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DATE: December 18, 2013 

TO: Distribution List for the Recirculated Housing Element EIR 

FROM: Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer 

IL!tl::t~[•l 

1650 Mission SI. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

RE: Recirculation of Portions of the 2004 and 2008 Housing Element Draft EIR Fax: 

(Chapter VII Alternatives) 415.558.6409 

On March 24th 2011, the San Francisco Planning Commission certified the Final 
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element. On June 21, 
2011 the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the 2009 Housing Element as the 
Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan. However, pursuant to a court order 
concerning Chapter VII Alternatives of the FEIR, the Planning Department has revised 
Chapter VII Alternatives and is recirculating it for public review. The revisions are limited to 
the EIR Chapter VII Alternatives, and conforming changes to a sub-section from Chapter II 
Executive Summary. Copies of the revised Chapter VII Alternatives along with the full text of 
the EIR are available on the Planning Department website (http://tinyurl.com/sfceqadocs ), and 
CDs and paper copies are available at the Planning Information Center (PIC) counter on the 
first floor of 1660 Mission Street, San Francisco. 

The following summarizes the changes made to the revised Chapter VII Alternatives: 

• A new subsection in Chapter VII Alternatives titled "Development Assumptions by 
Alternative" under the Analysis of Project Alternatives section. This discussion 
provides generalized assumptions regarding the location, density, and types of new 
housing anticipated under each alternative, based on the policies associated with each 

alternative. 
• The environmental analysis of each alternative has been revised to provide additional 

clarification and substantiation of the impact conclusions. The impact conclusions 
provided within the previously circulated EIR have not been changed. 

• The discussion in Chapter VII Alternatives, under the Alternatives Considered but 
Eliminated from Further Analysis section of the EIR, has been revised. 

• Table VII-4, Comparison of Alternatives to the proposed Housing Elements, has been 
revised to correct errata in the previously circulated EIR and to reflect refinements to 
the revised Chapter VII Alternatives analysis. 

In addition, the Department has made conforming changes to Chapter II Executive Summary 
to reflect the revisions made in the revised Alternatives Chapter VII. 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 
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The Planning Department is soliciting public comment on the revised Chapter VII 
Alternatives at a public hearing on January 23, 2014. After the public hearing, our office will 
prepare and publish a document titled "Revised Chapter VII Alternatives: Responses to 
Comments," which will contain a summary of all relevant comments on the Chapter VII 
Alternatives and our responses to those comments, along with copies of the comment letters 
received and a transcript of the January 23, 2013 public hearing. Public agencies and members 
of the public who testify at the hearing on the revised Chapter VII Alternatives and provide 
their mailing address will automatically receive a copy of the Revised Chapter VII 
Alternatives Responses to Comments document, along with notice of the date reserved for 
certification of the FEIR with the revised chapter; others may receive a copy of the Revised 
Chapter VII Alternatives Responses to Comments document and notice by request or by 

visiting our office. This revised Chapter VII Alternatives, together with the revised Chapter 
VII Alternatives Responses to Comments document and the unchanged portions of the 
previous FEIR will be considered by the Planning Commission in an advertised public 
meeting and then certified as a Final EIR if deemed adequate. 

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when 
they communicate with the Commission or the Department. All written or oral 
communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to 

the public for inspection, and copying upon request and may appear on the Department's 
website or in other public documents. 

Thank you for your interest in this project. 

SA~ FRANCISCO 2 
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City and County of San Francisco A.farch 2011, as amended December 2013 

II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The following text on pages II-5 through II-6 of Chapter II Executive Summary has been revised to 

reflect changes made in the EIR in Chapter VII Alternatives. 

SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Three alternatives to the proposed Housing Elements have been evaluated. The alternatives considered 

include the following: 

1. Alternative A: The No Project/Continuation of 1990 Residence Element Alternative: CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A) provides that "when the project is the revision of an existing 

land use or regulatory plan, policy or ongoing operation, the 'no project' alternative will be the 

continuation of the existing plan, policy or operation into the future." Under Alternative A: the 

No Project/Continuation of 1990 Residence Element Alternative, the 1990 Residence Element 

policies would remain. in effect and neither the proposed 2004 Housing Element nor the 2009 
Housing Element policies would be adopted or implemented. Housing development in the City 

would continue as encouraged under the 1990 Residence Element. However, this alternative 

would assume the adoption of the Data and Needs Analysis and the updated RHNA allocation 

because for the Alternative to meet the project objectives of having a housing element that 

substantially complies with state housing element law, the proposed Housing Elements must meet 

the most recent regional housing needs assessment. The analysis of this alternative would allow 

the decision-makers to compare the impacts of approving either the 2004 or 2009 Housing 

Elements with the impacts of not approving either of the proposed Housing Elements. 

This EIR concludes that Alternative A could result in a potentially significant impact to historic 

resources, but would avoid the significant unavoidable impact on the transit network anticipated 
under the proposed project. The EIR also concludes that with respect to noise, Alternative A 

could result in a significant impact that can be mitigated to less than significant with 

implementation ofM-N0-1. 

2. Alternative B: 2004 Housing Element-Adjudicated: This alternative includes the objectives, 

policies and implementation measures of the 2004 Housing Element excepting policies that were 

stricken by the court in the appeal of the 2004 Housing Element. Similar to Alternative A, this 

alternative would use the most recently identified RHNA allocation and an updated Data and 

Needs Analysis. 

This EIR concludes that Alternative B could result in a significant and unavoidable impact to the 

City's transit network. The EIR also concludes that with respect to noise, Alternative B could 

result in a significant impact that can be mitigated to less than significant with implementation 

ofM-N0-1. 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 

Draft EIR 

II. Executive Summary (revised) 

Page 1 



City and County of San Francisco March 2011, as amended December 2013 

3. Alternative C: 2009 Housing Element-Intensified: This alternative includes concepts that more 

actively encourage housing development through zoning accommodations. These concepts were 

generated based on ideas and alternative concepts raised over the course of outreach for the 2009 

Housing Element preparation process, but which were ultimately not included in the 2009 

Housing Element. These concepts are intended to encourage housing by: 1) allowing for limited 

expansion of allowable building envelope for developments meeting the City's affordable 

housing requirement on site with units of two or more bedrooms; 2) requiring development to the 

full allowable building envelope in locations that are directly on Transportation Effectiveness 

Project (TEP) rapid transit network lines; 3) giving height and/or density bonuses for 

development that exceeds affordable housing requirements in locations that are directly on TEP 

rapid transit network lines; 4) allowing height and/or density bonuses for 100 percent affordable 

housing in all areas of the City except in RH- I and RH-2 zones; and 5) granting of 

administrative variances (i.e. over the counter) for reduced parking spaces if the development is: 

a) in an RH-2 zoning district that allows for greater residential density (e.g., adding a second unit 

without required parking); b) in an area where additional curb cuts would restrict parking in areas 

with parking shortages; or c) on a Transit Preferential Street. 1 

This ElR concludes that Alternative C could result in a significant and unavoidable impact to the 

City's transit network. The ElR also concludes that with respect to noise, Alternative C could 

result in a significant impact that can be mitigated to less than significant with implementation 

ofM-N0-1. 

Transportation Element, San Francisco General Plan. 
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VII. ALTERNATIVES 

INTRODUCTION 

Legislative Framework 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, EIRs are required to include a discussion of 

alternatives to a proposed project. Section 15126.6(a) states that an EIR should describe a range of 

reasonable alternatives to a project that would attain most of the basic objectives of a project while 

reducing one or more of the significant impacts of the project, and should evaluate the comparative merits 

of those alternatives. 

Public Resources Code Section 21002 states, in pertinent part: 

In determining the nature and scope of alternatives to be examined in an EIR, the 

Legislature has decreed that local agencies shall be guided by the doctrine of 

"feasibility." It is the policy of the state that public agencies should not approve projects 

as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available 

which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects. Jn 

the event specific economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project 

alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of 

one or more significant effects thereof 

California has declared that the statutory requirements for consideration of alternatives must be judged 
against a rule of reason. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(£) defines the "Rule of Reason," which 

requires that an EIR set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The 

alternatives shall be limited to those that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects 

of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only those that the lead agency 

determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. Among the factors that may be 

used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an BIR is (i) failure to meet most of the basic 

project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to offer substantial environmental advantages over the 

project proposal (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c)). 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(I) requires an analysis of the No Project Alternative. The purpose 

of describing and analyzing the No Project Alternative is to allow decision-makers to compare the 

impacts of approving a project with the impacts of not approving a project. CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6( e )(3)(A) provides that "when the project is the revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, 

policy or ongoing operation, the 'no project' alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan, 

policy or operation into the future." The No Project Alternative in this section discusses future conditions 

if the proposed 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element policies would not replace the 1990 

Residence Element policies. 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(£)(1) states that "the factors that may be taken into account when 

addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of 

infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries 

(projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional context), and whether the 

proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is 

already owned by the proponent)." 

Analytic Method 

This section describes the alternatives and identifies potential environmental impacts associated with 

implementation of the alternatives relative to the impacts of the proposed Housing Elements. To identify 

reasonable alternatives to the proposed Housing Elements, the Lead Agency (City and County of San 

Francisco Planning Department) considered the objectives of the proposed Housing Elements, those 

alternatives that are feasible to accomplish, and those alternatives that could reduce the impacts of the 

proposed Housing Elements. 

The general process for identifying alternatives for consideration in the document included these steps: 

1. Review the EIR analysis for any significant effects resulting from the proposed Housing 

Elements and identify possible strategies to avoid or lessen impacts; 

2. Review the California Court of Appeal decision regarding the Negative Declaration prepared for 

the 2004 Housing Element; 

3. Review ideas and alternative concepts suggested during the Notice of Preparation Public Scoping 

Period or at other points during the 2009 Housing Element and DEIR preparation process; and 

4. Select and refine a final set of alternatives for CEQA analysis. 

From this process, two alternatives, in addition to the required No Project Alternative, were selected for 

further evaluation and comparison to the proposed Housing Elements. In addition, each Housing Element 

should be considered an alternative to the other Housing Element. Together, this set of four alternatives 

to each Housing Element represents a broad range of options for the public and decision-makers 

consideration in terms of shaping how new residentiai development should occur. 

The 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element do not include any changes to the land use 

objectives and policies in the City's Area Plans or Redevelopment Plans. However, the proposed Housing 

Elements include the use of specific neighborhood and area plans as part of the planning process. For 

example, Policy 11.6 in the 2004 Housing Element encourages a "Better Neighborhoods type planning 

process," and Policy 1.4 of the 2009 Housing Element would "Ensure community based planning 

processes are used to generate changes to land use controls". Thus, while implementation of the proposed 

Housing Elements would not directly affect existing Area Plans or Redevelopment Plans, they would 

nonetheless guide future development within plan areas and throughout the City, and could influence the 
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uses within future plan areas, such as whether an area allows mixed-use development or residential uses 

only. 

The Association of Bay Area Govermnents (ABAG), in coordination with the California Department of 

Housing and Community Development (HCD), uses population and job growth projections from the State 

Department of Finance to detennine the regional housing needs for the Bay Area and allocates housing to 

c!ties and counties within the Bay Area through the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA). 

Currently, the City's household and population growth is generally consistent with ABAG's projections. 

The extent of housing development in the City is driven by population growth and market forces, coupled 

with the regulatory framework of zoning and project review processes. The Housing Element, as required 

by State law, is a policy document that allows the City to plan for the housing needs of its current and 

future population. The Housing Element does not cause housing growth, but it helps shape where and 

how such growth is likely to occur. In short, residential development in the City would occur regardless 

of the proposed Housing Elements. Housing element law was enacted to ensure that localities plan and 

make land available for new housing in all income categories. 

The proposed Housing Elements are policy documents that provide direction for accommodating new 

housing, at all income levels, driven by population growth. In providing direction for meeting regional 
housing needs, ABAG focuses on both the amount of housing and the affordability of housing. San 

Francisco has demonstrated that there is adequate land available for residential development to 

accommodate the total RHNA. However, market-rate development, housing construction costs and other 

obstacles in San Francisco present a challenge for meeting the RHNA's affordability goals solely through 

new development, , and therefore the Housing Elements also emphasize the use of the existing housing 

stock to meet San Francisco's affordable housing goals. To meet the City's share of the RHNA, both 

proposed Housing Elements aim to do the following: 1) preserve and upgrade existing housing units to 

ensure they do not become dilapidated, abandoned, or unsound; and 2) provide direction for how and 

where new housing development in the City should occur. With respect to the latter, the 2004 Housing 

Element encourages new housing in Downtown and in underutilized commercial and industrial areas. The 

2004 Housing Element also encourages increased housing in neighborhood commercial districts and 

mixed use districts near Downtown. On the other hand, the 2009 Housing Element encourages housing 

integrated into new commercial or institutional projects, locating housing projects near major transit lines, 

and accommodating housing through community planning efforts. 

Although adoption of the proposed Housing Elements would not directly result in the construction of 

residential units, they would shape how and where new residential development should be encouraged 

and ensure that there is adequate land available to meet future housing needs. 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

As discussed in Section IV (Project Description), the objectives of the proposed Housing Elements are to: 

1. Provide a vision for the City's housing and growth management through 2014; 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
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2. Maintain the existing housing stock to serve housing needs; 

3. Ensure capacity for the development of new housing to meet the RHNA at all income levels; 

4. Encourage housing development where supported by existing or planned infrastructure, while 

maintaining existing neighborhood character; 

5. Encourage, develop and maintain programs and policies to meet projected affordable housing 

needs; 

6. Develop a vision for San Francisco that supports sustainable local, regional and state housing and 

environmental goals; and 

7. Adopt a housing element that substantially complies with California housing element law as 

detennined by the California Department of Housing and Community Development. 

SELECTED ALTERNATIVES 

Three potentially feasible alternatives to the proposed Housing Elements have been evaluated. The 

analysis of all three alternatives assumes compliance with State Housing Element Law, which requires 

- that the City's Housing Element reflects the current RHNA and includes an up-to-date Data and Needs 

analysis. Therefore, under all alternatives, it is assumed that the 2009-2014 RHNA and Part I (Data and 

Needs Analysis) of the 2009 Housing Element are in effect. The potentially feasible alternatives 

considered include the following: 

• Alternative A: The No Project/Continuation of 1990 Residence Element Alternative. CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A) provides that "when the project is the revision of an existing 

land use or regulatory plan, policy or ongoing operation, the 'no project' alternative will be the 

continuation of the existing plan, policy or operation into the future." Under Alternative A: the 
No Project/Continuation of 1990 Residence Element Alternative, the 1990 Residence Element 

policies would remain in effect and neither the proposed 2004 Housing Element nor the 2009 

Housing Element policies would be adopted or implemented. Housing development in the City 

would continue as encouraged under the 1990 Residence Element. However, this alternative 

would assume the adoption of the 2009 Data and Needs Analysis and the updated RHNA 

allocation. The analysis of this alternative would allow the decision-makers to compare the 

impacts of approving either the 2004 or 2009 HQusing Elements with the impacts of not 

approving either of the proposed Housing Elements. For reference, a summary of the Alternative 

A objectives and policies are included in Appendix B-1 to this BIR. 

• Alternative B: 2004 Housing Element-Adjudicated. This alternative includes the objectives, 

policies and implementation measures of the 2004 Housing Element excepting policies that were 

stricken by the superior court. Similar to Alternative A, this alternative would use the most 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
DraftEIR 

VII Alternatives (revised) 
Page VII-4 



City and County of San Francisco March 2011, as amended December 2013 

recently identified RHNA allocation1 and an updated Data and Needs Analysis. For reference, 
Alternative B objectives and policies are included in Appendix B-4 to this EIR. 

• Alternative C: 2009 Housing Element-Intensified. This alternative includes concepts that 

more actively encourage housing development through zoning accommodations. These concepts 

were generated based on ideas and alternative concepts raised over the course of outreach for the 

2009 Housing Element preparation process, but which were ultimately not included in the 2009 

Housing Element. These concepts are intended to encourage housing by: 1) allowing for limited 

expansion of allowable building envelope for developments meeting the City's affordable 

housing requirement on site with units of two or more bedrooms; 2) requiring development to the 

full allowable building envelope in locations that are directly on Transportation Effectiveness 

Project (TEP) rapid transit network lines; 3) giving height and/or density bonuses for 

development that exceeds affordable housing requirements in locations that are directly on TEP 

rapid transit network lines; 4) allowing height and/or density bonuses for 100 percent affordable 

housing in all areas of the City except in RH- I and RH-2 zones; and 5) granting of 

administrative variances (i.e. over the counter) for reduced parking spaces if the development is: 

a) in an RH-2 zoning district that allows for greater residential density (e.g., adding a second unit 

without required parking); b) in an area where additional curb cuts would restrict parking in areas 
with parking shortages; or c) on a Transit Preferential Street.2 For reference, Alternative C 

objectives and policies are included in Appendix B-5 to this EIR. 

Under CEQA, an EIR may consider and analyze one or more alternatives at an equal level of detail, or 

may identify a preferred project, and include an analysis of alternatives at a lesser level of detail. This 

EIR incorporates both approaches, because in addition to the alternatives described above, it also 

evaluates both the 2004 Housing Element and the 2009 Housing Element at an equal level of detail. 

Either version of the Housing Element may be adopted by the Board of Supervisors, or the Board could 

adopt a version of the Housing Element that combines policies from the two, or policies from one of the 

other alternatives. 

ANALYSIS OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

This section provides an analysis of the environmental impacts of each of the alternatives, comparing the 

potential impacts of the alternatives to the proposed Housing Elements' impacts (if any), and identifies 

the impacts that would result from implementation of the alternatives themselves. For purposes of 

comparison, the discussion of impacts for each of the alternatives is identified by both significance level 

and whether the impact is greater than, similar to, or less than the impact of the proposed Housing 

Elements, even if the level of significance for the alternative is not different than the proposed Housing 

Elements. 

See above. 

Transportation Element, San Francisco General Plan. 
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This alternatives analysis is structured to compare the impacts of each alternative to the two project 

options: the 2004 Housing Element and the 2009 Housing Element. The analysis discusses the impacts on 

each environmental issue area resulting from the specific alternative (i.e., Alternative A, B, or C) and 

compares the impacts to each of the proposed Housing Elements. To limit redundancy, in cases where the 

impacts of the alternative are similar to both the 2004 and the 2009 Housing Element, the analysis is 

combined. 

Table VII-1 presents a generalized summary of the policies of each alternative that have the potential for 

environmental impacts. Certain policies of Alternative B are shown in strikethrough, in accordance with 

the Superior Court's determination, and indicate those policies deleted from the 2004 Housing Element. It 

is noted that the policies listed below for Alternative C are in addition to the objectives, policies, 

implementation measures and strategies for further review of the 2009 Housing Element. 

Development Assumptions by Alternative 

As noted previously, adoption of the proposed Housing Elements would not directly result in the 

construction of residential units, but instead would shape how and where new residential development 

would occur, while ensuring there is adequate land available to meet future housing needs. The number of 

housing units that would be constructed under each of the project alternatives would be substantially 

similar, as each alternative reflects the housing needs and population projections provided by ABAG. 

However, each alternative could differ in terms of how and where housing development would occur. 

The analysis of alternatives that follows this discussion is based on the following generalized assumptions 

regarding the location, density, and type of new housing anticipated under each alternative. These 

assumptions in turn are based on the policies and implementation strategies particular to each project 

alternative, as listed in Table VII-1, and the Planning Department's and other City department staff 

experience and expertise related to residential development in San Francisco. 

Alternative A: The No Project/Continuation of 1990 Residence Element Alternative 

Under Alternative A, new residential development would continue to be encouraged based on the 

objectives and policies included in the 1990 Residential Element, in concert with adoption of the 2009 

RHNA and Needs Assessment. This would generally result in patterns of residential development that are 

relatively dispersed throughout the City, compared to the 2004 Housing Element or the 2009 Housing 

Element. This is due in part to the particular policies and implementation measures provided in the 1990 

Residential Element. For example, Objective 2 (To increase the supply of housing without overcrowding 

or adversely affecting the prevailing character of existing neighborhoods) and associated Policy 2.4 

(Adopt specific zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and density plan and 

the Master Plan) generally promote new housing that is consistent with existing land use patterns, as 

specifically provided for on the residential land use density maps of the Master Plan ( a.k.a., the General 

Plan). In addition, Policy 12.5 (Relate land use controls to the appropriate scale for new and existing 

residential areas) and Policy 2.1 (Set allowable densities in established residential areas at levels which 
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Table VII-1 
Comparison of Policies with the Potential for Environmental Impacts 

Alternative A Alternative B 
No Project (1990 Residence Element) 2004 Housing Element-Adjudicated 

Policies that direct growth to certain areas of the City 

Policy 2.1: Set allowable densities in 
established residential areas at levels which 
will promote compatibility with prevailing 
neighborhood character. 

Policy 2.2: Encourage higher residential 
density in areas adjacent to downtown, in 
underutilized commercial and industrial areas 
proposed for conversion to housing and in 
neighborhood commercial districts where 
higher density will not have harmful effects, 
especially if the higher density provides a 
significant number of units that are 
permanently affordable to lower income 
households. 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
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Policy 1.1: Encourage higher residential 
density in areas adjacent to downtown, in 
underutilized commercial and industrial areas 
proposed for conversion to housing and in 
neighborhood commercial districts where 
higher density will not have harmful effects, 
especially if the higher density provides a 
significant number of units that are affordable 
to lower income households. Set aUe:wal:lle 
Eleasities ia estal:llisheEl resiEleatial areas at 
le¥els whieh 'Will 13remete eem13atil3ility 'with 
13re,,•ailiag aeighl3erheeEl seale aaEl eharaeter 
where there is aeigh:l3erhooEl SU]3j30rt. 

!ffijllemeffiatiea Meas'dfe l. l. l : ·A Gi:t)•wiEle 
aetioa 13laa EGAPj shoulEl 13ro:;ziEle a 
eom13reheasi"o•e framewerk for the alleeatiea 
of bigber aeasity, mh<ea use resiEleE:tial 
Ele,1ele13mefl:t ifl: traasit rieh areas '>'i'ith stal:lle 
UFBElfl amefl:ities ifl: 13laee. tfl: these areas, 
s13eeifie 8,6.P strategies sbettlEl ifl:eluEle: 
higher aeasities afl:a reaueea 13arlaag 
reEJ:uiremeffis ifl: Ele>,:i,•ffio'i'•'fl: areas er threugh a 
Better Neigbl3orbeeEls ty13e 13laafl:ifl:g 13roeess; 
j3eElestriElfl: orieateEl imj3l'O"o'emeffis to efl:flafl:ee 
the attraeti'1'efl:ess ElflEl use ef trElflsit. 

Alternative C 
2009 Housing Element-Intensified 

5. Granting of administrative variances (i.e. over 
the counter) for reduced parking spaces if the 
development is: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

In an RH-2 zoning district (allows for 
greater residential density); 

In an area where additional curb cuts 
would restrict parking in areas with 
parking shmiages; or 

On a Transit Preferential Street. 
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Table VII-1 
Comparison of Policies with the Potential for Environmental Impacts 

Alternative A 
No Project (1990 Residence Element) 

Policy 1.2: Facilitate the conversion of 
underused industrial and commercial areas to 
residential use, giving preference to 
permanently affordable housing uses. 

Implementation Measure 1.1.3: Inclusion of 
housing in Downtown. 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
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Alternative B 
2004 Housing Element-Adjudicated 

Pe Hey l .:;; : Eaeel:l:fage heB:siag Eie'i'elepmeat, 
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aeighaerheea eemmereial ffi'ea:s witheffi 
El:isfJlaeiag e~<istiag j e13s, partieB:larly 131B:e 
cellffi' j e13s er El:iscemagiag aew empleyment 
epfJ ertB:fl:iti es . 

Implemeatatiea Meas'l:l:fe l .:;;.1: '.fhe PlB:fl:aiag 
9epartmeflt will aevelep fJrepesals ia 
aeigh13erheea eemmercial El:istriets (HG9s7 
=well ser>,'ea 13y trB:fl:sit te strefl:gthea their 
fuB:ctieas as a trnaitieaal "te,,¥a eel'l:ter" fer t:ae 
SB:rre'l:l:fl:El:ifl:g resiaeatial El:istriets. 

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

Implementation Measure 1.3 .1: 9ewatewa 
ffi'ea:s B:fl:El: ffi'eas s'l:l:laj eet te a Better 
Heigh13el:'heeas type fJlB:fl:fliag fJreeess wm 13e 
e~E:fJeeteEl: te aeser13 majer effiee B:fl:a 
l:'esiaefl:tial ae'o'elermeats e'o'er the ae~tt 
aecaae. Platmiag aaa 20eaiag ceae chaages 
sheu!El iB:clB:ae fleer te mea rntie exemptieas. 
These development bonuses would be 
conferred only in cases where in return the 

. development will provide major public 
benefits to the community. 

Alternative C 
2009 Housing Element~Intertsified 
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Table VII-1 
Comparison of Policies with the Potential for Environmental Impacts 

Alternative A 
No Project (1990 Residence Element) 

Policy 1.4: Locate in-fill housing on 
appropriate sites in established 
neighborhoods. 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
Draft EJR 

Alternative B 
2004 Housing Element-Adjudicated 

Implementation Measure 1.3.2: The Planning 
Department will introduce zoning changes in 
the traditionally industrial eastern parts of the 
City. The areas under study are: Mission, 
South of Market, Showplace Square/Potrero 
Hill, Bayview Hunter's Point, and Visitacion 
Valley. Housing, especially affordable 
housing, will be encouraged in former 
industrial areas where residential 
neighborhoods are established and urban 
amenities are in place or feasible. 

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

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

Im:plemeHtatieR ~.<Eeasttfe l:. e. ~: '.ffie Fl8:HHiHg 
BepB:ftm:em B:fiEI: ffie R:eae'.1ele13mem ,6,geHey 
wiH 13re13ese iHereB:SiHg fieigfit Hmits, 
elimiHatiHg EleHsity reEJ:ttifemeHts B:fia 
m:eElifyiHg eff street pB:i'tefig reEJ:ttifem:effis iH 
the '.fra:as!::Ja:yfRiHeeH Hin ReEl:e,,•elepm:effi 
Sl:H''i'ey B:feas. '.fhe Mia Ma:rlEet feae'.1ele13meffi 
S\:l:P11ey 8:fe8: 'i'1

1iU a e fe,,;e Hifig te iHelttEl:e ffihrea 
use resiEl:eHtial B:l'eas a:HEl reElueeEl resiEl:e1;l:tiB:l 
13 a14.i:ifig reEJ:uirem:effis. 

Alternative C 
2009 Housing Element-Intensified 
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Table VII-1 
Comparison of Policies with the Potential for Environmental Impacts 

Alternative A 
No Project (1990 Residence Element) 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
Draft EIR 

Alternative B 
2004 Housing Element-Adjudicated 

Implementation Measure 1.6.4: The Planning 
Department will update the Land Use Element 
to define areas for mixed-use development 
focused along transit corridors that are 
determined to be served by sufficient and 
reliable transit. 

Implementation Measure 1.8. l: The Board of 
Supervisors has introduced Plaiming Code 
amendments to allow secondary units in new 
buildings that are in close proximity to 
neighborhood commercial districts and public 
transit. 

Implementation Measure 2.4.2: As part of the 
Planning Department's current citywide 
action plan, planning efforts in the eastern 
neighborhoods of the City, where housing 
exists in commercial and industrially zoned 
districts, should address housing retention as 
new policies and zoning are established. 
Mixed use should be encouraged where 
appropriate. 

Alternative C 
2009 Housing Element-Intensified 

2. Requiring development to the full allowable 
building envelope in locations that are directly on 
Transportation Effectiveness Project (TEP) rapid 
trai1sit network lines. 
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Table VII-1 
Comparison of Policies with the Potential for Environmental Impacts 

Alternative A Alternative B 
No Project (1990 Residence Element) 2004 Housing Element-Adjudicated 

In:iplementation Measure 1.1.1: Aggressive Implementation Measure 4.1.4: The City will 
pursuit of development opportunities [on] work to identify underutilized, vacant, and 
underused public sites. Brownfield sites that are publicly or privately 

Implementation Measure 1.1.4: In-fill housing owned and suitable for affordable housing 

on vacant or underused sites. development. The City will work with for 
profit and non-profit housing developers to 
acquire these sites for permanently affordable 
housing. 

Implementation Measure 4.1.6: Permanently 
affordable housing sites will be especially 
sought out in places where transportation and 
existing amenities are in place. 

Policy 12.5: Relate land use controls to the :Pel:iey l:± .6: :Bmf!ley tle~1:il3le laBEl 'l:lse eeffirels 
appropriate scale for new and existing ia i;esiaeffiial E!feas :t:hat eaB reg'l:llate 
residential areas. iHEtflfll:'8flriately sizi;eEl Ele,,•elef!meffi ia ae""' 

aeighaerheeEls, ia Elewffiei,va areas aaEl ia 
ether E!feas thre'l:lgh a Better Neigheerheeas 
ty:13e plafl:fl:iag preeess :while mEH<:imi:Z'iiag 1:he 
e:13:13ert'l:lfl:ity fer heHsiag aear traBsit 

Policies that promote increased density-related development standards 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
Draft EIR 

Alternative C 
2009 Housing Element-Intensified 

3. Giving height and/or density bonuses for 
development that exceeds affordable housing 
requirements in locations that are directly on TEP 
rapid transit network lines. 
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Policy 2.1: Set allowable densities in · 
established residential areas at levels which 
will promote compatibility with prevailing 
neighborhood character. 

Policy 2.2: Encourage higher residential 
density in areas adjacent to downtown, in 
underutilized commercial and industrial areas 
proposed for conversion to housing and in 
neighborhood commercial districts where 
higher density will not have harmful effects, 
especially if the higher density provides a 
significant number of units that are 
permanently affordable to lower income 
households. 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
Draft EIR 

ImFJlemen1:a-tiefl: Measure l: l:. 6. l: : +he Gity will 
eefl:tiHB:e te flremete iHereaseEi resiEieffiial 
EieHsities iH Bfeas well seFreEi -13;• trB:Hsit B:Ha 
Heigfi.\3erheeEi eemFJa-ti.\31e ae>,•eleFJmeffi v.•ith 
the SUflfJSrt B:Ha inFJUt frem leeal 
Heigfl-13 erhe e Eis. 

Policy 1.1: Encourage higher residential 
density in areas adjacent to downtown, in 
underutilized commercial and industrial areas 
proposed for conversion to housing and in 
neighborhood commercial districts where 
higher density will not have harmful effects, 
especially if the higher density provides a 
significant number of units that are affordable 
to lower income households. Set aUev1a.\3le 
Eiensities in esta.\31isheEi resiaeffiial areas a-t 
le¥els 'l'i'hieh will fll:'emete eemFJB:ti.\3ility 'Ntth 
flre'1'ailiHg neigfl-13 effie e El: s eale B:Ha ehBfaeter 
where fuere is neighberheeEi SB:fJFJSrt. 

ImFJlemeffiB:tiefl: Measure l. l: . l: : ,6, Git)'""•'iae 
aeti:efl: FJlB:H EG,6~P1 sl::eulEi flre.,•iEie a 
eemfJrehefl:si:i,ze frame't¥8rk fer the aUeeB:tieH 
ef higher EieHsit;•, mh<eEi use resiEieffiial 
Eie¥eleFJmeffi ifl traHsit rieh Bfeas with sta.\3le 
ureaH amefl:ities ifl FJlaee. ffi these Bfeas, 
SfJeeilie GAP stfa-tegies sheulEi iHelHEie: 
higher Eiefl:sities B:HEi reEiueeEi FJBflEiHg 
reEJ:B:iremeffis ifl Eie'>vffie'n'fl: areas er threugfi a 
Better ±'~eigfl:eerl~eeEis .t)''fle FJlafl:fl:iHg fJreeess; 
fJeEl:estriB:fl: erieffieEi imFJl'8'<'emeffis te eflhaHee 
the B:ttraetP<'eHess B:J::Ei use ef ti'B:J::.git 

March 2011, as amended December 2013 

4. Allowing height and/or density bonus for 100 
percent affordable housing in all areas of the City 
except in RH-1 and RH-2 zones. 
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Implementation Measure 1.1.3: Inclusion of 
housing in Downtown (allowing housing to 
exceed permitted Floor-Area-Ratios [FARs] 
in C-3-G and C-3-S Districts). 

Policy 1.3: Create incentives for the inclusion 
of housing, particularly pennanently 
affordable housing, in new commercial 
development projects. 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
Draft EIR 

Implementation Measure 1.3. l: Bewffie't'i'fl: 
aFeas afl:El aFeas sti:B:i eet te a Better 
Heigbl:lerheeEls tyl'e l'laooifl:g l'reeess "'"ill he 
e~1:J3eeteEl te aeserl:l maj er effiee El:PtEl 
resiElefl:tial Ele:i,'elepmeffis e:;•er the fl:eif:t 
EleeaEle. Pltlfl:fl:ifl:g El:fl:El i'iefl:ifl:g ee Eie ehEl:fl:ges 
sheulEi ifl:elti:Eie floor te area ratio m(eml'tiefl:s. 
These development bonuses would be 
conferred only in cases where in return the 
development will provide major public 
benefits to the community. 

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

tffil3lemeffiatiefl: :f>,<feasttre l. 6 .~: +he Pltlfl:fl:ifl:g 
Be13artmeffi afl:Ei the R:eEie>,,ele13ffiefl:t ,6,gefl:ey 
will flre13ese ifl:ereasifl:g height limits, 
elimifl:atifl:g Eiefl:Sit)' reEJ:ttiremefl:ts tlfl:Ei 
meEiifyifl:g eff street 13ark:ifl:g reEJ:ttiremeffis ifl: 
the '.fi'El:fl:SfJEl:)'tR:ifl:eefl: Hill R:eEle•"ele13ffieffi 
sti:P•'e)' aFeas. +he Mia MaFlEet "t=eEle'•'eloflmeHt 
Stl:P•'e]' El:fea will l:le rei'iefl:ifl:g te ifl:elttEle miiEeEl 
ttse resiElefl:tial aFeas afl:El reElueeEl resiElefl:tial 
13ark:ifl:g reEJ:ttiremefl:ts. 

Peliey l. ':/-: Bfl:eourage El:fl:El SUflfl ort the 
eefl:strnetiefl: e:f EJ:B:S:lity, fl:ew fumil)' hettsirig. 

March 2011, as amended December 2013 
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Policy 1.5: Allow new secondary units in 
areas where their effects can be dealt with and 
there is neighborhood support, especially if 
that housing is made permanently affordable 
to lower income households. 

Policy 7 .3: Grant density bonuses for 
construction of affordable or senior housing. 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
Draft EIR 

lmf3lemematien Meast:lfe l: . ':f.. l:: In fesf3ense te 
the inefeasing ffi:lmBef ef families in Saa 
Ffaaeisee, the Planning gef3aFtment win 
ae>,'etefl 23ening amendments te feEJ:ttife a 
minimttm flereemage ef laFgef famil:y ttnits 
rnnging ffem t't'i'e te :fettf l:leElfeems, in new 
majef FesiElemial FJfejeets. +fie PlaB:Ring 
geflaFl:mem '>Vin alse fJfSfJSSe eliminating 
Elensil:J' feEJ:ttifements within f3ermiHeEl 
Bttilaing en'f'elef3eS in ae:wffiS'INfl: afeas ana 
aFeas sttej eet te a Bettef ±>teigfil:lerfieeas l:J'fle 
f3lanning fJfOeess te mB:Jdmine family ttnits 
eenstn:1etea. 

Policy 1.8: Allow new secondary units in 
areas where their effects can be dealt with and 
there is neighborhood support, especially if 
that housing is made permanently affordable 
to lower income households. 

Implementation Measure 1.8.1: The Board of 
Supervisors has introduced Planning Code 
amendments to allow secondary units in new 
buildings that are in close proximity to 
neighborhood commercial districts and public 
transit. 

Implementation Measure 1. 8 .3: On-going 
planning will propose Planning Code 
amendments to encourage secondary units 
where appropriate. 

Policy 4.4: Consider granting density bonuses 
ana flaFldng feEJ:ttifemem mr.emFJtiens for the 
construction of affordable housing or senior 
housing. 

March 2011, as amended December 2013 
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Policy 2.3: Allow flexibility in the number 
and size of units within permitted volumes of 
larger multi unit structures, especially ifthe 
flexibility results in creation of a significant 
number of dwelling units that are permanently 
affordable to lower income households. 

Policy 12.5 Relate land use controls to the 
appropriate scale for new and existing 
residential areas. 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
Draft EIR 

Implementation Measure 4.4.1: The Planning 
Department will look at establishing uniform 
density bonus standards and equal 
requirements for affordable and senior 
housing development. Until then, affordable 
and senior housing will continue to be granted 
density bonuses and reduced parking 
requirements on a case-by-case basis. 

Policy 4.5: Allow greater flexibility in the 
number and size of units within established 
building envelopes, potentially increasing the 
number of affordable units in multi-family 
structures. 

Psliey H .6: Empls:i' :fl:e1Eiele laE:El 1:1se esffif8!s 
ifl resiEleffiial B:feas that eaE: regttlate 
iE:apprepria:tely si75ea Ele:i,•elepmeflt ifl flew 
E:eigheerhesEls, ifl: as,,1.•ffis'l•'H areas, afl:El ifl: 
other areas tffiottgh a Better ±>teigheorhssEls 
t:i•pe plaflfliflg preeess while ma1Eimiz;iflg the 
s1313 sftttflit'.l' fer hettsifl:g E:eB:f trEtE:sit 

Implemeffiatiofl: Measttre l l. 6. l: '.fhe Gi=i)' will 
esE:tifl:tte ts premste ifl:ereaseEl resiaeE:tial 
EieRsities iR areas •,:i,teU sep,•ea BJ'' trnRsit aaa 
E::eigheerhesa eompa:tiele Ele'o'elspmeffi with 
the SHflflSi't aaa iE:pttt frsm loeal 
E::eigheorhooEls. 

Pe lie;,• l l . 1-: JNfiere there is E:eighll orhooa 
SHflflOl:'t, reElttee ohemo>,•e miHimttm par!Eiflg 
reEJ:Hi:remeffis fer hsttsiag, ifl:ereasiag the 
amottflt of lot area availaele fer hottsiflg 1:mits. 

March 2011, as amended December 2013 

1. Allowing for limited expansion of allowable 
building envelope for developments meeting the 
City's affordable housing requirement on site 
with units of two or more bedrooms. 
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Im13lementatien Measme· l: l:. +. l: : +he 
Planning 9e13aftment vriU werk te fed'..:ee 
flEH"king in elder neighl3erl-1eeds tfi:reHgh a 
Better ±>Jeighl3erheeds ty13e 13lanning 13reeess 
with the SHJ3J3ert a-n:d i1113Ht frem leeal 
B:eigfl:Berheeds. 

PeHe:i' l: l: . 8: StfeB:gl;y' eneeHrage 13rej eet 
SfleB:sers te talEe full ad•ra-B:tage ef aUe'1¥aBle 
BHilding densities in their fieHsing 
devele13ments while l'emaining eensistent with 
neighaerheed eha-raeter. 

Policy 2.1: Set allowable densities in Peliey l: l: .9: Set a-llewa-ale densities and 
established residential areas at levels which 13a-rking standards in residential B:feas at le•o'els 
will promote compatibility with prevailing that 13remete the Git;,''s e•,'ernH heHsing 
neighborhood character. ebj eefrres while res13eeting neiglworheed 

seale and eha-raeter. 
1 The intent of this list is to list all policies of Housing Element Alternatives A, B, and C with the potential to have physical impacts on the environment. Any 

2 
policies not listed here that also may have physical impacts on the environment are likely to have substantially the same impacts as the policies included herein. 
The Housing Elements contain additional themes beyond what is presented in this table. However, those themes, which include (but are not limited to) 
Homelessness, Housing Condition, Seismic Safety, and Displacement, do not have associated policies that would result in potential environmental impacts. 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
DraftEIR 
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will promote compatibility with prevailing neighborhood character) also promote residential development 
that generally would harmonize with existing density patterns. 

2004 Housing Element Comparison 

In contrast, the 2004 Housing Element promotes housing in commercial and industrial areas, 
neighborhood commercial districts, housing near the Downtown (Policy 1.1 ), along transit corridors 

(Implementation Measure 1.6.1), and on underutilized, vacant, surplus lands and on Brownfield sites 

(Implementation Measure 4.1.4 ). Such policies that direct growth to these areas of the City could promote 

housing within areas predominantly characterized by non-residential uses (especially commercial and 

industrial areas). The 2004 Housing Element also promotes increased density by reducing or eliminating 

minimum density restrictions (Implementation Measure 1.3.1), eliminating density requirements 

(Implementation Measure 1.7.1), reducing parking requirements (Policy 11.7), (which can reduce the 

amount of space per parcel devoted to parking and increase the amount of space available for housing 

units); and support for secondary units (which could increase the number of second housing units in San 

Francisco) (Policy 1.8) and flexible land use controls (Policy 11.6). The anticipated increase in the density 

of residential housing under the 2004 Housing Element is detailed under Impact LU-2 in Section VB, 

Land Use and Land Use Planning. Together or individually, these housing policies could introduce 

higher density development in certain areas of the City. However, because the adoption of the 2004 

Housing Element does not include any changes to allowable land uses or building heights and bulk - and 

new residential projects would continue to be constrained by these existing controls - total development 

potential under the 2004 Housing Element would not be substantially greater than that under the 1990 

Residence Element policies. Rather, 2004 Housing Element policies would support and encourage · 
development concentrated in certain areas, rather than distributed throughout the City pursuant to the 

1990 Residence Element policies. 

2009 Housing Element Comparison 

Compared to Alternative A, the 2009 Housing Element promotes housing near transit (Policy 13.1) and 

other infrastructure (Policy 4.6), and in proximity to neighborhood services, such as open space and child 

care (Policy 12.2). The 2009 Housing Element also promotes housing on underused, vacant and surplus 

lands, and housing within mixed-use neighborhoods and within mixed use developments (Policy 1.8). 

The 2009 Housing Element generally promotes increased residential density in areas where there has been 

a community planning process (Policy 1.4), encouragement of affordable housing (e.g., Policy 1.3 and 

Policy 7 .5), and through strategies designed to reduce the amount of space required for non-housing 

functions (e.g., reduced parking area via Implementation Measure 12). Citywide the 2009 Housing 

Element does not, overall, promote increased residential densities more so than the 1990 Residence 

Element policies. The 2009 Housing Element promotes increased densities mostly as a strategy to be 

pursued during community planning processes and near transit. The anticipated changes to residential 

development patterns resulting from the 2009 Housing Element are further detailed under Impact LU-2 in 

Section VB, Land Use and Land Use Planning. 

In sum, for purposes of this EIR alternatives analysis, it is assumed that new housing development under 

Alternative A would generally result in patterns of residential development that are relatively dispersed 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
Draft EIR 
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throughout the City, consistent with existing land use and density patterns, particularly as compared to the 

2004 Housing Element or the 2009 Housing Element. 

Alternative B: 2004 Housing Element-Adjudicated 

New residential development patterns under Alternative B would generally be similar to those under the 

2004 Housing Element. As listed in Table VII-1, Alternative B policies and implementation measures that 

mirror the 2004 Housing Element would similarly encourage new housing Downtown, in underutilized 

commercial and industrial areas, in all new commercial or institutional projects, near major transit lines, 

and through community planning efforts. Additionally, both the 2004 Housing Element and Alternative B 

would encourage increased housing in neighborhood commercial districts and mixed-use districts near 

Downtown. 

2004 Housing Element Comparison 

Due to the various policies and implementation measures included in the 2004 Housing Element but 

eliminated under Alternative B, density would not increase to the same extent under this Alternative. As 

shown in Table VII-1, Policies and Implementation Measures eliminated from Alternative B include 

Implementation Measure 1.1.1 (provide a framework for higher density development), Implementation 

Measure 1.3 .1 (changes to floor to area ratio exemptions), Implementation Measure 1.6.2 (increasing 

height limits, reduced parking requirements), Policy 11.6 and Implementation Measure 11.6. l (promote 

housing density near transit), and Policy 11.7 and Implementation Measure 11.7.1 (reduce minimum 

parking requirements). As a result, residential density could increase under Alternative B compared to 

existing densities, but potentially less so than under the 2004 Housing Element. However, the reduction in 

density is expected to affect the density of individual buildings rather than the number of buildings 

constructed. In other words, under both the 2004 Housing Element and Alternative B, similar numbers of 

buildings are likely to be constructed; however, policies in the 2004 Housing Element would encourage 

each building to include more units. 

2009 Housing Element Comparison 

Similar to the 2009 Housing Element, Alternative B policies and implementation strategies listed in Table 

VII-1 would encourage housing integrated into all new commercial or institutional projects (Policy 1.6), 

near major transit lines (Implementation Measure 1.6.4), and through community planning efforts 

(Implementation Measure 1.3 .2). However, Alternative B would not increase density to the same extent as 

the 2009 Housing Element, due to the elimination of policies 1.2, 11.6, and 11. 7 and implementation 

measures 1.1.1, 1.3.1, 1.6.2., and 11.1.1 (Table VII-1 and VII-2), and due to the inclusion of density­

promoting policies included in the 2009 Housing Element (see Table IV-8 Policies 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 7.5, and 

11.4). Thus, the overall effect of Alternative B, as compared to the 2009 Housing Element, is housing 

development that could be relatively less dense because housing would not be encouraged in new 

commercial and institutional projects, near major transit lines, or in community plans. 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
Draft EIR 

VII Alternatives (revised) 
Page VII-18 



City and County of San Francisco March 2011, as amended December 2013 

In sum, for purposes of this EIR's alternatives analysis, it is assumed that new housing development 

under Alternative B would be encouraged Downtown, in underutilized commercial and industrial areas, in 

all new commercial or institutional projects, near major transit lines, and through community planning 

efforts. Additionally, Alternative B would encourage increased housing in neighborhood commercial 

districts and mixed-use districts near Downtown, but to a lesser degree than the 2004 or 2009 Housing 
Element. 

Alternative C: 2009 Housing Element-Intensified 

New housing development under Alternative C would be similar to that which would occur under the 
2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element. However, the intensified development concepts 1 

through 5 provided under Alternative C would promote increased density and building mass to a greater 

extent than the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. Total new housing units would remain within ABAG 

projections. 

Alternative C development concept 1 would promote intensified site development that meets specified 

. affordable housing requirements. Alternative C concepts 2 and 3 specifically direct growth along transit 

lines, while concepts 4 and 5 direct growth more generally throughout the City. Similar to the 2004 

Housing Element, polices provided under Alternative C would encourage housing on public lands and in 

secondary units, and would promote housing opportunities that would avoid displacement of existing or 

affordable housing 

Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative C's intensified development concepts would 

direct growth to specified areas of the City to a greater degree than the 1990 Residence Element. 

However, the development concepts under Alternative C would also more aggressively encourage 

increased residential development along transit lines (concepts 2, 3, and 5) and generally throughout the 

City (concepts 1, 4, and 5) compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. 

In sum, for purposes of this EIR's alternative analysis, it is assumed that new housing development under 

Alternative C would locate in the same areas as under the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements (e.g., along 

transit lines) and that any new development would likely include taller residential buildings, which can 

accommodate higher densities of residential uses. 

Alternative A: No Project 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6( e )(3)(A) provides that "when t~e project is the revision of an existing 

land use or regulatory plan, policy or ongoing operation, the 'no project' alternative will be the 

continuation of the existing plan, policy or operation into the future." Under Alternative A: No Project, 

the 1990 Residence Element policies would remain in effect and the proposed 2004 Housing Element and 

2009 Housing Element policies would not be implemented. Housing development in the City would 

continue as encouraged under the policies in the 1990 Residence Element. This analysis will allow the 

decision-makers to compare the impacts of approving one of the updated Housing Elements with the 

impacts of not approving either, while still meeting the goals of the most recent RHNA. 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
Draft EIR 
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The No Project Alternative (Alternative A) assumes that the City would comply with state housing 

element law, which mandates the inclusion of an updated housing element in the City's General Plan. 

Thus, the No Project Alternative includes the objectives and policies contained in the 1990 Residence 

Element coupled with the most recently identified RHNA allocation and an updated Data and Needs 

Analysis. 

Land Use 

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element, Alternative A would not include any 

extensions of roadways or other development features through a currently developed area that could 

physically divide an established community. Areas for future housing development would occur primarily 

as infill development on individual underutilized or vacant parcels, and most future housing development 

would take place in established neighborhoods, with the exception of recently rezoned plan areas where 

such rezoning has substantially increased development capacity (e.g., Bayview/Hunters Point 

Redevelopment Project and Treasure Island). Promoting housing in recently rezoned Plan Areas would 

likely encourage build out of those areas, as anticipated under those plans. With respect to impacts from 

the division of a community, the policies in Alternative A would be similar to the policies in the 2004 

Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element, which encourage additional residential growth in 

established areas, subject to established land use plans. As with the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, 

under Alternative A there would be no impact on land use from physically dividing an established 

community. 

2004 Housing Element Comparison 

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element, new development under Alternative A would be subject to the 

controls in existing Area Plans and Redevelopment Plans, and would serve to complement - and not 

conflict with - the policies and land uses in an Area Plan or Redevelopment Plan. Additionally, the 

policies in Alternative A would not conflict with any regional land use policies, the Regional 

Transportation Plan, or prevailing local plans, including San Francisco Bay Conservation and 

Development Commission (BCDC) policies, San Francisco planning policies (General Plan, Countywide 

Transportation Plan, Municipal Transportation Agency [MTA] Strategic Plan, Bicycle Plan, and Urban 

Forest Plan) for reasons substantially similar to those discussed in this EIR under Impact LU-1 in Section 

VB, Land Use and Land Use Planning. 

The 2004 Housing Element encourages new housing in Downtown, in underutilized commercial and 

industrial areas, and increased housing in neighborhood commercial districts and mixed-use districts near 

Downtown. As detailed in Impact LU-2 in Section VB, Land Use and Land Use Planning, the 2004 

Housing Element could affect neighborhood character by incrementally increasing allowable residential 

densities, and through policies that encourage residential development in areas of the City that have been 

historically non-residential, thus increasing the potential for land use conflicts. Alternative A does not 

include the same policies of the 2004 Housing Element, and would not increase residential densities to the 

same extent or identify particular locations that would provide housing opportunities. Instead, Alternative 

A promotes housing opportunities more generally throughout the entire City and not specifically to a 
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given location, and does not include policies that encourage residential development where housing is not 

the predominant existing land use. Because development would continue to be introduced similar to 

historic patterns under Alternative A, the potential for land use conflicts would be less than under the 

2004 Housing Element. Therefore, Alternative A could result in incrementally fewer potential land use 

impacts than the 2004 Housing Element. However, similar to the 2004 Housing Element, overall impacts 

related to land use would be less than significant. 

2009 Housing Element Comparison 

Similar to new development under the 2009 Housing Element, new development under Alternative A 

would be subject to the controls in existing Area Plans and Redevelopment Plans and would not 

substantially conflict with the existing policies and land uses in current Area Plans or Redevelopment 

Plans. Additionally, Alternative A would not conflict with any regional land use policies, the Regional 

Transportation Plan, or prevailing local plans, including BCDC policies, San Francisco planning policies 

(General Plan, Countywide Transportation Plan, MTA Strategic Plan, Bicycle Plan, and Urban Forest 

Plan) for reasons substantially similar to those discussed under Impact LU-1 in Section VB, Land Use 

and Land Use Planning. 

As detailed in the discussion of neighborhood character under Impact LU-2 in Section VB, Land Use and 

Land Use Planning, the 2009 Housing Element encourages housing integrated into all new commercial or 

institutional projects, near major transit lines, and through community planning efforts. This 

encouragement for housing development, which could result in some land use conflicts, could occur to a 

greater extent under Alternative A than under the 2009 Housing Element because Alternative A 

encourages housing throughout the City (and not just along transit lines or in new commercial or 

institutional projects) and according to historical patterns. Thus, compared to the 2009 Housing Element, 

Alternative A could incrementally increase the likelihood of potential land use conflicts due to the 

encouragement of housing in more locations (and potentially in locations where land use conflicts might 

result). Therefore, impacts related to land use conflicts could be incrementally greater under Alternative A 

than the 2009 Housing Element. However, as discussed on page V.B-59, any new residential development 

would be required to be developed in accordance with the City's Residential Design Guidelines, the 

Urban Design Element of the General Plan and Chapter 35 of the City's Administrative Code, which 

further reduces the potential for incompatibility of uses to result in significant land use impacts. 

Therefore, similar to the 2009 Housing Element, impacts related to land use under Alternative A would be 

less than significant. 

Aesthetics 

2004 Housing Element Comparison 

As noted in the prior discussion of Development Assumptions by Alternative, Alternative A promotes 

increased density to a lesser extent than the 2004 Housing Element because the 2004 Housing Element 

contains more aggressive strategies to promote density. As a result, Alternative A could result in smaller 

buildings overall. If fewer numbers of taller residential buildings are constructed, Alternative A would 
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result in incrementally fewer potential impacts to scenic vistas, visual resources, and visual· character 

compared to the 2004 Housing Element (refer to Impacts AE-1, AE-2, and AE-3 in Section VC 

Aesthetics). Both Alternative A and the 2004 Housing Element promote development on surplus vacant 

lands to a similar degree. However, under Alternative A, it is anticipated that fewer new, high density 

buildings would be constructed than under the 2004 Housing Element because Alternative A does not as 

aggressively promote full build out of the allowable building envelope. Because new taller, high density 

buildings tend to have more sources of light at higher elevations, thereby increasing the visibility of that 

light, and larger expanses of glass compared to typical residential uses, Alternative A could result in less 

additional light and glare from new residential sources than the 2004 Housing Element (refer to Impact 

AE-4 in Section VC Aesthetics). Therefore, the impact on aesthetics from new development under 

Alternative A would be less than significant, and incrementally less than the potential impacts under the 

2004 Housing Element. 

2009 Housing Element Comparison 

As noted previously in the discussion of Development Assumptions by Alternative, Alternative A 

promotes increased growth more generally throughout the entire City than the 2009 Housing Element, 

which promotes increased density only for affordable housing projects and through community planning 

projects. Therefore, compared to the 2009 Housing Element, Alternative A could result in more 

developments built to the maximum building heights more generally citywide, potentially increasing the 

height and number of new developments that affect a scenic vista (Impact l}E-1 Section V C. Aesthetics). 

In addition, impacts to scenic resources could be incrementally greater under Alternative A than under the 

2009 Housing Element (Impact AE-2 in Section VC Aesthetics). Alternative A includes policies and 

guidelines for development that are intended to preserve neighborhood character and protect existing 

visual character, resulting in impacts similar to the 2009 Housing Element (Impact AE-3 in Section VC 

Aesthetics). Under Alternative A, new housing units constructed throughout the City to the maximum 

building envelope could result in an incremental increase in the likelihood of light and glare impacts from 

new sources compared to the 2009 Housing Element (refer to Impact AE-4 in Section VC Aesthetics). 

Overall, the aesthetic impacts of Alternative A would increase slightly compared to the impacts of the 

2009 Housing Element. It should be noted, however, that significant impacts to visual resources are rare 

for urban infill projects, as it is unusual for them to have the potential to result in substantial adverse 

effects under CEQA's significance criteria. Furthermore, because new development would be required to 

comply with the Urban Design Element of the General Plan, intended to accommodate new development 

within allowable height and bulk without adversely affecting identified scenic vistas, and because new 

development would be required to comply with Planning Code Section 311, the Residential Design 

Guidelines, and City Resolution 9212, aesthetic impacts of Alternative A would remain less than 

significant. 

Population and Housing 

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element, residential development in the City 

would occur regardless of the policies contained in Alternative A or the proposed 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements (see discussion of population growth under Impact PH-1 in Section VD. Population and 
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Housing). Additionally, under existing zoning, the City has available capacity to meet the total number of 

units identified in the RHNA3
. Thus, similar to the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element, 

development under policies contained in Alternative A would not trigger the need for roadway expansions 

or result in the extension of infrastructure into previously unserved areas, which could in tum induce 

substantial population growth, for the same reasons discussed under Impact PH- I in Section VD 

Population and Housing. Also similar to the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element, the 

policies under Alternative A would not cause a substantial change in the workers-to-household ratio that 

would occur between 2005 and 2025, and there would be no impact to the City's jobs/housing balance 

(Impact PH-1). 

2004 Housing Element Comparison 

As discussed above under Development Assumptions by Alternative, similar to the 2004 Housing 

Element, Alternative A encourages new housing in Downtown, in underutilized commercial and 

industrial areas, and increased amounts of housing in neighborhood commercial districts and mixed-use 

districts near Downtown. However, as noted previously, Alternative A encourages increased density to a 

lesser extent than the 2004 Housing Element. 

Alternative A would not result in substantial impacts related to the displacement of existing housing or 

creating demand for housing (Impact PH-2), or substantial impacts related to displacement of people 

(Impact PH-3), for similar reasons provided in Section VD. Population and Housing under the impact 

analysis of these issues for the 2004 Housing Element. As noted in that section, similar to the 2004 

Housing Element, compliance with existing Planning and Building Code requirements would minimize 

the potential to displace housing or people. Further, because the Housing Element does not cause housing 

growth, no additional demand for housing would occur as a result of Alternative A. Overall, similar to the 

2004 Housing Element, impacts related to population and housing under Alternative A would be less 

than significant. 

2009 Housing Element Comparison 

As discussed previously, the 2009 Housing Element encourages housing integrated into all new 

commercial or institutional projects, near major transit lines, and through community planning efforts. In 

contrast, Alternative A would promote increased housing on a broader, citywide scale to a greater extent 

because the policies of the 2009 Housing Element promote housing at limited locations in the City 

Alternative A would not result in substantial impacts related to the displacement of existing housing or 

creating demand for housing (Impact PH-2), or substantial impacts related to displacement of people 

(Impact PH-3), for similar reasons provided in Section VD. Population and Housing under the impact 

analysis of these issues for the 2009 Housing Element. As noted in that section, similar to the 2009 

Housing Element, compliance with existing Planning and Building Code requirements would minimize 

the potential to displace housing or people. Further, because the Housing Element does not cause housing 

3 City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department, Draft. Housing Element, Part I: Data and Needs 
Analysis, April 2009, at page 82. 
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growth, no additional demand for housing would occur as a result of adopting Alternative A. Overall, 

similar to the 2009 Housing Element, impacts related to population and housing under Alternative A 

would be less than significant. 

Cultural Resources 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative A could result in a substantial adverse 

change to a historical resource by encouraging housing which results in inappropriate alterations and/or 

additions, inappropriate new construction, and demolition by neglect. That is, Alternative A could result 

in residential development that includes inappropriate alterations or additions to existing housing, or new 

construction that detracts from the historical or cultural significance of an existing building or area. In 

addition to impacts on individual properties, cumulative impacts could arise in certain areas over the 

course of time thereby diminishing the historic significance of the area. 

Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, under Alternative A new construction, alterations, and 

demolitions would be required to undergo environmental review to determine if there are any impacts to 

historic resources which require mitigation or consideration of alternatives. In addition, the City has well­

established review criteria and procedures to evaluate impacts to historic resources at the project level. 

For this and other similar reasons detailed under Impact CP-1 in Section VE. Cultural and 

Paleontological Resources, Alternative A would not permit any new development or exempt any future 

projects from review for impacts to historic resources. 

However, the policies in Alternative A reflect the historic preservation context of two decades ago, prior 

to substantial changes in both the City's approach to historic preservation and the requirements for review 

of historical resource impacts under CEQA. The Data and Needs Analysis supporting the 1990 Housing 

Element considered sites occupied by vacant, abandoned, and underutilized buildings as potential sites for 

residential development. 4 Many of these buildings are now considered potential historical resources under 

CEQA, and as a result the Data and Needs Analysis for the 2004 Housing Element specifically excluded 

properties with any substantial development from its identification of potential housing opportunity sites: 

"The Planning Department limited its assessment of potentially developable land to such sites with little 

or no lot improvements" (2004 Housing Element, p. 90). The conclusion that the policies in the 1990 

Housing Element were adequate to accomplish the City's RHNA goals reflected the assumption that 

historical resources could represent housing opportunity sites. Therefore, if the 1990 Housing Element 

policies were in place, the City would either have a decreased ability to meet the RHNA, or there would 

be greater risk to historical resources if in fact development of these sites were pursued rather than the 

more targeted sites identified to support the 2004 or 2009 Housing Element documents. 

4 The 1990 Housing Element includes "Soft Sites" in its definition of "Housing Opportunity Sites. " "Soft Sites" are 
defined as sites which include older vacant buildings, unsafe buildings, and buildings and uses which 
underutilize the site. 
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Because Alternative A does not contain policies that identify and protect historic resources to the same 

degree as either the 2004 or 2009 Housing Element, Alternative A could result in an incremental increase 

in historic resource impacts. While the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements and Alternative A would protect 

landmark buildings and other historical resources to a similar degree, the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements take a substantially more aggressive approach toward protecting historical resources by 

identifying them tlrrough comprehensive survey work and updating the City's Preservation Element (see 

2004 Housing Element Policy 3.6 and corresponding Implementation Measures and 2009 Housing 
Element Policies 11.6 and Implementation Measures 81, 82, and 83). Section 15064.5 of the CEQA 

Guidelines specifies that any project that causes a substantial adverse change to a historical resource (e.g. 

through demolition or inappropriate addition) is a project that has a significant impact; therefore, if 

Alternative A incrementally increases the potential for development that is incompatible with surrounding 

historic buildings due to the absence of policies that identify and protect historic resources, such 

development could result in a significant impact on the environment. While the City's review procedures 

for historic resources would continue to act as a disincentive for such proposals, they do not prohibit 

changes that could result in impacts and any increase in the potential for impacts to a historic resource at a 

programmatic level would be significant under CEQA. Therefore, Alternative A could result in greater 

impacts on historic resources than the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element. 

For reasons similar to those provided under Impact CP-2 and CP-3 in Section VE. Cultural and 

Paleontological Resources addressing the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, development under 

Alternative A could result in a substantial adverse change to an archeological or paleontological resource. 

That is, impacts to archeological and paleontological resources could result due to the increase in density 

of development, which would result in incrementally heavier buildings with a greater potential to require 

deep foundations or soil improvements, by causing soils disturbance, or by directing housing to areas with 

a potential for archeological or paleontological deposits near the surface. As discussed under Impact CP-2 

for both the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, the City's established review procedures ensure that any 

potential to affect archeological resources at the project-level can be addressed and reduced to a less-than 

significant level. Such procedures would also be applicable under Alternative A. Similarly, potential 

impacts of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements on paleontological resources discussed under Impact 

CP-3 would be subject to existing regulations, including the National Historic Preservation Act, and 

would also apply under Alternative A. Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, 

impacts of Alternative A on archeological and paleontological resources would be less than significant. 

Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative A would have the potential to disturb human 

remains. As discussed under Impact CP-4 in Section VE. Cultural and Paleontological Resources, 

existing regulations, including Sections 7050.5, 7051, and 7054 of the California Health and Safety Code 

and Public Resource Code Section 5097.8 would address such impacts. Such regulations would also 

apply to new buildings development under Alternative A. Thus, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements, this impact would be less than significant under Alternative A. 
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Overall, due to the fact that potential impacts to historic buildings could be somewhat greater than under 

Alternative A than under the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements because Alternative A does not emphasize 

and prioritize the identification of the City's historic resources, there is a greater potential for such 

resources to be indirectly affected by, for example, development of housing that is not compatible with a 

surrounding historic district. Therefore, under Alternative A, impacts to cultural resources would be 

potentially significant. 

Transportation and Circulation 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

Growth in Certain Areas 

Alternative A (the 1990 Residence Element) contains Policy 2.2, which encourages higher residential 

density in areas adjacent to Downtown, in underutilized commercial and industrial areas, and in 

neighborhood commercial districts. Although the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements contain similar 

policies directing higher densities to these general areas, increases in density under Alternative A would 

be less than increases encouraged by the policies in the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, as discussed 

above under the Development Assumptions by Alternative. It is therefore anticipated that under 

Alternative A, less future housing growth would occur in proximity to these job cores, services and/or 

along transit lines. As discussed in the analysis of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact 

TR-1 in Section VF. Transportation and Circulation, policies that promote housing development close to 

jobs and services and/or along transit lines are intended to reduce citywide vehicle trips by promoting the 

ability to use alternative modes of transportation, including transit, bicycling and walking. Thus, without 

these policies that encourage housing near jobs and transit, it is more likely that the 37 intersections 

anticipated to operate at unacceptable levels of service under future 2025 Cumulative Conditions (refer to 

Table V.F-1 in Section VF. Transportation and Circulation) would continue to operate unacceptably. 

Policies in Alternative A would not encourage a mode shift to transit or alternative transportation options 

as strongly as either the 2004 or 2009 Housing Element. This is because Alternative A does not include 

policies provided in the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements that promote housing development in areas 

along transit lines or on transit streets. Thus, unlike the proposed 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, 

Alternative A would not increase the likelihood of exceeding Muni's capacity utilization standard of 85 

percent. Therefore, Alternative A is expected to have a less than significant impact on the transit system 

under 2025 Cumulative Conditions, and would avoid the significant and unavoidable transit impact 
anticipated to occur from the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. 

Parking Requirements 

Alternative A does not contain any policies intended to reduce parking requirements or reduce the need 

for residential parking by explicitly promoting housing near transit. Parking-related policies are included 

in the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements because reduced parking in residential projects reduces the 

construction cost and, in turn, the price of individual units, and can provide more space in buildings for 
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residential or commercial uses. As discussed in the Transportation Impact Study (TIS), a reduced parking 
requirement is also a transportation strategy designed to shift modes of transportation to transit, bicycling 

or walking. It is therefore anticipated that maintaining the current parking provisions would increase the 

number of vehicle trips citywide above those levels anticipated under the 2004 and 2009 Housing 
Elements, but not in excess of those anticipated under future 2025 Cumulative Conditions. Therefore, it is 

more likely that the 37 intersections anticipated to operate at unacceptable levels of service under future 

2025 Cumulative Conditions would continue to operate unacceptably under Alternative A, though similar 

to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements the impact to these intersections would be less than significant. 

Residential Densitv Provisions 

As noted previously, the 2004 Housing Element includes policies that aim to increase residential density 

to a greater degree than Alternative A. As discussed above under Development Assumptions by 

Alternative, compared with the 2009 Housing Element, Alternative A promotes increased density on a 

broader, citywide scale. While the 2009 Housing Element contains policies that would increase residential 
density, it does so through more limited means (for affordable housing and through community planning 

processes) than the 2004 Housing Element. As discussed in the TIS, increased residential density is 

correlated with reduced auto ownership and reduced VMT, resulting in overall beneficial impacts to the 

City transportation network. Therefore, the 2004 Housing Element would provide more beneficial 

impacts to the City transportation network by promoting greater increased density compared to 

Alternative A. In contrast, increased housing densities associated with Alternative A and the 2009 

Housing Element would overall provide roughly similar benefits to the transportation network by 

reducing auto· ownership rates and associated vehicle trips. Similar to both the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements, Alternative A would not be anticipated to affect the City's future roadway network under 2025 

Cumulative conditions because it would not generate any new trips not already projected under 
cumulative conditions. 

Conclusion 

As discussed above, Alternative A can be expected to result in an overall increase in citywide vehicle 

trips as compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements because the location and density of new 

housing development under Alternative A does not encourage the use of alternative transportation to the 

same degree as the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. However, the effects of future development on the 

roadway network under Alternative A would not be expected to exceed projected 2025 Cumulative 

Conditions because Alternative A does not propose any new residential development and therefore would 

not directly generate any new person trips. 

Additionally, Alternative A is not anticipated to affect projected 2025 Cumulative transit conditions (i.e., 

Muni ridership rates) and therefore would not have a significant impact on the City transit system because 

unlike the 2004 or 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative A does not encourage new housing near transit 

and does not reduce residential parking requirements that could result in an increased use of alternative 

transportation modes. Therefore, Alternative A would have a less than significant transit impact and 

would thus avoid the significant unavoidable transit impact anticipated under the 2004 and 2009 Housing 
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Elements (refer to Impact TR-1 in Section VF Transportation and Circulation). However, similar to the 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative A would have no impact on citywide pedestrian or bicycle 

facilities, loading areas, emergency vehicle access, or impacts from construction for the same reasons as 

discussed in the analysis of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact TR-1 in Section VF 

Transportation and Circulation. 

Noise 

Similar to the conditions under the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element, the City is neither 

within an airport land use plan area, nor within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, nor 

within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, Alternative A would have no impact with respect to 

airport noise. 

2004 Housing Element Comparison 

Alternative A promotes density to a lesser degree than the 2004 Housing Element. While the overall 

amount of new housing units constructed would be similar, the reduced density under Alternative A could 

result in less intensive noise-generating activity during construction due to the smaller scale of individual 

housing projects. Similar to the 2004 Housing Element, Alternative A would not result in an increase in 

the number of projects involving demolition, which would create demolition-related noise; both 

Alternative A and the 2004 Housing Element similarly recognize the need for the retention and 

maintenance of existing housing. Therefore, for reasons similar to the analysis of the 2004 Housing 

Element provided under Impact N0-1 in Section VG. Noise (e.g. compliance with the City's noise 

ordinance), while the temporary noise impact from new housing construction under Alternative A could 

be incrementally less than under the 2004 Housing Element, the impact would remain less than 

significant. Likewise, construction impacts related to the generation of excessive groundborne vibration 

or groundborne noise from construction activities would be less than significant under Alternative A, for 
reasons similar to those provided under Impact N0-2 in Section VG. Noise for the 2004 Housing 

Element. 

Both Alternative A and the 2004 Housing Element include policies that direct growth to certain areas of 

the City and policies that promote increased density. However, Alternative A promotes increased density ·· 

and housing in non-residential areas to a lesser extent than the 2004 Housing Element. Regardless, 

impacts related to a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels would be less than significant 

under Alternative A for reasons similar to those provided in the analysis of the 2004 Housing Element 

under Impact N0-3 in Section VG Noise. Namely, all new residential development that includes noise 

generating sources (e.g., HVAC equipment) would be subject to compliance with Article 29 of the San 

Francisco Police Code, effectively limiting the amount of noise that could be generated at a property line 

by noise sources, resulting in a less than significant impact. 

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element, Alternative A promotes housing construction on in-fill sites in 

industrial and commercial areas. As assessed under Impact N0-4 in Section VG. Noise, locating housing 

in such areas would result in a similar potential under Alternative A for exposing residents to higher noise 
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levels associated with these types of non-residential uses; therefore, this impact under Alternative A 

would be similar to the 2004 Housing Element. However, overall noise impacts under Alternative A 
could be incrementally less because Alternative A does not as aggressively promote increased density 

resulting in a reduced number of people exposed to non-residential noise sources. Regardless, as with the 

2004 Housing Element, compliance with Title 24 under Alternative A may not mitigate exterior noise on 

private open space and/or other site-specific conditions may warrant acoustical monitoring and analysis 

beyond that required for Title 24 compliance. Therefore, as with the 2004 Housing Element, Alternative 

A, would result in a significant impact with respect to exposing noise sensitive receptors to noise levels in 

excess of established standards. Compliance with Mitigation Measure M-N0-1 would reduce Alternative 

A's impact on noise sensitive receptors to less than significant with mitigation, similar to the 2004 

Housing Element. 

Overall, the noise impacts under Alternative A could be incrementally less than noise impacts under the 

2004 Housing Element, but these impacts would remain less than significant with mitigation for 

Alternative A. 

2009 Housing Element Comparison 

Relative to the 2009 Housing Element, Alternative A promotes increased density on a broader, citywide, 
scale. By both directing growth to certain areas of the City and promoting increased density standards, the 

2009 Housing Element would consolidate new construction within those areas and could incrementally 

increase average construction duration (i.e., by increasing the number of units per building), thereby 

resulting in a relatively greater temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels compared to 

Alternative A. Similar to the 2009 Housing Element, Alternative A would not result in an increase in 

demolition, which would create demolition-related noise; policies of both Alternative A and 2009 

Housing Element similarly recognize the need for the retention and maintenance of e~isting housing. 
Therefore, for reasons similar to the analysis of the 2009 Housing Element provided under Impact N0-1 

Section VG. Noise (e.g. compliance with the City's noise ordinance), while the temporary noise impact 

from new housing construction under Alternative A could be incrementally less than under the 2009 

Housing Element, the impact would remain less than significant. 

Because the policies of both the 2009 Housing Element and Alternative A serve to limit demolition of 

housing, construction impacts related to the generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 

groundborne noise from demolition would be less than significant under Alternative A, for reasons 

similar to those provided under Impact N0-2 in Section VG. Noise. Further, since Alternative A would 

not as aggressively promote housing near transit infrastructure that could expose people to excessive 

groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels, this impact would be less under Alternative A than 

under the 2009 Housing Element (see Impact N0-2), but would remain less than significant. 

As discussed under Impact N0-3 regarding a substantial permanent increase in noise, new residential 

developments typically do not generate noise levels in excess of established standards. However, new 

stationary sources, such as HV AC equipment, as well as new vehicle trips could incrementally increase 

noise levels. Noise generated by stationary sources is regulated by Title 29 of the Police Code. The 
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primary difference between the 2009 Housing Element and Alternative A, with respect to a permanent 

increase in noise is whether new vehicular trips would substantially increase noise levels. As noted 

previously under Development Assumptions by Alternative, unlike the 2009 Housing Element, Alternative 

A allows growth more generally throughout the City while the 2009 Housing Element concentrates that 

growth in community plan areas and along transit lines. Thus, the distribution of noise from new vehicle 

trips would generally be more dispersed under Alternative A, resulting in an incrementally lower potential 

for increases in vehicular noise levels at a particular location. Therefore, Alternative A impacts related to 

a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels could be incrementally less, but would remain 

less than significant for reasons similar to those provided in the analysis of the 2009 Housing Element 

under Impact N0-3 in Section VG Noise. In particular, all new residential development would be subject 

to compliance with Title 29 of the Police Code, resulting in a less than significant impact. 

Similar to the 2009 Housing Element, Alternative A proposes housing in commercial and industrial areas 

as well as in the Downtown. These areas also experience high ambient noise levels. However, unlike the 

2009 Housing Element, Alternative A allows housing more generally throughout the City and does not 

concentrate that housing near transit. As discussed in Impact N0-4 regarding exposure of persons to 

noise, San Francisco's transit corridors typically experience noise levels in excess of 60 Ldn. Therefore, 

while both the 2009 Housing Element and Alternative A would direct growth to certain areas of the City 

that are noisy, Alternative A does not direct that growth specifically towards transit corridors, 

incrementally reducing exposure of new residents to transit noise sources. Similar to the 2009 Housing 

Element, compliance with Title 24 under Alternative A may not mitigate exterior noise on private open 

space and/or other site-specific conditions may warrant acoustical monitoring and analysis beyond that 

required for Title 24 compliance. Therefore, as with the 2009 Housing Element, Alternative A could 

result in a significant impact with respect to exposing noise sensitive receptors to noise levels in excess of 

established standards. Compliance with Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Interior and Exterior Noise, would 

reduce Alternative A's impact on noise sensitive receptors to less than significant with mitigation, 

similar to the 2009 Housing Element. 

Overall noise impacts under Alternative A would be highly dependent on individual site locations; 

however, it is expected that these impacts would remain less than significant with mitigation. 

Air Quality 

2004 and 2009 Housing Element Comparison 

As discussed in Section VH Air Quality, consistency of the proposed Housing Elements with regional air 

quality plans as assessed under Impact AQ-1 can be determined by comparing the growth factors used to 

generate the City's RHNA allocation with those used in the most recently adopted regional air quality 

plan.., the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy. The 2005 Ozone Strategy growth assumptions for Bay Area 

communities are based on ABAG's Projections. The Housing Elements are based on the Regional 

Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) evaluation. As both the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements and the 

2005 Ozone Strategy utilize ABAG projections, the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements would not result in 
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a significant impact on regional air quality planning efforts. For reasons similar to those detailed under 

Impact AQ-1, Alternative A would result in a less than significant impact on regional air quality. 

Although the adoption of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements would not directly result in the 

construction of residential units, by promoting increased density, the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements 

policies could indirectly contribute to an existing or projected localized air quality violation by promoting 

increased density in certain areas of the City, thereby consolidating new construction within those areas 

and potentially contributing to localized air quality impacts. The policies in Alternative A do not promote 

increased density to the same degree as the policies in the 2004 Housing Element, but Alternative A 

would generally promote density Citywide compared to the 2009 Housing Element, which includes 

policies encouraging density in only certain locations, or for specific types of projects. Policies which 

encourage additional density under the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements could result in longer 

construction durations, as the construction of buildings with more units generally takes longer, and 

concentrate development in a smaller number of areas, which could result in an increase in total 

construction emissions in those areas. Therefore, localized air quality impacts from construction 

emissions would be incrementally reduced under Alternative A,-where policies would not encourage the 

concentration of higher density buildings in certain areas. However, for reasons similar to those provided 

under Impact AQ-2 in Section VH Air Quality analyzing air quality standards and the 2004 and 2009 

Housing Elements, construction impacts under Alternative A would remain less than significant. 

Alternative A would encourage fewer housing units near transit than either the 2004 or 2009 Housing 

Elements and could therefore, during operation result in incrementally greater impacts to air quality due 

to an increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled. 

Similar to the 2004 or 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative A would not directly expose residents to 

TACs, for reasons similar to those provided under Impact AQ-3 in Section VH Air Quality. Namely, all 

future housing units would be required to undergo environmental review which would include 

consideration of the location of nearby industrial sites or other sources of air pollution in the design of the 

residential building, to orient air intake away from the sources of pollution. Demonstrated feasible 

mitigation measures exist for foreseeable air quality impacts associated with new residential development. 

Furthermore, the Potential Roadway Exposure Zone Map, codified in Article 38 of the Health Code, 

provides a buffer around significant TRP emission sources using PM2.s as a proxy for TRP exposures. 

Therefore, policies contained in the Air Quality Element and Transportation Element of the General Plan, 

as well as rules codified in Article 38 of the Health Code, would reduce the air quality impacts of the 

Alternative A, as with the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements (see Impact AQ-3), with respect to directing 

the development housing potentially located near sources of air pollution. For reasons similar to those 

provided under Impact AQ-3 addressing exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants, the 

impact under Alternative A would be less than significant. Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements (see Impact AQ-4 in Section VH Air Quality), Alternative A would encourage the construction 

of housing and would not result in the creation of objectionable odors. Overall impacts to air quality 

under Alternative A could be similar to those under the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, and these 

impacts would remain less than significant. 
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Greenhouse Gases 

2004 Housing Element Comparison 

Both Alternative A and the 2004 Housing Element include policies that would ultimately result in 

reduced GHG emissions per capita by encouraging: (1) housing in proximity to job _cores, neighborhood 

services, and/or transit; (2) increased housing density; (3) infill development; (4) preservation of existing 

housing stock; and (5) energy efficiency. However, Alternative A does not contain policies that would 

specifically encourage housing in proximity to neighborhood commercial districts, or encourage increased 

density by removing parking requirements and increasing the amount of lot area available for residential 

use. Therefore, given that Alternative A does not include these policies that would actively reduce GHG, 

this impact (see Impact GH-1 under Section VI Greenhouse Gas Emissions) could be incrementally 

greater than under the 2004 Housing Element, although still less than significant, as the City's land use 

pattern and development standards support reduction in GHG emissions to meet statewide goals. 

2009 Housing Element Comparison 

Both Alternative A and the 2009 Housing Element include policies that would ultimately result in 

reduced per capita GHG emissions. These policies include providing housing: (1) in proximity to job 

cores, neighborhood services, and/or transit (although Alternative A does not as aggressively direct 

housing to transit); (2) by increasing housing density; (3) encouraging infill development; (4) preservation 

of existing housing stock or adaptive reuse of existing buildings; and (5) promoting energy efficiency. 

Each of these strategies could result in GHG emissions reductions. Additionally, the 2009 Housing 

Element includes a number of additional policies that speak to housing in proximity to job cores, 
neighborhood services and along transit that are not included in Alternative A. However, Alternative A 

contains additional policies that promote increased density more generally throughout the city, while the 

2009 Housing Element includes policies that increase density in a more limited way: more specifically as 

a strategy to pursue during community planning processes, for housing along transit lines, and for 

affordable housing projects. Both Alternative A and the 2009 Housing Element include policies that 

promote infill development, preservation the City? s existing housing stock, and energy efficiency of new 

development. Although both Alternative A and the 2009 Housing Element would ultimately result in 

reduced per capita GHG emissions, overall GHG impacts from Alternative A could be incrementally 

greater than under the 2009 Housing Element due to the 2009 Housing Element's additional emphasis on 

housing near job cores, neighborhood services and transit, which could reduce overall vehicle miles 

traveled, thereby reducing transportation-related GHG emissions. However, the impact (see Impact GH-1 

under Section VI Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of GHG emissions under Alternative A would still be less 

than significant as it would not be expected to impair the state's ability to achieve its GHG target levels. 
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Wind and Shadow 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

As noted above under Development Assumptions by Alternative, compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements, Alternative A promotes density more generally throughout the city and not in specific zoning 

areas or locations, and could result in lower building heights in certain areas. However, wind impacts are 

project-specific and all projects would continue to be subject to the Planning Department's procedures 

requiring modification of any new building or addition that exceeds the wind criterion, regardless of 

Housing Element policies. Specifically, new residential units must comply with the applicable regulations 

including Sections 147, 148, 243(c)(9), 249.l(b)(2), and 263.ll(c) of the San Francisco Planning Code, 

which effectively prohibit development that would result in wind speeds that exceed hazard levels. As 

assessed in Impact WS-1 in Section VJ Wind and Shadow, the incremental change in wind impacts from 

existing conditions resulting from the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements would not be substantial because 

wind impacts from new housing development would be subject to applicable regulations limiting such 
impacts. For similar reasons as those noted under Impact WS-1 (i.e., compliance with regulations noted 

above), wind impacts under Alternative A would not be substantial. Therefore, this impact would be the 

same as the 2004 Housing Element and would have a less than significant impact with respect to the 
alteration of wind patterns. 

Because Alternative A promotes density more generally throughout the city and not as a strategy to be 

pursued in specific locations, this alternative could result in lower building heights in certain areas 

compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. However, as discussed under Impact WS-2 in Section 

VJ Wind and Shadow, shadow impacts are project-specific and all applications for new construction or 

additions to existing buildings above 40 feet in height are reviewed by the Planning Department to 

determine whether such shading would affect Recreation and Park property pursuant to Section 295 of the 
Planning Code. Further, applications for new development that could result in new shadow are evaluated 

for significance under CEQA. New residential units would comply with the applicable federal, state, and 

local regulations including Sections 146(a), 146(c), and 295 of the San Francisco Planning Code. 

Potential shadow impacts under Alternative A would be subject to the same processes and requirements 

as those noted in Impact WS-2 for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. Therefore, this impact would be 

the same as the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements and Alternative A would have a less than significant 

impact with respect to the creation of new shadows. 

Recreation 

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element, Alternative A would not directly 

increase the use of recreational facilities because it would not directly result in population growth or 

generate new development. However, as noted under Impact RE-2 in Section VK. Recreation, both the 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements would have the potential for secondary effects on recreational facilities 

resulting from promoting new housing in certain areas and subsequently resulting in physical 

deterioration of existing recreation facilities in those areas. The City currently has a ratio of7.0 acres of 

open space per 1,000 San Francisco residents and the City has not established a citywide target ratio of 
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parkland to residents, nor has it adopted a -Quimby Act ordinance. Many open space 

acquisitions/expansions have been identified by the Planning Department and San Francisco Recreation 

and Park Department, independent of Housing Element policy. Furthermore, SFRPD would continue to 

acquire new open space/recreation facilities pursuant to Proposition C. New housing development would 

be required to comply with Planning Code requirements for open space. 

2004 Housing Element Comparison 

Alternative A does not propose any recreational facilities. Alternative A would not directly increase the 

use of recreational facilities because it would not directly result in population growth. Similar to the 

analysis provided under Impact RE-1 and Impact RE-2 in Section VK. Recreation, Alternative A could 

result in an increase in the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities 

by directing new housing development to certain areas of the City. This could potentially result in an 
accelerated physical deterioration of the facilities serving these areas, or could create demand that 

requires the need for new facilities. Unlike the 2004 Housing Element Implementation Measure 11.8.1, 

which calls for studying reduced private open space and potential revisions to the Planning Code, 

Alternative A does not propose to allow reductions to private open space requirements. Reductions in 

private open space may increase the potential for greater use of public recreation facilities, accelerating 

deterioration or creating the need for new facilities. Any such impacts under Alternative A therefore 

would be expected to be incrementally less than under the 2004 Housing Element. Moreover, any 

specific proposals for the development of park space or recreation facilities would be subject to 

subsequent project-level environmental review. Therefore, similar to the 2004 Housing Element, impacts 

related to -increased use or the construction or expansion of recreational facilities would be less than 

significant. 

2009 Housing Element Comparison 

Policies in the 2009 Housing Element described under Impact RE-1 in Section VK Recreation support 

more limited consideration of reductions to required open space compared to the 2004 Housing Element. 

Further, the 2009 Housing Element contains policies and implementation measures that would serve to 

discourage reductions to private open space requirements in areas that are currently underserved with 

recreational facilities. Alternative A does not propose to allow reductions to private open space 

requirements. Reductions in private open space may increase the potential for greater use of public 

recreation facilities, accelerating deterioration or creating the need for new facilities. However, the 2009 

Housing Element also includes policies to ensure that new residential uses are developed in concert with 

both "hard" and "soft" infrastructure (Implementation Measure 85), including parks and open space. 

Therefore, the impacts of Alternative A would be expected to be similar to the 2009 Housing Element 

with regard to increased use of parks resulting in deterioration or the need for new facilities, for reasons 

similar to those provided under Impact RE-1 and Impact RE-2 in Section VK Recreation. Alternative A 

would not directly increase the use of recreational facilities because it would not directly result in 

population growth. The City has not established a citywide target ratio of parkland to residents, nor has it 

adopted a Quimby Act ordinance. Therefore, the City would not be required to provide or construct 

additional recreational facilities in response to any population growth. Specific proposals for the 
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development of park space or recreation facilities would be subject to subsequent project-level 

environmental review. Similar to the 2009 Housing Element, impacts related to increased use of parks 

and recreational facilities, or the construction or expansion of recreational facilities would be less than 
significant. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

As discussed under Section VL. Utilities and Service Systems, the City requires National Pollution 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) pennits, as administered by the San Francisco Bay Regional 

Water Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB), according to federal regulations for both point source 

discharges (a municipal or industrial discharge at a specific location or pipe) and nonpoint source 

discharges (diffuse runoff of water from adjacent land uses) to surface waters of the United States. For 

point source discharges, such as sewer outfalls, each NPDES pennit contains limits on allowable 

concentrations and mass emissions of pollutants contained in the discharge. New construction could result 

in impacts related to water or wastewater treatment facilities if new housing would result in the additional 

need for water or wastewater treatment in areas that do not have the available capacity to transport or 

process the additional water or wastewater. This could require the construction or expansion of water or 

wastewater treatment facilities. 

Alternative A, like the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element, would not directly result in the 

construction of residential units, and all new development would be required to comply with all 

provisions of the NPDES program, as enforced by the RWQCB. Therefore, neither the proposed Housing 

Elements nor Alternative A would result in an exceedance of wastewater treatment requirements. 

Additionally, the NPDES Phase I and Phase II requirements would regulate discharge from construction 

sites. All new development would be required to comply with all applicable wastewater discharge 

requirements issued by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and RWQCB. Therefore, 

adoption of either Housing Element would not exceed applicable wastewater treatment requirements of 

the RWQCB with respect to discharges to the sewer system or stonnwater system within the City. 

Therefore, for reasons similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element as assessed under Impact UT-1, 

Alternative A would have a less than significant impact with respect to the exceedance of wastewater 

treatment requirements. 

As discussed under Impact UT-2 addressing new or expanded water or wastewater facilities, policies 

provided under the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element would not directly result in the construction of 

residential units. This is also the case under Alternative A. Further, all new housing development would 

be required to comply with all applicable regulations (e.g., Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works 

Code), regardless of housing element policies. As explained under Impact UT-2, policies that increase 

density could be achieved by the construction of multifamily housing, which uses less water than single­

family homes and may result in less landscaping that requires irrigation. Therefore, increasing 

multifamily housing may reduce the need for new or expanded water and sewer hookups. Alternative A 

does not promote increased density as aggressively as the 2004 Housing Element, so it is possible that 
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incrementally less multifamily housing would be constructed under Alternative A. With regards to the 

2009 Housing Element, both policy plans promote increased density. However, Alternative A promotes 

increased density more generally citywide, while the 2009 Housing Element promotes increased density 

in certain areas. However, while incremental differences could result under Alternative A, for reasons 

similar to those provided under Impact UT-2, this impact would remain less than significant. 

Construction associated with housing could potentially result in an increase of impervious surfaces on 

sites that could increase the rate of runoff, exceeding the capacity of stormwater drainage facilities, as 

discussed under Impact UT-3 in Section VL. Utilities and Service Systems. While housing element 

policies would not result in the construction of new residences, the policies included in the 2004 and 2009 

Housing Elements and Alternative A would vary· in how they promote housing density and where that 

growth would be directed. Therefore, the resulting stormwater runoff impacts may differ incrementally. 

However, as noted under Impact UT-3, all new housing development would be required to comply with 

applicable regulations, including the City's Green Building Ordinance and the Green Landscaping 

Ordinance. Therefore, similar to impacts from the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, stonnwater impacts 

under Alternative A would be less than significant. 

This EIR considers the degree to which construction of housing could potentially result in the need for 

new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements because increased density could result in 

inadequate water supply. As noted under Impact UT-4 in Section VL. Utilities and Service Systems 

assessing the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, all new housing development would be required to 

comply with applicable regulations, including the City's Green Building Ordinance, Article 21 of the San 

Francisco Public Works Code, and the Residential Water Conservation Ordinance. These regulations 

would also be applicable to Alternative A. Because Alternative A promotes increased density more 

generally throughout the City than the 2009 Housing Element, but less so than the 2004 Housing Element 

(refer to discussion of Development Assumptions by Alternative), Alternative A policies would result in 

more multi-family housing units compared to the 2009 Housing Element, but less than the 2004 Housing 

Element. Multi-family housing uses less water per person than single-family housing. Thus, the total 

water demand under Alternative A would be less than the 2009 Housing Element, but greater than the 

2004 Housing Element. However, for reasons similar to those provided under Impact UT-4, impacts 

related to water demand would be less than significant, and would not differ substantially from the 2004 

and 2009 Housing Elements. 

New housing would require solid waste disposal. As further discussed under Section VL. Utilities and 

Service Systems, according to AB 939, all cities and counties in California are required to divert 25 

percent of all solid waste to recycling facilities from landfill or transfer facilities by January 1, 1995, and 

50 percent by January 1, 2000. As of 2006, the most recent year for which California Integrated Waste 

Management Board-reviewed rates are available, the City achieved a diversion rate of 70 percent. San 

Francisco currently recovers 72 percent of the materials it discards. Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 

2009 Housing Element, Alternative A would have no impact related to compliance with solid waste 

statutes and regulations. As discussed under Impact UT-5, for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements 

additional collection trucks and personnel could be required to provide solid waste services to new 

housing. All new development would be required to comply with the previously discussed state and local 
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regulations, including the City's Green Building Ordinance, Ordinance No. 27-06, and the Mandatory 

Recycling and Composting Ordinance (all of which contribute to the City's goal of zero waste by 2020), 

regardless of housing element policies. Therefore, for the same reasons provided under Impact UT-5 and 

because the density of new housing would not be expected to substantially or predictably alter citywide 

solid waste generation, impacts to solid waste generation from Alternative A would be similar to the 2004 

and 2009 Housing Elements and would be less than significant. 

Public Services 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

Increased density pursuant to the policy direction in Alternative A could potentially result in an increase 

in the number of people requiring fire protection or police services or a change in the level of service 

required. As discussed under Development Assumptions by Alternative, Alternative A promotes increased 

density generally on a more Citywide basis, whereas the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements promote 
increased density in certain areas of the City. As discussed in Impact PS-2, none of the analyzed Housing 

Elements would increase the City's overall population; rather the Housing Elements provide direction for 
where increased residential units should be developed. As the City grows, the service areas for public 

services including police, fire and health care facilities would be reevaluated and resources would be 

reallocated to accommodate the needs in specific parts of the City, if and when conditions warrant. New 

development would be required to comply with current seismic and life safety requirements of the San 

Francisco Building and Fire Code. Therefore, for reasons discussed in Impact PS-1, PS-2 and PS-5, 

impacts to police, fire and health care facilities. under Alternative A would be similar to the 2004 and 

2009 Housing Elements and would be less than significant. 

As discussed under Impact PS-3, residential development is assessed a development fee on a per square 

foot basis for school facilities. Therefore, for the reasons discussed in Impact PS-3, Alternative A would 

similarly result in a less than significant impact to school facilities. Lastly, as explained in PS-4, with 

regards to library facilities, the SFPL does not anticipate its facilities to reach capacity within the horizon 

year of this EIR and responds to increased population in certain areas by increasing service hours. 

Therefore, for the reasons described in PS-4, Alternative A would similarly result in less than significant 

impacts to library services. 

Biological Resources 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

Similar to the impacts detailed in Section VN Biological Resources for the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements, Alternative A could . result in impacts to biological resources if new projects result in 

disturbance from construction activities, tree removal, construction on or near wetlands or sensitive 

habitats or riparian areas, interference with migration, take of special status-species (e.g., 

development/redevelopment of abandoned buildings that provide habitat for bats could impact those 

species), application of pesticides and herbicides, construction of tall buildings with glass walls that could 
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increase bird strikes and possibly interrupt a migration corridor, or conflict with provisions of an adopted 

habitat conservation plan. Because Alternative A promotes increased density more generally throughout 

the City than does the 2009 Housing Element, but less intensely than the 2004 Housing Element, it can be 

expected that under Alternative A impacts related to biological resources would be greater than those that 

could be expected under the 2009 Housing Element, but less than what could be expected under either the 

2004 Housing Element or 2009 Housing Element because new development would be promoted more 

generally through the City rather than concentrated in certain areas. Areas where new development is 

directed under both the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements are generally already developed urban lands 

such as commercial and industrial areas. However, as with the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, all 

housing constructed under Alternative A would be required to comply with the Open Space Element of 

the San Francisco General Plan, Chapter 8 of the San Francisco Environment Code, San Francisco's 

Green Building Ordinance, San Francisco's lPM Ordinance, San Francisco Tree Protection Ordinance, 

and San Francisco's Urban Forestry Ordinance, which would further minimize impacts related to 

biological resources. Overall, impacts to biological resources under Alternative A would be incrementally 

greater than under the 2004 or 2009 Housing Elements, but would remain less than significant for similar 

reason to those provided under Impact BI-1 in Section VN Biological Resources. 

Geology and Soils 

The San Francisco Bay Area and surrounding areas are characterized by numerous geologically young 

faults. However, there are no known fault zones or designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones in 

the City. Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, there would be no impact with 

respect to rupture of a known earthquake fault under Alternative A. Additionally, Alternative A would not 

result in development that uses septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, similar 

to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, there would be no impact with respect to septic tanks· or 

alternative wastewater disposal systems under Alternative A. 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

New construction could expose people and structures to geologic risks, including from rupture of a known 

earthquake fault, groundshaking, ground failure, or liquefaction. Additionally, housing development 

could be located on expansive or unstable ground, or on or near an earthquake fault, or areas prone to 

landslides. Policies that promote increased density could also expose people to geologically hazardous 

areas. In addition, increasing density could result in heavier buildings, which could increase the weight on 

soil beyond what it has previously experienced. Such impacts resulting from the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements are detailed under Impact GE-1 (seismic risk) and Impact GE-3 (unstable soils) in Section VO. 

Geology and Soils. However, as noted in that analysis, federal, state, and local regulations have been 

adopted to reduce impacts from seismic hazards. These regulations include the San Francisco Building 

Code (Building Code), Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act, Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, 

and Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990. Therefore, for reasons similar to those provided under Impact 

GE-1 and Impact GE-3 for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, impacts under Alternative A would 

remain less than significant. 
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Housing construction under Alternative A could result in soil erosion through the need for grading 
activities. As noted under the assessment of this issue from the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under 

Impact GE-2, all new development would be required to comply with regulations, including State and 

City Building Codes that include regulations that have been adopted to reduce impacts from grading and 

erosion. Thus, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, impacts related to soil erosion under 

Alternative A would be less than significant. 

As noted under Impact GE-4, the State of California provides minimum standards for building design 

through the CBC, including standards that must be met for construction on expansive soils. Similar to the 

impacts described for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, impacts related to expansive soils under 

Alternative A would be less than significant. 

Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, residential development consistent with the policies in 
Alternative A could require grading activities that have the potential to substantially change the 

topography or any unique geologic or physical features on project sites. However, as noted under the 

assessment of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact GE-5, grading impacts are project­

specific and all grading and building permit applications for new construction or additions to existing 

buildings would be reviewed by the Planning Department to determine whether grading activities might 

occur with the potential to substantially change the topography of a project site. Furthermore, as part of 

the permitting process, construction activities for new residential units would be required to comply with 

the Building Code regulations related to grading and excavation activities. For reasons similar to those 

provided under Impact GE-5, under Alternative A this impact would be less than significant. Overall, 

impacts to geology and soils from Alternative A would be similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements and less than significant. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, housing and development with densities above existing 

densities could occur under Alternative A. However, as discussed under Impact HY-I in Section VP. 

Hydrology and Water Quality, while housing element policy would not by itself result in the construction 

of new housing, policies that promote how and where housing is developed could result in impacts related 

to water quality standards, waste discharge requirements, or otherwise degrade water quality. Regardless, 

all new housing would be subject to compliance with existing regulations that serve to limit such impacts, 

including Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code and the City's industrial waste 

pretreatment program to regulate the discharge of pollutants into the sewage system, and Water Quality 

Protection Program. Therefore, for reasons similar to those provided under Impact HY-1, this impact 

would remain less than significant under Alternative A. 

Similar to the discussion of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact HY-3 and Impact HY-4, 

Alternative A would potentially . alter existing drainage patterns through grading and construction 

activities. Because the City is an urban setting and development typically involves the reuse of already 
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developed sites, new construction frequently has no long-term effect on existing qrainage patterns. 

However, the City also has locations with steep slopes and development in these locations can affect 

drainage patterns. Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, development under Alternative A 

would be required to comply with the applicable regulations, including Article 4.1 ·of the San Francisco 

Public Works Code and the City's industrial waste pretreatment program to regulate the discharge of 

pollutants into the sewage system, and Water Quality Protection Program. Therefore, for reasons similar 

to those provided for the analysis of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact HY-3 and Impact 

HY-4, impacts with respect to the rate, volume, and quality of runoff would be less than significant 

under Alternative A. 

The construction of new housing could require dewatering or result in groundwater drawdown. Similar to 

the discussion of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact HY-2 in Section VP. Hydrology 

and Water Quality, although short-term construction groundwater dewatering may be necessary at certain 

locations (e.g., for installation of building foundations or underground utilities), dewatering would be 

regulated by the SFPUC and would have only a minor temporary effect on the groundwater table 

elevation in the immediate vicinity of the activity, and would not measurably affect groundwater supplies. 

For the same reasons, this impact under Alternative A would be similar to the 2004 Housing Element and 

would remain less than significant. 

Similar to the discussion of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact HY-5, development under 

Alternative A could result in the construction of housing in 100-year flood hazard areas that would be 

subject to or could impede or redirect flood flows. However, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements, all new development would be required to comply with federal, state, and local regulations. 

Development under Alternative A would not specifically direct housing to a flood area as shown in Figure 

V.P-1 and V.P-2 in Section VP. Hydrology and Water Quality. For reasons similar to those provided 

under Impact HY-5 for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, the impact under Alternative A would be 

less than significant. 

Additionally, new construction could result in impacts related to flooding if housing is placed near 

aboveground reservoirs and tanks. However, the City monitors all reservoirs in the City and is completing 

a project that will significantly reduce any risks of flooding from the City's reservoirs, including the 

Sunset Reservoir. Therefore, impacts from development under Alternative A from dam inundation would 

be similar to those detailed under Impact HY-6 for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, and would be 

less than significant. 

New construction under Alternative A could result in impacts related to seiche, tsunami, or mudflow if 

new housing is placed near open water, near bodies of water, or near steep slopes in the City. This impact 

is detailed under Im.pact HY-7 in Section VP. Hydrology and Water Quality. Similar to development 

under the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, all new development under Alternative A would be required 

to comply with the applicable federal, state, and local regulations, including the Department of Building 

Inspection's approval of the final plans for any specific development; therefore, similar to the 2004 and 

2009 Housing Elements assessed under Im.pact HY-7, this impact would be less than significant under 

Alternative A. 
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H azards/ll azardo us Materials 

The City is neither within an airport land use plan area, nor within two miles of a public airport or public 
use airp01i, nor within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, similar to the 2004 Housing Element or 

2009 Housing Element, development under Alternative A would have no impact with respect to air 

safety. 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative A could stimulate an increase in 

development that is more dense than existing development and/or could indirectly result in the 

construction of housing, potentially resulting in the increased transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 

materials and impacts related to the potential for hazardous materials upset or accident conditions. 

However, all new development would be required to comply with federal, state, and local regulations, 

including the Emergency Operations Plan (EOP), Hazard Mitigation Plan, San Francisco Public Works 

Code, All-Hazards Strategic Plan, and San Francisco Public Health Code. Similar to the 2004 and 2009 
Housing Elements assessment provided under Impact HZ-1 in Section V Q. Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials, impacts of Alternative A with respect to the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials from development under Alternative A would be less than significant. 

Development under Alternative A could result in impacts related to the risk of upset and accident 

conditions involving hazardous materials (Impact HZ-2) because new housing construction could increase 

the amount of transport of hazardous materials for delivery and disposal purposes, which could in turn 

increase the risk of upset and accident conditions during transport. The assessment for this issue for the 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements is provided under Impact HZ-2 in Section VQ. Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials. Under Alternative A, this impact could be incrementally less than impacts from 

development under the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements due to the decreased promotion of density and 

proportionate reduction in site-specific risk. However, new housing development would be required to 

comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations, including the EOP, Hazard Mitigation 

Plan, San Francisco Public Works Code, All-Hazards Strategic Plan, and San Francisco Public Health 

Code. Therefore, while this impact could be incrementally reduced under Alternative A compared to the 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, for reasons similar to those provided under Impact HZ-2 this impact 

would remain less than significant. 

New development could occur on sites that have been identified as being contaminated from the release 

of hazardous substances in the soil, including industrial sites, sites containing leaking underground 

storage tanks, and large and small-quantity generators of hazardous waste. The assessment of this issue is 

provided under Impact HZ-3 and Impact HZ-4 in Section VQ. Hazards and Hazardous Materials. As 
noted for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, impacts related to hazardous waste sites are typically 

project-specific and projects on Brownfield sites would be subject to the review and/or mitigation by the 

City's Department of Public Health (SFDPH) and/or the applicable regulator of hazardous waste. Specific 

mitigation measures would be developed in consultation with the SFDPH based on the real or perceived 
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contaminants that may be onsite. Therefore, this impact would be similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Element and would be less than significant under Alternative A. 

Development under Alternative A could result in a localized increase in congestion, which could interfere 

with an emergency evacuation route, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements as assessed under 

Impact HZ-5 in Section VQ. Hazards and Hazardous Materials. In the event of a natural disaster, 

increased congestion could slow an evacuation effort within the City. However, the City's Emergency 

Response Plan (ERP), prepared in April 2008, was developed to ensure allocation of and coordination of 

resources in the event of an emergency in the City. The existing street grid provides ample access for 

emergency responders and egress for residents and workers. Thus, similar to development under the 2004 

and 2009 Housing Elements and the assessment of this issue under Impact HZ-5, development under 

Alternative A would neither directly nor indirectly alter that situation to any substantial degree and the 

impact would be less than significant. 

As described under Impact HZ-6 in Section VQ. Hazards and Hazards Materials, new development 

could result in impacts related to risk associated with fire if housing is constructed in near areas with 

potential for wildland fires or if new housing would include certain features that would put residents or 

workers at risk. San Francisco ensures fire safety primarily through provisions of the San Francisco 
Building Code and Fire Code. Existing buildings are required to meet standards contained in these codes. 

All housing constructed under Alternative A, including high-rise residential buildings up to forty stories, 

would be required to meet standards for emergency access, sprinkler and other water systems, and other 

requirements specified in the San Francisco Fire Code. Standards pertaining to equipment access would 

also be met. Plan review for compliance with San Francisco Fire Code requirements, to be completed by 

Department of Building Inspection (DBI) and the San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD), would 

minimize fire-related emergency dispatches, reducing the demand for fire protection services in the City. 

For reasons similar to the assessment of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact HZ-6, this 

impact would be less than significant. 

Overall, impacts to hazards and hazardous materials from development under Alternative A would be less 
than significant. 

Mineral/Energy Resources 

The City is not a designated area of significant mineral deposits and no area within the City is designated 

as a locally-important mineral resource recovery site. Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements there would be no impact related to the loss of availability of a known mineral resource or the 

loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site. 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

New development would be required to comply with the federal, state, and local regulations discussed 

under Section VR. Mineral and Energy Resources. Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements, projects constructed under Alternative A would be required to comply with the Enviromnental 
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Protection Element of the San Francisco General Plan, San Francisco's Green Building Ordinance, San 

Francisco Residential Energy Conservation Ordinance, and San Francisco Sustainability Plan. New 

development would also have the opportunity to participate in voluntary programs, such as GoSolarSF 

and San Francisco's Green Priority Pennitting Program. Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements, as assessed under Impact ME-1 in Section VR. Mineral and Energy Resources, Alternative A 

would have a less than significant impact with respect to the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or 

energy. 

Agricultural Resources 

The entire City is identified as Urban and Built-Up Land by the Department of Conservation and does not 

contain any important farmland. The City does not participate in the Williamson Act Program and no land 

within City boundaries is under Williamson Act contract. Therefore, similar to the discussion of the 2004 

and 2009 Housing Elements in Section VS. Agricultural and Forest Resources, there would be no impact 

under Alternative A related to the direct conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use, conflict with a 

Williamson Act contract, or the conversion of Fannland to non-agricultural use due to other changes in 

the existing environment. 

Under Alternative A, there would be no changes to zoning or height and bulk districts. P Districts, which 

include most of the City's urban forest lands, would not be at risk for conversion to residential zoning. 

However, development under Alternative A could result in impacts if trees in other districts were 
removed, damaged, or otherwise physically affected by a new project. However, any project proposed 

consistent with Alternative A would be required to comply with the San Francisco Tree Protection 

Ordinance and the required replacement ratios to minimize impacts related to the urban forest. Therefore, 

similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, there would be no impact related to forest land and 

timberland zoning or the loss or conversion of forest land. 

2004 Housing Element 

The San Francisco Recreation and Park Department (SFRPD) supports and manages a program of 40 

community gardens on City-owned property. Community gardens are allowed on SFRPD lands zoned 

Public Use (P) District and allowed in all Residential (RH, RC, RM) Districts. New housing could include 

projects built to the maximum allowable height and bulk capacity, which could block sun on plots 

currently used for urban farming or community gardens or otherwise physically affect community 

gardens. New housing could also result in development of lots currently used for community gardens. 

Under Alternative A, there would be no changes to zoning or height and bulk districts and therefore, no 

new conflicts with existing zoning for agricultural uses. Therefore, for reasons similar to those provided 

under Impact AG-1 in Section VS. Agricultural and Forest Resources, impacts under Alternative A 

would be similar to the 2004 Housing Element and less than significant. 
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2009 Housing Element Comparison 

~ommunity gardens are allowed on SFRPD lands zoned P District and allowed in all R Districts. New 

housing could include projects built to the maximum allowable height and bulk capacity, which could 

block sun on plots currently used for urban farming or community gardens or otherwise physically affect 

community gardens. New housing could also result in development of lots currently used for community 

gardens. Under Alternative A, there would be no changes to zoning or height and bulk districts and 

therefore, no new conflicts with existing zoning for agricultural uses. Therefore, for reasons similar to 

those provided under Impact AG-1 in Section V.S. Agricultural and Forest Resources, impacts under 

Alternative A would be similar to the 2009 Housing Element and less than significant. 

Attainment of Project Objectives 

As stated in above on page VII-3, the objectives of the proposed Housing Elements are to provide a vision 

for the City's housing and growth management through 2014; maintain the existing housing stock to 

serve housing needs; ensure capacity for the d@velopment of new housing to meet the RHNA at all 

income levels; encourage housing development where supported by existing or planned infrastructure, 

while maintaining existing neighborhood character; encourage, develop and maintain programs and 

policies to meet projected affordable housing needs; develop a vision for San Francisco tl,iat supports 

sustainable local, regional and state housing and enviromnental goals; and adopt a housing element that 

substantially complies with California housing element law as determined by the California Department 

of Housing and Community Development. 

Under Alternative A: the No Project/Continuation of 1990 Residence Element Alternative, the 1990 

Residence Element policies would remain in effect and neither the proposed 2004 Housing Element nor 

the 2009 Housing Element policies would be implemented. Housing development in the City would 

continue as encouraged under the 1990 Residence Element. However, this alternative would use the most 

recently identified RHNA allocation (which would need to be met) and an updated Data and Needs 

Analysis. 

Alternative A would attain the following project objectives to the same degree as the 2004 Housing 

Element and the 2009 Housing Element: 

• Provide a vision for the City's housing and growth management through 2014. 

Alternative A provides such a vision for the City's future residential development. 

• Maintain the existing housing stock to serve housing needs. Alternative A contains 

policies that emphasize retention of the existing housing stock. 

• Ensure capacity for the development of new housing to meet the RHNA at all income 

levels. Part I of the Housing Element would not differ from either the 2004 or the 2009 

Housing Element under Alternative A,. As Part I demonstrates, the City can accommodate 

the RHNA quantities within the existing zoning designations, so adequate capacity for new 

housing exists. 
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Alternative A would be less effective at attaining the following project objectives than either the 2004 or 

the 2009 Housing Element: 

• Encourage housing development where supported by existing or planned infrastructure, 

while maintaining existing neighborhood character. As described in this analysis, 

Alternative A would less actively encourage residential development in areas served by 

transit than either the 2004 or 2009 Housing Element, whereas neither the 2004 or 2009 

Housing Element would demonstrably alter neighborhood character. In particular, the 2009 

Housing Element specifically emphasizes development in a manner that does not present 

conflicts with existing neighborhood character. Therefore, since Alternative A would be less 

effective at directing development to areas supported by existing or planned infrastructure, 

Alternative A would be less effective overall at meeting this objective compared to the 2004 

or 2009 Housing Element. 

• Encourage, develop and maintain programs and policies to meet projected affordable 
housing needs. Increased density and reduced parking requirements are both strategies for 

improving the affordability of new housing by reducing land and development costs per unit. 

While the policies and implementation measures in Alternative A would not preclude the use 

of such strategies, Alternative A does not promote the use of them to the same degree as the 

2004 or 2009 Housing Element, and also does not contain alternative strategies that would be 

equally effective at achieving affordability. 

• Develop a vision for San Francisco that supports sustainable local, regional and state 

housing and environmental goals. On a state and regional level, current planning efforts 

support increased residential development near transportation infrastructure (e.g. SB 375) and 

strategies to encourage more sustainable use of natural resources. Specifically, by not 
promoting increased density in transit corridors or reduced parking requirements, Alternative 

A does not encourage a development pattern that maximizes sustainability on a local or 

regional level. 

• Adopt a housing element that substantially complies with California housing element 
law as determined by the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development. Given that Alternative A was successfully certified by HCD in the past, and 

that Part I of the Housing Element has been updated and demonstrates that the City has 

adequate capacity to accommodate the RHNA, it is assumed that Alternative A would meet 

this objective. However, since the Housing Element would be certified at the discretion of 

HCD, it is not possible to conclude with certainty that Alternative A meets this EIR objective. 
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Alternative B: 2004 Housing Element-Adjudicated 

Alternative B includes the objectives, policies and implementation measures of the 2004 Housing 

Element minus those policies that were stricken by the court in the appeal of the 2004 Housing Element. 

Similar to Alternative A, this alternative would need to meet the most recently identified RHNA 

allocation and include an updated Data and Needs Analysis. 

The following policies and implementation actions were struck by the San Francisco Superior Court 

based on the Court of Appeal's decision regarding the 2004 Housing Element, and are therefore NOT 

included in Alternative B: 

• Policy 1.7: Encourage and support the construction of quality, new family housing. 

• Implementation 1. 7: 

o In response to the increasing number of families in San Francisco, the Planning 

Department will develop zoning amendments to require a minimum percentage of larger 

family units, ranging from two to four bedrooms, in new major residential projects. The 

Planning Department will also propose eliminating density requirements within permitted 

building envelopes in downtown areas and areas subject to a Better Neighborhoods type 

planning process to maximize family units constructed. 

o The Mayor's Office of Housing and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency will 

continue to administer programs for development of affordable family rental housing. 

Priority will continue to be given to projects that include affordable family units for the 

homeless and those at-risk of homelessness, and include supportive services for residents. 

o The Planning Department will study the feasibility of "flexible" development projects to 

accommodate family growth, shrinkage, expansion, and extension. Loft sleeping areas, 

family rooms and master bedrooms could be designed to ease future conversion to 

efficiency apartments for family members, or as an income unit. 

• Policy 11.1: Use new housing development as a means to enhance neighborhood vitality and 

diversity. 

• Implementation 11.1: 

o The new Land Use Element will identify in-fill sites appropriate for mixed-use residential 

projects. Appropriate neighborhood serving retail, public facilities and supportive 

amenities should be encouraged. 

o The City will continue to implement its policy that the design of all housing sites and 

related amenities make·a positive contribution to surrounding public space and to overall 

neighborhood vitality. 
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o The Planning Department will encourage historic preservation and adaptive reuse of 
older buildings to enhance neighborhood vibrancy. 

• Policy 11.5: Promote the construction of well-designed housing that enhances existing 

neighborhood character. 

• Implementation 11.5: 

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

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

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

reviewing projects. 

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

contribution to the immediate neighborhood and the City. 

• Policy 11.6: Employ flexible land use controls in residential areas that can regulate 
inappropriately sized development in new neighborhoods, in downtown areas and in other areas 

through a Better Neighborhoods type planning process while maximizing the opportunity for 

housing near transit. 

• Implementation 11.6: 

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

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

neighborhoods. 

• Policy 11.7: Where there is neighborhood support, reduce or remove minimum parking 

requirements for housing, increasing the amount of lot area available for housing units. 

• Implementation 11.7: 

o The Planning Department will work to reduce parking in older neighborhoods and in 

other areas through a Better Neighborhoods type planning process with the support and 

input from local neighborhoods. 

• Policy 11.8: Strongly encourage housing project sponsors to take full advantage of allowable 

building densities in their housing developments while remaining consistent with neighborhood 

character. 

• Implementation 11.8: 
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o The Planning Department, with the support and input from local neighborhoods, study 

the impacts of reduced parking and private open space provisions and will consider 

revising the Planning Code accordingly. 

o The Planning Department will work with housing advocates to educate residents on the 

benefits of traditional urban neighborhood supporting housing densities. 

• Policy 11.9: Set allowable densities and parking standards in residential areas at levels that 

promote the City's overall housing objectives while respecting neighborhood scale and character. 

• Implementation 11.9: 

o The City, through a Better Neighborhoods type planning process, will continue to work 

to improve and enhance housing with the goal of more housing and vital, attractive transit 

served neighborhoods. 

o The Planning Department will continue to employ Residential Design Guidelines and 

implement the General Plan to ensure new projects are compatible with established 

neighborhoods. 

o The new Land Use Element will, within the framework of a comprehensive citywide 

action plan (CAP), identify areas where higher densities are appropriate. 

o The updated Urban Design Element will reconcile the City's established and well 

formulated urban design principles with the City's housing objectives. 

The following implementation actions were amended by the San Francisco Superior Court based on the 

decision by the Court of Appeal in its decision regarding the 2004 Housing Element: 

• Implementation 1.6: 

o The Planning Department will review the following incentives for commercial project 

developments in the Downtown C-3 District: floor-to-area ratio (FAR) exemption for 

housing; no residential parking requirement; and no density requirements for residential 

projects. Housing in excess of the base FAR in the Downtown General (C-3-G) and 

Downtown Support (C-3-S) Districts has also been proposed by the Board of 

Supervisors. 

o The Planning Department and the Redevelopment Agency will propose increasing height 

limits, eliminating density requirements and modifying off street parking requirements in 
the Transbay/Rincoi1 Hill redevelopment survey areas. The Mid Market redevelopment 

SUP/e)' area will be re zoned to include miKed use residential areas and reduced 

residential parking requirements. 
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o The Planning Department will continue to implement the Van Ness Avenue Plan which 

requires residential units over commercial uses. 

o The Planning Department will update the Land Use Element to define areas for mixed­

use development focused along transit corridors that are determined to be served by 

sufficient and reliable transit. 

The themes of Alternative B - the 2004 Housing Element Adjudicated - focus on increasing housing 
supply through higher density, encouraging family-sized housing, and reducing parking requirements to 

make more space available for housing units. Alternative B also focuses on infill and mixed-use 

development, affordable housing, and utilization of City-owned vacant or underused sites. In addition, the 

2004 Housing Element and Alternative B encourage new housing in Downtown and increased housing in 

neighborhood commercial districts and mixed-use districts near Downtown. However, the primary 

difference between the 2004 Housing Element and Alternative B is the 2004 Housing Element's policies 

that more aggressively encourage increased density (such as Policies 1.1, 11.6, 11.9 and Implementati<?n 

Measures 1.3.1, 1.6.2, and 1.7.l shown on Table VII-1) have been removed. Thus, Alternative B would 

not increase density to the same degree as the 2004 Housing Element. Similarly, the 2009 Housing 

Element includes a number of implementation measures to promote increased density that are not 

included in Alternative B. This would result in smaller/less dense projects overall. 

Land Use 

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element, Alternative B would not include any 

extensions of roadways or other development features through a currently developed area that could 

physically divide an established community. Areas for future housing development would occur primarily 

as infill on individual parcels as most future housing development would take place in established 

neighborhoods. With respect to division of a community, Alternative B would be similar to the 2004 

Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element by encouraging additional residential growth in established 

areas, and subject to an established land use plan, and hence there would be no impact. 

2004 Housing Element Comparison 

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element, development under Alternative B would be subject to existing Area 

Plans and Redevelopment Plans and would serve to complement (and not conflict with) the policies and 

land uses in an Area Plan or Redevelopment Plan. Additionally, the policies in Alternative B would not 

conflict with any regional land use policies, the Regional Transportation Plan, or prevailing local plans, 

including BCDC policies, and the San Francisco planning policies (General Plan, Countywide 

Transportation Plan, MTA Strategic Plan, Bicycle Plan, and Urban Forest Plan) for reasons substantially 

similar to those discussed in this EIR under Impact LU-1 in Section VB, Land Use and Land Use 

Planning. 

As noted in the prior discussion of Development Assumptions by Alternative, similar to the 2004 Housing 

Element, Alternative B would encourage new housing in Downtown and in underutilized commercial and 
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industrial areas. Additionally, the 2004 Housing Element and Alternative B would encourage increased 

housing in neighborhood commercial districts and mixed-use districts near Downtown. While Alternative 

B would not increase density to the same extent as the 2004 Housing Element due to the elimination of 

certain policies as shown in Table VII-1, the resulting changes would be more likely to affect the density 

of housing (i.e. the number of units) within new buildings more than the number of buildings constructed. 

As such, the potential for land use conflicts from new housing that affect neighborhood character would 

not substantially differ under Alternative B compared to the 2004 Housing Element. This impact would 

remain less than significant under Alternative B for reasons similar to those provided for the 2004 

Housing Element under Impact LU-2 in Section VB. Land Use and Planning. Similar to the 2004 

Housing Element, overall land use impacts would be less than significant 

2009 Housing Element 

Similar to new housing development under the 2009 Housing Element, development wider Alternative B 

would be subject to the controls in existing Area Plans and Redevelopment Plans and would not 

substantially conflict with the policies and land uses in current Area Plans or Redevelopment Plans. 

Additionally, Alternative B would not conflict with any regional land use policies, the Regional 

Transportation Plan, or prevailing local plans, including BCDC policies and the San Francisco planning 

policies (General Plan, Countywide Transportation Plan, MTA Strategic Plan, Bicycle Plan, and Urban 

Forest Plan) for reasons substantially similar to those discussed under Impact LU-1 in Section VB, Land 

Use and Land Use Planning. 

As noted in the prior discussion of Development Assumptions by Alternative, similar to the 2009 Housing 

Element, Alternative B would encourage housing integrated into all new commercial or institutional 

projects, near major transit lines, and through community planning efforts (see Table VII-1; refer also to 

discussion of 2009 Housing Element under Impact LU-2 in Section VB, Land Use and Land Use 

Planning). However, Alternative B would not increase density to the same extent as the 2009 Housing 

Element, which includes more density-promoting policies than Alternative B (refer to discussion of 

Development Assumptions by Alternative). Therefore, impacts related to land use conflicts and 
neighborhood character would be incrementally less under Alternative B than the 2009 Housing Element. 

However, for reasons similar to those provided in the assessment of the 2009 Housing Element under 
Impact LU-2, these impacts would be less than significant. 

Aesthetics 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

As noted in the prior discussion of Development Assumptions by Alternative, Alternative B promotes 

density to a lesser degree than under the 2004 or 2009 Housing Element. As a result, incrementally 

smaller residential buildings might be constructed under Alternative A, resulting in incrementally fewer 

potential impacts to scenic vistas than the 2004 or 2009 Housing Elements. Alternative B might also 

reduce the potential for new development on vacant or undeveloped parcels or redevelopment of 

underutilized parcels to affect existing natural features (and scenic resources) as compared to the 2004 
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and 2009 Housing Elements. As noted in the prior discussion of Development Assumptions by 

Alternative, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative B includes policies to preserve 
landmark buildings and includes guidelines for development that are intended to preserve neighborhood 

character and that would protect existing visual character. For reasons similar to those provided under 

Impacts AE-1, AE-2, and AE-3 in Section V C. Aesthetics, which address impacts on scenic vistas, visual 

resources, and visual character under the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, impacts under Alternative B 

would be less titan significant. Similarly, for reasons detailed in Impact AE-4, impacts to light and glare 

would be less than significant. 

Population and Housing 

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element, San Francisco's population and 

development to meet that population would occur regardless of the housing development policies 

included in Alternative B (see discussion under Impact PH-1 in Section VD. Population and Housing). 

Additionally, similar to the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element, housing policies under 
Alternative B would not trigger the need for roadway expansions or result in the extension of 

infrastructure into previously unserved areas, which could induce additional population growth, for the 

same reasons discussed under Impact PH-T Also similar to the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing 

Element, the policies under Alternative B would not cause a substantial change in the workers-to­

households ratio as compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element policies. That is, between 2005 and 

2020 no impact to the jobs/housing balance would occur under Alternative B. For reasons similar to those 

provided under the assessment of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact PH-1, impacts 

related to inducing a substantial amount of population growth would remain less than significant under 

Alternative B. 

2004 Housing Element Comparison 

As discussed above under Development Assumptions by Alternative, Alternative B promotes density to a 

lesser extent than the 200_4 Housing Element. Therefore, impacts due to increased density would be less. 

However, similar to the 2004 Housing Element, residential development in the City would occur 

regardless of Alternative B. The overlapping policies of the 2004 Housing Element and Alternative B 

encourage development of housing on public lands and in secondary units, and also promote housing 

opportunities that would avoid displacement of existing or affordable housing. As ·noted previously, 

similar to the 2004 Housing Element, Alternative B encourages new housing in Downtown and in 

underutilized commercial and industrial areas (see Table VII-1). The 2004 Housing Element also 

encourages increased housing in neighborhood commercial districts and mixed use districts near 

Downtown. Impacts created by increases in population and housing would be the same as under the 2004 

Housing Element. More specifically, impacts under Alternative B related to the displacement of existing 

housing or creating demand for housing (Impact PH-2), or substantial impacts related to displacement of 

people (Impact PH-3), would be less than significant, for the same reason stated in the analysis of the 

2004 Housing Element Section VD. Population and Housing. As noted in that section, similar to the 

2004 Housing Element, compliance with existing Planning and Building Code requirements would 

minimize the potential to displace housing or people. Further, because the Housing Element does not 
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cause housing growth, no additional demand for housing would result from implementation of 

Alternative B. 

2009 Housing Element Comparison 

As discussed previously under Development Assumptions by Alternative, housing density under 

Alternative B would be less than under the 2009 Housing Element. The 2009 Housing Element 

encourages housing in all new commercial or institutional projects, near major transit lines, and through 

community planning efforts. Impacts with regard to population and housing include the displacement of 

existing housing or creating demand for housing (Impact PH-2 in Section VD. Population and Housing), 

or substantial impacts related to displacement of people (Impact PH-3). Alternative B would promote 

housing, but would not increase the density of housing supply to the extent that would occur under the 

2009 Housing Element, and therefore could result in incrementally less dense developments. Regardless, 

impacts under Alternative B would be similar to, or less than those of the 2009 Housing Element, for the 

reasons provided under Impact PH-2 and PH-3, namely all new development will continue to comply 

with existing Planning and Building Code requirements that minimize the potential to displace housing or 

people, and development consistent with Alternative B would not induce additional demand for housing. 

Impacts under Alternative B would be less than significant. 

Cultural Resources 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative B could result in a substantial adverse 

change to a historical resource by promoting development that included inappropriate alterations and/or 

additions, inappropriate new construction, or demolition by neglect. That is, Alternative B could result in 

residential development that includes inappropriate alterations or additions to existing housing, or new 

construction that detracts from the historical or cultural significance of an existing building or area In 

addition to impacts on individual properties, cumulative impacts could arise in certain areas over the 

course of time, thereby diminishing the historic significance of the area. 

However, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, under Alternative B new construction, 

alterations, and demolitions would be required to undergo environmental review to determine if there are 

any impacts to historic resources, including individual resources and historic districts. In addition, the 

City has well-established review criteria and procedures to evaluate impacts to historic resources at the 

project level. For this and other similar reasons detailed under Impact CP-1 in Section VE. Cultural and 

Paleontological Resources, adoption of Alternative B would not result in any new residential 

development or exempt any future housing projects from review for impacts to historic resources. 

However, due to the differing policies contained in the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, potential 

impacts (specifically from demolition of non-landmark historic buildings and resources) could be 

incrementally greater under Alternative B than under the 2004 or 2009 Housing Element, which would be 

a potentially significant impact. Specifically, Implementation Measure 11.1.3 from the 2004 Housing 

Element which promotes adaptive reuse and historic preservation, is not included in Alternative B. 
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Impacts to landmark buildings would be similar under Alternative Bas under the 2004 Housing Element 

because Alternative B would retain some 2004 Housing Element policies encouraging the preservation 

and adaptive reuse of landmark buildings, such as encouraging consistency with historic districts and the 

strengthening of an area's sense of history. Overall, Alternative B could result in smaller/less dense 

residential projects and includes policies from the 2004 Housing Element that support historic 

preservation; therefore, for the same reason provided under Impact CP-1 in Section VE. Cultural and 

Paleontological Resources, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements these impacts under 

Alternative B would remain less than significant. 

For reasons similar to those provided under Impact CP-2 and CP-3 in Section VE. Cultural and 

Paleontological Resources assessing the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative B could result in 

a substantial adverse change to an archeological or paleontological resource. Such impacts could result 

from increasing the potential for residential development with deep foundations or soil improvements 

(which are associated with taller buildings), soils disturbance, or directing housing to areas with high 

potential for archeological deposits near the existing surface. As discussed under Impact CP-2 for both the 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, the City's established review procedures ensure that any potential to 

affect archeological resources at the project-level can be addressed and reduced to a less-than significant 

level. Such procedures would also be applicable under Alternative B. Similarly, potential impacts of the 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements on paleontological resources discussed under Impact CP-3 would be 

subject to existing regulations, including the National Historic Preservation Act, and would also apply 

under Alternative B. Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, potential impacts of 

adopting Alternative B on archeological and paleontological resources would be less than significant. 

Similar to development under the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, development under Alternative B 

would have the potential to disturb human remains. As discussed under Impact CP-4 in Section VE. 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources, existing regulations, including Sections 7050.5, 7051, and 7054 

of the California Health and Safety Code and Public Resource Code Section 5097.8 would address such 

impacts. Such regulations would also apply to development Alternative B. Thus, similar to the 2004 and 

2009 Housing Elements, under Alternative B this impact would be less than significant. 

Transportation and Circulation 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

The following Table VII-2 provides a comparison of policies under Alternative B that relate to 

transportation and circulation impacts in relation to existing conditions (i.e., policies under the 1990 

Residence Element). Text below in strikeout represents policies from the 2004 Housing Element that are 

eliminated under Alternative B, consistent with the trial court ruling. 
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Table VII-2 
Comparison of 1990 Residence Element and Alternative B Objectives, Policies, and Implementation 

Measures That Could Affect the City Transportation Network 
Impact 

Policies Related to 
Directing Growth to 
Specific City Areas 

Alternative B I Corresponding 1990 Residence Element 

Policy 1.1: Encourage higher residential Policy 2.1: Set allowable densities in 
density in areas adjacent to Downtown, established residential areas at levels 
in underutilized commercial and which will promote compatibility with 
industrial areas proposed for conversion prevailing neighborhood character. 
to · housing and in neighborhood 
commercial districts where higher ,__ _______________ __, 
density will not have harmful effects, 
especially if the higher density provides 
a significant number of units that are 
affordable to lower income households. 
Set allo=v.rable densities in established 
residential areas at levels which will 
promote compatibility with prevailing 
neighborhood scale and character 
where there is neighborhood support. 

. Encourage housing 
Policy 1.2. . ~arly affurdable 

t p articu · 
1 

developmew, . ~rnod commerc1a 
· in neighbor · b 

housmg, d. 1 cing existing Jo s, 
"'ithout ISP a · b or areas "' 11 JO s . 1 . blue co ar 

particulary employment · new discouragmg 
opportimities. 
Implementation Measure 1.1.1: f, 
Cityvride action plan (CAP) should 
provide a comprehensive framework 
for the allocation of higher dsnsity, 
mixsd uss rssidsntial devslopmsnt in 
transit rich areas »vith stable urban 
amenities in place. In these areas, 
specific CAP strategies should include: 
highsr dsnsitiss and rsducsd parking 
requirements in Dowffiown areas or 
through a Better Neighborhoods type 
planning process; pedestrian oriented 
improvements to enhance the 
attrmitiveness anfl nse of transit 

Implementation Measure 1.2.1: The 
Planning Dspartment will develop 
proposals in neighborhood commercial 
districts (NCDs) well served by transit 
to strengthen their functions as a 
traditional "tovm center" for the 
surrounding residential districts. 
Policy 1.3: Identify opportunities for 
housing and mixed-use districts near 
Downtown and former industrial 
portions of the City. 

Policy 2.2: Encourage higher residential 
density in areas adjacent to Downtown, in 
underutilized commercial and industrial 
areas proposed for conversion to housing 
and in neighborhood commercial districts 
where higher density will not have 
harmful effects, especially if the higher 
density provides a significant number of 
units that are affordable to lower income 
households. 
No corresponding Policy 

No corresponding 
Measure 

No . corresponding 
Measure 

Implementation 

Implementation 

Policy 1.2 Facilitate the conversion of 
underused industrial and commercial 
areas to residential use, giving preference 
to permanently affordable housing uses. 
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Table VIl-2 
Comparison of 1990 Residence Element and Alternative B Objectives, Policies, and Implementation 

Measures That Could Affect the City Transportation Network 
Impact Alternative B 

Implementation Measure 1.3.1: 
f)swetswH aFeas aed aFeas SHbj est ts a 
l3etteF Weighesffissas tyfle fllaHHiHg 
fJfS sess will e e ei'flested ts aessffi 
ffi~Sf sftise aea Fesia8fltial 
Se'ielSfJffiBfltS S'ief the Hel<t aesaae. 
Planniag aHa Z9fl1Hg ssae shaeges 
shsala ieslaae flssF ts aFea Fatis 
eiEemIJtises. These development 
bonuses would be conferred only in 
cases where in return the development 
will provide major public benefits to 
the community. 
Implementation Measure 1.3.2: The 
Planning Department will introduce 
zomng changes m the traditionally 
industrial eastern parts of the City. The 
areas under study are: Mission, South 
of Market, Showplace Square/Potrero 
Hill, Bayview Hunter's Point, and 
Visitacion Valley. Housing, especially 
affordable housing, will be encouraged 
Ill former industrial areas where 
residential neighborhoods are 
established and urban amenities are in 
place or feasible. 
Implementation Measure 1.6.l: The 
Planning Department will review the 
following incentives for commercial 
project developments in the Downtown 
C-3 District: Floor-to-area ratio (FAR) 
exemption for housing; E:S fesiaeffiial 
pafiEiE:g FeEjHirJmeHt, aHa HS Sfmsity 
reqairnmeHts fof resiaeffiial fJfsjests. 
Housing in excess of the base FAR in 
the Downtown General (C-3-G) and 
Downtown Support (C-3-S) Districts 
has also been proposed by the Board of 
Supervisors. 
Implementation Measure 1.6.2: -The 
PlaHE:iHg f)eIJartmeffi aHa the 
R:eae~·elspmeffi AgeE:SJ' will J3fs13ese 
iHsreasiHg height limits, elimiHatiE:g 
aeHsity reqairemeffis aea msaifj•iE:g 
sff street 13affiiHg reqairemeffis iH the 
'.fraeseay!R:iessE: Rill R:ea&.•elsIJmeffi 
SHF'>'e)' Meas. l=he Mia Maffiet 
reae,;e!SfJffi8Ht SHFVey afea will ee re 
z;seea ts ies!aae mii<ea ase resiaeHtial 
Meas aea reaased resiaeetial flarkieg 
-~ 
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Corresponding 1990 Residence Element 

No corresponding Implementation 
Measure 

No corresponding Implementation 
Measure, although Map 1 of the 1990 
Residence Element depicts Housing 
Opportunity Areas, which generally 
cover the same areas mentioned m 
Alternative B Implementation Measure 
1.3.2. 

No corresponding 
Measure 

No corresponding 
Measure 

Implementation 

Implementation 
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Table VIl-2 
Comparison of 1990 Residence Element and Alternative B Objectives, Policies, and Implementation 

Measures That Could Affect the City Transportation Network 
Impact I Alternative B I Corresponding 1990 Residence Element 

Implementation Measure 1.6.4: The I No corresponding Implementation 
planning Department will update the Measure 
Land Use Element to defme areas for 
mixed-used development focused along 
transit corridors that are determined to 
be served by sufficient and reliable 
transit. 
Policy 1.8: Allow new secondary units 
in areas where their effects can be dealt 
with and there is neighborhood support, 
especially if that housing is made 
permanently affordable to lower­
income households. 
Implementation Measure 1.8.1: The 
Board of Supervisors has introduced 
Planning Code amendments to allow 
secondary units in new buildings that 
are in close proximity to neighborhood 
commercial districts and public transit. 
Policy 1.9: Require new commercial 
developments and higher educational 
institutions to meet the housing demand 
they generate, particularly the need for 
affordable housing for lower income 
workers. 
Implementation Measure 1.9.2: 
Institutions are required to have an 
Institutional Master Plan that conforms 
to the General Plan. The Planning 
Department will evaluate higher 
educational institution's student 
housing programs through the required 
Institutional Master Plan. 
Implementation Measure 2.4.2: As part 
of the Planning Department's current 
citywide action plan, planning efforts in 
the eastern neighborhoods of the City, 
where housing exists in commercial and 
industrially zoned districts, should 
address housing retention as new 
policies and zoning are established. 
Mixed use should be encouraged where 
appropriate. 
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Policy 1.5: Allow new secondary units in 
areas where their effects can be dealt with 
and there is neighborhood support, 
especially if that housing is made 
permanently affordable to lower-income 
households. 
No corresponding Implementation 
Measure 

Policy 1. 7: Obtain assistance from office 
developments and higher educational 
institutions in meeting the housing 
demand they generate, particularly the 
need for affordable housing for lower 
income workers and students. 
No corresponding Implementation 
Measure 

No corresponding 
Measure 

Implementation 
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Table VIl-2 
Comparison of 1990 Residence Element and Alternative B Objectives, Policies, and Implementation 

Measures That Could Affect the City Transportation Network 
Impact I Alternative B I Corresponding 1990 Residence Element 

Parking-related 
policies 

Implementation Measure 8.6.1: The I No corresponding Implementation 
City will continue to encourage and Measure 
support the development of specialized 
housing types that meet the particular 
needs of various user groups. This 
housing will be especially encouraged 
in transit rich areas of the City, 
maximizing mobility and accessibility 
to services. 
Implementation Measure 11.1.1: +he 
new band Use Element will identify in 
fill sites appropriate for miJrnd use 
residential projects. Appropriate 
neighborhood serYing retail, public 
fucilities and supportive amenities 
ol..~.,J,.l I..~-------------' 

Implementation Measure 11.4_2: The 
City will work to require institutions to 
provide housing for workers and 
students. 
Policy 11.6: Employ flellible land use 
controls in residential areas that can 

through a Better Neighborhoods type 
planning process while rnallimizing the 
opportunity for housing near transit. 
Implementation Measure 11.6.1: +he 
City will continue to promote increased 
residential densities in areas v1ell served 
by transit and neighborhood compatible 
development with the support and input 
from local neighborhoods. 
Implementation Measure 11.9.1: +he 
City, through a Better Neighborhoods 
type planning process, will continue to 
work to improve and enhance housing 
with the goal of more housing and vital, 
attractive transit served neighborhoods. 
Implementation Measure 11.9 .3: +he 
new Land Use Element will, within the 
framework of a comprehensive 
cit)wide action plan (CAP), identify 
areas where higher densities are 
appropriate. 

No corresponding Implementation 
Measure 

No corresponding Implementation 
Measure 

Policy 12.5: Relate land use controls to 
the appropriate scale for new and existing 
residential areas. 

No corresponding Implementation 
Measure 

No corresponding Implementation 
Measure 

No corresponding Implementation 
Measure 

Policy 4.4: Consider granting density I No corresponding Policy 
bonuses and parking requirement 
exemptions for the construction of 
affordable housing or senior housing. 
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Table VII-2 
Comparison of 1990 Residence Element and Alternative B Objectives, Policies, and Implementation 

Measures That Could Affect the City Transportation Network 
Impact I Alternative B I Corresponding 1990 Residence Element 

Policy 11.7: \Vhere there is 

Implementation Measure 1.1.1: A 
cityvt'ide actioR plan (CAP) should 
provide a compreheRsive framev1ork 
:fur the aHocatiOR of higher deRsity, 
mixed user resideRtial de';elopmeRt iR 
transit rich areas with stable urban 
ameRities iR place. In these areas, 
specific CAP strategies should mclude: 
higher deRsities and reduced parking 
requiremeRts iR Downtown areas or 
through a Better Neighborhoods type 
planniRg process; pedestrian orieRted 
improvemeRts to eRhaRce the 
attractiveRess and use of transit. 
Implementation Measure 1.6.1: The 
Planning Department will review the 
following incentives for commercial 
project developments in the Downtown 
C-3 District; Floor-to-area ratio (FAR) 
exemption for housing; RO resideRtial 
parkiRg requiremeRts, and RO deRsity 
requiremeRt :fur residernial projects. 
Housing in excess of the base FAR in 
the Downtown General (C-3-G) and 
Downtown Support (C-3-S) Districts 
has also been proposed by the Board of 
Supervisors. 
Implementation Measure 1.6.2: +he 
Planning DepartmeRt and the 
RedevelopmeRt AgeRcy will propose 
modifyiRg off street parkmg 
requiremeRts iR the Transbay/Rillcc'm 
Hill RedevelopmeRt sur;ey areas. Tae 
Mid Market redevelopmeRt su£¥ey 
areas '.Vill be re ZORed to fficlude 
mi1rnrl 11~"' r"'~irlP.Jlti::il ::ir"'::i~ ::iJlcl r"'rlrn~"'rl 

~..] ___ ,L; .... 1 _____ 1. 

,J.'-''"1: 

Implementation Measure 1.8.3: The 
Planning Department will study the 
impacts of relaxing parking 
requirements for secondary units 
located in all neighborhoods. 
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No corresponding Policy 

No corresponding 
Measure 

No corresponding 
Measure 

No corresponding 
Measure 

No corresponding 
Measure 

Implementation 

Implementation 

Implementation 

Implementation 
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Table VIl-2 
Comparison of 1990 Residence Element and Alternative B Objectives, Policies, and Implementation 

Measures That Could Affect the City Transportation Network 
Impact 

Policies Related to 
Encouraging 
Residential Density 

Alternative B 

Implementation Measure 4.4.1: Until 
the Planning Department establishes 
uniform requirements for affordable 
and senior housing development, 
affordable and senior housing projects 
will continue to be granted reduced 
parking requirements on a case-by-case 
basis. 
Implementation Measure 4.4.2: The 
Planning Department will investigate 
appropriate parking requirements for all 
affordable or senior housing projects. 
Implementation Measure 11.7.1: +he 
Planning Department will work to 
reduee parking requirements in older 
neighborhoods and in other areas 
through a Better Neighborhoods type 
planning process with the support and 
input from loeal neighborhoods. 
Implementation Measure 11.8. l: +he 
Planning Department, 1.vith the support 
and input from loeal neighborhoods, 
will study the irnpaets of redueed 
parking and private open spaee 
provisions and will eonsider revising 
the Planning Code aeeordingly. 
Objective 4: Support affordable 
housing production by increasing site 
availability and capacity. 
Policy 4.4: Consider granting density 
bonuses and parking requirement 
exemptions for the construction of 
affordable housing or senior housing. 
Policy 11.6: Employ fle)cible land use 
controls in residential areas that ean 

. t ly sized inappropna e . reb~ulate "ghborhoods, m · e'" ne1 
development m n .v d in other areas 
DowntO'Nil areas an 
through a Better Neighborhoods type 
planning proeess vlhile maximizing the 

• r t..~,, .... · • 

Policy 11.9: Set allo'.vable densities and 
parking standards in residential areas at 
levels that promote the City's overall 
housing objeetives while respecting 
neighborhood seale and charaeter. 
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Corresponding 1990 Residence Element 

No corresponding Implementation 
Measure 

No corresponding Implementation 
Measure 

No corresponding Implementation 
Measure 

No corresponding Implementation 
Measure 

Objective 7: To increase land and improve 
building resources for permanently 
affordable housing. 
Policy 7.3: Grant density bonuses for the 
construction of affordable or senior 
housing. 

Policy 12.5: Relate land use controls to 
the appropriate scale for new and existing 
residential areas. 

Policy 2.1: Set allowable densities in 
established residential areas at levels 
which will promote compatibility with 
prevailing neighborhood character. 
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Table VII-2 
Comparison of 1990 Residence Element and Alternative B Objectives, Policies, and Implementation 

Measures That Could Affect the City Transportation Network 
Impact I Alternative B I Corresponding 1990 Residence Element 

Notes: 

Implementation Measure 1.7.1: ffi I No corresponding Implementation 
response to the mereasing number of Measure 
families in San Francisco, the Planning 
Department will develop zoning 
amendments to require a minimum 
percentage of larger family units 
ranging from two to four bedrooms, in 
new major residential projects. The 
Plaooing Department 'i'lill also propose 
eliminating density requirements '.v-itl:tin 
ilie permitted building envelopes in 
Downtown areas and areas subject to a 
Better N€ighborl:toods type plaooing 
process to maximize family units 
constructed. 
Policy 1.8: Allow new secondary units 
in areas where their effects can be dealt 
with and there is neighborhood support, 
especially if that housing is made 
permanently affordable to lower 
income households. 
Implementation Measure 4.4.1: The 
Planning Department will look at 
establishing uniform density bonus 
standards and equal requirements for 
affordable and senior housing 
development. Until then, affordable and 
senior housing projects will continue to 
be granted density bonuses and reduced 
parking requirements on a case-by-case 
basis. 

Implementation Measure 11.7.1: ::rhe 
Planning Department 'Nill v,rork to 
reduce parking requirements in older 
neighborhoods and in other areas 
through a Better Neighborhoods type 
planaing process with the support and 
" r ,_ 1~~~1 -~;~J..J..~~J..~effi;.; 

Policy 1.5: Allow new secondary units in 
areas where their effects can be dealt with 
and there is neighborhood support, 
especially if that housing is made 
permanently affordable to lower income 
households. 
No corresponding Implementation 

Measure 

No corresponding Implementation 
Measure 

Implementation Measure 11.8.1:---+lre I No corresponding Implementation 
Planning Department, 'Nith the support Measure 
and input from local neighborhoods, 
'Nill study the impacts of reduced 
parking and private open space 
provisions and will consider re>1ising 
the Planning Code accordingly. 

r The policies in this Table are not exhaustive and, where necessary, this TIS also addresses potential 
physical environmental impacts associated with the objectives, implementation measures, and strategies in 
the Housing Elements and project Alternatives. 
2 The Housing Elements and Alternatives contain additional themes beyond what is presented in this Table. 
However, those themes, which include (but are not limited to) Homelessness, Housing Condition, Seismic 
Safety, and Displacement, do not have associated policies that could result in potential environmental impacts. 
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Growth in Certain Areas 

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element, Alternative B includes policies that would direct growth to certain 

areas of the City, although to a lesser degree than the 2004 Housing Element due to the policies 

eliminated under the trial court ruling. Alternative B Implementation Measures 1.3.2, 1.6.1, 2.6.4, 1.8.1, 

1.9.2, 2.4.2, 8.6.1, and 11.4.2 could all result in directing growth to certain areas of the City. Unlike the 

2004 Housing Element, Alternative B does not include policies that pertain to directing new development 

to transit-rich areas of the city, neighborhood commercial districts, Downtown and mixed-use areas. 

Therefore, Alternative B does not as aggressively promote housing growth in proximity to job cores, 
commercial areas, and areas served by transit. It is therefore anticipated that under Alternative B, less 

future development would occur in proximity to job cores, services and/or along transit lines as compared 
to development under the 2004 Housing Element. The 2009 Housing Element contains policies that 

would direct development to community planning areas and areas near transit (refer to 2009 Housing 

Element Policies 1.6, 1.7, 4.6, 12.1, 12.2, 13.1 and Implementation Measures 6, and 14 in Section VG. 

Transportation and Circulation). As discussed in the analysis of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements 
under Impact TR-1 in Section VG. Transportation and Circulation, policies that promote development 

close to jobs and services and/or along transit lines are intended to reduce citywide vehicle trips and 

promote use of alternative modes of transportation, such as transit, bicycling and walking. Therefore, 

without these policies, it is more likely that the 3 7 intersections anticipated to operate at unacceptable 

levels of service under future 2025 Cumulative Conditions (refer to Table V.F-1 in Section VF. 

Transportation and Circulation) would continue to operate unacceptably. 

Policies included in Alternative B include policies that advocate for zoning changes in many areas of the 

City that have undergone area planning processes, measures that call for rezoning of the City's industrial 

and commercial districts to provide mixed use neighborhoods, and encouraging housing along transit for 

specialized housing types (See Table VII-2). Thus, while Alternative B could result in some portion of 

future person trips shifting from private vehicles to transit, the amount would be reduced compared to the 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements (as noted above, Alternative B would promote residential growth in 

proximity to job cores, commercial areas, and along transit lines, but not as aggressively as the 2004 and 

2009 Housing Elements). The analysis of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact TR-1 found 

that impacts to transit would be potentially significant under Cumulative Conditions in the year 2025. 

Under Alternative B, it is possible that encouraging housing in mixed use districts and in industrial and 

commercial districts where either housing is located in proximity to jobs, services and/or transit could 

potentially shift some trips to transit, although to a lesser degree than the 2004 or 2009 Housing Element. 

Given that Alternative B could potentially encourage increases in transit ridership, potentially above 

Muni's capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, and that SFMTA's fiscal emergencies may not allow 

for expanded transit service, adoption of and development of housing under Alternative B may result in a 

potentially significant impact on the City's transit system. Therefore, while this alternative would not 

eliminate this significant impact of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, it might reduce the impact 

below the level expected with either the 2004 or 2009 Housing Element as proposed. 
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Parking Requirements 

Alternative B does not contain any policies that would specifically modify parking impacts. Therefore, 

Alternative B would have similar impacts as the No Project Alternative (Alternative A) with respect to 

parking regulations. As discussed in the TIS, a reduced parking requirement is a strategy to encourage a 

shift in modes of transportation from private vehicles to transit, bicycling or walking. It is therefore 

anticipated that maintaining existing parking provisions could increase the number of vehicle trips 

citywide compared to those anticipated for the 2004 Housing Elements (which include reduced parking 

strategies), but not in excess of those anticipated under future 2025 Cumulative Conditions. Therefore, it 

is more likely that the 37 intersections anticipated to operate at unacceptable levels of service under future 

2025 Cumulative Conditions (refer to Table V.F-1 in Section VF Transportation and Circulation) would 

continue to operate unacceptably under Alternative B than under the 2004 Housing Element. However, no 

changes are anticipated to the transit system under 2025 Cumulative Conditions as a result of Alternative 

B's parking policies. 

Residential Density Provisions 

Alternative B is similar to the No Project Alternative (Alternative A) in that it does not as aggressively 

promote increased residential density as the 2004 Housing Element. However, Alternative B includes 

Policies 2.2 and 2.3 from the 2004 Housing Element could increase residential density more generally 

throughout the City, as compared to the 2009 Housing Element policies that generally limit 

encouragement of increased densities to affordable housing projects and tlu·ough community planning 

processes. As discussed in the TIS, increased residential density is correlated with reduced auto 

ownership and reduced VMT, resulting in overall beneficial impacts to the City transportation network. 

Therefore, the 2004 Housing Element would generally result in more beneficial impacts to the City 

transportation network than Alternative B, and Alternative B would have generally similar impacts to the 

transportation network as the 2009 Housing Element policies. Housing policies under Alternative B that 

would increase residential density generally throughout the City could promote the use of alternative 

transportation, shifting a portion of trips to transit. As discussed previously and as shown in Table VII-2, 

residential density provisions under Alternative B would be similar to the No Project Alternative 

(Alternative A), and these specific policies would not be anticipated to affect future 2025 Cumulative 

transit conditions as they do not include policies that encourage mode shift to transit via reduced parking 

and/or increased density on transit corridors. 

Conclusion 

As discussed above, Alternative B can be expected to result in an overall increase in citywide vehicle trips 

as compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements because Alternative B does not promote the use of 

alternative transportation to the degree that the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements do, through the 

inclusion of either policies encouraging increased density or reduced parking strategies. However, the 

effects of future development on the roadway network would not be expected to exceed 2025 Cumulative 

Conditions because the housing element policies do not result in population growth. Furthermore, 
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Alternativ~ B does not in itself allow any new residential development, and therefore would not generate 

any new person trips. 

Alternative B does contain policies that direct growth towards job cores, commercial areas and/or transit 

more so than the No Project Alternative/Alternative A (see Table VII-2), but not as aggressively as the 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. Under 2025 Cumulative Conditions, the California Street and Market 

Street Subway transit corridors are anticipated to operate near Muni's transit capacity utilization standard 

of 85 percent in 2025 (refer to Table V.F-2 in Section VF Transportation and Circulation). Alternative 

B would not directly result in the development of housing and it would not add any new trips under 2025 

Cumulative Conditions. However, as noted in the prior discussion of Development Assumptions by 

Alternative, Alternative B contains policies that encourage a mode shift to transit. A substantial mode 

shift to transit could adversely affect the public transit system. Given that Alternative B includes policies 

that could potentially encourage increases in transit ridership above Muni's capacity utilization ,standard 

of 85 percent, and that SFMTA's fiscal emergencies may not allow for expanded transit service, 

Alternative B may result in a potentially significant impact on the City's transit system. This is similar to 

the significant unavoidable transit impact anticipated under the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, but 

would be expected to occur to a lesser extent because prevailing residential densities and parking ratios 

would remain, resulting in less of a shift to transit. 

Noise 

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element, the City is neither within an airport 

land use plan area, nor within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, nor within the vicinity of 

a private airstrip. Therefore, Alternative B would have no impact with respect to airport noise. 

2004 Housing Element Comparison 

As noted under the discussion of Development Assumptions by Alternative, unlike the 2004 Housing 

Element, Alternative B would not promote increased density to the same degree as the 2004 or 2009 

Housing Elements. Less density would result in a reduced intensity of housing construction, which would 

result in less noise-generating activity associated with new housing construction. Therefore, as with the 

2004 Housing Element addressed under Impact N0-1 in Section VG. Noise, Alternative B would not 

result in a significant noise impact during construction, due in part to expected compliance with the City's 

noise ordinance. Similar to the 2004 Housing Element, Alternative B would not result in an increase in 

demolition, which would create demolition-related noise. Both Alternative B and 2004 Housing Element 

recognize the need for the retention and maintenance of existing housing. Therefore, similar to the 

analysis of the 2004 Housing Element under Impact N0-2, impacts from exposure of people to or 

generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise from demolition would be less than 

significant. 

Both Alternative B and the 2004 Housing Element include policies that direct growth to certain areas of 

the City and policies that promote increased density (see Table VII-1). However, Alternative B promotes 

increased density and housing in non-residential areas to a lesser extent than the 2004 Housing Element, 
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due to the elimination of certain policies under Alternative B. Regardless, impacts related to a substantial 

permanent increase in anlbient noise levels would be less than significant under Alternative B for reasons 

similar to those provided in the analysis of the 2004 Housing Element under Impact N0-3 in Section VG 

Noise. Namely, all new residential development would be subject to compliance with existing laws and 

regulations applicable to this issue, resulting in a less than significant impact. 

Alternative B would reduce the intensity of housing construction on in-fill sites in industrial and 

commercial areas as compared with the 2004 Housing Element. This would reduce the potential for 

exposing residents to higher noise levels associated with these types of non-residential uses; therefore, 

this impact would be incrementally less than under the 2004 Housing Element. However, as with the 

2004 Housiµg Element, compliance with Title 24 may not mitigate exterior noise on private open space, 

or other site-specific conditions may warrant acoustical monitoring and analysis beyond that required for 

Title 24 compliance. Therefore, for reason similar to those provided in the analysis of the 2004 Housing 

Element under Impact N0-4, Alternative B could result in a significant impact with respect to exposing 

noise sensitive receptors to noise levels in excess of established standards and promoting residential 

development that may be substantially affected by existing noise levels. However, also similar to the 2004 

Housing Element, compliance with Mitigation Measure M-N0-1 would reduce Alternative B's impact on 

noise sensitive receptors to less than significant with mitigation. 

2009 Housing Element Comparison 

As' noted under the discussion of Development Assumptions by Alternative, compared to the 2009 

Housing Element, Alternative B would not promote as much increased housing density and, therefore, the 

intensity and duration of housing construction. This reduced intensity of housing construction would 

result in less noise-generating activity associated with new housing construction. Therefore, as with the 

2009 Housing Element addressed under Impact N0-1 in Section VG. Noise, Alternative B would not 

result in a significant noise impact during construction, due in part to expected compliance with the City's 

noise ordinance. Similar to the 2009 Housing Element, development under Alternative B would not result 

in an increase in demolition, which would create demolition-related noise. Both Alternative B and the 

2009 Housing Element recognize the need for the retention and maintenance of existing housing. 

Alternative B's housing policies would promote housing construction in Downtown and other areas 

through floor-to-area ratio exemptions (Implementation Measure 1.6.1), which could increase density in 

these specific areas and increase construction-related noise and expose more future residents to traffic and 

stationary noise sources. Similar to the 2009 Housing Element, Alternative B would consider public 

health objectives when designating housing sites. Therefore, similar to the analysis of the 2009 Housing 

Element in Section VG. Noise, Alternative B would not expose more people to excessive groundborne 

vibration or noise or locate residential uses near site unsuitable for housing (Impact N0-2), and this 

impact would be less than significant. Alternative B could result in incrementally less exposure of people 

to non-residential noise sources than the 2009 Housing Element due to the reduced promotion of density. 

Both Alternative B and the 2009 Housing Element include policies that direct growth to certain areas of 

the City and policies that promote increased density. However, Alternative B promotes increased housing 

density to a lesser extent than the 2009 Housing Element. Regardless, impacts related to a substantial 
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permanent increase in ambient noise levels would be less than significant under Alternative B for reasons 

similar to those provided in the analysis of the 2009 Housing Element under Impact N0-3 in Section VG 

Noise. Namely, all new residential development would be subject to compliance with existing laws and 

regulations applicable to this issue, resulting in a less than significant impact. 

As with the analysis of the 2009 H01:1sing Element provided under Impact N0-4 regarding exposure to or 

generation of noise levels in excess of applicable standards, compliance with Title 24 may not mitigate 

exterior noise on private open space or other site-specific conditions may warrant acoustical monitoring 

and analysis beyond that required for Title 24 compliance. Therefore, as with the 2009 Housing Element, 

Alternative B could result in a significant impact with respect to exposing noise sensitive receptors to 

noise levels in excess of established standards and promoting residential development that may be 

substantially affected by existing noise levels. Compliance with Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Interior 

and Exterior Noise, would reduce Alternative B's impact on noise sensitive receptors to less than 

significant with mitigation, similar to the 2009 Housing Element. Overall, these impacts would be less 

than noise impacts under the 2009 Housing Element due to the anticipated reduction in housing density 

(and intensity) under Alternative B, but would remain less than significant with mitigation. 

Air Quality 

2004 and 2009 Housing Element Comparison 

As discussed under Impact AQ-1 in Section VH Air Quality, consistency of the proposed Housing 

Elements with regional air quality plans can be detennined by comparing the growth factors used for the 

proposed Housing Element with those used in the most recently adopted regional air quality plan, the Bay 

Area 2005 Ozone Strategy. The 2005 Ozone Strategy growth assumptions for Bay Area communities are 

based on ABAG's Projections. The Housing Elements are based on regional growth projections provided 

by the AGAG. This RHNA, in turn, is based on ABAG population projects. As both the 2004 and 2009 

Housing Elements and the 2005 Ozone Strategy utilize ABAG projections, the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements would not result in a significant impact on regional air quality planning efforts. For reasons 

similar to those detailed under Impact AQ-1, Alternative B would result in a less than significant impact 

on regional air quality. 

Although the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements would not directly result in the construction of residential 

units, 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements policies could indirectly contribute to an existing or projected air 

quality violation by promoting increased density in certain areas of the City, thereby consolidating new 

construction within those areas. The policies of Alternative B would not promote increased density to the 

same degree as the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. Thus, compared to Alternative B, increased density 

standards under the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements could promote longer construction durations 

associated with construction of buildings containing a greater number of units, which could result in an 

increase in construction emissions for the construction project. Therefore, localized air quality impacts 

from construction emissions would be incrementally reduced under Alternative B. However, for reasons 

similar to those provided under Impact AQ-2 in Section VH Air Quality analyzing the 2004 and 2009 

Housing Elements, construction impacts related to air quality standards under Alternative A would remain 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
Draft EIR 

VII Alternatives (revised) 
Page VII-65 



City and County of San Francisco March 2011, as amended December 2013 

less than significant. Alternative B would encourage fewer housing units near transit than either the 2004 

or 2009 Housing Elements and therefore, development under Alternative B could result in incrementally 

greater impacts to air quality due to an increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled. However, any increase in 

Vehicle Miles Traveled associated with Alternative B would be minor, and for the reasons described 

under Impact AQ-2, impacts related to air quality standards due to development under Alternative B 

would be less than significant. 

Similar to the assessment of the 2004 or 2009 Housing Elements under Impact AQ-3, Alternative B 

would not expose residents to TACs because all future housing units would be required to undergo review 

which would include consideration of the location of industrial sites or other sources of air pollution in 

the design of the residential building, to orient air intakes away from the sources of pollution. Therefore, 

for reasons similar to those provided under Impact AQ-3 addressing exposure of sensitive receptors to 

substantial pollutants, the impact under Alternative B would be less than significant. 

Similar to the assessment of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact AQ-4 in Section VH Air 

Quality, Alternative B would encourage the construction of housing and would not result in the creation 

of objectionable odors. 

Overall, impacts to air quality under Alternative B could be incrementally greater than under the 2004 and 

2009 Housing Elements due to potential increases in Vehicle Miles Traveled. However, this impact would 

still be less than significant. 

Greenhouse Gases 

2004 Housing Element Comparison 

Both Alternative B and the 2004 Housing Element include policies that would ultimately result in reduced 

GHG emissions per capita by encouraging: (1) housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood services, 

and/or transit; (2) increased housing density; (3) infill development; (4) preservation of existing housing 

stock; and (5) energy efficiency. However, development under Alternative B could result in smaller/less 

dense projects than development under the 2004 Housing Element and would therefore not result in the 

same energy savings as the 2004 Housing Element (energy savings is generally increased in denser 

development due to enhanced insulating qualities and other efficiencies). Therefore, given that 

Alternative B would not reduce GHG to the same extent as the 2004 Housing Element, this impact could 

be incrementally greater than under the 2004 Housing Element, but would remain less than significant, 

as discussed in Impact GH-1 under Section VI Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

2009 Housing Element Comparison 

Both Alternative B and the 2009 Housing Element include policies that would ultimately result in reduced 

GHG emissions per capita. These policies include providing housing: (1) in proximity to job cores, 

neighborhood services, and/or trarisit; (2) by increas~ng housing density; (3) encouraging infill 

development; ( 4) preservation of existing housing stock or adaptive reuse of existing buildings; and (5) 
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promoting energy efficiency. Each of these strategies could result in GHG emissions reductions. Both 

Alternative B and the 2009 Housing Element include policies that promote infill development, 

preservation the City's existing housing stock, and energy efficiency of new development. However, 

Alternative B would not promote increased density to the same extent as the 2009 Housing Element, and 

denser development can result in a decrease in GHG's per capita. Therefore, overall impacts from 

Alternative B could be incrementally greater than the 2009 Housing Element, although less than 

significant for the reasons discussed in Impact GH-1 under Section VI Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

Wind and Shadow 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

As noted above under Development Assumptions by Alternative, Alternative B promotes density to a 
lesser degree than the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. Additionally, Alternative B could result in the 

construction of smaller buildings. However, height limits would remain under the 2004 and 2009 Housing 
Elements and the difference in the size of buildings overall would only potentially be incremental. Wind 

impacts are project-specific and projects are subject to the Planning Department's procedures requiring 

modification . of any new building or addition that exceeds the wind or criterion. Specifically, new 
residential units must comply with the applicable federal, state, and local regulations including Sections 

147, 148, 243(c)(9), 249.l(b)(2), and 263.ll(c) of the San Francisco Planning Code. As assessed in 

Impact WS-1 in Section VJ Wind and Shadow, the incremental change in wind impacts from existing 

conditions resulting from the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements would not be substantial because wind 

impacts from new housing development would be subject to applicable regulations limiting or, in the case 

of wind, avoiding such impacts. Thus, for similar reasons as those noted under Impact WS-1 (i.e., 

compliance with regulations noted above), wind impacts under Alternative B would not be substantial. 

Therefore, this impact would be the same as the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements and would be less than 

significant impact with respect to the alteration of wind patterns. 

Because Alternative B encourages density to a lesser extent, this alternative could result in lower building 

in certain areas compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. Because Alternative B directs new 

housing to Downtown, where wind and shadow impacts are most commonly found, the potential for these 

impacts would be incrementally increased as compared to Alternative A (No Project). However, as 

discussed under Impact WS-2 in Section VJ Wind and Shadow, shadow impacts are project-specific and 

all applications for new construction or additions to existing buildings above 40 feet in height are 

reviewed by the Planning Department to determine. whether such shading might occur and if a project 

would result in new shadow, that shadow is evaluated for significance under CEQA. Furthermore, new 

residential units would comply with the applicable federal, state, and local regulations including Sections 

146( a), 146( c ), and 295 of the San Francisco Planning Code. Potential shadow impacts under Alternative 

B would be subject to the same processes and requirements as those noted in Impact WS-2 for the 2004 

and 2009 Housing Elements. Therefore, this impact would be the same as the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements and Alternative B would have a less than significant impact with respect to the creation of new 

shadows. 
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Recreation 

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element, Alternative B would not directly 

increase the use of recreational facilities because it would not directly result in population growth or 

generate new development. However, as noted in Section VK Recreation, both the 2004 and 2009 

Housing Element have the potential for secondary effects on recreational facilities resulting from 

promoting new housing in certain areas, and subsequently resulting in physical deterioration of existing 

recreation facilities. The City currently has a ratio of 7.0 acres of open space per 1,000 San Francisco 

residents and the City has not established a citywide target ratio of parkland to residents, nor has it 

adopted a Quimby Act ordinance. Many open space acquisitions/expansions have been identified by the 

Planning Department and San Francisco Recreation and Park Department, independent of Alternative B 

and the proposed Housing Elements. Furthermore, SFRPD would continue to acquire new open 

space/recreation facilities. pursuant to Proposition C (open space fund discussed in Section VK 

Recreation). New housing development would be required to comply with Planning Code requirements 

for open space. 

2004 Housing Element Comparison 

Alternative B does not propose any recreational facilities. Alternative B would not directly increase the 

use of recreational facilities because it would not directly result in population growth. 

Similar to the analysis provided under Impact RE-1 (impacts related to new or expanded recreational 

facilities) and Impact RE~2 (physical degradation of existing recreational facilities) in Section VK 

Recreation, Alternative B could result in an increase in the use of existing neighborhood and regional 

parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would 

occur or be accelerated, or could create the need for new facilities by directing the growth of new 

housing. Unlike the 2004 Housing Element Policy 11.8.1, which calls for studying reduced private open 

space and potential revisions to the Planning Code, Alternative B does not propose to allow reductions to 

private open space requirements. Reductions in private open space could increase the potential for greater 

use of public recreation facilities, accelerating deterioration of existing facilities or creating the need for 

new facilities. Any such impacts under Alternative B therefore would be expected to be incrementally less 

than under the 2004 Housing Element Moreover, any specific proposals for the development of park 

space or recreation facilities would be subject to subsequent project-level environmental review. 

Therefore, similar to the 2004 Housing Element, impacts related to increased use or the construction or 

expansion of recreational facilities would be less than significant. 

2009 Housing Element Comparison 

The 2009 Housing Element supports more limited consideration of reductions to required open space than 

the 2004 Housing Element, and contains policies and implementation measures that would serve to 

discourage such reductions in areas that are currently underserved with recreational facilities (Policy 

12.2). Additionally, as discussed above, Alternative B does not propose to allow for the reduction of 

private open space. Therefore, the impacts of Alternative B would be expected to be somewhat less than 
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those of the 2009 Housing Element with regard to increased use of parks resulting in deterioration or the 

need for new facilities, for reason similar to those provided under Impact RE-1 and Impact RE-2 in 

Section VK Recreation_ Alternative B itself does not propose any recreational facilities. Alternative B 

would not directly increase the use of recreational facilities because it would not directly result in 

population growth. The City has not established a citywide target ratio of parkland to residents, nor has it 

adopted a Quimby Act ordinance. Therefore, the City would not be required to provide or construct 

additional recreational facilities in response to any population growth. Specific proposals for the 
development of park space or recreation facilities would be subject to subsequent project-level 

environmental review. Similar to the 2009 Housing Element, as discussed under Impact RE-1 and RE-2 

in Section VK Recreation, impacts related to increased use of parks and recreational facilities, or the 

construction or expansion of recreational facilities would be less than significant. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

As discussed under Section VL. Utilities and Service Systems, the City requires NPDES permits, as 

administered by the SFBRWQCB, according to federal regulations for both point source discharges (a 

municipal or industrial discharge at a specific location or pipe) and nonpoint source discharges (diffuse 

runoff of water from adjacent land uses) to surface waters of the United States. For point source 

discharges, such as sewer outfalls, each NPDES pennit contains limits on allowable concentrations and 

mass emissions of pollutants contained in the discharge. New construction could result in impacts related 

to water or wastewater treatment facilities if new housing would results in additional need for water or 

wastewater treatment in areas that do not have the available capacity to transport or process the additional 

water or wastewater. This could require the construction or expansion of water or wastewater treatment 

facilities. Although the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element would not directly result in the 

construction of residential units, all new development would be required to comply with all provisions of 

the NPDES program, as enforced by the RWQCB. Therefore, adoption of the proposed Housing Elements 

would not result in an exceedance of wastewater treatment requirements_ Additionally, the NPDES Phase 

I and Phase II requirements would regulate discharge from construction sites. All new development 

would be required to comply with all applicable wastewater discharge requirements issued by the 

SWRCB and RWQCB and would not exceed applicable wastewater treatment requirements of the 

RWQCB with respect to discharges to the sewer system or stormwater system within the City. Therefore, 

similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element assessed under Impact UT-1 Section VL. Utilities and 

Service Systems, Alternative B would have a less than significant impact with respect to the exceedance 

of wastewater treatment requirements_ 

As discussed under the assessment of new or expanded water or wastewater facilities under Impact UT-2, 

policies provided under the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element would not directly result in the construction 

of residential units. This is also the case under Alternative B. Further, all new housing development 

would be required to comply with all applicable regulations (e.g., Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public 

Works Code), regardless of housing element policies. As explained under Impact UT-2, policies that 

increase density could be achieved by the construction of multifamily housing, which uses less water than 
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single-family homes and may result in less landscaping that requires irrigation. Therefore, increasing 

multifamily housing may reduce the need for new or expanded water and sewer hookups. Alternative B 

does not promote increased density as aggressively as the 2004 or 2009 Housing Elements, so it is 

possible that incrementally less multifamily housing would be constructed under Alternative B. However, 

while incremental differences could result under Alternative B, for reasons similar to. those provided 

under Impact UT-2, this impact would remain less than significant. 

Development and construction under Alternative B could potentially result in an increase of impervious 

surfaces on sites that could increase the rate of runoff, exceeding the capacity of stormwater drainage 

facilities, as discussed under Impact UT-3 in Section VL. Utilities and Service Systems. Alternative B 

would not increase the density of housing construction to the same extent as the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements and could incrementally result in more buildings that are less dense. Therefore, the resulting 

stormwater runoff impacts under Alternative B may differ incrementally from the 2004 and 2009 Housing 
Elements. Regardless, all new residential development would be required to comply with federal, state, 

and local regulations, including the City's Green Building Ordinance, and the Green Landscaping 

Ordinance. Therefore, similar to the impacts from impervious surfaces from the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements assessed under Impact UT-3, Alternative B impacts would be less than significant, but 

incrementally smaller than the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements due to the reduced density of housing 

units. 

This EIR considers the degree to which construction of housing could potentially result in the need for 

new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements because increased density could result in 

inadequate water supply. However, as noted in the assessment of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements 

under Impact UT-4 in Section VL. Utilities and Services, all new development would be required to 

comply with federal, state, and local regulations, including the City's Green Building Ordinance, Water 

Supply Availability Study, North Basin Groundwater Management Plan, WSIP, Article 21 of the San 

Francisco Public Works Code, and the Residential Water Conservation Ordinance. These would also 

apply under Alternative B. Therefore, impacts to water supply from Alternative B would be similar, but 

incrementally smaller than the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements due to the decrease in the promotion of 

density. For reasons similar to those provided under Impact UT-4, impacts related to water demand from 

Alternative B would be less than significant. 

New housing constructed consistent with Alternative B would require solid waste disposal. As further 

discussed under Section VL. Utilities and Service Systems, according to AB 939, all cities and counties in 

California are required to divert 25 percent of all solid waste to recycling facilities from landfill or 

transformation facilities by January 1, 1995, and 50 percent by January 1, 2000. As of 2006, the most 

recent year for which Board-reviewed rates are available, the City achieved a diversion rate of70 percent. 

Additionally, City policies (including Chapter 19, "Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance") 

require all persons located in San Francisco to separate recyclables, compostables and landfilled trash and 

participate in recycling and composting programs and provide enforcement mechanisms and penalties for 

violations. Alternative B would not be expected to change compliance levels with City ordinances. 

Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element, Alternative B would have no impact related to 

compliance with solid waste statutes and regulations 
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As discussed under Impact UT-5, Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, additional collection 

trucks and personnel could be required to provide solid waste services to new housing. However, all new 

development would be required to comply with the previously discussed state and local regulations, 

including the City's Green Building Ordinance, Ordinance No. 27-06, and the Mandatory Recycling and 

Composting Ordinance (all of which contribute to the City's goal of zero waste by 2020). Therefore, for 

the same reasons provided under Impact UT-5, impacts to solid waste disposal from Alternative B would 

less than significant. 

Public Services 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

Overall population growth projected for San Francisco would result in an increase in the number of 

people requiring fire protection or police services. As discussed under Development Assumptions by 

Alternative, Alternative B would not as aggressively promote density as the 2004 or 2009 Housing 

Elements and would be more likely to result in smaller/less dense projects. As discussed in Impact PS-2, 

adoption of Housing Elements would not result in an increase the City's overall population; rather the 

Housing Elements provide direction for where increased residential units should be developed. As the 

City grows, the service areas for public services including police, fire and health care facilities would be 

reevaluated and resources would be reallocated to accommodate the needs in specific parts of the City, if 

and when conditions warrant. New development would be required to comply with current seismic and 

life safety requirements of the San Francisco Building and Fire Code. Therefore, for reasons discussed in 

Impact PS-1, PS-2 and PS-5 in Section VM Public Services, impacts to police, fire and health care 

. facilities under Alternative B would be similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements and would be less 

than significant. 

As discussed under Impact PS-3 (assessing impacts on school facilities), new residential development is 
assessed a development fee on a per square foot basis for school facilities. Therefore, for the reasons 

discussed in Impact PS-3, Alternative B would similarly result in a less than significant impact to school 

facilities. Lastly, as explained in PS-4, with regards to library facilities, the SFPL does not anticipate its 

facilities to reaph capacity within the horizon year of this EIR and responds to increased population in 

certain areas by increasing service hours. Therefore, for the reasons described in PS-4, Alternative B 

would similarly result in less than significant impacts to library services. 

Biological Resources 

2004 and 2009 Housing Element Comparison 

Similar to the impacts detailed in Section VN Biological Resources for the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Element, Alternative B could result in impacts related to biological resources if new projects result in 

disturbance from construction activities, tree removal, construction on or near wetlands or sensitive 

habitats or riparian areas, interference with migration, take of special status-species (e.g., 

development/redevelopment of abandoned buildings that provide habitat for bats could impact those 
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species), application of pesticides and herbicides, construction of tall buildings with glass walls that could 

increase bird strikes and possibly interrupt a migration corridor, or conflict with provisions of an adopted 

habitat conservation plan. All housing constructed under Alternative B would be required to comply with 

the Open Space Element of the San Francisco General Plan, Chapter 8 of the San Francisco Environment 

Code, San Francisco's Green Building Ordinance, San Francisco's IPM Ordinance, San Francisco's Tree 

Protection Ordinance, and San Francisco's Urban Forestry Ordinance, which would minimize impacts 

related to biological resources to less than significant levels. Overall, impacts to biological resources 

under Alternative B would be similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element and would remain less than 

significant for similar reasons to those provided under Impact BI-1 in Section VN Biological Resources. 

Geology and Soils 

The San Francisco Bay Area and surrounding areas are characterized by numerous geologically young 

faults. However, there are no known fault zones or designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones in 

the City. Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements as assessed in Section VO Geology 

and Soils, there would be no impact with respect to rupture of a known earthquake fault under Alternative 

B. Additionally, development under Alternative B would not involve the use of septic tanks or alternative 

wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, there would be 

no impact with respect to septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems under Alternative B. 

2004 Housing Element Comparison 

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element, new housing constructed consistent with Alternative B could 

expose people and structures to geologic risks, including from rupture of a known earthquake fault, 

groundshaking, ground failure, or liquefaction. Additionally, housing development could be located on 

expansive or unstable ground, or on or near an earthquake fault, or areas prone to landslides. New housing 

could also increase density in especially geologically hazardous areas or increase risk for housing units 

not constructed or maintained in a seismically sound manner. In addition, increasing density, though to a 

lesser extent under Alternative B, could result in heavier buildings, which could increase the weight on 

soil beyond what it has previously experienced. Such impacts resulting from development under 

Alternative B are similar to those from development under the 2004 Housing Element, as detailed under 

Impact GE-1 (seismic risks) and Impact GE-3 (unstable soils) in Section VO. Geology and Soils. 

However, as noted in that analysis, federal, state, and local regulations have been adopted to reduce 

impacts from seismic hazards. These regulations include the SFBC, Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act, 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, and Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990. Therefore, for 

reasons similar to those provided under Impact GE-1 and Impact GE-3 for the 2004 Housing Element, 

impacts under Alternative B would remain less than significant 

Housing construction under Alternative B could result in soil erosion through the need for grading 

activities. As noted under the assessment of this issue for the 2004 Housing Element under Impact GE-2, 

all new development would be required to comply with regulations, including State and City Building 

Codes that include regulations that have been adopted to reduce impacts from grading and erosion. Thus, 
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similar to the 2004 Housing Element, impacts related to soil erosion under Alternative B would be less 

than significant. 

As noted under Impact GE-4 assessing expansive soils, the State of California provides m1mmum 

standards for building design through the California Building Code, including standards that must be met 

for construction on expansive soils. Additionally, this impact might be further reduced under Alternative 

B compared to the 2004 Housing Element due to the decreased promotion of density if fewer sites and/or 

smaller buildings are developed. Similar to the reasons provided in the assessment of expansive soils 

impacts for the 2004 Housing Element under Impact GE-4, the impacts of Alternative B would be less 

than significant. 

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element, residential development policies of Alternative B could require 

grading activities that have the potential to substantially change the topography or any unique geologic or 

physical features on project sites. However, as noted under the assessment of the 2004 Housing Element 

under Impact GE-5, grading impacts are project-specific and all grading and building permit applications 
for new construction or additions to existing buildings would be reviewed by the Planning Department to 

determine whether grading activities might occur with the potential to substantially change the 

topography of a project site. Furthermore, as part of the permitting process, construction activities for new 

residential units would be required to comply with the SFBC regulations related to grading and 

excavation activities and project design plans would be subject to review by the City's Planning 

Department for consistency with policies related to land alteration. This impact would be further reduced 

under Alternative B due to the decreased promotion of density. Similar to Alternative B, this impact 

would be less than significant Overall, impacts to geology and soils from Alternative B would be similar 

as the 2004 Housing Element and less than significant. 

2009 Housing Element Comparison 

Similar to the 2009 Housing Element, new housing could expose people and structures to geologic risks, 

including from rupture of a known earthquake fault, groundshaking, ground failure, or liquefaction. 

Additionally, housing development could be located on expansive or unstable ground, or on or near an 

earthquake fault, or areas prone to landslides. New housing could also increase density in especially 

geologically hazardous areas or increase risk for housing units not constructed or maintained in a 

seismically sound manner. In addition, increasing density, though to a lesser extent under Alternative B 

than under 2009, could result in heavier buildings, which could increase the weight on soil beyond what it 

has previously experienced. Such impacts resulting from the 2009 Housing Element are detailed under 

Impact GE-1 (seismic risks) and Impact GE-3 (unstable soils) in Section VO Geology and Soils. 

However, as noted in that analysis, federal, state, and local regulations have been adopted to reduce 

impacts from seismic hazards. These regulations include the San Francisco Building Code (SFBC), 

Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act, Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, and Seismic Hazards 

Mapping Act of 1990. Therefore, for reasons similar to those provided under Impact GE-1 and Impact 

GE-3 for the 2009 Housing Element, impacts under Alternative B would remain less than significant. 
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Housing construction under Alternative B could result in soil erosion through the need for grading 

activities. As noted under the assessment of this issue from the 2009 Housing Element under Impact GE-

2, all new development would be required to comply with regulations, including State and City Building 

Codes that include regulations that have been adopted to reduce impacts from grading and erosion. Thus, 

similar to the 2009 Housing Element, impacts related to soil erosion under Alternative B would be less 

than significant. 

As noted under Impact GE-4 (expansive soils), the State of California provides minimum standards for 

building design through the CBC, including standards that must be met for construction on expansive 

soils. Additionally, this impact would be further reduced under Alternative B due to the decreased 

promotion of density. Similar to the reasons provided in the assessment of expansive soils impacts for the 

2009 Housing Element under Impact GE-4, the impacts under Alternative B would be less than 

significant. 

Similar to the 2009 Housing Element, residential development policies of Alternative B could require 

grading activities that have the potential to substantially change the topography or any unique geologic or 

physical features on project sites. However, as noted under the assessment of the 2009 Housing Element 

under Impact GE-5, grading impacts are project-specific and all grading and building permit applications 

for new construction or additions to existing buildings would be reviewed by the Planning Department to 

determine whether grading activities might occur with the potential to substantially change the 

topography of a project site. Furthermore, as part of the permitting process, construction activities for new 

residential units would be required to comply with the SFBC regulations related to grading and 

excavation activities and project design plans would be subject to review by the City's Planning 

Department for consistency with policies related to land alteration. Similar to the 2009 Housing Element, 

this impact would be less than significant. Overall, impacts to geology and soils from Alternative B 

would be similar as the 2009 Housing Element and less than significant. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative B would promote increased housing density. 

However, as discussed under Impact HY-1 in Section VP. Hydrology and Water Quality, while adoption 

of the Housing Element would not by itself result in the construction of new housing, policies that 

promote how and where housing is developed could result in impacts related to water quality standards, 

waste discharge requirements, or otherwise degrade water quality. Regardless, all new housing would be 

subject to compliance with existing regulations that serve to limit such impacts, including Article 4.1 of 

the San Francisco Public Works Code and the City's industrial waste pretreatment program to regulate the 

discharge of pollutants into the sewage system, and Water Quality Protection Program. Therefore, for 

reasons similar to those provided under Impact HY-1 addressing water quality standards, this impact 

would remain less than significant under Alternative B. 
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Similar to the discussion of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact HY-3 and Impact HY-4, 

Alternative B would potentially alter existing drainage patterns through grading and construction 

activities. Because the City is an urban setting and development typically involves the reuse of already 

developed sites, new construction usually has no long-tenn effect on existing drainage patterns. However, 

the City also has locations with steep slopes and development in these locations can affect drainage 

patterns. This impact could be incrementally reduced under Alternative B in comparison to the 2004 and 

2009 Housing Elements due to the decreased promotion of density under Alternative B. However, similar 

to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, development under Alternative B would be required to comply 

with the previously discussed federal, state, and local regulations, including Article 4.1 of the San 

Francisco Public Works Code and the City's industrial waste pretreatment program to regulate the 

discharge of pollutants into the sewage system, Water Quality Protection Program, the City's Storm water 

Management Plan, the City's Construction Site Runoff Pollution Prevention Program requirements that 

are described in the City's Construction Site Water Pollution Prevention Program, and forthcoming 
SFPUC development and redevelopment guidelines. Therefore, for reasons similar to those provided for 

in the analysis of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact HY-3 and Impact HY-4 in Section 

VP. Hydrology and Water Quality, impacts with respect to the rate, volume, or quality of runoff would be 

less than significant under Alternative B. 

Construction of housing consistent with Alternative B could require dewatering or result in groundwater 

drawdown. Similar to the discussion of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact HY-2 in 

Section VP. Hydrology and Water Quality, although short-term construction groundwater dewatering 

may be necessary at certain locations (e.g., for installation of building foundations or underground 
utilities), dewatering would be regulated by the SFPUC and would have only a minor temporary effect on 

the groundwater table elevation in the immediate vicinity of the activity, and would not measurably affect 

groundwater supplies. For the same reasons, this impact under Alternative B would be similar to the 2004 

and 2009 Housing Elements and would remain less than significant. 

Similar to the discussion of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact HY-5, new housing 

construction consistent with Alternative B could result in the construction of housing in 100-year flood 

hazard areas that would be subject to or could impede or redirect flood flows. However, similar to the 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, all new development would be required to comply with federal, state, 

and local regulations. Development under Alternative B would not specifically direct housing to a flood 

area as shown in Figure V.P-1 and -2. However, if fewer units are constructed on a per parcel basis (i.e., 

reduced density of housing compared with the 2004 Housing Element) less units might be located within 

flood zones. For reasons similar to those provided under Impact HY-5 for the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements, the impact under Alternative B would be less than significant. 

Additionally, new construction could result in impacts related to flooding if housing is placed near above 

ground reservoirs and tanks. However, the City monitors all reservoirs in the City and is completing a 

project that will significantly reduce any risks of flooding from the City's reservoirs, including the Sunset 

Reservoir. Therefore, impacts from development under Alternative B regarding dam inundation would be 

similar to those detailed under Impact HY-6 for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, and would be less 

than significant. 
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New construction under Alternative B could result in impacts related to seiche, tsunami, or mudflow if 

housing is placed near open water, near bodies of water, or near steep slopes in the City. This impact is 
detailed under Impact HY-7 in Section VP. Hydrology and Water Quality Similar to the 2004 and 2009 

Housing Elements, all new development under Alternative B would be required to comply with 

applicable federal, state, and local regulations, including the Department of Building Inspection's 

approval of the final plans for any specific development; therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements assessed under Impact HY-7, this impact would be less than significant under Alternative B. 

Hazardsfflazardous Materials 

The City is neither within an airport land use plan area, nor within two miles of a public airport or public 

use airport, nor within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, similar to the 2004 Housing Element or 

2009 Housing Element, development under Alternative B would have no impact with respect to air 

safety. 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative B could promote increased density of 

housing construction compared to existing patterns, potentially resulting in the increased transport, use, or 

disposal of hazardous materials and impacts related to the potential for hazardous materials upset or 

accident conditions. Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative B encourages new 

housing in Downtown, in underutilized commercial and industrial areas, neighborhood commercial 

districts, and mixed use districts. This ·could result in construction of housing in areas where hazardous 

materials are used or have been used in the past. However, all new development would be required to 

comply with federal, state, and local regulations, including the BOP, Hazard Mitigation Plan, San 

Francisco Public Works Code, All-Hazards Strategic Plan, and San Francisco Public Health Code. 

Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements assessment provided under impact HZ-1 in Section VQ. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, impacts with respect to the routine transport, use, or disposal of 

hazardous materials from development under Alternative B would be less than significant. 

Development under Alternative B could result in impacts related to the risk of upset and accident 

conditions involving hazardous materials (Impact HZ-2) because new housing construction could increase 

the amount of transport of hazardous materiais for delivery and disposal purposes, which could in turn 

increase the risk of upset and accident conditions during transport. The assessment for this issue for the 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements is provided under Impact HZ-2 in Section VQ. Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials. All new housing development would be required to comply with all applicable 

federal, state, and local regulations, including the BOP, Hazard Mitigation Plan, San Francisco Public 

Works Code, All-Hazards Strategic Plan, and San Francisco Public Health Code. Therefore, this impact 

under Alternative B would remain less than significant compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements, for reasons similar to those provided under Impact HZ-2. 

Under Alternative B, housing construction could occur on sites that have been identified as being 

contaminated from the release of hazardous substances in the soil, including industrial sites, sites 
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containing leaking Wlderground storage tanks, and large and small-quantity generators of hazardous 

waste. The assessment of this issue is provided under Impact HZ-3 and Impact HZ-4 in Section V.Q. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative B 

encourages new housing in Downtown, in underutilized commercial and industrial areas, neighborhood 

commercial districts, and mixed use districts. This could result in construction of housing in areas where 

hazardous materials are used or were used previously. This impact would be less under Alternative B than 

under the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, due to the reduced density of housing units constructed in 

these areas. However, as noted for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements in Section V.Q. Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials, impacts related to hazardous waste sites are typically project-specific and projects 

ori Brownfield sites would be subject to the review and/or mitigation by the City's SFDPH and/or the 

applicable regulator of hazardous waste_ Specific mitigation measures would be developed in consultation 

with the SFDPH based on the real or perceived contaminants that may be onsite. Therefore, this impact 

would be similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements and would be less than significant Wlder 
Alternative B. 

Development under Alternative B could result in a localized increase in congestion, which could interfere 

with an emergency evacuation route, for similar reasons discussed for the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements under Impact HZ-5 in Section VQ. Hazards and Hazardous Materials_ In the event of a natural 

disaster, increased congestion could slow an evacuation effort within the City. However, the City's ERP, 

prepared in April 2008, was developed to ensure allocation of and coordination of resources in the event 
of an emergency in the City. The existing street grid provides ample access for emergency responders and 

egress for residents and workers. Thus, similar to development under the 2004 and 2009 .Housing 

Elements and the assessment of this issue under Impact HZ-5, development under Alternative B would 

neither directly nor indirectly alter that situation to any substantial degree and the impact would be less 

than significant. 

Similar to the impacts of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements described under Impact HZ-6 in Section 

VQ. Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Alternative B could result in impacts related to risk associated 

with fire if new housing is constructed in near areas with potential for wildland fires or if new housing 

would include certain features that would put residents or workers at risk. San Francisco ensures fire 

safety primarily through provisions of the San Francisco Building Code and Fire Code. Existing buildings 

are required to meet standards contained in these codes. All housing constructed Wlder Alternative B, 

including any high-rise residential buildings, would be required to meet standards for emergency access, 

sprinkler and other water systems, and other requirements specified in the San Francisco Fire Code. 

Standards pertaining to equipment access would. also be met. Plan review for compliance with San 

Francisco Fire Code requirements, to be completed by DBI and the SFFD, would minimize fire-related 

emergency dispatches, reducing the demand for fire protection services in the City. However, this impact 

would be less Wlder Alternative B compared to under the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element due to the 

decreased promotion of density in Alternative B. However, for reasons similar to the assessment of the 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact HZ-6, this impact would be less than significant. 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
Draft ElR 

VII. Alternatives (l·evised) 
Page VII-77 



City and County of San Francisco March 2011, as amended December 2013 

Overall, impacts to hazards and hazardous materials from Alternative B would be reduced from the 2004 

and 2009 Housing Elements due to the absence of policies related to density of housing units, and this 

impact would be less than significant. 

Mineral/Energy Resources 

The City is not a designated area of significant mineral deposits and no area within the City is designated 

as a locally-important mineral resource recovery site. Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements there would be no impact related to the loss of availability of a known mineral resource or the 

loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site. 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

All new development would be required to comply with the previously discussed federal, state, and focal 

regulations. Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, as assessed under Impact ME-1 in Section 

VR. Mineral and Energy Resources, projects constructed under Alternative B would be required to 

comply with applicable federal, state and local regulations including: the Environmental Protection 

Element of the San Francisco General Plan, San Francisco's Green Building Ordinance, San Francisco 

Residential Energy Conservation Ordinance, and San Francisco Sustainability Plan. New development 

would also have the opportunity to participate in voluntary programs, such as GoSolarSF and San 

Francisco's Green Priority Permitting Program. Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements, Alternative B would have a less than significant impact with respect to the use of large 

amounts of fuel, water, or energy. 

Agricultural Resources 

The entire City is identified as Urban and Built-Up Land by the Department of Conservation and does n?t 

contain any important farmland. The City does not participate in the Williamson Act Program and no land 

within City boundaries is under Williamson Act contract. Therefore, similar to the discussion of the 2004 

and 2009 Housing Elements in Section VS. Agricultural and Forest Resources, under Alternative B there 

would be no impact related to the direct conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use, conflict with a 

Williamson Act contract, or the conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use due to other changes in 

the existing environment. 

Under Alternative B, there would be no changes to zoning or height and bulk districts. Most of the City's 

urban forest and timber resources are located in parks or other open space, which would not be at risk for 

conversion to residential uses under Alternative B. However, Alternative B could result in impacts 

related to the loss or conversion of forest land if trees in R districts were removed, damaged, or otherwise 

physically affected by a new project. However, any project proposed under Alternative B would be 

required to comply with the San Francisco Tree Protection Ordinance and the required replacement ratios 

to minimize impacts related to forest resources. Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements, there would be no impact related to forest land and timberland zoning or the loss or conversion 

of forest land. 
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2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

The SFRPD supports and manages a program of 40 community gardens on City-owned property. 

Community gardens are allowed on SFRPD lands zoned P (public) District and allowed in all R 

(residential) (RH, RC, RM) Districts. New housing could include projects built to the maximum 

allowable height and bulk capacity, which could block sun on plots currently used for urban farming or 

community gardens or otherwise physically affect community gardens. New housing could also result in 

development of lots currently used for community gardens. Under Alternative B, there would be no 

changes to zoning or height and bulk districts and therefore, development under Alternative B would 

present no new conflicts with existing zoning for agricultural uses. Therefore, for reasons similar to those 

provided under Impact AG-1 in Section VS Agricultural and Forest Resources, impacts under 

Alternative B would be similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements and less than significant. 

Attainment of Project Objectives 

Alternative B includes the objectives, policies and implementation measures of the 2004 Housing 

Element minus those policies that were stricken by the trial court in response to the Court of Appeal's 

decision regarding the environmental review of the 2004 Housing Element. Similar to Alternative A, 

Alternative B would use the most recently identified RHNA allocation (which would need to be met to 

comply with State Housing Element Law) and an updated Data and Needs Analysis. 

Alternative B focuses on infill and mixed-use development directed toward specific areas, affordable 

housing, and utilization of City-owned vacant or underused sites. Jn addition, Alternative B encourages 

new housing in Downtown and encourages increased housing in neighborhood commercial districts and 

mixed use districts near Downtown. Since it does not contain the policies from the 2004 Housing 

Element that encourage increased density in established neighborhoods or reduction in parking (which 

would increase the ability to provide density and reduce the cost of new housing), the effectiveness of 

Alternative B at increasing the affordability of the City's housing supply and in tum achieving RHNA 

goals at all income levels would be reduced compared to the 2004 or 2009 Housing Element. 

Alternative B would attain the following project objectives to the same degree as the 2004 Housing 

Element and the 2009 Housing Element: 

• Provide a vision for the City's housing and growth management through 2014. 

Alternative B provides such a vision for the City's future residential development. 

• Maintain the existing housing stock to serve housing needs. Alternative B contains 

policies that emphasize retention of the existing housing stock. 

• Encourage housing development where supported by existing or planned infrastructure, 

while maintaining existing neighborhood character. Alternative B would direct housing 

toward Downtown and other portions of the City that have been identified as underused or 

areas in transition with existing or planned infrastructure, as well as capacity and opportunity 
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for new housing development and contains several policies designed to ensure that new 

housing maintains existing neighborhood character. 

• Adoption of a housing e]ement that substantially complies with California State 

Housing EJement law as determined by the California Department of Housing and 

Community Development. In 2009 HCD determined that the 2004 Housing Element -

Adjudicated would substantially comply with State Housing Element Law at that time. 

Although Part I of the Housing Element has been updated, and continues to demonstrate that 

the City has adequate capacity to accommodate the RHNA, it is likely, although not certain, 

that Alternative B would continue to be found substantially compliant with Housing Element 

law. 

Alternative B would be less effective at attaining the following project objectives than either the 2004 or 

the 2009 Housing Element: 

• Encourage, develop and maintain programs and policies to meet projected affordable 

housing needs. This objective articulates the need to have a Housing Element that 

maximizes the potential for the City to achieve the housing supply affordability goals 

established through the RHNA. Increased density and reduced parking requirements are both 

demonstrated strategies for improving the affordability of new housing and the quantity of 

housing that can be constructed on a given site, which also impacts housing affordability. 

While the policies and implementation measures in Alternative B would not preclude the use 

of such strategies, Alternative B does not promote the use of them to the same degree as the 

2004 or 2009 Housing Element, and also does not contain alternative strategies that would be 

equally effective at achieving affordability .. 

• Develop a vision for San Francisco that supports sustainable local, regional and state 
housing and environmental goals. Without the emphasis on increased density and reduced 

parking requirements, Alternative B would not be as effective as either the 2004 or 2009 

Housing Element at concentrating new housing along transit corridors, and thereby represents 

a less sustainable local and regional development model than the 2004 or 2009 Housing 
Element. 

• Ensure capacity for the development of new housing to meet the RHNA at all income 

levels. Part I of the Housing Element would not differ from either the 2004 or the 2009 

Housing Element under Alternative B. As Part I demonstrates, the City can accommodate the 

overall RHNA quantities within the existing zoning designations, so adequate capacity for 

new housing exists. However, as noted above, Alternative B does not encourage density or 

reduced parking requirement to the same degree as the 2004 or 2009 Housing Elements, or 

contain alternative strategies that would be equally effective at achieving affordability, and 

thus development under Alternative B would not be expected to meet the income categories 

in the City's RHNA as well as the 2004 or 2009 Housing Element. 
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Alternative C: 2009 Housing Element-Intensified 

Alternative C includes themes and concepts raised during the Draft 2009 Housing Element process but 

were not included in the proposed 2009 Housing Element. Alternative C themes focus on Transit­

Oriented Development, balancing growth with available infrastructure, utilization of City-owned vacant 

or underused sites, encouraging family-sized housing, comprehensive neighborhood planning to 

accommodate the need for housing, and public outreach arow1d the housing planning process. 

Additionally, Alternative C would more aggressively encourage housing integrated into new commercial 

or institutional projects and housing projects near major transit lines. Alternative C includes the following 

concepts: 

1. Allow for limited expansion of allowable building envelopes for those who provide family-size 

units in onsite affordable housing; 

2. Require development to full allowable building envelope under zoning in locations that are 

directly on the rapid transit network lines identified in the SFMTA's Transportation Effectiveness 

Project (TEP), as shown in Figure VII-1; 

3. Grant a height and/or density bonus for development that exceeds affordable housing 

requirements in locations that are directly on the rapid transit network lines identified in the TEP; 

4. Grant a height and/or density bonus for 100 percent affordable housing in all zones except in RH-

1 and RH-2 zones; and 

5. Grant administrative exceptions (i.e., without a hearing by the Zoning Administrator) for required 

parking spaces ifthe development is: 

a. In an RH-2 zoning district (or greater); 

b. In an area where additional curb cuts would further exacerbate on-street parking deficits, 

such as in Residential Parking Program areas; or 

c. On a Transit Preferential Street, as shown in Figure VII-2. 

Alternative C would include all policies under the 2009 Housing Element, with the incorporation of 

policies supporting the above concepts to more aggressively achieve the 2009 Housing Element housing 

vision, particularly the RHNA income goals. 

Land Use 

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element, Alternative C would not include any 

extensions of roadways or other development features through a currently developed area that could 

physically divide an established community. Areas for future housing development would occur primarily 

as infill development or on individual underutilized or vacant parcels, and most future housing 
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development would take place in established neighborhoods. With respect to division of a community, the 

policies in Alternative C would be similar to the policies in the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing 

Element, which encourage additional residential growth in established areas, subject to established land 

use plans. As with the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, under Alternative C there would be no impact 

on land use from dividing an established community. 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, new development under Alternative C would be subject 

to the controls in existing Area Plans and Redevelopment Plans and would serve to complement - and not 

conflict with - the policies and land uses in an Area Plan or Redevelopment Plan. Additionally, the 

policies in Alternative C would not conflict with any regional land use policies, the Regional 

Transportation Plan, or prevailing local plans, including BCDC policies, San Francisco planning policies 

(General Plan, Countywide Transportation Plan, MTA Strategic Plan, Bicycle Plan, and Urban Forest 

Plan) for reasons substantially similar to those discussed in this EJR under Impact LU-1 in Section VB, 

Land Use and Land Use Planning. 

As discussed previously under Development Assumptions by Alternative, Alternative C could potentially 

result in larger buildings and encourage more high-density housing, although the total amount of new 

housing units would remain within projections. As detailed under Impact LU-2 in Section VB. Land Use 

and Land Use Planning, the 2004 Housing Element encourages new housing in Downtown, in 
underutilized commercial and industrial areas, 'and increased housing in neighborhood commercial 

districts and mixed use districts near Downtown. In locations where new housing could create land use 
conflicts, such as formerly industrial areas, the greater density supported by Alternative C could 

incrementally exacerbate conflicts. Therefore, impacts to land use conflicts and neighborhood character 

could be incrementally greater under Alternative C than the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. However, 

for reasons similar to those provided in the analysis of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact 
LU-2, overall these impacts would be less than significant. 

Aesthetics 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

As noted in the prior discussion of Development Assumptions by Alternative, Alternative C promotes 

increased density and building mass to a greater extent than the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. As a 

result, taller residential buildings, which accommodate higher densities of residential uses, could be 

constructed under Alternative C, resulting in incrementally greater potential impacts to scenic vistas, 

visual resources, and visual character compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements (assessed under 

Impacts AE-1, AE-2, and AE-3 in Section VC. Aesthetics). Such impacts could be also increase 

incrementally under Alternative C, as a result of policies that could increase new development on vacant 

or undeveloped parcels or redevelopment of underutilized parcels, and which could affect existing natural 

features (and scenic resources) as compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. In addition, under 

Alternative C, increased density would be promoted, potentially resulting in an increase in impacts 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
Draft EIR 

VII Alternatives (revised) 
Page VII-82 



SFMTA TEP 
Recommended Network 

0 

Rapid Network 
Local Network 
Community Connectors 
Specialized Services 
Segment Proposed for Elimination 
Cable Car (Local Network) 
PresidiGo 

~"!''MT.oil·..,.,. . ..,.> .. __,.,,,.,,_,.. 

0 0.5 
---===Miles 

0.25 

f, 
~"'-'<'"• ~\ 

~~m·~i'~ SI 

' :! 

1,;-m·1cir:,m 

if~~~ 
,t 

~ (ffj 
~ ........ ~~\:!'·' ~ 

. • ~; 

t 
3 

'f? 
I . 

\ 
"-·'"·''" 
~ 

'']l ~- ., 
L\:ri 

Gl~·::i~-~i-;'!i 

\ 
\i' 

Source: T JKM Transportation Consultants, June 2010. 

'0·~·.' ~-~ I 
.;- ' 

0 

Downtown 

0.25 

"' 0. 

0.5 
1Mile 

.... ' , "W\1~ 

Treasure Island 
0 0.25 0.5 
--c==:J Mile 

IN;,. ,,.,,!.;, •. ,, 

~
~> ·'v,,, 

I 
h;l\,.f:!,';~ ~-f ; 



® Transit Center 

- Transit Oriented 

--- Transit Important 

·- Secondary Transit Street 

Parks 

Water 

Source: San Francisco General Plan, Transportation Element, Map 9, June 2010. 

Figure Vll-2 
Muni Transit Preferential Streets Network 

~· ", 

I 
,1 

" £_,,../'"''-• ..... , 

/~ ;}easure Island 
\ MAPPIN<\NOT AVAILABLE 

\ ') 

\~ /~/''· .. ~-~ 
< ,,~ \.__,.,,,.,,,.-·:>·· 

( /f ., l' 
'/~} 

/~ 
&~~~ 

A.;. 
~\~~~~·e 

)""""--

~-,,~,~.·'" 

''-,_ 

a} 
0 0.5 1 1.5 2 

Scale (Miles) 



City and County of San Francisco March 2011, as amended December 2013 

This page intentionally left blank. 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
DraftEIR 

VII Alternatives (revised) 
Page VII-86 



City and County of San Francisco March 2011, as amended December 2013 

associated with light and glare from new sources, addressed under Impact AE-4 for the 2004 and 2009 

Housing Elements. While this impact could be incrementally greater than under the 2004 and 2009 

Housing Elements, the increase would not be expected to be sufficient to result in a significant impact 

Thus, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, this specific impact and overall impacts from 

Alternative C would be less than significant 

Population and Housing 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

As discussed above under Development Assumptions by Alternative, housing density under Alternative C 

would be greater than under the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. Therefore, impacts associated with 

increased density would be greater. However, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, residential 

development in the City would occur regardless of the policies under Alternative C. 

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element, Alternative C encourages housing on public lands and in secondary 

units, and would promote housing opportunities that would avoid displacement of existing or affordable 

housing. This impact would be the same as under the 2004 Housing Element Like Alternative C, the 

purpose of the 2004 Housing Element is to address housing supply; housing retention; housing condition; 

housing affordability; housing choice; homelessness; housing density, design, and quality of life; and 

regional and state housing needs. 

Alternative C would not trigger the need· for roadway expansions or result in the extension of 

infrastructure into previously unserved areas, which could induce population growth above that which is 

projected, for the same reasons discussed under Impact PH-1 in Section VD Population and Housing. 

Also, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, the policies under Alternative C would not cause a 

substantial change in the workers-to-household ratio that would occur between 2005 and 2025, and there 

would be no impact to the City's jobs/housing balance (Impact PH-I). Therefore, for reasons similar to 

those provided under the assessment of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact PH-1, impacts 

related to inducing a substantial amount of population growth would remain less than significant under 

Alternative C. 

Alternative C would not result in substantial impacts related to the displacement of existing housing or 

creating demand for housing (refer to Impact PH-2), or substantial impacts related to displacement of 

people (refer to Impact PH-3), for similar reasons provided in the analysis of these issues in Section VD. 

Population and Housing. As noted in that section, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, 

compliance with existing planning and building code requirements would minimize the potential to 

displace housing or people. Further, no additional demand for housing above projected levels would occur 

as a result of Alternative C. Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, impacts related to 

population and housing under Alternative C would be less than significant. 
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Cultural Resources 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, development consistent with Alternative C could result 

in a substantial adverse change to a historical resource by promoting inappropriate alterations and/or 

additions, inappropriate new construction, and demolition by neglect. That is, similar to the proposed 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative C could result in inappropriate alterations, additions, or 

new construction that could affect historical or cultural resources. In addition to impacts to individual 

properties, cumulative impacts could arise in certain areas over the course of time thereby diminishing the 

historic significance of the area. 

However, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative C would recognize the need to 

preserve landmark and historic buildings through the development review process and Secretary of 

Interior Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties. Impacts to landmark and historic buildings could 

be greater under Alternative C than under the 2004 Housing Element, due to the potential increase in 

density and intensity of development of residential projects. Overall, the more aggressive housing 

development policies under Alternative C could encourage denser residential projects with larger 

buildings; therefore, impacts to historic buildings could be greater than under the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements. However, the City has well-established review criteria and procedures to evaluate impacts to 

historic resources at the project level. For this and other similar reasons detailed under Impact CP-1 in 

Section VE. Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Alternative C would not permit any new 

development or exempt any future projects from review for impacts to historic resources. Therefore, 

similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, this impact would be less than significant. 

For reasons similar to those provided under Impact CP-2 and CP-3 in Section VE. Cultural and 

Paleontological Resources addressing the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative C could result in 

a substantial adverse change to an archeological or paleontological resource. That is, impacts to 

archeological and paleontological resources could result by increasing the potential to require deep 

foundations or soil improvements, soils disturbance, or directing housing to areas with high potential for 

archeological deposits near the existing surface as associated with denser, taller buildings. As discussed 

under Impact CP-2 for both the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, the City's established review 

procedures ensure that any potential to affect archeological resources at the project-level can be addressed 

and reduced to a less-than significant level. Such procedures would also be applicable under Alternative 

C. Similarly, potential impacts of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements on paleontological resources 

discussed under Impact CP-3 would be subject to existing regulations, including the National Historic 

Preservation Act, and would also apply under Alternative C. Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 

Housing Elements, impacts of Alternative A on archeological and paleontological resources would be less 

than significant. However, Alternative C would result in incrementally greater impacts to archaeological 

resources as compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements due to the fact that potentially larger 

projects would require more excavation. 
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Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative C would have the potential to disturb human 

remains. As discussed under Impact CP-4 in Section VE. Cultural and Paleontological Resources, 

existing regulations, including Sections 7050.5, 7051, and 7054 of the California Health and Safety Code 

and Public Resource Code Section 5097.8 would address this impact. Such regulations would also apply 

under Alternative C. Thus, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, this impact would be less 

than significant under Alternative C. However, this impact could be incrementally greater under 

Alternative C due to the increase in housing units that could potentially be constructed on a per parcel 

basis. Overall, impacts to cultural resources under Alternative C would be greater to the 2004 and 2009 

Housing Elements, although still less than significant. 

Transportation and Circulation 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

Table VII-3, below, categorizes Alternative C housing development concepts by their potential to: (1) 

direct growth to particular locations within the city, (2) affect parking, and (3) increase residential density. 

Table VIl-3 
Alternative C Concepts 

. Increase 
Direct Affect Residential 

Housing Concept Growth Parking Density 

1. Allow for limited expansion bf allowable building envelopes for x those who provide family-size units in onsite affordable housing. 

2. Requirement for development to fully build to the allowable 
building envelope under zoning in locations that are directly on the x x 
Rapid transit hetwork lines identified in the TEP .. 

3. Height and/or density bonus for development that exceeds 
affordable housing requirements in locations that are directly on the x x 
Rapid transit network lines identified in the TEP. 

4. Height and/or density bonus for 100% affordable housing in all x x zones except in RH-1 and RH-2 zones. 

5. Granting of administrative variances (i.e. over-the-counter) for 
parking spaces required for additional units ifthe development is: a. 
in an RH-2 zoning district (or greater), b. in an area where additional x x x 
curb cuts would further exacerbate on-street parking supply, such as 
in Residential Parking Program areas, or c. on a Transit Preferential 
Street. 

Notes: 1 It is acknowledged that increasing density could affect local parking conditions, however, policies that specifically 
encourage increased density, yet maintain existing parhng requirements, were not determined to have an effect on parhng 
because off-street parhng would continue to be supplied as determined by P Janning Code requirements. 

Growth in Certain Areas 

Alternative C analyzes additional housing element concepts designed to further encourage attaimnent of 

the City's housing needs. With respect to directing growth, Alternative C concepts more aggressively 
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encourage increased residential development along transit lines and generally throughout the City by 

allowing administrative parking reductions, and by requiring developers to build to the allowable building 

envelope. Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element, Alternative C includes additional policies that 

would direct growth to certain areas of the City to a greater degree than the 1990 Residence Element. 

While Alternative C concepts 2 and 3 (above) specifically direct growth along transit lines, concepts 4 

and 5 allow growth more generally throughout the City. Concepts 2 and 3 could result in an overall mode 

shift towards transit by promoting development along transit lines. As discussed in the analysis of the 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact TR-1 in Section VF Transportation and Circulation, 

policies that promote development close to jobs and services and/or along transit lines are intended to 

reduce citywide vehicle trips by promoting the ability to use alternative modes of transportation, such as 

transit, bicycling and walking. It is therefore anticipated that under Alternative C, a greater amount of 

future residential growth would be located along transit lines, potentially reducing citywide vehicle trips 

from what otherwise would be expected. Because Alternative C could result in a greater amount of trips 

by alternative modes, it is more likely that some of the 37 intersections anticipated to operate at 

unacceptable levels of service under future 2025 Cumulative Conditions (refer to Table V.F-1 in Section 

VF Transportation and Circulation) would operate at improved, yet still unacceptable levels. 

As noted above, Alternative C would promote residential growth in proximity to transit lines more so than 

the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element. The analysis of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element under Impact 

TR-1 found that impacts to transit would be potentially significant because the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements include policies that could result in a mode shift towards transit. Under 2025 Cumulative 

Conditions the California Street and Market Street Subway transit corridors are anticipated to operate near 

Muni's capacity utilization standard of 85 percent. The analysis of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element· · 

policies found that increased transit ridership may exceed Muni's capacity utilization standard and that 

given SFMTA's current fiscal emergencies, SFMTA may not be able to respond with increased transit 

service, therefore this impact was found to be potentially significant. Given that Alternative C would 

include policies that could promote housing in proximity to transit even more so than the 2004 and 2009 

Housing Elements, Alternative C would similarly result in a significant and unavoidable impact to the 

City's transit system. 

Parking Requirements 

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element, Alternative C would allow for reduced parking requirements under 

specified conditions. Compared to the 2009 Housing Element, Alternative C would allow for parking 

exemptions, while the 2009 Housing Element generally would not Therefore, Alternative C would fall in 

between the 2004 and 2009 Housing ElementL in terms of effects related to parking requirements. As 

discussed in the TIS, a reduced parking requirement is a strategy to shift modes of transportation to 

transit, bicycling or walking. It is therefore anticipated that Alternative C could result in a greater portion 

of future residential trips shifting to alternative transportation modes based on reduced parking 

requirements than the 2009 Housing Element, and to a similar degree as the 2004 Housing Element 

policies. Any shift in transportation modes from vehicles to transit, bicycling or walking would be 

consistent with the City's Transit First Policy. However, as discussed above, any shift in transportation 

modes to transit could result in potentially significant impacts to the City's transit system under 2025 
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Cumulative Conditions. Therefore, transit impacts resulting from Alternative C could remain significant 

and unavoidable. 

Residential Density Provisions 

Alternative C is intended to encourage greater attainment of new residential units to meet the City's 

housing needs at all income levels. Specifically, Alternative C, concepts 1-5 (above) are designed to result 

in increased residential density as compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. As discussed in the 

TIS, increased residential density is correlated with reduced auto ownership and reduced VMT, resulting 

in overall beneficial impacts to the City transportation network. Therefore, Alternative C would result in 
greater beneficial impacts to the City roadway network than the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. 

However, as discussed above, any subsequent shift to transit could result in ridership that exceeds Muni's 

capacity utilization standard under 2025 Cumulative Conditions. Therefore, transit impacts resulting from 

Alternative C's density provisions would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Conclusion 

Alternative C does not propose any new residential development, and would therefore, not generate any 

new person trips. In addition, Alternative C can be expected to result in an overall decrease in citywide 

vehicle trips as compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements because Alternative C generally 

encourages greater residential density throughout the City, reduced parking requirements, and increased 

density along transit lines as compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. Therefore, the effects of 

future development on the roadway network would not be expected to exceed 2025 Cumulative 

Conditions. 

Alternative C contains more aggressive policies that could encourage a greater shift towards alternative 

transportation, including transit. Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element, Alternative C 

could result in increased ridership that may exceed available transit capacity under 2025 Cumulative 

Conditions, resulting in significant and unavoidable impact to the City's transit system. Similar to the 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative C would have no impact on citywide pedestrian or bicycle 

facilities, loading areas, emergency vehicle access, or impacts from construction for the same reasons as 

discussed in the analysis of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact TR-1 in Section V.F. 

Transportation and Circulation. 

Noise 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element, the City is neither within an airport 

land use plan area, nor within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, nor within the vicinity of 

a private airstrip. Therefore, Alternative C would have no impact with respect to airport noise. 

Incentives provided under Alternative C would promote new housing development and, therefore, a 

temporary increase in noise-generating activity associated with construction. However, similar to the 
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analysis of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact N0-1 in Section VG. Noise, temporary 
noise impacts from new housing construction would be subject to compliance with the City's noise 

ordinance, and the impact under Alternative C would remain less than significant. However, although 

less than significant, this impact could be incrementally greater than under the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements due to the policies that promote increased density and intensity of residential development 

Alternative C and the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements recognize the need for the retention and 

maintenance of existing housing, and therefore do not represent a shift in policy. Therefore; similar to the 

2004 Housing Element, construction impacts from exposure of people to or generation of excessive 

groundborne vibration or groundborne noise from demolition would be less than significant under 

Alternative C, for the same reasons provided under Impact N0-2 in Section VG. Noise for the 2004 and 

2009 Housing Elements. 

Alternative C and the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements include policies that direct growth to certain 

areas of the City and policies that promote increased density. Regardless, impacts related to a substantial 

permanent increase in ambient noise levels would be less than significant under Alternative C for reasons 

similar to those provided in the analysis of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact N0-3 in 

Section VG Noise. Namely, all new residential development would be subject to compliance with 

existing laws and regulations applicable to this issue, resulting in a less than significant impact 

Alternative C could promote the placement of housing in industrial and commercial areas and along 

transit lines and could increase housing density, housing construction, and housing in non-residential 

areas compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, resulting ·in the exposure of people to more 

noise. Because Alternative C could result in the potential for exposing residents to higher noise levels 

associated with non-residential uses, noise impacts under Alternative C could be incrementally greater 

than the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements due to the anticipated increase in housing density. As noted in 

the analysis of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact N0-4, compliance with Title 24 may 

not mitigate exterior noise on private open space or other site-specific conditions may warrant acoustical 

monitoring and analysis beyond that required for Title 24 compliance. Therefore, as with the 2004 and 

2009 Housing Elements, Alternative C would result in a significant impact with respect to exposing noise 

sensitive receptors to noise levels in excess of established standards and promoting residential 

development that may be substantially affected by existing noise levels. Compliance with Mitigation 

Measure M-N0-1: Interior and Exterior Noise, in Section VG. Noise would reduce Alternative C's 

impact on noise sensitive receptors to less than significant with mitigation, similar to the 2004 and 2009 

Housing Elements. Overall, these impacts under Alternative C could be greater than noise impacts under 

the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, but would remain less than significant with mitigation. 
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Air Quality 

As discussed under Impact AQ-1 in Section VH Air Quality, consistency of the proposed Housing 

Elements with regional air quality plans can be determined by comparing the growth factors used to 

generate the City's RHNA allocation with those used in the most recently adopted regional air quality 

plan, the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy. The 2005 Ozone Strategy growth assumptions for Bay Area 
communities are based on ABAG's Projections. The Housing Elements are based on the Regional 

Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) evaluation. This RHNA, in tum, is based on ABAG population 

projects. As both the 2004 and 2009Housing Elements and the 2005 Ozone Strategy utilize ABAG 

projections, the2004 and 2009 Housing Elements would not result in a significant impact on regional air 

quality planning efforts. For reasons similar to those detailed under Impact AQ-1, Alternative C would 

result in a less than significant impact on regional air quality planning efforts. 

Although the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements would not directly result in the construction of residential 

units, 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements policies could indirectly contribute to an existing or projected air 

quality violation by promoting increased density in certain areas of the City, thereby consolidating new 

construction within those areas. The policies in Alternative C would promote increased density over the 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. The increased density standards compared to the 2004 and 2009 
Housing Elements could promote longer construction durations associated with construction of buildings 

containing a greater number of units, which could result in an increase in construction emissions. 

Therefore, impacts from construction emissions could be incrementally greater under Alternative C. 

However, for reasons similar to those provided under Impact AQ-2 in Section VH Air Quality assessing 

air quality standards and the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, construction impacts under Alternative C 

would remain less than significant. 

However, because Alternative C would encourage more housing units and larger buildings near transit 

than either the 2004 or 2009 Housing Elements, it could therefore incrementally reduce impacts to air 

quality, including reduced CO concentrations due to a decrease in Vehicle Miles Traveled. 

Similar to the 2004 or 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative C would not expose residents to TACs, for 

reasons similar to those provided under Impact AQ-3 in Section VH Air Quality. Namely, all future 

housing units would be required to undergo environmental review which would include consideration of 

the location of industrial sites or other sources of air pollution in the design of the residential building, to 

orient air intakes away from the sources of pollution. Furthermore, the Potential Roadway Exposure Zone 

Map, codified in Article 38 of the Health Code, provides a buffer around significant TRP emission 

sources using PM25 as a proxy for TRP exposures. Policies contained in the Air Quality Element and 

Transportation Element of the General Plan, as well as rules codified in Article 38 of the Health Code, 

would reduce the air quality impacts of Alternative C, same as the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements (see 

Impact AQ-3), with respect to directing the development housing potentially located near sources of air 

pollution. Therefore, for this and similar reasons provided under Impact AQ-3 addressing exposure of 

sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants, the impact under Alternative C would remain less than 

significant. 
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, Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements (see Impact AQ-4 in Section VH Air Quality), 

Alternative C guides the construction of housing and would not result in the creation of objectionable 

orders. Overall, impacts to air quality under Alternative C would be incrementally reduced than under the 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements due to potential decreases in Vehicle Miles Traveled. However, this 

impact would still be less than significant. 

Greenhouse Gases 

2004 Housing Eiement Comparison 

Both Alternative C and the 2004 Housing Element include policies that would ultimately result in reduced 

GHG emissions per capita by encouraging: (1) housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood services, 

and/or transit; (2)increased housing density; (3) infill development; (4) preservation of existing housing 

stock; and (5) energy efficiency. However, Alternative C would encourage a greater number of larger 

buildings, which would therefore result in more energy savings than the 2004 Housing Element because 

increased density provides better insulating qualities and other efficiencies. Given that Alternative C 

would reduce energy use (and resulting GHG emissions) on a per capita basis more than the 2004 

Housing Element, this impact (see Impact GH-1 in Section VI Greenhouse Gas Emissions) would be 

incrementally less than under the 2004 Housing Element and remain less than significant. 

2009 Housing Element Comparison 

Both Alternative C and the 2009 Housing Element include policies that would ultimately result in reduced 

per capita GHG emissions. Such policies include the 2009 Housing Element Policies (see Table IV-8) 

plus Alternative C concepts (see Table VII-I) that provide housing: (1) in proximity to job cores, 

neighborhood services, and/or transit; (2) by increasing housing density; (3) by encouraging infill 

development; (4) through preservation of existing housing stock or adaptive reuse of existing buildings; 

and (5) through policies promoting energy efficiency. Each of these strategies could result in reduced 

growth of GHG emissions for the same reasons discussed under Impact GH-1 in Section VI Greenhouse 

Gas Emissions. However, Alternative C would promote a greater number oflarger buildings, as compared 

to the 2009 Housing Element. Both Alternative C and the 2009 Housing Element include policies that 

promote infill development, preservation the City's existing housing stock, and energy efficiency of new 

development, although Alternative C would do so to a greater extent. Therefore, overall impacts from 

Alternative C would be incrementally less than the 2009 Housing Element. However, the impact (see 

Impact GH-1 under Section VI Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of GHG emissions under Alternative C 

would still be less than significant. 

Wind and Shadow 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

As noted above under Development Assumptions by Alternative, Alternative C promotes increased density 

and, in certain areas, building heights compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. Taller buildings 
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have the potential to increase ground-level wind acceleration, thereby resulting in possible wind impacts. 

However, any increased building heights attributable to Alternative C would not be expected to be 

sufficient to exceed the City's wind hazard criterion level; wind impacts are project-specific, and all new 
residential projects would be subject to the Planning Department's procedures requiring modification of 

any new building or addition that exceeds the wind hazard criterion. New residential units would comply 

with federal, state, and local regulations including Sections 147, 148, 243(c)(9), 249.l(b)(2), and 

263.1 l(c) of the San Francisco Planning Code, discussed in Section VJ Wind and Shadow. For reasons 

similar to those noted under Impact WS-1 (i.e., compliance with regulations noted above), wind impacts 

under Alternative C would not be substantial. Therefore, this impact would be the same as the 2004 and 

2009 Housing Elements and would have a less than significant impact with respect to the alteration of 

wind patterns. 

Because Alternative C promotes some increased building heights compared to the 2004 and 2009 

Housing Elements, an incremental increase in the potential for shading of parks or other protected 
locations could occur. This could result in a significant shadow impacts that would not otherwise occur. 

However, these impacts would be reduced or avoided as a result of the City review efforts. Specifically, 

because shadow impacts are project-specific, all applications for new construction or additions to existing 

buildings above 40 feet in height are reviewed by the Planning Department to determine whether such 

shading might occur, and if a project would result in new shadow, that shadow is evaluated for 

significance under CEQA. Furthermore, new residential units would comply with the federal, state, and 

local regulations discussed in Section VJ Wind and Shadow, including Sections 146(a), 146(c), and 295 

of the San Francisco Planning Code. Potential shadow impacts under Alternative C would be subject to 

the same processes and requirements as those noted in Impact WS-2 for the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements. Therefore, this impact would be the same as the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements and would 

be less than significant with respect to the creation of new shadows. 

Recreation 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element, Alternative C would not directly 

increase the use of recreational facilities because it would not directly result in population growth or 

generate new development. However, as noted in Section VK Recreation, both the 2004 and 2009 

Housing Elements would have the potential for secondary effects on recreational facilities resulting from 

promoting new housing in certain areas and subsequently resulting in physical deterioration of existing 

recreational facilities. The City currently has a ratio of 7.0 acres of open space per 1,000 San Francisco 

residents and the City has not established a citywide target ratio of parkland to residents, nor has it 

adopted a Quimby Act ordinance. Many open space acquisitions/expansions have been identified by the 

Planning Department and San Francisco Recreation and Park Department, independent of Alternative C 

and the proposed Housing Elements. Furthermore, SFRPD would continue to acquire new open 

space/recreation facilities pursuant to Proposition C. New housing development would be required to 

comply with Planning Code requirements for open space. 
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Similar to the analysis provided under Impact RE-1 in Section VK R~creation, implementation of 

Alternative C could result in impacts related to an adverse physical effect on the environment due to the 

construction or expansion of recreational facilities in underserved areas, potentially requiring new or 

expanded facilities. Alternative C would more aggressively promote increased density and direct growth 

to certain areas of the City, including on transit lines. Alternative C would also encourage family-sized 

units (i.e., two or more bedrooms), resulting in increased use of some types of facilities. Similar to the 

analysis provided under Impact RE-2, the increased promotion of density and direction of growth to 

certain areas could increase the potential for greater use of certain public recreation facilities, accelerating 

deterioration or creating the need for new facilities. Such impacts under Alternative C could be 

incrementally greater than under the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. However, for reasons similar to 

those provided in the analysis of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact RE-1 and Impact 

RE-2 in Section VK Recreation, this impact would be less than significant. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

Although the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element would not result directly in the 

construction of residential units, as discussed under Impact UT-1 in Section VL. Utilities and Service 

Systems, all new development would be required to comply with all provisions of the NPDES program, as 

enforced by the RWQCB. Any construction that could occur under the proposed Housing Elements would 

be within treatment/service projections and would not result in an exceedance of wastewater treatment 

requirements. Additionally, the NPDES Phase I and Phase II requirements would regulate discharge from 

construction sites. All new development would be required to comply with all applicable wastewater 

discharge requirements issued by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and RWQCB. 

Therefore, for reasons similar to those provided under Impact UT-1 assessing the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Element, Alternative C would have a less than significant impact with respect to the exceeding of 

wastewater treatment requirements. 

As discussed under Section VL. Utilities and Service Systems, in accordance with AB 939, all cities and 

counties in California are required to divert 25 percent of all solid waste to recycling facilities from 

landfill or transformation facilities by January 1, 1995, and 50 percent by January 1, 2000. As of 2006, 

the most recent year for which Board-reviewed rates are available, the City achieved a diversion rate of 

70 percent. Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element, Alternative C would have no 

impact related to compliance with solid waste statutes and regulations. 

As discussed in the assessment of impacts from new or expanded water or wastewater facilities under 

Impact UT-2 in Section VL. Utilities and Service Systems, new housing construction in industrial and 

commercial areas could result in an inadequate type and level of wastewater service capacity due to the 

introduction of new land uses. Alternative C would result in larger buildings, which could create greater 

density, potentially resulting in a greater number of people requiring water or wastewater treatment 

service as compared to the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element. However, as noted under 

Impact UT-2, similar to the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element; new development under 
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Alternative C would be required to comply with federal, state, and local regulations, including Article 4.1 

of the San Francisco Public Works Code and the City's industrial waste pretreatment program to regulate 

the discharge of pollutants into the sewage system, Water Quality Protection Program, the City's 

Stormwater Management Plan, the City's Construction Site Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 

requirements, and forthcoming SFPUC development and redevelopment guidelines. Therefore, for 

reasons similar to those provided under Impact UT-2, impacts to wastewater service capacity from 

Alternative C would remain less than significant. However, while such impacts would be similar, they 
could be incrementally greater under Alternative C than the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing 

Element due to the increased density of housing units. 

Construction associated with housing could potentially result in an increase of impervious surfaces on 

sites that could increase the rate of runoff, exceeding the capacity of stonnwater drainage facilities, as 

discussed under Impact UT-3 in Section V.L. Utilities and Service Systems. This increase in impervious 

surfaces could be greater than under the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element due to the 

requirements to build out to the maximum building envelope; therefore, this impact could be 

incrementally increased. Regardless, all new residential development would be required to comply with 

federal, state, and local regulations, including the City's Green Building Ordinance, and the Green 

Landscaping Ordinance. Therefore, similar to the impacts from impervious surfaces from the 2004 and 

2009 Housing Elements assessed under Impact UT-3, Alternative C impacts would be less than 

significant, but incrementally greater than the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements due to the increased 

density of housing units. 

This EIR considers the degree to which construction of housing could potentially result in·the need for 

new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements because increased density could result in 

inadequate water supply. However, as noted in the assessment of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements 

under Impact UT-4 in Section V.L. Utilities and Service Systems, all new development would be required 

to comply with federal, state, and local regulations, including the City's Green Building Ordinance, Water 

Supply Availability Study, North Basin Groundwater Management Plan, WSIP, Article 21 of the San 

Francisco Public Works Code, and the Residential Water Conservation Ordinance. As these would also 

apply to new housing developed under Alternative C, impacts related to water supply would be similar to 

the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element, and the impact would be less than significant. 

New housing constructed under Alternative C would require solid waste disposal. As discussed under 

Impact UT-5, similar to the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element, additional collection 

trucks and personnel could be required to provide solid waste services to new housing. However, all new 

development would be required to comply with the previously discussed state and local regulations, 

including the City's Green Building Ordinance, Ordinance No. 27-06, and the Mandatory Recycling and 

Composting Ordinance (all of which contribute to the City's goal of zero waste by 2020). Therefore, for 

the same reasons provided under Impact UT-5, impacts to solid waste disposal from Alternative C less 

than significant, although incrementally greater than the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing 

Element due to the increased density of housing units for which recycling and composting is expected to 

be more challenging. 
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Public Services 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

As under all the other Alternatives, San Francisco's population is expected to grow, thus potentially 

resulting in an increase in the number of people requiring fire protection or police services by 20 l 4or a 

change in the level of service required. As discussed in Impact PS-2, none of the analyzed Housing 

Elements would increase the City's overall population; rather the Housing Elements provide direction for 

where increased residential units should be developed. As the City grows, the service areas for public 

services including police, fire and health care facilities would be reevaluated and resources would be 

reallocated to accommodate the needs in specific parts of the City, if and when conditions warrant. New 

development would be required to comply with current seismic and life safety requirements of the San 

Francisco Building and Fire Code. Therefore, for reasons discussed in Impact PS-1, PS-2 and PS-5, 

impacts to police, fire and health care facilities under Alternative C would be similar to the 2004 and 

2009 Housing Elements and would be less than significant. 

As discussed under Impact PS-3, residential development is assessed a development fee on a per square 

foot basis for school facilities. Therefore, for the reasons discussed in Impact PS-3, Alternative C would 

similarly result in a less than significant impact to school facilities. Lastly, as explained in PS-4, with 

regards to library facilities, the SFPL does not anticipate its facilities to reach capacity within the horizon 

year of this EJR and responds to increased population in certain areas by increasing service hours. 

Therefore, for the reasons described in PS-4, Alternative C would similarly result in less than significant 

impacts to library services. 

Biological Resources 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

Similar ·to the impacts detailed in Section VN Biological Resources for the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements, Alternative C could result in impacts related to biological resources if new projects result in 

disturbance from construction activities, tree removal, construction on or near wetlands or sensitive 

habitats or riparian areas, interference with migration, take of special status-species (e.g., 

development/redevelopment of abandoned buildings that provide habitat for bats could impact those 

species), application of pesticides and herbicides, construction of tall buildings with glass walls that could 

increase bird strikes and possibly interrupt a migration corridor, or conflict with provisions of an adopted 

habitat conservation plan. 

These impacts could be incrementally increased under Alternative C due to the increased promotion of 

density from development of larger buildings and/or more sites. However, all housing constructed under 

Alternative C would be required to comply with the Open Space Element of the San Francisco General 

Plan, Chapter 8 of the San Francisco Environment Code, San Francisco's Green Building Ordinance, San 

Francisco's IPM Ordinance, San Francisco's Urban Forest Plan, and San Francisco's Urban Forestry 

Ordinance, which would reduce impacts related to biological resources. Therefore, while overall impacts 
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to biological resources under Alternative C could be incrementally greater than under the 2004 and 2009 

Housing Elements, for reasons similar to the those provided in the analysis of the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements under Impact BI-1, impacts would be less than significant_ 

Geology and Soils 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

The San Francisco Bay Area and surrounding areas are characterized by numerous geologically young 

faults_ However, there are no known fault zones or designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones in 

the City. Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, there would be no impact with 

respect to rupture of a known earthquake fault under Alternative C. Additionally, development under 

Alternative A would not involve the use· of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. 

Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, there would be no impact with respect to 

septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems under Alternative C. 

Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, new development under Alternative C could expose 

people and structures to geologic risks, including from rupture of a known earthquake fault, 

groundshaking, ground failure, or liquefaction_ Additionally, housing development could be located on 

expansive or unstable ground, or on or near an earthquake fault, or areas prone to landslides_ New housing 

could also increase density in especially geologically hazardous areas or for housing units not constructed 

or maintained in a seismically sound manner. In addition, increasing density could result in heavier 

buildings, which could increase the weight on soil beyond what it has previously experienced. Such 

impacts resulting from the 2004 Housing Element are detailed under Impact GE-1 (seismic risks) and 

Impact GE-3 (unstable soils) in Section VO. Geology and Soils. However, as noted in that analysis, 

federal, state, and local regulations have been adopted to reduce impacts from seismic hazards_ These 

regulations include the San Francisco Building Code (SFBC), Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act, 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, and Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990. Therefore, for 

reasons similar to those provided under Impact GE-1 and Impact GE-3 for the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements, impacts under Alternative C would remain less than significant_ 

Housing construction under Alternative C could result in soil erosion through the need for grading 

activities. As noted under the assessment of this issue from the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element under 

Impact GE-2, all new development would be required to comply with regulations, including State and 

City Building Codes that include regulations that have been adopted to reduce impacts from grading and 

erosion. Thus, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, impacts related to soil erosion under 

Alternative C would be less than significant_ 

As noted under Impact GE-4, the State of California provides minimum standards for building design 

through the CBC, including standards that must be met for construction on expansive soils_ This impact 

would be increased under Alternative C due to the increased promotion of density (potentially heavier 

buildings on expansive soils). However, for reasons similar to those provided in the assessment of 
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expansive soils impacts for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element under Impact GE-4, the impacts of 

Alternative C would be less than significant. 

Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, residential development policies of Alternative C could 

require grading activities that have the potential to substantially change the topography or any unique 

geologic or physical features on project sites. However, as noted under the assessment of the 2004 and 

2009 Housing Elements under Impact GE-5, grading impacts are project-specific and all grading and 

building permit applications for new construction or additions to existing buildings would be reviewed by 

the Planning Department to determine whether grading activities might occur with the potential to 

substantially change the topography of a project site. Furthermore, as part of the permitting process, 

construction activities for new residential units would be required to comply with the Building Code 

related to grading and excavation activities and project design plans would be subject to review by the 

City's Planning Department for consistency with policies related to land alteration. This impact would be 

increased under Alternative C due to the increased promotion of density. However, for reasons similar 

those provided under the analysis of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact GE-5, this 

impact under Alternative C would be less than significant. Overall, impacts to geology and soils from 

Alternative C would be similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements and less than significant. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

The following discussion evaluates the potential hydrology and water quality impacts of Alternative C 

compared to the proposed Housing Elements. However, as noted in the discussion of water quality 

standards under Impact HY-1 in Section V.P. Hydrology and Water Quality, while housing element 

policy would not by itself result in the construction of new housing, policies that promote how and where 

housing is developed could result in impacts related to water quality standards, waste discharge 

requirements, or otherwise degrade water quality. Regardless, all new housing would be subject to 

compliance with existing regulations that serve to limit such impacts, including Article 4.1 of the San 

Francisco Public Works Code and the City's industrial waste pretreatment program to regulate the 

discharge of pollutants into the sewage system, and Water Quality Protection Program. Therefore, for 

reasons similar to those provided under Impact HY-1, this impact would remain less than significant 

under Alternative C. 

Similar to the discussion of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact HY-3 and Impact HY-4, 

Alternative C could potentially alter existing drainage patterns through grading and construction 

activities. This impact could be incrementally increased in comparison to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements due to the increased density of housing units that might be constructed under Alternative C 

(increased density may result in heavier buildings that require more robust foundations and result in more 

grading/construction related impacts). However, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, 

development under Alternative C would be required to comply with the previously discussed federal, 

state, and local regulations, including Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code and the City's 

industrial waste pretreatment program to regulate the discharge of pollutants into the sewage system, 
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Water Quality Protection Program, the City's Stormwater Management Plan, the City's Construction Site 

Runoff Pollution Prevention Program requirements that are described in the City's Construction Site 

Water Pollution Prevention Program, and forthcoming SFPUC development and redevelopment 

guidelines. Therefore, for reasons similar to those provided for the analysis of the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements under Section VP. Hydrology and Water Quality, impacts with respect to the rate, voluine, or 

quality of runoff would be less than significant under Alternative C. 

Alternative C would also result in construction of new housing could require dewatering or result in 

groundwater drawdown. Similar to the discussion of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact 

HY-2 in Section VP. Hydrology and Water Quality, although short-term construction groundwater 

dewatering may be necessary at certain locations (e.g., for installation of building foundations or 

underground utilities), dewatering would have only a minor temporary effect on the groundwater table 

elevation in the immediate vicinity of the activity, and would not measurably affect groundwater supplies. 

For the same reasons, this impact under Alternative C would be similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements and would remain less than significant. 

Similar to the discussion of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact HY-5, Alternative C 

could result in the construction of housing in 100-year flood hazard areas that would be subject to or 

could impede or redirect flood flows. However, for reasons similar to the analysis of the 2004 and 2009 

Housing Elements under Impact HY-5 (e.g., all new development would be required to comply with 

federal, state, and local regulations) impacts under Alternative C would remain less than significant. 

Additionally, new construction could result in impacts related to flooding if housing is placed near 

aboveground reservoirs and tanks. This impact would be no different under Alternative C than under the 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. Therefore, impacts under Alternative C from dam inundation would be 

similar to those detailed under Impact HY-6 for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, and would be less 

than significant. 

New construction under Alternative C could result in impacts related to seiche, tsunami, or mudflow if 

housing is placed near open water, near bodies of water, or near steep slopes in the City. This impact is 

detailed under Impact HY-7 in Section VP. Hydrology and Water Quality. Similar to the 2004 and 2009 

Housing Elements, all new development would be required to comply with applicable federal, state, and 

local regulations, including the Department of Building Inspection's approval of the final plans for any 

specific development; therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements assessed under Impact 

HY-7, this i~pact would be less than significant under Alternative C. Overall, impacts to hydrology and 

water quality from Alternative C, although increased over the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements due to 

the increased promotion of density, would remain less than significant. 

Hazards/Hazardous Materials 

The City is neither within an airport land use plan area, nor within two miles of a public airport or public 

use airport, nor within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, similar to the 2004 Housing Element or 
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2009 Housing Element, development under Alternative C would have no impact with respect to air 

safety. 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Comparison 

Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative C would promote increased density of 

housing construction, potentially resulting in the increased transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 

materials and impacts related to the potential for hazardous materials upset or accident conditions. Similar 

to the 2004 Housing Element, Alternative C encourages new housing in Downtown, in underutilized 

commercial and industrial areas, neighborhood commercial districts, and mixed use districts. 

Additionally, similar to the 2009 Housing Element, Alternative C encourages new housing in commercial 

and institutional areas and near major transit lines. This could result in construction of housing in areas 

where hazardous materials are used. However, all new development would be required to comply with 

federal, state, and local regulations, including the EOP, Hazard Mitigation Plan, San Francisco Public 

Works Code, All-Hazards Strategic Plan, and San Francisco Public Health Code. Additionally, 

Alternative C could result in incrementally increased impacts from hazardous materials in comparison to 

the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, if more sites containing hazardous materials are developed under 

Alternative C policies. However, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements assessment provided 

under impact HZ-1 in Section V Q. Hazards and Hazardous Materials, impacts of Alternative C with 

respect to the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials from would be less than 

significant. 

Development under Alternative C could result in impacts related to the risk of upset and accident 

conditions involving hazardous materials (Impact HZ-2) because new housing construction could increase 

the amount of transport qf hazardous materials for delivery and disposal purposes, which could in tum 

increase the risk of upset and accident conditions during transport. The assessment for this issue for the 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements is provided under Impact HZ-2 in Section VQ. Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials. All new housing development would be required to comply with all applicable 

federal, state, and local regulations, including the EOP, Hazard Mitigation Plan, San Francisco Public 

Works Code, All-Hazards Strategic Plan, and San Francisco Public Health Code. Therefore, this impact 

under Alternative C would remain less than significant compared to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements, for reasons similar to those provided under Impact HZ-2. 

Under Alternative C, housing construction could occur on sites that have been identified as being 

contaminated from the release of hazardous substances in the soil, including industrial sites, sites 

containing leaking underground storage tanks, and large and small-quantity generators of hazardous 

waste. The assessment of this issue is provided under Impact HZ-3 and Impact HZ-4 in Section VQ. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Similar to the 2004 Housing Element, Alternative C encourages new 

housing in Downtown, in underutilized commercial and industrial areas, neighborhood commercial 

districts, and mixed use districts. This could result in construction of housing in areas where hazardous 

materials are used. This impact would be greater under Alternative C than under the 2004 Housing 

Element, due to the more dense housing projects that might be constructed under Alternative C. Similar to 

the 2009 Housing Element, Alternative C encourages increased density near major transit lines, which 
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could result in construction of housing in areas where hazardous materials are used or present. However, 

as noted for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements in Section VQ. Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 

impacts related to hazardous waste sites are typically project-specific and projects on Brownfield sites 

would be subject to the review and/or mitigation by the City's SFDPH and/or the applicable regulator of 

hazardous waste. Specific mitigation measures would be developed in consultation with the SFDPH 

based on the real or perceived contaminants that may be onsite. Therefore, this impact would be similar to 

the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements and would be less than significant under Alternative C. 

Development under Alternative C could result in a localized increase in congestion, which could interfere 

with an emergency evacuation route, for reasons similar to those discussed for the 2004 and 2009 

Housing Elements under Impact HZ-5 in Section VQ. Hazards and Hazardous Materials. In the event of 

a natural disaster, increased congestion could slow an evacuation effort within the City. However, the 

City's ERP, prepared in April 2008, was developed to ensure allocation of and coordination of resources 

in the event of an emergency in the City. The existing street grid provides ample access for emergency 

responders and egress for residents and workers. Thus, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements 

and the assessment of this issue Under Impact HZ-5, Alternative C would neither directly nor indirectly 

alter that situation to any substantial degree and the impact would remain less than significant. 

Similar to the impacts of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements described under Impact HZ-6 in Section 

VQ. Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Alternative C could result in impacts related to risk associated 

with fire if new housing is constructed in near areas with potential for wildland fires or if new housing 

would include ce1iain features that would put residents or workers at risk. San Francisco ensures fire 

safety primarily through provisions of the San Francisco Building Code and Fire Code. Existing buildings 

are required to meet standards contained in these codes. All housing constructed under Alternative C, 

including high-rise residential buildings up to forty stories, would be required to meet standards for 

emergency access, sprinkler and other water systems, and other requirements specified in the San 

Francisco Fire Code. Standards pertaining to equipment access would also be met. Plan review for 

compliance with San Francisco Fire Code requirements, to be completed by DBI and the SFFD, would 

minimize fire-related emergency dispatches, reducing the demand for fire protection services in the City. 

This impact would be increased under Alternative C due to the increased promotion of density. However, 

for reasons similar to the assessment of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements under Impact HZ-6, 

impacts would remain less than significant under Alternative C. 

Overall, impacts to hazards and hazardous materials from Alternative C would be increased from the 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements due to the increased density housing units, but this impact would be 

less than significant. 

Mineral/Energy Resources 

The City is not a designated area of significant mineral deposits and no area within the City is designated 

as a locally-important mineral resource recovery site. Therefore, similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Elements there would be no impact related to the loss of availability of a known mineral resource or the 

loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site. 
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Alternative C could result in greater incentives to redevelop sites, which could increase building 

demolition. Under Alternative C, density (and construction associated with housing) would be promoted 

to a greater degree than under the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, resulting in increased uses of fuel, 

water, and energy associated with demolition and construction. On the other hand, the promotion of 

housing near transit opportunities would reduce energy use associated with transportation. All new 

development would be required to comply with the previously discussed federal, state, and local 

regulations. Similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements as assessed under Impact ME- I in Section 

VR. Mineral and Energy Resources, projects constructed under Alternative C would be required to 

comply with the Environmental Protection Element of the San Francisco General Plan, San Francisco's 

Green Building Ordinance, San Francisco Residential Energy Conservation Ordinance, and San Francisco 

Sustainability Plan. New development would also have the opportunity to participate in voluntary 

programs, such as GoSolarSF and San Francisco's Green Priority Permitting Program. Similar to the 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, Alternative C would have a less than significant impact with respect 

to the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy. 

Agricultural Resources 

The entire City is identified as Urban and Built-Up Land by the DOC and does not contain any important 

farmland. The City does not participate in the Williamson Act Program and no land within City 

boundaries is under Williamson Act contract. Therefore, similar to the discussion of the 2004 and 2009 

Housing Elements in Section VS. Agricultural and Forest Resources, under Alternative C there would be 

no impact related to the direct conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use, conflict with a Williamson 

Act contract, or the conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use due to other changes in the existing 

environment. 

Under Alternative C, there would be no changes to zoning or height and bulk districts. P Districts, which 

include most of the City's forest and timber resources, would not be at risk for conversion to residential 

zoning. However, Alternative C could result in impacts related to the loss or conversion of forest land if 

trees in R districts were removed, damaged, or otherwise physically affected by a new project. However, 

any project proposed under Alternative C would be required to comply with the San Francisco Planning 

Code and the required replacement ratios to minimize impacts related to forest resources. Therefore, 

similar to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements, there would be no impact related to forest land and 

timberland zoning or the loss or conversion of forest land. 

The SFRPD supports and manages a program of 40 community gardens on City-owned property. 

Community gardens are allowed on SFRPD lands zoned P District and allowed in all R Districts (RH, 

RC, RM). New housing could include projects built to the maximum allowable height and bulk capacity, 

which could block sun on plots currently used for urban farming or community gardens or otherwise 

physically affect community gardens. Although this impact could potentially increase under Alternative 

C, the incremental change would not be expected to substantially affect agricultural resources. New 

housing could also result in development of lots currently used for community gardens. Under Alternative 

C, there would be no changes to zoning or height and bulk districts and therefore, no new conflicts with 

existing zoning for agricultural uses. Therefore, for reasons similar to those provided under Impact AG-I 
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in Section VS Agricultural and Forest Resources, impacts under Alternative C would be similar to the 

2004 and 2009 Housing Elements and less than significant. 

Attainment of Project Objectives 

Alternative C themes focus on Transit-Oriented Development, balancing growth with available 

infrastructure, utilization of City-owned vacant or underused sites, encouraging family-sized housing, 

comprehensive neighborhood planning to accommodate the need for housing, and public outreach around 

the housing planning process. Additionally, similar to the 2009 Housing Element, Alternative C would 

encourage housing integrated into new commercial or institutional projects and housing projects near 

major transit lines. The additional policies and implementation measures in Alternative C are specific 

strategies intended to increase the number of units on individual sites. 

As described below, Alternative C would attain all of the project objectives to the same or greater degree 

as the 2004 Housing Element and the 2009 Housing Element: 

• Provide a vision for the City's housing and growth management through 2014. 

Alternative C provides such a vision for the City's future residential development. 

• Maintain the existing housing stock to serve housing needs. Alternative C contains 

policies that emphasize retention of the existing housing stock. 

• Ensure capacity for the development of new housing to meet the RHNA at all income 

levels. Part I of the Housing Element would not differ from either the 2004 or the 2009 

Housing Element under Alternative C. As Part I demonstrates, the City can accommodate the 

RHNA quantities within the existing zoning designations, so adequate capacity for new 

housing exists. Increased density and reduced parking requirements are both strategies for 

improving the affordability of new housing by reducing land and development cost per unit. 

Therefore, Alternative C would be more likely to accommodate the RHNA at all income 

levels. 

• Encourage housing development where supported by existing or planned infrastructure, 

while maintaining existing neighborhood character. Alternative C would more specifically 

encourage developers to maximize use of housing opportunity sites served by existing or 

plaimed infrastructure, although this might result in increased height and bulk on individual 

building sites, which could have more potential to alter existing neighborhood character in 

some locations. 

• Encourage, develop and maintain programs and policies to meet projected affordable 

housing needs. Alternative C contains specific strategies for maximizing the number of units 

on residential sites, which would increase the City's likelihood of achieving its RHNA goals. 

• Develop a vision for San Francisco that supports sustainable local, regional and state 

housing and environmental goals. 
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supported by Alternative C is consistent with a sustainable approach on a local and regional 

level, given that San Francisco is a dense city with extensive urban services. 

• Adopt a housing element that substantially complies with California housing element 

law as determined by the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development. Because Alternative C contains the most active strategies promoting housing 

supply and affordability, it is reasonable to assume that it would likely be certified by HCD. 

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

In addition to the discussion and comparison of impacts of the proposed projects and the alternatives, 

Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an "environmentally superior" alternative be 

selected and the reasons for such a selection disclosed. In general, the environmentally superior 

alternative is the alternative that would be expee.ted to generate the least amount of significant impacts. 

Identification of the enviromnentally superior alternative is an informational procedure and the alternative 

selected may not be the alternative that best meets the goals or needs of the City. 

Table VII-4 summarizes the comparative impacts of each of the alternatives when compared to the 

proposed Housing Elements. The table lists the level of significance of the impacts of the proposed 

projects to each environmental topic analyzed in Section V and shows whether the impacts anticipated 

under each proposed alternative would be lesser, similar, or greater than the proposed Housing Elements. 

The table provides a comparison of the ability of each alternative to avoid or substantially reduce the 

significant impacts of the proposed Housing Elerments; 

As shown in Table VII-4, Alternative A and B would reduce the impacts of the proposed Housing 

Elements. However neither Alternative A nor B would be expected to achieve the RHNA allocation as 

effectively as the 2004 or 2009 Housing Elements. Achievement of the RHNA is one of the key 

objectives of the project. However, Alternative B would come closer to meeting the RHNA allocation 

than Alternative A and would therefore come closer to meeting one of the key objectives of the proposed 

projects. Alternative A would also result in a potentially significant impact to historic resources. 

Therefore, Alternative B would be the environmentally superior alternative. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS 
INTHEEIR 

Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EJR to identify any alternatives that were 

considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process, and briefly 

explain the reasons underlying the lead agency's determination. Given the nature of the proposed Housing 

Elements, an off-site alternative was not feasible. 

Bayview Waterfront Alternative: This alternative includes the 1990 Residence Element Objectives, 

Goals and Policies, and assumes the zoning in place at the time the 2009 Notice of Preparation for this 
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Environmental Issue Area 

Land Use and Land Use Planning 

Aesthetics 

Population and Housing 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

Transportation and Circulation 

Noise 

Air Quality 

Greenhouse Gases 

Wind and Shadow 

Recreation 

Utilities and Service Systems 

Public Services 

Biological Resources 

Geology and Soils 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
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Table VII-4 
Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Housing Elements 
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ALTERNATIVE A 

No Project/ Continuation 
of 1990 Residence Element 

+ 

+ 
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ALTERNATIVE B 

2004 Housing 
Element-Adjudicated 
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ALTERNATIVE C 

2009 Housing Element­
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+ 
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Table VII-4 
Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Housing Elements 

Environmental Issue Area 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Mineral and Energy Resources 

Agricultural and Forest Resources 

Key: 

S =Significant Impact 

LTS =Less-than-Significant Impact 

LTS/M =Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation 

+ = Impact greater than the proposed Housing Elements 

= Impact similar to the proposed Housing Elements 

= Impact less than the proposed Housing Elements 
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EIR was issued,5 as well as a project-specific analysis of the Candlestick Point/Hunters Point Shipyard 

Project (previously referred to as the Bayview Waterfront project). This alternative was considered for its 

ability to concentrate new residential growth in this area of the City already undergoing substantial 

redevelopment. Ultimately, the Candlestick Point/Hunters Point Shipyard Project, which was an 

independent project not dependent on the adoption of the Housing Element, underwent its own 

environmental review in advance of completion of the ElR for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. 6 

The 2004 and 2009 Housing Element draft ElR analysis therefore reflected the Candlestick Point/Hunters 

Point Shipyard project in its analysis of potential future housing development because the Housing 

Element EIR assumed the development of the Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Project as a 

reasonably foreseeable project. Because of this, it was determined that the Bayview Waterfront 

Alternative was already within the range of the DEJR analysis and would not provide useful new 

information (see Table IV-6). Furthermore, this alternative would not reflect several reasonably 

foreseeable major planning and rezoning efforts underway, including development proposals for Treasure 

Island and Parkmerced, the Transit Center District Plan, and the Western SoMa Area Plan. Therefore, 

this alternative was eliminated from further consideration. 

Focused Development Alternative: San Francisco's planning efforts over the last decade have 

concentrated on rezoning particular areas of the City. This alternative would actively direct growth to 

those plart areas, but would also include policies which allowed little or no growth to occur outside of 

these areas. Thus, the alternative considers potential Objectives, Policies and Implementation Measures 

that could be part of an updated housing element in tandem with a land use allocation (i.e. projection of 

growth by geographic area) based on existing conditions plus all area planning efforts. From a land use 

control standpoint, such a scenario would comprise existing zoning at the time of NOP issuance and 

rezoning connected to area plans in progress at that time (see Table IV-6). This alternative reflects 

interests raised during the EIR scoping process. 

This alternative was eliminated from consideration during the process of preparing the Housing Element 

and this ElR because the City's existing zoning allows for residential development outside of area plans, 

and because locations outside of area plans contribute to the City's inventory of land available for 

residential development. Therefore, this alternative would have required downzoning or other limitations 

on development outside of area plans, which would require substantial regulatory changes (e.g., changes 

to use controls or height/bulk controls), requiring action by the Planning Commission and the Board of 

Supervisors. Limiting the supply of housing sites would also compromise the City's ability to achieve the 

RHNA goals for housing supply and affordability by severely restricting the amount of land within the 

City available for housing, especially affordable housing which requires the maximum number of 

potential opportunities in order to overcome the inherent constraints of developing affordable housing in 

an area with high land costs. Curtailing development in substantial portions of the City could also create 

conflicts with other General Plan policies encouraging sustainable and equitable development Citywide, 

5 This includes the zoning changes accompanying the Market/Octavia Area Plan, Eastern Neighborhood Area Plan, 
and Balboa Park Better Neighf?orhoods Plan. 

6 Planning Department Case File No 1994.06JE 
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such as Transportation Element Objective 2 (Use the transportation system as a means for guiding 

development and improving the environment), Objective 11 (Establish public transit as the primary mode 

of transportation in San Francisco and as a means through which to guide future development and 

improve regional mobility and air quality) and Policy 11.3 (Encourage development that efficiently 

coordinates land use with transit service, requiring that development address transit concerns as well as 

mitigate traffic problems) and Commerce and Industry Element Policy 6.3 (preserve and promote the 

mixed commercial and residential character in neighborhood commercial districts. Strike a balance 

between the preservation of existing affordable housing and needed expansion of commercial activity). 

For these reasons the alternative was determined to be infeasible. 

Reduced Land Use Allocation Alternative: The land use allocation is the distribution of projected 

growth (i.e. new housing units and population increases) to identified geographic areas. Under a reduced 

land use allocation, less growth would be assumed Citywide. This alternative includes the 2004 Housing 

Element Objectives, Goals, Policies and Implementation Measures but assumes a lower total number of 

new housing units over the planning period of 2005-2025. The alternative was suggested during the EIR 

scoping process and represents an interest in a Housing Element that controls or limits the amount of 

residential growth that would occur in San Francisco. However, as described in the EIR, the growth 

projections that form the basis for the land use allocation are not based on Housing Element policies. The 

projections reflect regional growth trends as assessed by HCD and ABAG. In order to reduce the number 

of units developed in San Francisco, the Housing Element would actively need to preclude projected 

growth. Given that under state law a city's Housing Element must accommodate projected growth at all 

income levels, this alternative would not result in a Housing Element that complies with state Housing 

Element law, which is a primary objective of this effort. For these reasons, this alternative was eliminated 

from further consideration as infeasible. 
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