Our Children, Our Families Council, which brings together all City
departments in order to streamline direct services, but also focus on how we can make
our infrastructure—transportation, streets, housing—more efficient for families with
children.

One of the major crises we are facing is housing affordability. Due to the high cost of
living, we are seeing families getting priced out of the City. While this is a large factor,
another issue that hasn’t garnered as much needed attention is that we are not building
housing for new families. In order for us to retain and attract families with children, we
must look at ways we can make San Francisco family-friendly by design. What elements
and attributes make a building fit for families with children? What factors create an
environment that allows families to grow into their homes? That was why | introduced
legislation calling on the Planning Department to develop a policy paper on defining
family-friendly housing.

As a City, we need to promote family-friendly housing and incentivize building more
housing designed for families at all income levels.

This policy paper will discuss:

1. The current trends in San Francisco’s housing stock.

2. The current demographics of family and housing situation.

3. Characteristics of child friendly housing.

4. Ways of improving existing housing developments for families.

5. Case studies from other cities in family friendly housing standards.

City Hall - 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place , Room 2: -8S1m Francisco, California 94102-4689 - (415) 554-6516
Fax (415) 554-6546 + TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227 : E-mail: Norman.Yee@sfgov.org



Member, Board of Supervisors
District 7

City and County of San Francisco

As a San Francisco parent and an educator, | believe that children and families must be
one of our greatest priorities if we want thriving neighborhoods and healthy communities.

This paper is a starting point and | hope that we will think boldly about ways we can
bring these ideas into action. | would like to extend my sincere thanks to the incredible
staff at the Planning Department, many of whom are working parents, who have worked
tirelessly on this paper.

Norman Yee
District 7 Supervisor

City Hall - 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place , Room 2: ?n Francisco, California 94102-4689 - (415) 554-6516

Fax (415) 554-6546 + TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227 : E-mail: Norman.Yee@sfgov.org
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INTRODUCTION

San Francisco’s overall population of children has remained
steady for the last 15+ years, but the trend holds that families
leave the city as their children reach school age. But as the
city’s large population of 20-34 year olds have children and
continue to value urban amenities, that trend may reverse.
The City has the opportunity to improve the housing options
for families in coming decades. While the problem of keeping
families of all economic levels in San Francisco is complex
and includes a multitude of challenges, such as schools,
transportation options, access to parks, public safety, etc., the
focus of this briefing is quality affordable housing for families
with children.

This briefing, prepared by the San Francisco Planning
Department, presents the existing demographics and future
projections for families with children in San Francisco in
Chapter I. Multiple data sources point to an increase in
our population of children, with most growth in eastern
and southern San Francisco. Data also reflects the national
trend towards increasing income inequality. Middle income
families are decreasing while low income and high income
populations increase.

Chapter Il describes our existing housing stock and devel-
opment trends for new housing. Since 2010, 61% of new
market rate development has been studios and one-bedroom
units, predominantly in larger buildings. Where we fall short
in producing new housing for families, more families are
living in overcrowded conditions and an increasing number
of families are in SROs.

Chapter Il looks at how possible changes to the types of
new construction could improve housing options for families
with children. Understanding that families grow and change
over time, the design considerations that can be applied
to new housing stock would meet the needs of residents
across generations; flexible and adaptable for toddlers, teens,
twentysomethings, and beyond. These design considerations
fall loosely into three categories: site level characteristics,
building characteristics, and unit characteristics. These design
ideas are drawn from research on how other cities that have
successfully adopted family friendly housing design policies.
This chapter also includes the tradeoffs associated with
designing family friendly housing, including the potential
for increased costs with more amenities. These design ideas
are intended for new market rate development. Affordable
housing developments are already successfully building with
families in mind, such as the Broadway Family Apartments
in Chinatown, the Mosaica development in the Mission, and
Mercy Family Housing at 10th & Mission.

In Chapter IV, we offer considerations and tradeoffs for modi-
fications to existing housing, such as simplifying the process
for adding bedrooms or tapping into two large reserves—
underutilized ground floors and underbuilt lots — to add
units to existing buildings. This can increase the number of
units and give families flexibility over time.

This briefing also includes a section on San Francisco's
“Missing Middle” — a range of multi-unit or clustered
housing types compatible in scale with single-family homes
that can help meet the growing demand for walkable urban
living. An astonishing 72% of the city's privately owned
parcels are zoned for single-family housing (RH-1) and
two-unit housing (RH-2). This puts the burden of population
growth on the remaining 28% of parcels, which already
houses all of our businesses, institutions, and mixed use
housing. Through good design, multi-unit or clustered
housing types could be accommodated among single-family
homes in neighborhoods already rich with family-friendly
amenities. We are simply not building housing for families
and this mid-size type of housing would help address this
need. But the City will have to tackle the significant limita-
tions of existing zoning and density controls to begin to build
the Missing Middle.

JANUARY 17, 2017 FAMILY-FRIENDLY DESIGN WHITEPAPE¥686 2



. Families come in all shapes and sizes
i and some include children and others
| | do not. This paper focuses on the :
. households that include children under !
: 18 years of age. These children may
Bl | live with a parent, a grandparent, or a
. caretaker.




WHY CHILDREN AND FAMILIES ARE
IMPORTANT TO CITIES

* Benefit equity. Family friendly housing policies will
allow families from diverse socioeconomic backgrounds
to live in San Francisco and have access to the jobs,
education, and other opportunities that the city provides.
This benefits families, communities, and employers.

® fFoster sustainable communities and produce public
health benefits. Being able to walk, bike, or take transit
is a benefit to kids and parents. Compact living is more
efficient and allows for a greater diversity in travel mode
choices, thus reducing a household'’s carbon footprint.

* (reate a city for all. In a city with residents of all age
groups, public infrastructure created with children in
mind results in a higher standard of safety and livability.
This means better facilities for pedestrians, more traffic-
calming and safer streets, better public transit, and
improved parks and open spaces.’

* Benefit cultural diversity. Children are exposed to
diverse people and a wide array of cultural  activities
when living in cities. Being able to interact with people
from a range of backgrounds is important for kids from
an early age.

e Benefit multi-generational and community supports
and resources. Building housing for families allows
people to stay in the city once they have children,
allowing grandparents, extended family, and close
friends to be more connected to these families and their
children than they otherwise would be.

e Contribute to community and culture. The presence of
people across the age spectrum enriches the experience
of those around them and children are no exception.
Ensuring that children make up a significant segment
of San Francisco’s population provides opportunities for
connection and perspective that adults without children
in the city otherwise would not have.

1 http://www.livablecities.org/articles/why-it-important-have-children-living-downtown
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CHAPTER ONE: DEMOGRAPHICS
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FAMILIES IN SAN FRANCISCO TODAY

San Francisco has the lowest percentage of children of any
large, major US city. Of the 12 largest cities in the United
States, San Francisco ranks lowest for the percentage of
households that are families with children; a mere 18% of our
households have children.2 Comparatively, 29.4% of house-
holds in major cities nationwide have children 18 and under.
This low percentage holds true from 1980 as well, when only
18.9% of the San Francisco’s households had children under
the age of 19.3

Population Density and Share of Households that are  Population Density and Share of Households that are

Families with Children < 19 in Large Cities Nationwide Families with Children < 19 in the Bay Area®
Population % of Households Population % of Households
Density per Total Households | that are Families Density per Total Households  that are Families
Square Mile with Children Square Mile with Children
Los Angeles, CA 8,092 1,318,168 33.4% Santa Clara 5,256 604,204 38.4%
Milwaukee, WI 6,190 230,221 33.4% Solano 476 141,758 38.1%
New York, NY 27,016 3,109,784 30.5% Contra Costa 1,300 375,364 37.3%
Chicago, IL 11,844 1,045,560 29.6% Alameda 2,048 545,138 34.6%
Baltimore, MD 7,676 249,903 27.9% San Mateo 8,014 257,837 34.1%
Denver, CO 3,915 263,107 24.7% Napa 165 48,876 33.8%
Portland, OR 4,347 248,546 24.5% Sonoma 270 185,825 30.9%
Minneapolis, MN 7,085 163,540 23.3% Marin 476 103,210 29.0%
Boston, MA 12,787 252,699 22.9% San Francisco 17,169 345,811 18.0%
Washington, DC 9,864 266,707 20.4% San Francisco also has the least children of any Bay Area
county by a significant margin.
Seattle, WA 7,255 283,510 19.2%
San Francisco, CA 17,169 345,811 18.0%

22010 U.S Census Bureau 3 1980 U.S. Census Bureau
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FAMILY INCOME

There has been an overall rise in median family income to
$107,700 for a family of four in 2016. And the percentage of
high income families is increasing—in 2000, 12.7% of the
population made over $150,000 annually; adjusted to 2014
dollars, we saw this increase to 19.3% of the population.
The percentage of low income families is also increasing.
Since 2000, households making less than $25,000 have
increased 7%. The percentage of households making more
than $150,000 has also increased by 6%.Reflecting national
trends, the middle class is diminishing.

Breakdown of Total Population Annual Income

30.00%
25.00%
20.00%
15.00%
m 2000
10.00%
m 2010
5.00% 2014

0.00%

42000 Census; 2010, 2014 American Community Survey: 5 Year. Nominal numbers used for annual income. Note that Consumer Price Index for 2000, 2010, 2014 are 180.2, 227.5, 251.9,

respectively.
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RACIAL DEMOGRAPHICS

The racial demographics of San Francisco’s children has shifted
in the past 15 years. The percentage of white, multiracial,
and Hispanic children has increased, while the percentage
of Black and Asian has decreased rapidly. These changes
mirror the overall changes in San Francisco's population
over the past 15 years, except for the declining population
of Asian children, which diverges from the increasing Asian
population.

WHERE FAMILIES LIVE IN SAN FRANCISCO

While the neighborhoods to the south and west (Bayview,
Excelsior, Sunset, Bernal Heights, etc) are generally thought
of as the areas with more kids, children are living throughout
the City. Because there are fewer total households in the
south and western neighborhoods, there is a greater concen-
tration of children, i.e. more households with kids, than in
other neighborhoods.

Percentage of Households with Children by Neighborhood
Total No. of Children by Neighborhood

33-40%

26-32%

18-25%

10-17%
0-9%
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Composition of Children (0-18) from 2000, 2010, and 2014
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JANUARY 17, 2017 FAMILY-FRIENDLY DESIGN WHITEPAPE[2694



2010-2040 POPULATION CHANGES IN
SAN FRANCISCO

San Francisco’s total population steadily increased between
2000 and 2010 and then increased dramatically between
2010 and 2016. As Baby Boomers age in urban areas and
younger generations come for jobs and urban amenities,
San Francisco's population is expected to grow significantly
between 2010 and 2040. The Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG) predicts San Francisco’s total popula-
tion will rise to 1,085,730 by 2040.

The large Millennial cohort of 20 to 34 years olds who
currently live in San Francisco are just reaching average child-
bearing age (33 for women in San Francisco®).Like previous
generations, they may elect to move out of the city when they
start families. But it could also be that their preference for
urban living marks a shift in demographic trends.

National demand among all generations for more urban, walk-
able neighborhoods has been increasing. Recently studies by
the Urban Land Institute and RCLCO note just how popular
these urban amenities are. The RCLCO study found that 77%
of Millennials are seeking an urban, walkable lifestyle.° Many
academics and journalists posit that this preference for urban
living could potentially be a generational shift while others
note that the urban millennial generation has not hit peak
childbearing years and that once they do, they may continue
previous generational trends of moving out of urban areas
after having children.’

Either outcome will likely be influenced by the availability or
lack of family friendly housing and resources. Regardless of
what Millennials do as they start families, they are currently
living in cities and driving market demands in urban areas. If
the City's goal is to retain this population and accommodate
some of the projected growth in the population of children,
we will have to build accordingly.

Projections seem to indicate that there will be some growth
in our population of children. SFUSD produces demographic
projection every ten years based on their data. The most
recent projections, completed in 2010, indicate a continued
growth in the population of children in SFUSD, which has
been a trend since 2008.

SFUSD bases their projections on anticipated children in the
existing housing stock and new housing stock. They project
between 3,000-6,000 new students by 2023 from the existing
housing stock. SFUSD anticipates that by 2040, new house-
holds will increase the public school population by between
7,000 and 14,000 students. SFUSD anticipates that these
students will live in the neighborhoods where we expect to
see most of our new housing development, i.e. along the
eastern side of San Francisco and in the Park Merced area.

Percentage of Population by Generation in San Francisco

Boomers

29%

Silent
4%

Gen X
24%

Millennial

32%

Post-millennial

11%

1928 1946 1965

|

1981 1998 2014

5 https://www.sfdph.org/dph/filessMCHdocs/Epi/BirthData_SF_2010_Brief_v20130402.pdf3. 6 http://missingmiddlehousing.com/about/demand-market/ 7 http://cityobservatory.org/

kids-in-cities/#4
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POPULATION PROJECTIONS

In addition to data collected by the US Census Bureau, data
from the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) is used
throughout this white paper. SFUSD data provides informa-
tion on children in the Transitional Kindergarten program
(ages 4-5) thru 12th grade (ages 17-18).

SFUSD’s detailed data on students in public schools includes
information on where students live at the unit level. This
information provides us a snapshot on where kids are living
who attend SFUSD. Using this information, SFUSD can
calculate their yield rates, i.e. project how many students
they can expect to attend SFUSD. Their low per-unit yield for
market rate units is 0.01. That is, for every 100 market rate
unit constructed, they expect to see one additional student
in SFUSD. New below-market-rate units, either inclusionary
or in 100% affordable developments, have higher yield rates,
inclusionary is 0.25 per unit and stand-alone affordable
buildings are 0.5 students per unit. Their high yield rate is
0.20 for market-rate units and inclusionary and stand-alone
affordable buildings are projected to yield the same in both
low and high yield scenarios.

By 2040, SFUSD anticipates seeing the most growth in
their student population from children living in eastern and
southern San Francisco, as well as the Park Merced area. Most
of this growth is due to significant new housing development
planned for these areas of the city. This calculation takes into
consideration where existing students live, the predicted
turnover rate, and expected population growth.

ABAG provides projections for the entire child population
under 18. Projections show that while the 5-17 population
grows at a more rapid rate, both show a steady increase
to 2060. 50,900 0-4 year olds are expected to live in San
Francisco by 2060, compared to the 35,700 in 2010.

JANUARY 17, 2017 FAMILY-FRIENDLY DESIGN WHITEPAPE@696
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CHAPTER TWO: SAN FRANCISCO'S HOUSING STOCK
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SAN FRANCISCO'S HOUSING STOCK

The availability and affordability of housing will be a signifi-
cant factor in shaping San Francisco’s population changes in
coming decades. If San Francisco wants to maintain, or even
increase, the proportion of families with children, we need to
first understand what our housing stock looks like and where
it both succeeds and fails to meet the needs of families. What
follows is a description of our existing housing stock and
development trends for new housing, as well as the opportu-
nities and tradeoffs of creating more family friendly housing.

Two significant housing stock issues impact San Francisco’s
families: affordability and unit size. Families need more
affordable housing options, but they also need larger units to
accommodate children and sometimes multiple generations.
While more space would accommodate families, larger units
are more expensive. Some considerations, which are detailed
in following chapters, that might be able to produce afford-
able units that are right-sized to families:

e More economical shared bathrooms, as opposed to
en-suite bathrooms

e More smaller bedrooms would give family members
privacy without significantly increasing the square
footage of the unit

¢ Including guest suites in a building to provide residents
with the room to host visiting family and friends, without
needing to have a spare bedroom

Just as additional space comes with a cost, so do amenities.
The City will want to prioritize amenities, as each in-unit
amenity (such as washer/dryer) and building amenity (like
minimum play space), adds to the cost. For example, where
good public amenities are available, such as playgrounds and
parks, relaxing building requirements for open space could
help decrease unit cost. More discussions of these tradeoffs
is included in Chapter V, which talks about specific design
characteristics of family friendly housing.

DECREASING AFFORDABILITY

Affordability is the single most pressing issues for families
and all San Franciscans. The vast majority of both ownership
and rental properties are not affordable to families. Based
on prices in September 2015, 91% of all home sale listings
in San Francisco were either not affordable or less than two
bedrooms, making a mere 9% of the housing stock on the
market family friendly to those earning the median family
income.® Based on the 2016 median income for a family of
four of $107,700,° a family could afford a home priced at
$417,949.° But in summer 2016, the median sale price of
a two-bedroom home in San Francisco is $1,246,500."" The
rental market is equally hostile to the needs of families:
the median asking rent in May 2016 was $5,050 for a two
bedroom unit and a family of four earning the median income
can afford $2,749 in rent for a two-bedroom unit."?

The high cost of housing leads to numerous troublesome
effects including overwhelming rent burden (as more of
a household’s income is needed to go toward rent); over-
crowding as more people squeeze into smaller affordable
units to share costs; an increase in workers per household
needed to pay mortgage or meet monthly rent; increased
commuter traffic from workers who cannot afford to live in
the city; and an increase in the homeless population.

8 http://lwww.governing.com/gov-data/other/family-housing-affordability-in-cities-report.html#calculation 9 http://sfmohcd.org/sites/default/files/Documents/MOH/2016_AMI_IncomeLimits-

SanFranHMFA.pdf 10 http://sfmohcd.org/sites/default/files/Documents/MOH/2016_AMI_InclusionaryPurchaseCalcs_SanFranHMFA.pdf 11 http://www.trulia.com/real_estate/San_Francisco-
California/market-trends/ 12 http://sfmohcd.org/sites/default/files/Documents/MOH/2016_AMI_RentLimits-SanFranHMFA_ForMOHsf.pd
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HOUSING STOCK TRENDS

Unit size is also an issue for families because larger house-
hold sizes need more bedrooms. While we continue to refine
our data on bedroom counts, best estimates are that 28% of
units built before 2005 are two bedroom units and 33% of
units are three or more bedrooms."

While data on the number of bedrooms in both older and
newer stock is difficult to gather, the trends seem to indicate
that older housing units have more bedrooms and are larger
than newer units. Between January 2005 and June 2015,
61% of the 23,202 units of new market rate development
has been studios and one-bedroom units, predominantly in
larger buildings. New market rate housing produced rela-
tively few units with three or more bedrooms.

Percentage of Units Built Before and After 2005

35%

As market rate housing produces more smaller units, afford-
able housing (also referred to as below-market-rate) caters
much more to families. Of the 529 affordable housing proj-
ects built between 2011 and 2015, 53% (280) were family
units with two or more bedrooms. But the production of
these affordable family units doesn't compensate for the
the smaller units being produced at market rate because the
income requirements for affordable housing are only appli-
cable to some families and because 280 units of affordable
family housing over five years is insufficient to meet demand.

30%

25%
20%

15%
10%

m Built Before 2005
m Built Since 2005

5%

0%

13 San Francisco Housing Database. It is worth noting that San Francisco lacks reliable data on the bedroom composition of units. Although this data is tracked by the Assessor’s Office, it

is often inaccurate. In Victorian and Edwardian units, double parlors or formal dining rooms are often used as bedrooms. Changes in bedroom count due to remodels are often not captured

as well.
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MISMATCH OF PEOPLE AND HOUSING

Only 30% of 3+ bedroom units in San Francisco are occupied
by families with children. The remaining 70% of these larger
units are occupied by seniors (25%), couples or families
without children (25%), single people (3%), and unrelated
individuals (13%).

In economic terms, this is a mismatch between people
and spaces, supply and demand. '* As of 2013, 40% of
San Francisco families lived in 3+ bedroom units; 33% in
two bedroom units; 15% in one bedroom units, and 10%
in studios or Single Room Occupancy Hotels (SROs). There
is little research or analysis for why this happens in San
Francisco. Further work could explore who is part of this
70% living in larger units and why they are living in larger
units. They could be empty nesters, about to become seniors,
or younger couples, with the possibility of having children
in the future. For some it could be that Prop 13 and rent
control actually make it less expensive to stay in larger units
than to move and downsize. Some may prefer living with
roommates to living alone. For others, they simply want more
space. There are likely other reasons as well. But it would
be informative to have a better understanding of how much
is personal choice versus economic necessity, and where
policy can better help align our supply of larger units with
the needs of families.

One result of lack of affordability and availability of appro-
priate unit size is overcrowding. Overcrowding, defined by

Household Types by Bedroom, 2013

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0% T T T )

the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) as greater than 1.01 people per habitable room, is
an issue in San Francisco. Severe overcrowding is defined as
greater than 1.51 people per habitable room. The neighbor-
hoods that have the most households living in overcrowded
conditions are Chinatown, Visitacion Valley, Downtown/Civic
Center, and Oceanview. The situation in Chinatown is particu-
larly bad, with 24% of households living in overcrowded
conditions. The neighborhoods with the most people living
in uncrowded households are Twin Peaks, Diamond Heights/
Glen Park, Presidio Heights, and Noe Valley."

Families with children are consistently the majority of over-
crowded homes in San Francisco. Since 2005, the number of
overcrowded households that are families with children has
remained steady, making up about 26,000 of the households
in the city or 50% of the total households in the City that are
overcrowded.

Families living in Single Room Occupancy buildings (SROs)
are an extreme example of overcrowding. A recent report by
the SRO Families United Collaborative, 2015 SRO Families
Report Living in the Margins: An analysis and Census of San
Francisco Families Living in SROs, highlights the severe chal-
lenges facing families living in SROs. There are an estimated
699 families living in SROs, 457 of which are in Chinatown.
These families are crowded into one-room, most of which
lack basic necessities like full bathrooms and kitchenettes.
These families are our city's working poor and have been on
waitlists for housing for sometimes up to ten years.

m Single Person

m Senior

m Other Arrangement - Unrelated
Individuals

m Other Arrangement - Unmarried
Couple Living Together

m Family without Children

m Family with Children

Studio 1Bedroom 2 Bedrooms 3+ Bedrooms

14 Data Analysis from American Community Survey Public Use Microdata Sample maintained by IPUMS USA and the American Community Survey pretabulated data from American Factfinder

15 http://www.sustainablecommunitiesindex.org/city_indicators/view/49
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CHAPTER THREE: CHARACTERISTICS OF
QUALITY CHILD-FRIENDLY HOUSING STOCK
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CHARACTERISTICS OF CHILD-FRIENDLY
HOUSING

Based on our research of other cities (detailed in the
Appendix) and data gathered through focus groups, the
Planning Department identified a number of characteris-
tics that benefit families with children. The majority of the
following characteristics are specific to the needs of families,
while some qualities enhance living in multifamily units.
The reason for also including these latter characteristics, for
example qualities such as daylight and noise, is to consider
ways of potentially enhancing our multifamily stock and
providing a viable alternative to costly single family homes
or moving to the suburbs.

The two key challenges for families are affordability and size.
This chapter discusses design characteristics of family friendly
housing that loosely fall into three categories: site level
characteristics (parking & vehicle storage, childcare, access
to schools); building characteristics (outdoor & play spaces,
supervision, outlook, noise control); and unit characteristics
(daylight and ventilation, space, flexibility).

The challenge of integrating these design characteristics into
new housing is how to do it in ways that do not make our
housing even more unaffordable for the very families we
are trying to house. In all the fo