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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
Dr. Carlton B. G<lodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

TeL No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 
LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Supervisor Malia Cohen, Chair 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk 

March 16, 2015 

SUBJECT: COMMITTEE REPORT, BOARD MEETING 
Tuesday, March 17, 2015 

The following file should be presented as a COMMITTEE REPORT at the Board meeting, 
Tuesday, March 17, 2015. This item was acted upon at the Committee Meeting on March 16, 
2015, at 1 :30 p.m., by the votes indicated. 

Item No. 26 File No. 150155 

Ordinance amending the San Francisco General Plan by repealing the 2009 
Housing Element (Ordinance No. 97-14), and adopting the 2014 Housing Element; 
and making findings, including environmental findings, and findings of 
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning 
Code, Section 101.1. 

RECOMMENDED AS A COMMITTEE REPORT 
Vote: Supervisor· Malia Cohen - Aye 

Supervisor Scott Wiener - Excused 
Supervisor Jane Kim - Aye 

c: Board of Supervisors 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Rick Caldeira, Deputy Legislative Clerk 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
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1f FILE NO. '150155 

f · 
j • 

ORbiNANCE No·. 

1 l {Genera[ Plan-Repeat1ng Ordinance No. 97i14-Adopfiort of2014 Hdusihg t:1ement] 

2 r 
I: 

3. ·•.Ordinance amending th.e San Franclsc·o Ge11er~JPI~rt by r¢pealing the 2009 Ho.Using 

4 · : Element (Ordinance No. 97.,14), and adoptiitg the 2014 Housfr1$ Elsmenf; and rnakilig 

5; : firu;lings, fociuding .envir.onmental findiri9s, and fin~iilgs (;>f¢QP,si$tency with the 

G.~eraJ Plan, and tt:ie·eight ptiorify policies of Planning Code; ·sectfon 101 .. 1. 

7 i 

8 J 
·.g··- -1.,. 

:P;. 

NdtE: µ-,:'!Cbang·ed Gode texfand urtcc:>di:fied text arelh~ pfain.Ar'\a:i font. 
A.:dditions to (::odes are)rt singZe:.undedine italiCs·Tid1esNe"111 Roinan (ant. 
t)e1etions to Codes are lnsrrikethraugh italics Tinws1'fc,1; Rom&·n}cmL · 
Board aniendineritadditions are ih. double-underlined Atfal follt 
ijo~rd amendrn~l)t deletions are i11.strik£through /\rial font. ' ' . 
Ast~risks (~ ·~ * *}indicate;} .the ornissio11 of Lmch~ngeg Code. 
s'ub$ectibns of- parts oftables: · · · 

13e it ordalnedbytheP$ople bf the City arjd. County 9f-$8:JJ Ft~h.cl,sc;o: 

Section ·1. 

(a)· Section 4.1 b5>offhe Charter of the City and County of San F;rar'icl$cb provides 

10 

11 

12' 

13 
14 

1:5 U:iat the Planning '9oriimis-5l(jn shall periodically r¢coiJ1rriend fo the Bbard of Supervisors, f()r 

1$. ~pprov.ai or rej$dion, propdsed .amend merits to th~ $.ari Francfo·Go Gen~ral P(an: 

17- {b) San Francisco PJ~nn'.1~_ Pod¢ Section 340 provides.than an amendment to the 

i 

1 
l 

I 
l 

I 
I 
I 

I 
! 
l 

18 General Plan may bednltiafed bya resolution of:intention by the Planning Cprnm1ssioi\ whlth T 
1:9 refers fo, apd i_hc.orporafos bY.refer~nc~, tfl~pfopose_d 'G¢iierai Plaii c3ii\eiidm~rit Section. . ! 

· 20. . . -346 further provides that Planning Commission shaJI ad;pptthe proposecl (3~r)eralPlqp 

1 amendment affera pub.rte hearfog ififfihd9frorn the.facts presented thatthepubn~ necessity; 

-1[ convenience andgeneralwelfare 'require the proposed amendmeAt or any :partth~reof. Jf 
23 I\ adopted py ihe Commission in whole f:;ir in part, the proposed arjlendrnentshall be pres~nt~d. 

24 ~· · to the Board Qf $ upefliiS(lt's, whi~h m~y apprpve Or [i>ject the amendment[ly a ma]orityvote, 

25 

_ .. Mayor EdWih Le$; Supel\'isqrs WJ~n~r, Qolli;!n 
'·. BOARPOF SUPERVISORS-



\ . . .. . 

The· current' Hoµ$tP'Q Element oftheSa-n. Ftandsco General Plan·isknown .. as . 

. z; th$ ioos Hotisif'.19Elem~nf, whith \vas adopted by fhe. planning Gommissipn frr Aptil· 2cff3-; 

;a .. • anc:lJhl$ Boar'dilhJun~_ .2013~ Under stat§f4Y'f,· QaJif9rnia Govemmenf £;od~ ;$ettion 655&8(?}1. 1 · 
4 ·. eacbJo¢af gOvemtti~nt.iniJ~fre\'i.;ew its.. housing ~ler.n$nt as :frequentlya.s ?P¢ropriate fq 

5 • evF11Liatethe,:goal.s; ohjecthtes, and poffdes~ ofthe housing e'lement in contdbutihg toltre state 

6. i 6ot;1sinf] 9o~T; fo .rev1eW ffie effeC.tlv~h.eis_$ o.ftli~ l19_u.sin~. e1emenfin aJtei)hnient:<;if the 

· t , ·.· commur'lify's·houslnggoal$.atid'qbj~ct1ves;:~.nd to:reviewthE!;pro_gtess·ofthe;juiisdi()uonTn· . ' . ' . . l 

8 ; • imp(ernentlng the:hou$ing eleme.nt: !. 

I 

J .g: ·i· .... (d) ')liei $ci1JFi:aridsC.O- P1aiititnff Ccirhrr@~j{jlj prppo~~S, to upd~te the 200'9 Housing_ 
10 ::f} Elemenfin Cdrnp'fianceWith stateJ$W,-. Th.JA$,iOJJ FebrU?!Y 1U, z6J5; toe Bo~rd of Superyi.$9~' 
11. .·. · fecehtedfrom the Plannihg Departme,nfa _proposed Geriefal Plarramendment adopfu:JS; 

12· · · _ ·qpgi;it¢$:tq th~ 2.009 HoiJslng Elemen~ td"fre known ase"the. 2014 Housili'g Element" The• 
. -· . . 

13 · :J 2.0<14 Htivsitfff Elernenf updates·tne bata a.ncl Neeq$ An?ty~is of th~:zooe Hot1srhg:Elern$ht 

14 .· _ J ':with rnor~ clirremf data; anc:f in~ludes all the polfrii~s· and objecffvesJou.nd in the 2009 Hor.isiHg 

15 ' , Element wtfhsonie rdinorchaqges; adds five new ,poHcres~ and lnC!Udes additional 

19· : · iQ:.J'pl_ero$nt~lon rneasa,r~, Th~ 2014lfousihg Elerne!lf?_rflendrnehls·are.m'bre fuflY, outlined 1n ••·· 

it ·· •·the FeEin:ra.ry {J:i 10i5'r Plan·ning I)epartme.nttr.:msmift~lfo fbis_SerE!r.ii~ whfcJT is ill_corp6r:t.=ited 

·::";: 

1~' f';• 

:Zrt .4.Q'14 HQUi:?lnf.f l;l~IJ1$hJarnendments on January 8~•2615, in Res61uti9h ·R.-t931tt Purslianffo· 

21 ! . p18,nrik19 ¢od~ secfion:34b. ancf Sa:nFr?ncisc6 CfJti\rl:ers¢¢tlon 4..'i os:: tn~ Pl8;bofn:Qr 

22 l . Commission- adopted the 2.014 HouslnQ; El~ment <3JJ'd J¢¢Pmmendaj itt'or:approvar bit 

f febrµar;y·s_, 2015 lrrR.esol'utiort R_:1'93.11.,.firidin£J ffiaftha2ci14 H6usinf1 Elem~nt serve~:fffo~' 
l · publi6 n~ce.~slfy~ 'GOrivenl$nce a,hd g~[ieral ·Welfare~ andWas ih conformity with th~ Genetl;it 

t t1fan i3n9 th~ ~igbf Prfotity p.oJ!¢ie$ l'n .Planhihg' code s~ction 101 .t 
1. 
l· 
1 rviay<?f Ea:Win Lee,; supeMs-Ors Wlener;Coh$n l · B.OARb-oFSLiPERVISQRS 
f 
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11 
i 

1 «Jn Aprll-241 20131 tlle San Francisco Planning Commission; rn Resoh.ifkm No. 
l. 

2: i 19121, mrt:ified tne 2004 and 2009 'ftqu~frig Element Final Envfronrrte'ilfaf impact Re.port 

3: ("finalElR") pr~pared .in compliance with the Califom1a .Environrnentai'QuaJity Act;('fCE..QA''), 

4: Public Resources Code:section 21000 et seq. ln Resolution 1.~122. the Plaoh1ng Comnllssit>ti 

5. adopted the findings and cntrc[usionsrequii-ed byCEQAte~fardmg altethafives, mitigation· 

6 measures ~nd signifitc:int (3nvironmerftal impacts analyzed in the.fmt;:!JEIR; flbd ad'opted ·~ 

7 Mitigatio,h Monitoring artd Reporting :P·rogr.am and a Statemf!nt bf Ov~rtidjng Consideration$ 
I 

8 : I as part bf itl:;· approval of the ~009 Housing Element 

g, 

10 

f 1 

(g) On June24,2014, this Board adopted the 2009 Housing Elementin ordinance 

No. 97-14, a~opted findir:lgs and conclusions required byCEQA regarqfcig altern~tive=$, 

, mltig,ation measures and significant envfronmentai effects analyze~d in the Final EIR, ~n.d 

1~ ] adoptEiM.a Mitigation Mon'itoritig and Reporting Program anti a Statement of Overriding 

fp. Jr Considerati0:ns, 'Which fii:tdfrigs are incorporated into this Ordinance by"tnis refofonce_ 
i{ 

L OtfJ<311µa:ry 22, 20151 1n response to tbe proposeci 2014 Housi_ng ElernE;r.it, 

.. which.as ndfedabove amends the20b9 Housing. Elemerit~theSan·Fraocisco Planniog 

I 

. I 

l 
l . ! 

! 
J 

. 01 
16 ·· : O~parfm¢nt pre!J"ared an Addendum fo the 2o64. an({ 2od9 8t>'(Jslng Eiement FYnaf EiR ·· i 

11 .+ ;~Ji.ified py_.Jhel?l?fin.irm.•··. Gomrnission on April 24, .. 2013, µnder CEQA Guideline$ S¢qtl(}.· .. n l 
•.. ~ . · ... i. ts 'If 15:164 t"theA<ldendurt{'). ~ 

19 . 
1 j .ft) , Based upon this Board's rev)ew ofthe Frnal El R, arid tbe Addendum to the Fi tiai' · 

! 

~O g1~;d~tedJanuary22,2015, ~he Boardfinc;i§;thaHhe~W)alysis conducted,.andthe condus1ohs 

21 re?~hed, 1nJn<3 F'inal EIR remain· valkf andtbe '2~014-;Housing Elemeh.f p'f6posed herein wm riot 

, \ c~u$e new sfQnificant impact~ :n~~ kfo~~fioo io tlleFinaj '~1R,, a~d no"ne~,miti:ation rn~a~ur~s 
. I will be necessary to reduce s1gnrfic~ntm1pac;:ts; further, otherthan d.escnbed Jl"l the . 

24 • · 1.)\ctdendum, no project oll;\"!J eS have occurred, and no dian[leS h:We occurred with cespect ID • • · 

z.5 . j dteurtistancessurroundirig the projectthtttWm cause sigiYlficant :envitor:imental impacts to 

J lj .· 
, l T\llayorEc:lwln Lee~·Superv1sors Wiener; 601:\err I BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

.t 
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JI 
.1 .. 1. 

-. [ 
:'.j 

1 whigh tl]~'~14HQt,lS,ing i;Iem~ntwiJ_l.'c;~otribl,.it~ ¢oh:siderably; and 11q new infoi'.n;IC'ltfofi h:~s 

2 , . become:availaJ:ile that,shoWsthafll:le2014Hous!hg Element WW eaose sigriiffcan't 

· 3 ··• : environmentaffrnpaetstiotprevfousiyd!Scussed:ln theFinal EIR; thatsubstattH?limpacts,wiU 

4. . ... • pest;Jl;>~tgotl~Jly more s~v,ere. th.an $hqwo ih'fHe· Final EIH:i o(thaf rl1it19Eltk>n mea$1)re~ or· 
. ·- -

. 5 •.. , aft~rnafiv~$.p'n~ViCro$ly fotind infeasible arefeasi'b'l$~ o[ thaf tieW Jt1itlgafion me_asures or 
6 · · alternatives considerabiy CJifferentfrom. tho§e iH the Final EIR-W.9uid subM~mtt;3;i1yr-e.d{JC~ 

7 · -•.. sighificanti_mp~cts\ Tf1$r¢fqre}po ·$4ppierneptal ~nViro11rnent~ review Is requfrecf (Jnder 

a . ·•· CEQA beyond the Adc1endum. 

l 
[ 
t 
! r 
1 
I 

I 

. I 
'l 

~ 
· 9 Of The Februa:ry ·5_,20151, letter from the Plahll!ng Depar!:menHr~nsmrtting the- l 

1 Q ' •. proposed 2014 Housing Eief!i<jfrtlO ll\e j3oarq of Sµpervrsors, thi> FlllalE!B" the Add<lnQ\l@, • f 
. 1 t ·. '. the res,olµUons apopt~ by the Plan.bin~ Commi$sibn·wlth respectfo tile approvafofih$ 2014, 

- . . . . 

12 • -. j_Hoosib~ EJementr includinf} the Plannln9 Corrimlssioh Resoli.JUqn a:doptingthe 2014 Housing 

EiemEmbgnd r?commehding U}6rapproval1 are ontII~ with the Clerk offhe Boatd 1:n File hJci J 
t4 'l • 1so1s5:. Tfl~$e.?ng ?ti¥ anc1 ~ll oth¢t documE!JJts teferenc~dih this Ordinance. h~ve pee.fl: I 1 1 
15 I , Q1qde:c:tvc:tflc:tbla. to:,-. anf:f )J9ye be~n.r:~vrewe:d :crnd canslo~e<:l l:;ly;tlieBoc::ird o.f ,Sup$J"'lif$ors1 ~nd _ .. · 

16 'j-; rnay be;foUqq in either the files· ofth$ San Frandscl;:f Planning {)epanment; cts· the? custodian: 

!: · 1 · :;~:~:~::~::::~::t:~;~:,f:~:c:; =~~:::9~ ::~1:::~~~:~'.h the 
1 9 :1, (kj 'The Eloar4 ofSupervlson< !ihds, pursuaotfu Piann in~ J;:'ode Secli9n 340, !hei'!he I 

I ~ '2014 Housing ElemE!hi:; Set iorth ih tile docliifuinis Phfit<l With !he tler1'! otihe Board' iii File I 
2J . Nct1 sots~. Will $etvathe public hecessify; coh\ienienGe' and general welfare fortbe reasons' 

2z · -setforthin plaiih.ii:i9. Qgfiilliis~iott R§~ol11tro.nN9; H:·"l93J7 'andJrit;or:PdraJest6p$.e.te?$Ofi$ 

24 
25 

(I)' -The Boatd ofSnper.v1sors finds thatthe 2614 Hoµ$ibg Eleiirerit;. as s.et fortfdn 

I the documents:t~h 'fite:W.itn th~ clerltofth~ Board Jn Boi:ird '};ff~ _No~ tBP 1 q$~. ls' f n ·GotJformify: 

I 
I 
! 

· l · Mayor ~:C:!w!n 1.ee; sop~rvi~Cir5Wiener; ¢ohen . t BQA~D OF'SOPERVJSC:),R,$ 



1 jjwith the GeneraiPla<t !fnd .\he eight priofity poflCl6$ of Plahning Code Section 101. 1 fur th<> 
2 ; jreasohs setforfh in Piiarlnihg Com111issjqh Ee~olutioh Np/R~{9317. the.Board hereby.adopts 

. ' 

3 the findfr1gs ·set fortfrfo Planning Commission Resolution Nb. H-1931 Tand· fncorporates those 

finoings herein i:)y _t~ference. 
L . . . " . . . . . .. .. . . ' .... • .. . . . . •. . . " . 

5: ·1 (tn) Section 4~ 1 O& pf the City C.harter turttier provides that if the Board of . 

s .•. Super¥isors falI~ to Act within 9b days oirec.elpt ofthe propos~d 201·4 Ho11sihg Element, then r 

t J :the 2014 Housing Element shall h'.~ deemed approved. ··.· . 

8 Hi; section 2: 

a It (a) The Soard hc:ts reYJ~wed and considered the Final EIR,together.with the 

10 . :Adderldum, a.nd any additk>nai en\ifronmerrtai dociimehtatlohin the Planning ;p~partment's ··~ 11 files, and ad~opfo the CEOA PJrjdings s,eH6rlh in ()rdiriance 9T-"f4 and,aniends therrHo (i 
·12 ···•· 

1 

incorporate tile .minor mod1Uca,k>nsto tt1~ Hqusin~ Elemenf setforth in ;the Addendum. t 
13' . l {b) ~he §o~rd orS.upe~isor~ hetebyamendstne Housfog Bemehtof fhe General r 

:: -·•y:;::~:i: ::;:~:~~::~::;::::.:::;~~gc:::~~i;b;:~b:a:~;·2~1s, ··I 
16 land referred to above, · , 

17 • i .. . Section 3, ~~ectlve Date. Tbfa ordin[ince:shail become effective 30: day:3,'.after 

18 't enactrnehf. Enactment occurs when the:'Mayoi sighs t~e ordinance,· the Mayor returns fhe t 
19 ti :drdihance Unsigned or doe? not ~ign the ordi{iancewfthin tell days. of receiving It, or ttie Board r 

, l ·of Super-Visors overrides th~Mpyor's veto otthe o_rdinancE;}. 20 

21 

.22 

23 

24 

25 

i1l 

1 APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

I 
DENNIS J

1 
,•HERRERA:· city Attorney 

' I I i, ' 

1 By: l ~ ;> r:g ~ ~/'L )'t!Y\_ 

i 

AudrE;}y, earson ~ 
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FILE NO. 150155 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[General Plan - Repealing Ordinance No. 97-14 -Adoption of 2014 Housing Element} 

Ordinance amending the San Francisco General Plan by repealing the 2009 Housing 
Element (Ordinance No .. 97-14), and adopting the 2014 Housing Element; and making 
findings, including environmental findings, and findings of consistency with the 
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Sec;:tion 101.1. 

Existing Law 

Currently, the Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan is the 2009 Housing 
Element, adopted in June 2009 in Ordinance 108-11; and again in 2014 in Ordinance 97-14. 

Amendments to Current Law 

This legislation would set aside Ordinance 97-14 which adopted the 2009 Housing Element, 
and adopt the 2014 Housing Element as the Housing Element for the San Francisco General 
Plan. The 2014 Housing Element updates and continues the policies and objectives of the 
2009 Housing Element, and adds five new policies and several new implementation 
measures. In general, the policies contained in the 2014 Housing Element are intended to 
prioritize the creation of permanently affordable housing; recognize and preserve . 
neighborhood character; integrate planning of housing, jobs, transportation and infrastructure; 
and maintain the City as a sustainable model of development. 

Background Information 

The Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan is a policy document that consists of 
goals and policies to guide the City and private developers in preserving, improving and 
providing housing to meet the projected housing needs of all economic segments of the 
community, as required under Government Code section 65580 et seq. ("State housing 
element law"). 

The current Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan is known as the 2009 
Housing Element, which was adopted by this Board in April 2011, and in June 2014, re­
adopted it to comply with a court order. Under state law, California Government Code section 
65588{a), each local government must review its housing element as frequently as 
appropriate to evaluate the goals, objectives, and policies of the housing element in 
contributing to the state housing goal; to review the effectiveness of the housing element in 
attainment of the community's housing goals and objectives; and to review the progress of the 
jurisdiction in implementing the housing element. . 

Mayor Edwin Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Cohen 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 



FILE NO. 150155 

The San Francisco Planning Commission proposes to update the 2009 Housing Element in 
compliance with state law, to be known as the "2014 Housing Element." The 2014 Housing 
Element updates the Data and Needs Analysis of the 2009 Housing Element with more 
current data, includes all the policies and objectives found in the 2009 Housing Element with 
some minor changes, adds five new policies, and includes additional implementation 
measures. 

n:\land\li2015\120178\00989645.doc 

Mayor Edwin Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Cohen 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page2 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

February 5, 2014 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
City an~ County of San Francisco 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 02014-01503GP A 
(Also referenced as: 2014-001503CWP; 2014.132ZEM; 2007.1275EM) 
General Plan Amendments Related to the 2014 Housing Element 

BOS File No: (pending) 
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

Pursuant to Charter Section 4.105, the San Francisco ·planning Commission recommends an 

amendment of the San Frm:cisco General Plan. On February 5, 2015, the Commission adopted a 
resolution recommending the adoption of an orclinance amending the General Plan by adopting 
the 2014 Housing Element as the City's Housing Element. 

The 2014 Housing Element updates the 2009 Housing Element, adopted by the Board in 2011, and 
again in 2014. The 2014 Housing Element provides the overarching policy framework and vision 
for the City's housing strategy. Future policy work will be evaluated for consistency with the 
Housing Elem~t; however, adoption of the Housing Element does not, in and of itself, change 

City law or practice. The 2014 Housing Element contains three parts: 

Part 1: Data and Needs Analysis, which contains a description and analysis of San 
Francisco's population, household and employment trends, as well as an assessment of 
existing housing characteristics, and housing needs; 

Part 2: Objectives and Policies, defines the City's policies and goals related to housing; 

Implementing Programs, includes a number measures that result in specific actions to 
help implement the City's housing-related objectives and policies.· 

On January 22, 2015, the Planning Department's Environmental Planning section prepared an 
Addendum to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Environmental Impact Report, which was 

certified by the Commission o!l April 24, 2014, and upheld on appeal ~y the Board on June 17, 
2014. After review of th~ proposed 2014 Housing Element and the Addendum, the Planning 
Commission unanimously voted to recommend approval of the proposed at its li:earing on 

www.sfplan11ing.org 
6U6 · 

1650 Mission St 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



Transmital Materials CASE NO. 02014-01503GPA 
Housing Element Update 2014 

February 5, 2015. Please find attached documents relating to the Commission's action. 

If you have any questions or require further information please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Cc via electronic transmittal: 
Mayor's Office, Nicole Wheaton 
Supervisor .Scott Wiener 
Supervisor Jane Kim · 
~upervisor Malia Cohen 
City Attorney, Audrey Pearson 

Attachments (one copy of the following): 
Planning Corrrr¢ssion Resolution No. R-19317 
Planning Commission Executive Summary for Case No. 02014-01503GPA 
Errata Insert 1 
Errata Insert 2 
Draft Ordillance (original submitted in person) 
January 22, 2015 Addendum to 2004/2009 Housing Element EIB. 

The 2004/2009 Housing Element EIB. can be found at http://www.sf­
planning.org/index.aspx?page=1828 

SAN Fll/\NCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

607 
2 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Resolution-19317 
HEARING DATE FEBRUARY 5, 2015 

Date: 
Case: 

. Project: 

Staff Contact: 

February 5, 2015 
02014-01503C:P.A. 
(Also referenced as: 2014-001503CWP; 2014.1327EM; 2007.1275EM 
2014.1327M) . 

· 2014 Housing ~lement Update 
Adoption Hearing 
MenakaMohan-(415) 575-9141· 
Menaka.Mohan@sfgov.org 

Reviewed by: Kearstin Dischinger and Teresa Ojeda 

Recommendt;Ztion: Adopt the 2014 Housing Element 

1650 Mission St 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

.A.DOPTING THE 2014 HOUSING ELEMENT AND RECOMMENDING THAT THE BO.A.RD OF 
SUPERVISORS ADOPT A PROPOSED ORDINANCE RESCINDING ORDINANCE 97-14 AND 
AMENDING THE GENERAL PLAN BY ADOPTING THE 2014 HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE .A.S 
TIIB HOUSING ELEMENT OF TIIB SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL PLAN, ~ ADOPTING 
ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS AND FINDINGS. OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE PRIORITY 
POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1 AND THE GENERAL PLAN. 

WHEREAS, section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco mandates that 
the Planning Department shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors for 
approval or rejection proposed amendments t9 the General Plan; and, 

WHEREAS, the current Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan is known as the 
2009 Housing Element, which was adopted by the Pl~g Commission in April 2014, and by 
the Board of Supervisors in June 2014. Under state .law, California Government Code section 
65588(a), each local government must review its housing element as frequently as appropriate 
to evaluate the goals, objectives, and policies of the housing element in contributing to the state 
housing . goal; to review the effectiveness of 'the housing element in att~ent of the 
comm.unity's hous:ing goals and objectives; and to review the progress of the jurisdiction in 
:iI;nplementing the housing element; and, 

WHEREAS, the Planning Department proposes to update the 2009 Housing Element in 
compliance with state law. Th.es.e updates are known as "the 2014 Hous:ing El~ment" The 
2014 Housing Element updates the Data ·and Needs Analysis of the 2009 Housing Element with 
mo're curr.ent ~ata, and indudes all the policies.,and objectives found in the 2009 Housing 
Element with. some minor changes, adds five. new policies, and includes· additional 
implementation measures; and, 
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WHEREAS, pursuant to Planning Code section 340, the Planning Commission initiated the 
2014 Housing Element amendments on ran.nary 8, 2015, :in Resolution R-19310, which 
Resolution is incorporated here by reference; and, · 

WHEREAS, on April 24, 2014, the San Francisco Plan:Qing Commission, in Resolution No. 
19121, certifi.ed the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final Environmental Impact Report ("Final 
EJR") prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), Public 
Resomces. Code section 21000 et seq. In Resolution 19122, the Planning Commission adopted 
the findings and conclusions required by CEQA regarding alternatives, mitigation measures. 
and significant environmental impacts analyzed in th~ Final Effi, and adopted a Mitigation 
.Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Ov~rriding Considerations as part of its 
approval of the 2009 Housing Element; and, · 

WHEREAS, on June 17, 2014, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the 2009 Housing 
Element in Ordinance No. 97-14, adopted findings and conclusions required by CEQA 
regarding alternatives, mitigation measures and significant environmental effects analyzed in 
~e Final BIR, and adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of 
Overrid:ing Considerations; and, 

WHEREAS, on January 22, 2015, in response to the proposed 2014 Housing Element, which as 
noted above, amends the 2009 Housing Element, the San Francisco Planning Department 
prepared an Addendum to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element I'.inal EIR certified by the 
Planning_ Commission on April 24, 2014, under CEQ~ Guidelines section 15164 ("the 
Addendum"); and, 

WHEREAS, based upon this Commission's review of the Final BIR, and the AddendUln to the 
Final BIR dated January 22, 2015, the Commission finds that the analysis co:p.ducted, and the 
conclusions reached, in the Final EIR remain valid and the 2014 Houi;ing Element proposed 
hereip. will not cause new significant impacts not identified :in the Final EIR,_ and no new 
mitigation measures will be necessary to reduce significant impacts; further, other than· 
described in the Addendum, no project changes h_ave occurred, and no changes have occurred 
with respect to circumstances surrounding the project that will cause significant environmental 
impacts to which the 2014 Housing Element will contribute considerably; and no new 
information has become available that shows that the 2014 Housing Element will cause 
significant environmental impacts not previously discussed :in the Final BIR, that substantial 
impacts will be substantially more severe than shown :in tJ;te Final EIR, or that mitigation 
measures or alternatives previously found infeasible ar~ feasible,· or that new mitigation 
measures or alternatives considerably different from those in the Final EIR would substantially 
reduce significant. impacts. Therefore,· no supplemental envir~nmental review is required 
under CEQA beyond the Addendµm; and, · 

WI:IEREAS, the policies ru;id objectives in the 2014 Housing ElE;ID.ent Update build off the 
. strong and extensive community outreach that occurred for the 2009 Housing Element, which 
was first adopted in 2011 and re-adopted in 2014. The 2009 Housing element included a two­
year outreach effort, a Community Advisory Body (CAB) and over 30 Comniunity Workshops. 
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Staff met with key stakeholders in 2013, who confirmed that the policy framework established 
in the 2009 Housing Element continues to serve the City's vision for housing needs. 
Additionally, Mayor Lee established the Mayor's Housing Working Group in 2014 to address 
the Mayor's Executive Directive- Accelerate Housing .Production and Protect Existing Housing 
Stock. The working group resulted in a set ~£ recommendations which are supported by the 
2014 Housing Element, including process ~rovements and resources for more affordable 
housing. 

WHEREAS, the 2014 Housing Element is consistent with the Priority Policies of Planning Code 
Section 101.l(b). Planning Code Section 101.l(b) establishes eight priority policies and is the 
basis by which differences between competing policies in the General Plan are resolved. The 
project is consistent with the eight.priority policies, in that: 

. 1 ~ That existing neighborhood serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and 
future opportunities for resident employment in or ownership of such businesses 
enhanced. · 

The 2014 Housing Element update continues policies that call for building and enhancing the existing 
neighborhood seroing retail uses, including building housing near neighborhood commercial districts and 
encouraging neighborhood commercial services adequate to serve residents. A central goal of the Housing 
Element is to plan for housing to support our existing and future workforce and projected population. 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in . 
order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 

The 2014 Housing Element Update continues objectives and policies that support existing housing and 
neighborhood character, and aim to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of San Francisco's 
neighborhoods. There are two objectives and ten policies that address preserving the existing housing stock, 
including Objective 2 "Retain existing housing units and promote safety and maintenance standards, 
without jeopardizing affordability," and Policy 2.4 "Promote improvements and continued maintenance to 
existing units to ensure long term habitation and safety;" and.Objective 3, "Protect the affordability of the 
existing housing stock, especially rental units" and Policy 3.5 "Retain permanently affordable residential 
hotels and single room occupancy units"; there is also a separate objective, objective 11 "Support and 
respect the diverse and distinct character of San Francisco's neighborhoods," and nine supporting policies 
that address neighborhood character. 

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 

A central goal of the 2014 Housing Element Update, is to preserve and enhance the City's affordable 
housing supply. The 2014 Housing Element Update includes policies addressing the affordable housing 
supply, particularly Objective 3, 7 and 8 Objective 3 "Protect the affordability of housing stock, especially 
rental units;" Objective 7 "Secure funding and resources for permanently affordable housing, including 
innovative programs that are not solely reliant on traditional mechanisms or capital;" and Objective 8 
"Build public and private sector capacity to suppof/:, facilitate, provide and maintain affordable housing," 
directly address affordable housing. Several objectives and policies, including Objective 10 "~nsure a 
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streamlines, yet thorough, and transparent decision-making process," are intended to reduce the overall 
costs of housing construction, which resu~ts in greater affordability. 

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets 
or neighborhood parking. 

The land use patterns and growth projections supported by the 2014 Housing Element Update are the basis 
of current short- a_nd long-term transportation. planning for the City and County of San Francisca. 
Wtimately, a continuation of the dense urban fabric in places with greater transit options like San 
Francisco will allow the regions' projected population ta work closer t~ their jobs, resulting in reduced 
commuter traffic, and. reduced regional transportation burdens and costs, including pollution, congestion, 
and increased infrastructure demands. 

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and 
service sectors from displacement due to commercial office development, and 
that future opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these sectors 
be enhanced. 

°'The 2014 Housing Element Update would not adversely affect the industrial or service sectors or impede 
future opportunities for resid.ent employment and ownership in the industrial or service sectors. 

6. That the City achieves the greatest possible preparedness to protect against 
injury and loss of life in an earthquake. 

The·2014 Housing Element Update includes policies and implementation measures that encourage seismic 
sustainabi1ity of existing and new housing units, including Policy 2.5 "Encourage and support the seismic 
retrajitfing of the existing housing stack." 

7. That landmarks and historic building~ be preserved. 

The 2014 Housing Element Update would not have a negative effect on the preservation of landmarks arid 
historic buildings. The Housing Element includes policies that recognize landmarks and historic buildings 
should be preserved, such as Policy 11.7 "Respect San Francisco's historic fabric by preserving landmark 
bui1dings and ensuring consistency with historic 4istricts." 

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be· 
protected from development 

The 2014 Housing Element Update·will na_t have an impact on open space and related sunlight issues. Individual 
buildings reviewed ·according to procedures described in Planning_ Cade Section 295 are evaluated to identify the 
impacts of projects and building_s. Project permits cannot be approved if the impacts are fourid ta be significant. 

In addition, the 2014 Housing El~ment was developed in coordination with existing General 
Plan policies. _An_alysis of applicable General Plan Objectives and Policies has determined that 
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the proposed actic;m is, on balam:e, consistent with the· General Plan. Below are specific policies 
and objectives that support the proposed actions. . · 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 
POLICY 6.1: Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods 

and services in the city's neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing 
and encouraging diversity among the districts. . 

POLICY 6.3: Preserve and promote the mixed commercial-residential character in neighborhood 
commercial districts. Strike a balance between the preservation of existing 
affordable housing and needed expansion of commercial activitJ. 

POLICY 6.4: Encourage the lo.cation of neighborhood shopping areas throughout the city so that 
essential retail goods and perspnal services are accessible to all residents. . · 

POLICY ~.6: Adopt specific zoning districts, which conform to a geI!-eralized neighborhood 
commercial land use and density plan. 

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with these policies in the Commerce and Industry Element in 
that it encourages housing in mixed-use developmentsf'and served by neighborhood -commercial districts. 
Neighborhood serving goods and services requires that there be a ready supply of customers in nearby 
housing . . The 2014 Housing Element continues to utilize zoning districts, which conforms to a 
generalized. residential land use and df!:J1.Sity pl!fn in the General Plan. 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 
OBJECTIVE2: INCREASE RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE TO MEET 1HE LONG-TERM 

NEEDS OF 1HE CITY AND BAY REGION 

POLICY 2.11: Assure that privately developed residential open spaces are usable, beautiful, 
and environmentally sustainable. 

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with this objective and policy because it encourages an equitable 
distribution of growth according to infrastructure, which includes public open space and parks; and by 
requiring that development of new housing consider the proximity of quality of life elements such as · 
open space. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 
OBJECTIVE 2 USE 1HE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR ,GUIDING 

DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT. 
• I 

OBJECTIVE 11: · ESTABLISH PUBLIC TRANSIT AS TIIE PRIMARY MODE OF 
TRANSPORTATION IN SAN FRANCISCO AND AS A MEANS THROUGH 
WHICH TO GUIDE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT AND Ilv.IPROVE REGIONAL 
MOBILITY~ AIR,QUALITY. 

OBJECTIVE 3: ASSuRE TilAT NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS HA VE ACCESS .TO NEEDED 
SERVICES AND A FOCUS FOR NEIGHBORHOOD ACTIVITIES. 
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The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with these policies because it supports sustainable land use 
patterns that integrate housing with transportation in order to increase transit mode share; ensuring 

· that new housing is sustain~bly supported by the City's public infrastructure system, including transit; 
by supporting "smart" regional growth that locates new housing close to jobs and transit; and by 
prqmoting sustainable land use patterns that integrate housing with transportation to increase transit 
mode/ pedestrian and bicycle mode share. 

BALBOA PARK AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 4.2: S'.fRENGTHEN THE OCEAN A VENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 

DISTRICT BY PROVIDING AN APPROPRIATE MIX OF HOUSING. 

OBJECTIVE 4.3: ESTABLISH AN ACTIVE, MIXED-USE NEIGHBORHOOD AROUND TIIB 
TRANSIT STATION THAT EMPHASIZES THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
HOUSING. 

OBJ13CTIVE 4.4: CONSIDER HOUSING AS A PRIMARY COMPONENT TO ANY 
DEVELOPMENT ON THE RESERVOIR. 

OBJECTIVE 4.5: PROVIDE INCREASED HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO A 
MIX OF HOUSEHOLDS ATV ARYING INCOME LEVELS. 

OBJECTIVE4.6: ENHANCE AND PRESERVE THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK 

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with and promotes the objectives of the Balboa Park Area Plan listed above 
'in that it supports the provision of nertJ housing, particularly affordable housing, and promotes the retention of 
exiting housing units. 

BAYVIEW AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 5: PRESERVE AND ENHANCE EXISTING RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS. 

OBJECTIVE 6: ENCOURAGE THE CONS'IRUCTION OF NEW AFFORDABLE AND MARKET . 
RATE HOUSING AT LOCATIONS AND DENSITY LEVELS THAT ENHANCE 
TIIB OVERALL RESIDENTIAL QUALITY OF BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT. 

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with and promotes the objectives of the Bayview Area. Plan listed above in 
that it supports the provision of new housing, particularly affordable housing, and promotes the retention of exiting 
housing units. 

CENTRAL WATERFRONT AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 1.1: ENCOURAGE THE TRANSffiON OF PORTIONS OF THE CENTRAL 

WATERFRONT TO A MORE · MlXED-USE cHARACTER, WHILE 
PROTECTING THE NEIGHBORHOOD'S CORE OF PDR USES AS WELL AS 
THE HISTORIC DOGPATCHNEIGHBORHOOD 

OBJECTIVE 1.2: IN AREAS OF THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT WHERE HOUSING AND 
MDCED-USE IS ENCOURAGED, MAXIMIZE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IN 
KEEPING WITH NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 
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OBJECTIVE 2.1: : ENSURE TIIAT A SIGNlFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING 
CREATED IN 1HE CENTRAL WATERFRONT IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE 
WlT.ij A WIDE RANGE OF IN~OMES 

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with the Central Wateifront Area Plan because it supports new housing; 
particularly affordable housing and mixed use developments, while encouraging housing close to transit and other 
amenities and neighborhood services, and ensuring that growth is accommodated without substantially and 
adversely impacting existing neighborhood character. 

CHINATOWN AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 3: STABILIZE AND W1IBRE POSSIBLE INCREASE 1HE SUPJ;'LY OF HOUSING 

OBJECTIVE 4: PRESERVE THE URBAN ROLE OF CHINATOWN AS A RESIDENTIAL 
NEIGHBORHOOD. 

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with the Chinatown Area Plan because it encourages the provision of new 
housing; and encourages the maintenance and retention of existing housing,. while ensuring that growth is 
accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing neighborhood character. 

DOWNTOWN PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 7: EXP~ TIIE SUPPLY OF HOUSING IN AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN .. 

OBJECTIVE 8: PROTECT RESIDENTIAL USES IN AND ADJACENT, TO DOWNTOWN FROM 
ENCROACHiv.IBNT BY COMMERCIAL USES. 

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with the Downtown Plan because it encourages the development of new 
· housing in areas that can accommodate that housing with planned or existing infrastructure, and supports new 
housing projects where households can easil.y rely on public transportation. 

MARKET AND OCTAVIA AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 01.1: CREATE A LAND USE PLAN THAT EMBRACES THE MARKET AND. 

OCTA VIA NEIGHBORHOOD'S POTENTIAL AS _A MIXED-USE URBAN 
NEIGHBORHOOD. 

OBJECTIVE 1.2 ENCOURAGE URBAN FORM TIIAT REINFORCES 1HE PLAN AREA'S 
UNIQUE PLACE IN THE CITY'S LARGER URBAN FORM AND 
STRENGTIIENS ITS PHYSICAL FABRIC AND CHARACTER. 

OBJECTIVE 2.2 ENCOURAGE CONSTRUCTION OF RESIDENTIAL INFILL THROUGHOUT 
THE PLAN AREA. 

OBJECTIVE 2.3 PRESERVE AND ENHANCE EXISTING SOUND HOUSING STOCK. 

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with the Market and Octavia Area Plan because it promotes mixed-use 
developments, ensures that growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing 
neighborhood character, and promotes the retention and maintenance of existing sound housing stock.· 
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MISSION AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 2.1 ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING 

CREATED IN THE MISSION IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE 
RANGE OF INCOMES 

The 2014 Housing Element promotes the Mission Area Plan because it encourages new housing be affordable to 
people with a ~ide range of incomes. . 

RINCON HILL AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 1.1 ENCOURAGE THE DEVELOPMENT OF A UNIQUE DYNAMIC, MIXED-USE 

RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD CLOSE TO DOWNTOWN,. WHICH WILL 
CONTRIBUTE SIGNIFICANTLY TO 1HE CITY'S HOUSING SUPPLY. 

OBJECTIVE 1.2 MAXIMiiE f.LOUSING IN RINCON B!LL TO CAPITALIZE ON RINCON 
HILL'S CENTRAL L9CATION ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN EMPLOYMENT 
AND TRANSIT SERVICE, WHILE STILL RETAINING 1HE DISTRICT'S 
LIV ABILITY. 

The 2014 If ousing Element is consistent with the Rincon Ht1l Area Plan because it encourages the developrrumt of 
new housing in areas that can accommodate that housing with planned or existing infrastructure, and supports new 
housing projects where households can easily rely on public transportation. Rincon Hill has existing infrastructure 
and contains numerous public transportation options includingMUNL Bart.and Caltrain. 

SHOWPLACE/POTRERO HILL AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 2.1 ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING 

CREATED IN THE SHOWPLACE / POTRERO IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE 
WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES 

OBJECTIVE 2.2 RETAIN AND IMPROVE EXISTING HOUSING AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE OF 
ALL INCOMES 

OBJECTIVE 2.4 LOWER THE COST OF TIIE PRODUCTION OF HOUSING 

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with the Showplace/Potrero Hill Area Plan because it promotes the 
development of housing that is affordable to people of all inc9mes. 

SOMA AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 2 PRESERVE EXISTING HOUSfNG. 

OBJECTIVE 3 ENCOURAGE THE DEVELOPMENT OF NEW HOUSING, PARTICULARLY 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with the SOMA Area Plan in that it promotes the development of housing 
that is affordable to people of all incomes and supports the conservation and improvement of the existing housing 
stock . · 
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. WHEREAS, on February 5, 2015 _the Planning CoI!Jilrission held a duly noticed public hearing 
on the propos~d amendment to the Gener~ Plan, and considered the written and oral 
testimony of Planning Department staff, representatives of other City Departments and 
members of the publi~ concerning the proposed adoption of the 2014'Housing Element; and, 

WHEREAS, the Commission directs that all changes outlined in the errata sheet included in 
the February 5th Case packet for this case (Errata 1) !llld the Errata Sheet 2 circulated to the 
Planning Commission at the February 5th hearing be incorporated into the 2014 Housing 
Element Update; and, 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Commission has reviewed and considered- the 
Final EIR, together with-the Addendum, and any additional environmental documentation in 
the Planning Department's files, and adopts the CEQA Findings set forth in Resolution 19122 
and amends them to incorporate the minor modilications to the Housing Element set forth in 
the AddendU:m; and, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission for the reasons set forth herein, finds that 
the proposed 2014 Housing Element is, on balance, consistent with the General Plan and the 
priority policies of Planning ~ode Section 101.1; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, the Planning 
Commission hereby does find that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare 
require the approval of the attached ordinance, approved as to form by the City Attorney, and 
directs staff to make corresponding updates to the Land Use Index of the General Plan; and, 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to Planning Code sedion 340, the Planning 
Commis~ion does hereby adopt the 2014 Housing Element as the Housing Element of the San 
Francisco General Plan, and recommends that the Board of Supervisors adopt the attached 
ordinance. 

_I ~ereby ·c~ that the foregoing Resolution was ADO~D by e Planning Commission on 

· Jonas Io · -
'-... 

Comnussion Se 

AYES: Fong, Wu, Moore, Richards, Antonini, Johnson, Hillis 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: February 5, 2015 
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State law requires that every jurisdiction· in California adopt a General Plan with seven mandatory 
elements, including a ~ousing Element The General Plan's Housing Element must be updated 
approximately every 5 years, on a schedule set forth by the State's Department of Housing and 
CommUnity Development (HCD). Many state funds for infrastructure and community development are 
tied to an adopted Housing Element that complies with state law. 

The Housing Element provides the overarching policy framework and vision for the City's hous~g 
strategy. Future poliqr work will be evaluated for consistency with the Housing Element; however, 
adoption of the Housing Element does not of and within itself change City law or practice. 

The 2014 Housing Element consists of: 

Part 1: Data and Needs Analysis, which containS a description, and analysis of San Francisco's 
population, household and employment trends, as well as an assessment of existing housing 
characteristics, and housing needs; 

Part 2: Objectives and Policies, defines the City's policies and goals related to housing; 

Implementing Programs includes a number implementation measures that result in specific 
actions to help implement the City's housing-related objectives and policies. 
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SINCE THE INITIATION HEARING 

At the January 8 initiation hearing, staff presented a detailed description of the updates to the 2014 
Housing Element. In general, staff focused efforts on updated Part 1 (Data and Needs Analysis) and the 

implementing programs. 

Please see Attachment 1 for minor changes proposed to Draft 2 of the 2014 Housing Element (which was 
included as part of the Planning Con:mllssion's materials at tP.e January 8, 2015 initiation hearing). The 
proposed changes are not substantive in nature, and mostly copsist of minor typographical _corrections. 
Attachment 1 also includes a new implementation measure related to the proposed policy on short term 
rentals. · 

2014 HOUSING ELEMENT OVERVIEW 

The Housing Element provides a policy framework for housing in each municipality. The State requires 
periodic updates to ensure that localities evaluate the goals, objectives, and policies of the housing 
element in contributing to the state housing goal; to review the effectiveness of the housing element in 
attainment of the community's housing goals and objectives; and to review the progress of the 
jurisdiction in implementing the housiilg element. ABAG has determined that San Francisco's allocation 
of the regional housing need ("RENA") for the period covering January 2015 through 2022 is 28,869.new 
units. The 28,869 new units are targeted to be comprised of 6,234 new units affordable to households with 
incomes less than 50% of the area median income (AMI), 4,639 new units affordable to households with 
incomes between 51 % to "80% AMI, 5,460 new units affordable to houscltolds with income between 81 % 
to 120% AMI, and 12,536 new units affordable to households with incomes above 120% AMI. As of the 
end of September 2014, approximately 38,162 units were in the pipeline, consisting of housing projeds at 
various stages of development-from applications filed to entitlements secured to authorize construction. 
These units will help the Gty meet the RHNA targets set by ABAG. Our analysis indicates that the Gty' s 
current zoning would more than accommodate the Gty's projected housing needs. 

The 2014 Housing Element speaks directly to the local needs of San Franciscans - addressing both s!ate 
mandated issues and concerns specific to San Francis~ - - such as maintaining the Character of neighbor­
h?ods, balancing housing construction with community infrastructure, and sustainability (see Key Issues 
of Housing Element). · 

The proposed 2014 Housing Element Update includes a major update to the data and needs analysis (Part 
I), minor updates to the Housing Elemep.t policies and implementation measures to reflect changes since 
2013, and five new policies and related implementation measures to re.fleet the ongoing conversations 

, about affordable housing in the Gty. 

As required by state law, staff reviewed the existing Housing Element policies; particularly in light of the 
ongoing policy work around housing affordability. The existing Housing Element po1icies support and 
enable the Gty to pursue the policies and program ideas generated over the past few years of discussion. 
?ince the adoption of the existing Housing Element, San Francisco has convened a number of working 
groups and tisk forces around housi:r).g policy, especially affordable housing. These efforts were largely 
focused on implementing the Objecti~es, Policies, and Implementation Measures of the existing Housing 
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Element. Some amendments to the existing Housing Element were proposed to reflect detailed ideas or 
new ideas generated through these committees. 

Since the adoption of the existing Housing. Element, the City has.directed considerable attention to 

affordable housing needs and related strategies. The 2014.Housing Element Update includes five 

additional policies1 to reflect the ongoing policy work on these issues, which include policies on short 

term rentals (Policy 2.6) displacement (Policy 5.5 and 5.6), and homelessness (Policy 6.1, 6.3, and 6.4). A 

disGUssion of the cban~es in Part 1 and the additional policies found :in Part 2 can be found :in the 

Commission's January 8, 2015 ·packet :initiating amendments. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

The Planning Department has received two written public comments from the Council of Community 
Housing Organization (CCHO) related to the draft 2014 Housing Elemeri.t. Jn both instances staff . 

reviewed the comments, incorporated some requested changes, and responded in writing to CCHO 

(CCHO comments are available on the Housing Element website~. 

Since the :initiation heaiiri.g, staff has not received any additional public comm~nt. 

Our.REACH OVERVIEW - 2014HOUSING ELEMENT 

The draft 2014 Housing Element was developed and updated through the hard work of many community 
and staff working groups :iricluding: · 

• A two year outreach process (2008-2010) for the existing Housing Element -first adopted in 2011 

o A Community Advisory Body (CAB) 

o Over 30 Community Workshops 

• The Mayor's Working Group that develaped the Housing Trust Fund in 2012. 

• Housing Element 2014: Key Stakeholder outreach in 2013 and 2014 

• The Mayor's Housing'Working Group established in 2014 addressing the Mayor's Executive 

Directive-Accelerate Housing Production and Protect Existing Housing Stock. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

On April 24, 2013, the San Francisco Planning Commission, :in Resolution No. 19121, certified the 2004 

and 2009 Housing Element Final Environmental Impact Report ("Final BIR") prepared in compliance 

with the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq. Jn 
Resolution 19122, the Planning Commission adopted the findings and conclusions requrred by CEQA 

1 Staff at Environmental Pla:rming has determined· that the changes included in Policy 6.1, which adds the 
term "service-eruiched solutions" to the 2009 Housing Element Policy 6.1 such that it reads ''Prioritize 
pennanen,t housing and service-enriched solutions while pursuing both short- and long-term strategies to 
eliminate homelessness," is not a new policy for purposes of environmental review. Thus, the 
Addendum prepared under CEQA for the 2014 Housing Element identifies only 5 "new" policies. 
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Executive Summary . 
Hearing Date: February 5, 2015 

2014 Housing Element Update 
Adoption 

regarding alternatives, mitigation measures and significant environmental impacts analyzed in the Fin~ 
EIR, and adopted a Mitigation Monitorfug and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations as part of its_approval of the 2009 Housing Element 

On January 22, 201,5, ill response to the proposed 2014 Housing EleII1;ent, the San Francisco Planning 
Department prepared an Addendum to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final EIR under CEQA 
Guidelines section 15164 ("the Addendum"). 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

Adopt amendments to the General Plan by adopting the 2014 Housing Element as the Housing Element 
of the San Francisco General Plan. · 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The 2014 Housing Element reflects the City's core housing values, including prioriti.zatio:q:. of 
permanently affordable housing; recognition and preservation of neighborhood character; integration of 
planning for housing, jobs, transportation and infrastructure; and our City's role as sustainable model of 
development · 

A timely adoption will confirm our continued dedication towards meeting the State of California's 
objectives towards housing and community development, and continue our eligiDility for state housing, 
community development and infrastructure funds. The 2014 Housing Element also builds on the work of 
the Housing Working Group and :fu.e Mayor's Executive Directive 13-01, which requests that City 
Departments prioritize the construction of affordable housing. 

• The project continues i:o implement successful programs and policies 
• The project provides a vision for the City's housing·future. . 

· • The project is required by State law, with links to infrastructure and housing funds. 
• The project supports sustainable growth in the City and the region. 

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt amendments General Plan by adopting the 2014 Housing 
Element 

Attachments: 
1. Errata sheet noting changes from the 2014 Housing Element submitted at the 1/8/2015 hearing 
2. Resolution adopting the 2014 Housing Element 
3. Ordinance adopting 2014 Housing Element 
4. January 22, 2015 Addendum to fi!.e 2004 and 2009 Housing Element. Final Environmental 

Impact Report 

4 
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REMARKS 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Addendum to Environmental Impact Report 

Addendum Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Title: 
EI~ 

Project Sponsor: 
Sponsor Contact: 
Lead Agency: 
Staff Contact: 

January 22, 2015 
2014.1327E 
2014 Housing Element 
San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element, 2007.1275E 
SCL No. 2008102033, certified March 24, 2011, re-certified April 24, 2014 
San Francisco Planning Deparbnent · · 

Kearstin Dischinger, 415.558.6284 

San Francisco Planirlng Dep~ent 
Tania Sheyner - 415.575.9127 . 
Tania.Sheyner@sfgov.org · 

1650 Mission St. 
Sulte4oo 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

·Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The purpose of fuis Ad<fendum to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final EIR is to substantiate the 
Planning Deparbnent' s determination that no supplemental environmental review is required to update 
the proposed 2009 Housing Element, as descn'bed more fully below ("the 2014 Housing Element" or 
"proposed project'') because the environmental effects of changes to the 2014 Housing Element hav~ been 
adequately analyzed pursuant to the California Environmental Qualitf Act ("CEQA") in a Final 
Environmental Impact Report {"2004 and 2009 Housing. Element FEIR" or "FEIR'') previously prepared 
for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element. 'This memorandum describes the changes in the 2014 Housing . 
Element from the current 2009 Housing Element, analyzes the proposed project in the context of the 
previous environmental review (the 2004 and 2009 Housing illement FEIR), and summarizes the potential 

envirorrniental effects that may occur as a result of implementing the changes found~ the proposed 2014 
Housing Element. 

Background 
On March 24, 2011, the San Francisco Planning Commission certified the FEIR for the 2004 and 2009 

Housing illement On Jiille 21, 2011 the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the 2009 Housing 
Element as the Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan. The Planning Department 
recirculated for public review a revised Chapter VII Alternatives of the FEIR (Revised EIR), on December 

18, 2013. The Planning Commission certified the 2004 and 2009 J:Iousing Element FEIR, with the Revised 
Alternatives Analysis, on April 24, 2014. On June 17, 2014, the Board of Supervisors denied an appeal of 
the certification, and re-adopted ~ 2009 Ho:ii.sing Element, with ~or revisions. 

PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE PROJECT 
Purpose of a Housing Element and the Regional Housing Need 
The Housing Element is an element of San Francisco's General Plan which sets forth the City's overall 
housing policies. Since 1969, state Housing illement law (Gove:mment Code section 65580 et seq.) which, 
since 1969, has required local jurisdictions to adequately plan for and address the housing needs of all 
segments of its population, such that all communities contribute to the attainment of the stat~ housing · 

goals. Housing Element law requires local governments to plan for their existing and projected housing 
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needs by facilitating the improvement and development of housing, rather than constraining 
opportunities. 

The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) allocates each region's 
share of the statewide housing need to· regional agencies based on the region's forecast for population, 
householdS, and employment; in the San Francisco Bay Area, the Association of Bay Area Gbvernments 
(ABAG) distributes the regional allocation to cities and counties· within its jurisdiction. The Regional 
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) determination includes that share of the housing need of persons at 
all income levels. The allocation seeks to ensure that each jurisdiction recognizes their responsibility for · 
the housing that represents the number of additional dwelling units that would be required to 
accorru,nodate the anticipated growth in households, replace expected demolitions and conversions of 
housing units to non-housing uses, and achieve a future vacancy rate that allows for the healthy 
functioning of the housing market Jurisdictions that do not have capacity to meet their RHNA at all 
income levels must rezone sites with approptjate development standards to accommodate the unmet 
capacity. For more information on ABAG's calculation of the RHNA, see the ABAG website at 
www.abag.ca.gov. 

The RENA is calculated for an established planning horizon, hereafter referred to as the Planning Period, 
which for the 2014 Housing Element, is January 2015 through June 2022.1 The 2014 Housing .Element 
incorporates an updated calculation of .San Francisco's fair share of the regional hou.Sing need for the 
Planning Period. As shown, the regional housing need is 28,869 u'nits, or 3,849 units per year. The RENA 
at each income category for the 2014 Housing Element is presented in Table 1, below. 

Tablel 
2015-2022 Housing Element Regional Housing Needs Assessment 

· 
0/~ of TotiJ. 

. ... ,: 

·Household · Perce'htage of 
hi~~~e·· :·., · .Area. Medi~ ··: . -:_· : 

·;. 
' ~~ .• ·- .. :- .' ' fuc~ine <AMn; · :No.;0£ ucits. Categozy· .. 

·; 

VervLow <50% 6,23"4 21.6% 831 
Low 51-80% 4,639 16.1% 619 

Moderate 81-120% . 5,460 18.9% 728 

Above 
>120% '12,536 

Moderate 
43.4% 1,671 

Total 28,869 100.0% 3,849 

As discussed in the 2014 Housing Element,2 some 47,020 new housing units could potentially be built. on 
numerous in-fill development opportunity sites under current zoning allowances. In addition, some 
22,870 new housing units can be accommodated in vacant or nearly vacant lands currently or previously 
zoned "Public" such as :Mission Bay, Treasure Island and Hmter's Point Naval Shlpyard. Therefore, the 
Planning Department has determined that the City has sufficient developmer.i.t capacity to meet the 2015-

2022 RHNA targets without the need for rezoning. 

1 The .Planning Period is the time period for a Housing Elemenl ·Jurisdictions on 8-year planning cycles must adopt their 
housing elf!1Itents no later than 120 days after deadline or will be required to revise their housing elements every four years. 

2 2014 Housing Element, Part I: Data Needs and Analysis, Section N, Meeting Bousing Needs, p. 165. 
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Revisions to the 2009 Housing Element · . 
Llke the current 2009 Housing Element, the 2014 Housing Element consists of two parts. Pait I contains 
the background data and needs analysis under Government Code section 65583(a), which serves to . 
formu.late the goals and policies found in Part IL Part II lists goals, objectives and policies, and descrlbes 
the programs to be carried out over the next five y~ars to implement these objectives and policies, as 
required by povernment Code section 65583(b) and (c). 

The 2014 Housing Eleme?-t is the continuation of the 2009 Housing FJ.ement analyzed in the FEIR, with 
several updates as outlined herein. The vast majority of updates found m the 2014 Housing Element are 
contamed in ·Part I, to account for the City's changing population, households, and hotising· stock 
characteristics .and to more accurately document the mventory of land suitable for residential 
development. Updates to population, employment, and income trends, housing characteristics, and 
discussions of housing needs included m Part I of the Housing Element have no direct or indirect 
physical effects on the environment The propose!l 2014 Housing·Element retains the 'existing Part II of 
the 2009 Housing Element objectives and policies and adds five new policies and three implementation 
programs (the implementation programs Cl!e contained in Part I) .. The new policies introduced in the 2014 

Housing Element, which are described in more detail below, broaqly address programmatic elements 
related to tenancy prot~ctions for current residents and coordination of as:sistance programs for homeless · 
and/or displaced residents; moreover, four out of the five new policies were policies included in the 2004 

Hc;>Using Element (the Housing Element preceding the 2Q09 Housing FJ.ement, which was also addressed 
in the FEIR).3 The three new implementation programs are also . described in Table 2. These 
implementation programs protect the existing r~tal housing stock, facilitate the implementation of an 
exi.sti:Ilg state law, and promote affordable housing. 

Like the 200~ Housing Element, the 2014 Housing Element "strives to create a range of new housing to 
meet spatial needs of all of our residents, particularly those who carmot afford market-rate housing; 
ensures development is appr~priate to the unique needs of individual neighborhoods they are located 
within; uses community planning processes to ensure that the best qualiJ:!.es of neighborhoods are not 
only maintained, but strengthened; links new housing to public :infrastructure such as transit, open space 
and community facilities, and privately provided :infrastructure such as retail and neighborhood services; 
and prioritizes housing development that reduces the imp~cts of greenhouse gas ernissi~ra."4 

As discussed under the Analysis of Potential Environmental Effects, below, the five added policies and 
three added implementation programs included in the 2014 Housing. Element wouid not be expected to 
result in any new p1iysical impact that was not previously identified in the FEIR, or a substantial increase 
in the severity of any imp";ct that was previously identified in the FEIR. The five added policies and three 
added implementation prograrris are listed below in Table 2, along with a summary of the corresponding 
implications for changes to the physical environment. · 

. . 
3 Throughout this AddendUID, it is stated that policies 5.5, 5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 were previously considered in. the 2004 and 2009 

Housing Element FEIR. That document concluded that these were among the policies in the 2004 Housing Element that would 
not result in. any environmental effects (see, generally FEIR p. IV-23 and Table IV-8)• · 

4 City and County of San Francisco, Planning Deparbnent, Draft Housing Element, Preface, October 2014. 
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Table2 

Proposed 2014 Housmg Element Policies and Implementation Program 

·Additional 2014 Ho' · .. :Eleken.i:Policie·s·= <'= rh.·'~icai ::tin iic=ati.ons'O£ P.olid~s l:ir irrf 1em.en.tauo11-'. ,._ 
· .:. ·; .. ;'· '· ~d·~.P1eili~~1?E>;:i>@:Jhs :~:>!:;j :1-::. ~. '.i::;::·',:«J'./,.':~:«;~·:::::}ffp~rifu:ih/t~;~>~; .. !.', '~~:'.:>;. ~~:/f,,>:· ;:> 
Policy 2.6: Ensure housing supply is not This policy is intended to- address an increase in the . 
converted to de facto commercial use number of short-term housing rentals in the e;<lsting 
through short-term rentals. housing stock, which Can result in a reduction in the total 

Policy 5.5: :M:inim:ize the hardships of 
displacement . by providing essential 
relocation services. 

Policy 5.6: Offer displaced households the 
right of first refusal to occupy replacement 
housmg units that are com.parable in size, 

. location, cost, and rent control protection. 

number · of housing units available for permanent 
residents. The policy would protect the permanent 
housing stock from de facto conversion to commercial use 
by converting units . to short-term· rentals by limiting the 
ability of property owners to provide short term leases for 
housing units. This policy would not be expected to result 
ll,t. physical changes to the environment because it would 
not result in any new construction or conversion and 
would encourage retention of existing uses. 

This policy has a corresponding implementa:ti~n measure . 
(Implementation Program 19), which is listed below in this 
table. 

This policy, which was also included in the 2004 Housing 
Element as Policy 9.1, would encourage the provision of 
financial and other types of.resources (such a~ counseling, 
locating replacement housing, and moving expenses) to 

assist individuals in locating replacement housing. This 
policy woajd not be expected to result in physical changes 
to the environment 

This policy, which was also mcluded fu the 2004 Housing 
Element as Policy 9.2, would provide individuals 
displaced by fire and other events with oppo~tunities to be 
restored to their previous residential position to . the 
maximum extent feasible. This policy would not be 
expected to result in physical changes to the environment 
because it addresses replacement of existing units and 
their occupancy. 

Policy 6.3: Aggressively · pursue other This policy, which was also included in the 2004 Housing 
strategies to prevent homelessness and the Element as Policy 10.2, is unrelated to th~ development or 
risk of homelessness by addressirig its improvement of new or existing housing. Rather, it aims 
contributory factors. to address the root causes of homelessness by focusing on 

Case No. 2014.1327 
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stable sources of income and health and social support 
services for short or long periods of time to assist people 
with special needs to live with the greatest degree of 
independence possible. This policy would not be 
expected to result in physical changes to the environment 
because there are no demonstrable physical changes 
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Policy 6.4: Improve coordination among 
emerger.1.cy assistance efforts, existing 
shelter programs, and health care outreach 
services. 

Implementation Program. 19: The City 
should dev'elop an effective enforce:rrient 
program for short term rentals.. 'The 
enforcement program should serve the 
existing law's goal in protecting the housing 
supply from conversion to commercial 
hotels. The Planning Department should 
conduct a study on the impact of short term 
rentals on the broader housing supply ill the 
city, focusing especially on neighborhoods 
with greater levels of short term rentals. 
Based on this study and evaluation, of the 
enforcement program, the City shall revisit 
the law as understanding of these impacts 
expand. 

Implementation Program 38k Planning 
will develop a density bonus program with 
the goal of :increasing_ the production of 
affordable housing. The program will be 
structured to :incentivize market rate 
projects to provide significantly greater 
levels of affordabl~ housing than required 
by the existing City Programs. 

associated with these programs. 

This policy, which was also mcluded :in the 2004 Housing 
Element as Policy 10.3, aims to link homeless populations 
to more (existing) comprehensive services. This would be 
achieved Through outreach services and creation of multi.­
service centers that provide health care and other services 
to homeless people. This policy would not be expected to 
result in physical changes to the env~onment because 
there are no demonstrable physical changes associated 
with. these programs. 

This i:inplementation program would support new Policy 
2.6 and is :intended to address an increase in the number of 
short-term housing rentals :in the existing housing stock, 
which can ·result in a reduction :in the total number of 

housing units available for permanent residents. 11ri.s 
implementation measure w.ould develop an enforcemen~ 
program and illitiate a study on the impacts of short term 
rentals, which are both administrative actions. This 
implementation program would not be E?'Pected to result 
:in physical changes to the environment because there are 
no demonstrable physical changes associated with it. 

This implementation program would be consistent with 
an existing State law requirement (Government Code 
Section 65915)_ and would provide density bonuses and 
regulatory :incentives and concessions for residential . 
projects that :include one or more affordable units. 11ri.s 
prqgrain, when developed, will undergo a public review, 
mcluding environmental review under CEQA Qikely in 
Spr:ing or Summer 2015). This pr<?gram is discussed in 
further detail below, under Other Hous:ing-Related 
Initiatives. 

Implementation Program 64: In accordance This implementation program would help the City meet 
with the Proposition K Affordable Housing RNHA goals. The 2014 Housing Element already assumes 
Goals ballot initiativ~ measure passed in that a certam percentage of new development (57 percent) 
November 2014, the City shall· strive to would meet RHNA affordability targets. Affordability of 
achieve thirty-three percent of new new development was also assumed as part of the 2009 
residential units affordable to low- and Housing Element FEIR; thus, this would not change the 
moderate-income households in new Area conclusions reached with respect to any of the 
Plans and Special Use Districts with env::ironmental impacts, as discussed below, · under 
significantly increased development Analysis of Poten,tial Environmental Effects. 
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potential or those amended to significantly 
increase development potential MOH _and 
Planning shall consider, within the context 
of a community planning process, zoning 
categories which ' require a higher 
proportion of affordable housing where 
increased densify or other benefits axe 
granted. Options include Affordable 
Housing Only Zones (SLI); Affordable 
Housing -Priority Zones (UMU) or Special 
Use Districts on opportunity sites. 

Two policies in the 2014 Housing ffiement have been revised to reflect administrative changes. The first 
revised policy is Policy 1.5, which revises the term "community plan'' to "community planning process" 
to account for the fact that some community planning processes occur outside of a formal community 
plan.5 The second revised policy is Policy 6.1, which adds "servict:i-enriched solutions" as one of the 
strategies toward efunir:iating homelessness.6 Examples of service-enriched solutions :include programs 
such as health clinics and job placement assistance.7 

In addition, Part II of·the 2014 ;Hous:ing Element contains a
0

limited number of revisions to existing policy 
descriptions. Generally, these revisions: 

1. Update statistical data and historic trends; 
2. Update agency names (for example, references to San Francisco Redevelopment Agency have 

been replaced with Office of Community fuvestrnent and Infrastructure or OCil); and 
3. Reflect the fact that some Planning Department efforts related to housing have been completed 

(i.e., Treasure Island, an4 Candlestick Point and Hunter's Po:int Shipyard). 

There is no evidence that these minor revisions to policies or policy descriptions would have any physical 
impacts on the environment. 

The 2014 Housing Element also contains 29 updated implementation programs, which are listed in the 
Appendix of ~ document and cover a wide range of programs and procedures. Most of the 
implementation programs are admfuistrative in nature and are existing programs currently being 
implemented by one or in.ore local, regional, and/or state agencies. Some implementation programs, suclt 
as Implementation Programs 91 and 95 have not been sufficiently developed for purposes of 
environmental review and will be subject to a separate environmental review process (it would be 
speculative to analyze them prior to their completion). Others were previously adopted in separate 

5 The revised Policy 1.5 states "Consider secondary units in community planning processes where there is neighborhood 
support and when other neighborhood goals can be achieved, especially if that housing is made permanently affordable ~o 
lower-income households." . 

6 The revised Policy 6.1 states "Prioritize permanent housing and service-enriched solutions while pursuing both short- and · 
long-term strategies to eliminate homelessness." 

7 Given the minor nature of the revisions to Policy 1.5 and Policy 6.1, these are considered revisions to existing policies for the 
purposes of i:nvironmental review ra~er than added policies. 
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legisl.ative or regulatory proceedings, and were detemrlned to not be a project pursuant to CEQA. Given 
the administrative nature of these implementation programs and the fact that most of fhem implement 
existing objectives and policies in the 2009 Housing Element, there is no evidence that they would result 
in any new physical impa~s or. a substantial increase in the severity of any previously identified :inipact 
Table A-1 in the AppendiX to this document lists' each updated implementation ·program and the 
corresponding physical implications. 

Lastly, fhe 2014 Housing · Ele~ent deletes two implementation programs that have either been 
5uperseded by more recent efforts or have expired. One is 2009 Housing Element Implementation 
Program 36, which call,ed for the Mayor and fhe Board of Supervisors to work toward fhe goal of the 
Next Generation SF, including plannfug for and/or acquiring sites for 3,000 family units by 2011. fu the 
past several years, San Francisco has done a sigipfi.cant amount of work around identifying funds for 
affordable housing and developing a strategy for expenditures. This implementation program refers.to a 
prior planning process that is now superSeded by work as part of the Housing Trust Fund, the Mayor's 
Working Group and ofher MOHCD work. The deletion of this implementation measure is not expected 
to result.in physical changes on the environment. The other is 2009 Housing Element Implementation 
Program 61, which called for the City, under fhe oversight of the Capital Planning Committee, to 
formalize an interagenc;:Y grant committee to create a coordinated grants strategy for pursuing stimulus 
funds for housing and supporting infr~tructure. Since .the 2009 Housing Element, the City has !°Jecome 
more strategic in priori?zing infrastructure for the various competitive funding sources. However, this 

coordination did not result ID a .formal inter-agency committee. This hnplementation program is no 
longer relevant to ongoing work around interagency coordination for infrastructure funding. The 
deletion of this implementation measur~is not expected to result in physical changes on the environment. 

Overall, it is not anticipated that any of the policy or hnplementati.on program revisions or deletions 
discussed above or ID the Appendix would result :in a physical effect on the environment, or an hnpact 
that is more severe than identified in th~ 200~ Housing Element FEill. This is because such revisions · 
update statistical information and other data, and no evidence exists that they would have substantial 
direct or indirect impacts on the environment. . 

In terms of cumulative impacts, the FEJR did not identify any significi.mt cumulative Uri.pacts, with the 
exception of an impact on transit. The proposed revisions to tb.e Bousing Element would not be expected 
to increase the contribution of the Hous:ing Element to cumulative growth or physical change, as 
described :in the FEIR. and fm:lher defined in the section below entitled "Changes in fhe Physical and 
Regulatory Environment." Therefore, as demonstrated in the Analysis of Potential Environmental 
Effects, there would be no new or substantial increase ID the severity of the project's contribution to 
cumulative impacts. This conclusion is applicable to all environmental analysis topic areas. 

Project Approvals 
Following fhe publication and distribution of this Addendum, the Planning Commission would consider 
whether to adopt, the proposed 2014 Housing Element. Under Plannmg Code Section 340, General Plan 
amendments must be approved by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors. In addition, 
ID order to receive certain state funding or be 'eligible for certain state programs, the Housing Element 
must be certified as compliant with state hou5ing element law by the HCD. State certification of the 
Housing Element provides the City with a number of benefits, including a legally adequate General Plan, 
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greater protection from potential legal challenges to the housing element, and priority access to State•. 
housing fm;i.ds. 

SETTING 
Project Location 
The 2014 Housing Element would apply to the entire City and County of San Franc:i.Sco (City). S~ 
Francisco is a consolidated city and county located on the tip· of the San Francisco Peninsula with the 
Golden Gate Strait to the north, San Francisco Bay to the east, San Mateo County to the south, and the 
Pacific Ocean to the west The G.ty is one of nine counties adjacent to San Francisco and San Pablo Bays. 
Daly G.ty arid the G.ty of Brisbane abut San Francisco to the south. San Francisco is approximately 49 
square miles in size. The G.ty is made up of mimerous planning districts and .several plan areas (areas 
which have undergone, or are in the process of, a comprehensive community pl'anriing effort). Although 
San Francisco is densely developed, there remain developable vacant parcels, as well as underused 
parcels, which are currently zoned to allow housing in various locations throughout the City. 

Changes in the Physical and Regulatory Environment 
Since the adoption of the 2009 Housing Element, a number projects that were assumed in the FEIR as part 
of the G.ty's development pipeline have been approved, or implemented.8 Development anticipated at 
Parkm~rced has also been initiated with the submittal of Phase I Application by the project applicant. The 
HOPE SF projects, at both Sunnydale and Potrero locations, are also undergoing the environmental 
review ·processes, and are anticipated to commence construction in the next five years. Construction has 
commenced at Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard; which will include a shopping center, homes, 
.restamants, and parks. Planning efforts for Executive Park, Glen Park, Treasure Island and the Transit 
Center District Plan were also compieted. Although these planning efforts were completed, housing 
development ·anticipated under the plans has not yet occurred and the units expected. from these projects 

. would continue to be included in the G.ty' s pipeline and/or projections. 

Although there are a number of projects currently under construction throughout the City, this ongoing 
residential development was anticipated :in the 2009 Housing Element EIR (for example as development 
projects included in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans and the Market Octavia Area Plan) and were 
included as part of the FEIR' s discussion of the City's existing capacity. This development was assumed 
throughout' the environmental analysis. Therefore, the level of residenticl development current underway 
does not constitute a change in circumstances as it pertains to the environmental review of the 20i4 
Housing Element. 

fu terms of recent legislation, in November 2014~ the residents of San Francisco passe<:I Propositioru; A 
and B. Proposition A authorized the city to borrow $500 million through issuing general obligation bonds 
in order to meet some of the transportation infrastructure needs of the city. A city Transportation Task 
F~rce identified $10 billion in spending on "crucial :infrastru~e projects" earlier in 2014 and Proposition 
A funds were designed. to address s~me of the needs identified by the task force. The bonds were 
earmarked for a list of projects, which include constructing transit-only lanes and separated bikeways, 
installing new boarding islands and escalators at Muni/BART stops, installing sidewalk curb bulb-outs, 

8 A list of projects that were analyzed through the community plan process is provided on the Planning Department's website; 
http';/fwww.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=2780. · 
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· raised crosswaJ.kS, median islands, and bicycle parking and upgrarung Muni maintenance facilities, 
among various others improvements. Proposition A also allowed the City to impose property taxes to 
repay the bonds. Proposition B, which was also passed during the same election in November 2014, 
amends the city Oiarler to· increase the amount the City provides to the Municipal Transportation 
Agency based on ID.creases in the Oty' s population, with such funds to be used to improve Muni service 

· and street safety. While the passage of P~opositions A and B is bemg discussed here for informational 
purposes, it is not expected that they would result :in a demonstrable ID.crease many of the environmental 
impacts discussed in the FEIR. Rather, as discussed in the Transportation and Circul~tion section, below, 
. these ballot :initiatives may serve to limit the significant tr~t impact identified m the FEIR. 

Changes to Housing Projections 
Tirls Addendum recognizes that the population and housmg projections that were assumed in the FEIR 
have. been updated. As reported m the 2014 Housing Element,? the 2012 American Community Survey 
estimated San Francisco's population to be about 807,755. ABAG projects coD:~ued population growth to 

981,800 by 2030 or an overall increase of about 17 4,045 people who will.need to be housed over the next · 
18 years. In comparison, the population projections included m the 2009 Housing ffiement FEIR for 2030 
are 934,800. Household growth, an approximation of the demand for housing, currently indicat~s \i. need 

·for some 72,530 new units in the 18 years to 2030 just to accommodate projected population and 
household growth. As with the 2004 and 2009 Housing ffiements, the new and revised policies and 
implementation measures jrtcluded in the 2014 Housmg Element would not ~hange these population and 
housing projections. Rather, the policies would influence the location and _type of residE!I!-tial 
development that would be constructed to meet demand. 

Other Housing-Related Initiatives 
Mayor's Executive Directive. In December of 2013, Mayor Edwin M Lee introduced a Mayoral Executive 

· Directive ordering all City departments that have the legal authority over the permitting or mappmg of 
new or eXisting . housing to prioritize m their ad.rrrinistrative work plans the construction and 
development of new housmg ID.eluding permanently affordable housing. Mayor Lee ordered Oty 

. departments to prioritize 100 percent permanently· affordable developments, and thereafter prioritize 
residential developments based on the proportion of permanently affordable units produced onsite or 
offsite through the City's incl~onary housing program as deJ;ined by Section 415 of the San Francisco 
Planning Code. 1;3ased on this directive, it is possible that a greater proportion of RHNA goals for very 
low-, low-, and moderate-income housing would be constructed during the 2014 Housing Element 
Planning Period as compared to the 2009 Housing Element Plannmg Period (2007-2014). . . . 

This directive would not increase the severity of fulpacts identified m the FEIR, because the City has 
capacity to meet (and exceed} the RHNA under existing zoning. The Housing Element FEIR analysis 
was based on housing projections provided by ABAG; the Mayor's Executive Directive generally 
encourages projects that include affordable housing, prioritizes housing over other. types of development, 
and is meant to ID.crease the affordability of the units that are built to meet demand. Housing developed 
under the Executive Directive would be witlrin the overall housing development totals analyzed in the 

FEIR. 

Density Bonus Progr~ As noted in Implementation Program 38b, the Oty is currently developing a 
local density bonus program, as required by Government Code section 65915 (state Density Bonus Law), 

9 2014Ho'usingElement, Part I, p. L4. 
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which would provide density bonuses and regulatory incentives and concessions for residential projects 
that include one or more affordable units. Many cities in California have chosen to develop local 
programs which articulate local procedures and directives related to implementing the state Density 
Bonus law, although compliance with the state program is required by law even without a local program._ 
In San Francisco, development projects that choose to fulfill their affordable housing requirements per 
section 415 of the Plamring Code through the provision of onsite below market rate (B:MR) units may be 
eligible to pursue a state-mandated housing density bonus. The exact terms of the San Francisco program 
are yet unknown and therefore, analysis of the environmental effects would be speculative. The program 
would define the parameters of concessions and incentives, consistent with state requirements. When 
drafted, the City's implementation program, which is independent from, and not dependent upon, the 
adoption of the Housing Element, will undergo a public review, including environmental review under 
CEQA, likely in Spring or Summer 20l5. The 2014 Housing .Element would not contribute to any 
cumulative impactS that may occur in combination with implementation of a proposed density bonus . 
program, because the updates in Housing Element policies would not contribute to the severity of 
potential localized effects that may result from individual projects utilizing the Density Bonus Program. 

REMARKS 
The 2004 ari.d 2009 Housing Element Final BIR identified less-than significant environmental impacts in 
the following environmental topic areas: 

• Land Use and Land Use Planning; • Utilities and Service Systems; 

• Visual Quality and Urban Design; • Public Services; 

• Population and Housing; • Biological Resources; 

• Cultural and Paleontological Resources; • Geology and Soils; 

• Air Quality; • Hydrology and Soils; 

• Greenhouse Gas Emissions; • Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 

• Wind and Shadow; • lv.fineral and fylergy Resources; and. 

• Recreation; • Agricultural and Forest Resources. 

The Final EIR found that effects related to encouraging new residential development along streets with . 
noise levels above 75 dBA Lin can be avoided or reduced to a less-than-significant level with mitigation, 
and a mitigation measure addressing the issue was incorporated into the adopted Housing Element as an 
implementation measure. 

The FEIR found also that adoption of the 2004 or 2009 Housing Element would potentia]Jy resul_t in 
significant environmental effects on the transit network that could not be mitigated to a less-than-­
significant level with implementation of feasible mitigation measures. . . . 

As discussed throughout this Addendum, and noted in fue FEIR, the proposed project does not propose 
new housing development projects and would not directly or indirectly result in the construction of 
residential units. This is because, similar to the 2009 Housing Element, the 2014 Housing Element does 
not propose or include any changes to zoning conti;ols, changes in height, pulk or density requirements, 

. or other revisions that. could directly o:i: indirectly result in new development not already authorized 
under existing regulations. Rather, the 2014 Housing Element is a policy-level and programmatic 
document that analyzes whefuer there is adequate land available to meet fy.ture housing needs at all 
income levels, provides policies to ensure that such development is not unreasonably constrained, ~d 
includes policies and objectives to guide the future development of housing. Future projects or proposals 
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that may result in changes to development controls would.require additional policy review, including 
env:ironmental review. 

J:.s noted in the FEIR, the 2004 an~ 2009 Housing Elements could indirectly influence the general 
locations of future development due to policies which promote development in certain areas of the City 
(e.g., along. transit corridors, etc.), or could indirectly influence the number of units in a given 
development due to policies related to density (i.e. increased density in· areas served by transit). 
However, on a citywide level, the policies in the Housing Element would not affect the total number ~f 
new housing units that would be developed in the City. Rather, projected houSing need is based on 
demand created by population growth and includes a) natural increase (births minus deaths); b) 
migration, and; c) household formation rates. The state DepartmeRt of Finance and ABAG worked 
together to determine appropriate headship ratesio to use with projected population growth forecasts to 
determine hou.Sehold gr<;:>wth and consequent demand for housing. Because it is not p,ossible to predid 
the impa~ of specific projects, and such projects would be able to proceed regardless of the 2014 

Housing Element, such impacts would be addressed on a project-specific basis as part of future 
enviToru:D.ental review. · 

ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.19( c)(l) states that !3- modified project must be reevaluated 
and that "[i]f, on the basis of such reevaluation, the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) detemrlnes, 

. based on the requirements of CEQA, that no additional environmental review is necessary, this 
dete:nn:iruition and the reasons therefore shall be noted in writing in the case record, ~d no further 
evaluation shall be required by this Chapter." 

CEQA Guidelines Section 1?164 pro~es for the use of an addendum to document the. basis of a lead 
agency's decision not to require a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR for a change to a project fuat has been 
analyzed in a certified BIR The lead agency's decision to use an addendum must be supported by 
substantial evidence. fuat the conditions that would' trigger the preparation of a Subsequent BIR, as 
provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162., are not present 

Since certification.of fue 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final EIR, a number of revisions have be~n 
made to the Planning Code, General Plan and other city policies and regulations (including the 
Inclusionary Housing Program, Standards for ·Bird-Safe Buildings, and ofuers).11 Those c11anges are 
independent from fuis update to the Housing Element, and liave either been determined to not be a 
project as defined under CEQA or have undergone separate environmental reviews. None of them would 
result in changes that substantially deviate from the overarching goals and objectives that were 
articulated in the 2009 Housing Element (such as directing growth to certain areas of the City, promoting 
preservation of residential buildings, etc.) in a way that could render the conclusions reached in the FEIR 
as invalid or inaccurate. Since the 2014 Housing Element would continue most of the 2009 Housing 
Element policies (with minor changes), these revisions to the regulatory environment would also not be 
expected to affect the severity of impacts discussed in the FEIR. Furfuer, no new information has emerged 
that would materially change fue analyses or con~usions set forth in the FEIR. 

lO Headship rates are the numb"l" of people who are counted as heads of households. 
11 Most changes to the Planning Code and other documents can be found on the Plamtlng Department's website: hltp:/fwww.sf­

planning.org/mdex.aspx?page=2977. 
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The proposed project, as demonstrated below, would not result in any ?ew significant environmental 
impacts, substantial increases in the significance of previously identified effects, or necessitate 
implementation of additional or considerably different mitigation measures fuan those identified in the 
FEIR The effects associated with_ the proposed project wo:iJ.d be substantially the same as those reported 
for the 2009 HouSing Element FEIR, and thus no supplemental or subsequent EIR is required. The 
following discussion provides the basis for this conclusion. 

Land Use ·and Land Use Planning 
2009 :f!ousing Element 

The FEJR found that implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would not. conflict with applicable local, 
s_tate, and federal land use plans, poliey, or regulations, including the San Francisco General Plan, the San 
Francisco Countywide Transportation Plan, and other applicable plans. The FEIR also found that new 
development, including infrastructure to support commumty planning efforts, wou1d not divfde an 
established community. As reported in the FEIR, fue 2009 Housing Element encourages future housing 
development in infill areas or on individual parcels, and future housing development would be expected 
to occur in established residential neighborhoods. The FEIR also noted that the 2009 Housing Element 
would not change the types of land uses already .permitted by the City's Planning Code; therefore, it 
would not physically divide an established community. Furfuermore, none of fue policies in the 2009 
Housing Element were found to encourage the division of a community. Therefore, impacts related to 
con.eyicts with applicable policies and physical division of an established community were found to be less · 
than significant 

The FEJR also found that fue 2009 Housing Element would not hdve a substantial environmental impact upon 
the .existing character of the vicinity. As reported.in the FEIR, the City includes a mix of land uses, including 
residential, retail, 4u;tituti.onal ·and cultural, commercial, industrial, and open space areas~ and these 
various fypes and mixtures of land uses contribute to the existing land use character throughout fue City. 
·The, policies included in fue 2009 Housing Element would direct growth to certain areas of the City, 
which could result in a. shift in land use character, and would promote increased derisity-related 
development standards, but only after a community plaiining process (such. as an Area Plan) has been 
completed. The FEIR also found that incremental increases in residential density in areas fuat currently 
permit residential uses would not substantially change fue existing land use character. In addition, the 
FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element would not result in new housing that would be out of 
scale with development .in an existing neighborhood or development that is so different that it would 
change the existing character of an area.· Lastly, as discussed in the FEIR, any new development would 
require design review, and would be subject to other ~ate and local regulations such as San Francisco 
Adilin:istrative Code O:iapter 35,12.which would reduc;e potential land use conflic~. Thus, the FEIRfound 

12 Chapter 35 of the San Francisco Administrative Code "Residential and Industrial Compatibility and Protection" is designed to 
protect existing and future indust~ial businesses from potentially incompat.fole adjacent. and nearby development. The Oty 
encourages the use of best available control technologies and best management practices whenever possible to further reduce 
the potential for incompatibility with other uses, including residential Another goal of this ordinance is to protect the future 
residents of induStrial and mixed-use neighborhoods by"providing a notification process so that residents are made aware of 
some of the possible consequences of movmg to an industrial or mixed-use neighborhood and by encouraging and, if possible, 
requiring, features in any new residential construction designed to promote the compatibility of residential and adjacent or 
nearby illdustrial uses. 

Case No. 2014.1327 
12 

Addendum to Environmental Impact Report 

2014 Housing Element January 22, 2015 

632 



project-specific and cumulative impacts on land use and land use planning associated wifu fue 2009 
Housing Element updates to be less than significant 

Proposed Project 

Following the original certification· of fue FEIR, several additionai Area Plans were completed. As 
anticipated in fue FEIR, fuese plans include Treasure Island, and Candlestick Park and Hunter's Point 
Shipyard. In addition, fue Central SoMa Plan and fue 4fu and King Railyard project are currently under 
way (fue 41h and King Railyard project is in a preliminary planning phase wifu no plm:l,s yet developed). 
These projects are :independent from fue changes in fue Housing Element, are not dependent on fue 
updates to t4e Housing Element, and are currently undergoing separate environmental review. If 
c9mpleted, the Central SoMa Plan and fue 4fu and King Railyard site plan could result in a commm:ri.ty­
based housing strategies for those neighborhoods, and/or related zoning changes and neighborhood.­
i;pecific design guidelines. These ongoing efforts would not change the conclusions reached in the FEJR 
wifu respect to· land use impacts because fue FEIR already assumed fuat a portion of fue projected 
housing demand would be met within those sites and considered land use impacts associated wifu these 
plans. · 

The 2014 Housing Element would continue all of ·the 2009 Housing Element objectives and policies, and 
most of the :implementation measures which direct growth fo certain areas of the City, promote increased 
density standards,. promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy-efficient housing 
development, and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood services and along 
transit rout~s. The 2014 Housing.Element does not.propose any specific projects, or zoning changes, and 
no zoning changes are required to under state law, because fue City currently has available capacity to 
meet the RIINA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not directly result in increases to 
population, as residential growfu during the Planning Period would occur regardless of Housing Element 
policies. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continue to provide direction for how new residential 
development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR did not attribute any 
difference in environmental :impacts to affordable housing as compared to market-rate housing. 
Therefore, as concluded in fue FEIR for the 2009 HouSing Element, the implementation of fuose same 
policies through the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in less-than-significant impacts wifu 
respect to land use and land use planning. 

As noted throughout this Addendum, the .five policies adde~ to fue 2014 Housing Element would not be 
expected to result in physical :impacts that would adversely affect the environment Added policies 5.5, 
5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result in administrative changes to fue City's programs fuat serve low-income, 
homeless, and displaced populations but would not be expected to result :in any physical changes to fue 
environment. Moreover, they were part of "the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in 
the FE.IR. Added Policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor .commercial 
use through short-term rentals. This policy woi.µd also not result in any environmental impacts, since it 
encourages the continuation of the status quo ·with respect to maintainillg existing housing stock and use. 
To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects fuan would 
ofuerwise be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts 
with respect to land use and land use planning than were identified :in the FEIR. This is because fuose 
affordable housing projects would have similar operational characteristics as market rate housing and 
wocl.d be subject to the same regulations related to land use and land use planning. 

The fu:J:ee new implementation programs also would also not be expected to result :in physical :impacts 
that would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which 
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would rcinforce the status quo related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a 
density bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally, 
Implementation Program. 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was 
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase environmental :impacts due to the similar 
operational characteristics as market-rate housing. 

Based on ihe foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR's findings 
with respect to :impacts to land use and land use planning and would not require any new mitigation 
measures. Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new ¥ormation that would change the 
FEIR' s :impact findings ~th respect to land use and land use planning. 

Aesthetics 
2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR found that :implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would not have a substantial adverse effect 
on a scenic vista. The FEIR noted that th~ 2009 Housing Element, through vario11$ policies relatefi to 
density requirements, could result in taller buildings and larger building masses that could affect scenic 
views and coUld also result in ill£ill. development in ·areas that could block views or change views from 
nearby residences and businesses. However, the FEIR noted that the 2009 Housing Element also contains 
-other policies that would serve to counteract such :impacts - these include po~cies that encourage 
retaining existing ,housing, which. could reduce demand for construction of new housing, potentially 
avoii:fu;g adverse :impacts on scenic vistas, and policies that promote retaining existing neighborhood 
scale. Therefore, the FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would not have a significant impact 
on scenic vistas. 

The FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element also would not result in f!ignificant impacts related to 
dtimaging a scenic resource such as topographic features, landscaping, or a built landmark that c~mtributes 
to a scenic public setting. As discussed in the FEIR., new development would be required to comply with 
existing regulations, including the Residential Design Guidelines, Section ~11 of the San Francisco 
Planning Code and the Urban Design Element of the San Francisco General Plan. Generally, these 
regulations guide new development such that it minimizes :impacts on the City's environment, by 
requiring that new development conform to existing development standards, therefore minimizing any 
scenic resources. Therefore, adherence to these regulations would avoid significant impacts related to 
damaging scenic resources~ The FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-tha:n­
significant impact with respect to degradation of existing visual character. As stated in the FEIR, the 2009 
Housing Element contains policies that would direct growth to certain areas of the City; as stated above 
under Land Use and Land Use Planning, these policies would have a less-than-significant impact on land 
us~ character because the 2009 Housing Element would not directly result in changes to the physical land 
use controls or to allowable uses, or increase allowable building height and bulk. Based on this, the FEIR 
determined that the 2009 Housing Element and new development would be consistent with policies 
respecting existing neighborhood character, and would be required to comply with the Residential 
Design Guidelines, Section 311 of the Planning Code and the Urban Design Element. Thus, the· FEIR. 
determined that the 2009 Housing Element would not result in substantial changes to the City's existing 
yisual character. 

Lastly, the FEIR. found that impacts related to light a:nd glare also would be less than significant under the 2009 
Housing Element because any new exterior lighting introduced as part of future residential development 
would be focused on specific areas, rather than lighting wide, currently unlit areas, and new 
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development would be required to comply with City Resolution 9212, which prohibits the use of highly 
reflective or mirrored glass in new construction. 

Proposed PrQject . 

As noted above, the 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives 
and. policies, and most of the implementation measures which direct growth to .certain areas of the City, 
promote increased qensity standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy­
efficient housing development and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood 
services and along trarisit routes. The 2014 Housing Element does not propose arty specific projects, or 
zoning changes, and zoining changes are not required to under state law, because the City currently has 
availabl~ capacity to meet the RHNA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not directly result in· 
increases to population,· as residential growth during the Planning Period would occur regardless of 
Housing Element policies. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continue to provide direci:ion for 
how new residential developmer:i.t :in the City should o·ccur, with an ~phasis on affordability. Consistent 
with the Planning Department's regular practice, the FEIR did not attribute any difference in 
environmental impacts to affordable housing as compared to market-rate housing.13 Therefore, as 
concluded in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the implementation of those same policies through 
the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in less-than-significant :impacts with respect to 

aesthetics. 

The additional polici~s contained in the proposed 2014 Housing Element dq not modify or address 
allowable building height and bulk, the ·two main factors that can potentially impact scenic vistas. As 
noted throughout this Addendum; the five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be 
expected to result in physical impacts that would adversely affect the environment Added policies 5.5, 
5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result in adnrinistrai:~ve changes to the City's programs that serve low-income, 
homeless, and displaced populations but would not be expecJ:ed to result in any .physical changes to the 
environment. Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously coruiidered in 
ftie FEIR. Added Policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial 
use through short-term rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it 

. encourages the continuation of the status quo wifh respect to mainta:in:ing existing housing stock an~ use. 
To the degree that fhese additio:i:tal policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would 
otherw:ise be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result :in more severe impacts 
with respect to aest:qetics than were identified in the FEIR. This is because those affordable.housing 
projects would have similar operatipnal characteristics .as m~et rate housi?-g and would be subject to 
the same regulations related to visual quality (i.e., Residential Design Guidelines, etc.). 

The three new implementation programs also would not.be expected to result in physical impacts that 
would adversely affect fhe environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6,. which would 
re~rce the status quo related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a densit:y 
bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally, 
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was 

13 The Planning Department does assume reduced traffic impacts for 100% affordable ho~g projects because of demonstrated 
lower vehlcle owne.rship rates for affordable housing residents. However, to represent a worst-case scenario, the FE1R did not 
apply the reduced automobile trip generation rate and ins!ead assumed that all housing would generate automobile trips at the 
same rate regardless of affordability. 
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already assumed as part of the FEIR ru;td would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar 
operational characteristics as market-rate housing. 

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would.not change or alter any of the FEIR's fmdings 
with respect to impacts to aesthetics and would not require any new mitigation measures. Additionally, 
there are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the FEIR' s impact findings . 
with respect to aesthetics. · 

Population and Housing 

2009 Housing Element 

As discussed in the FEIR, the 2009 Hous~g Element would not change the land use objectives and 
policies m the G.ty' s area and redevelopment plans. At ihe time of the preparation of the FEIR, the City 
had available capacity to meet the 2009-2014 RHNA goals; therefore, ilie rezoning of land uses was not 
required. As discussed in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element policies are designed to encourage housing 
growth projected by ABAG where it can best be accommodated (Le. nell!' transit, where supported by 
infrastructure, or ihrough community planning processes). Hence, the FEIR found ihat the 2009 Housing 
Element wo~lld not induce a substantial. amount of populati.on growth not otherwise anticipated by the ABAG 
regional projections, and impacts on population growth under the 2009 Housing Element would be less . 

. than significant.. 

The FEIR also found that ihe 2009 Housing Element also would not displace substantial number of existing 
housing units or create demand for additional housing. New construction would be required to comply with 
regulations ihat limit ihe demolition and merger of housing units, thus reducing impacts associated With 
replacing existing housing units, or necessitatirig the construction of replacement housing. Additionally, 
the 2009 Housing Element contains policies that promote the preservation of existfug housing units, 
further reducing the potential of displacing existing housing units. Since the 2009 Housing Element was 
found to no induce a substantial amount of population growth (as discussed in ihe above paragraph), it 
was therefore also found to np create demand for additional housing. Therefore, ihe FEIR found that the 
2009 Housing Element would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to the displacement of 
existing housing units, demarid ·for additional housing, or the need for construction of replacement 
housing. 

Lastly, the 2009 Housing Elem~t was found to result in a less-than-signifier.mt impact related to the 
displacement of peaple. As discussed above, the FEIR found that there would be no significant impacts 
related to the displacement of housmg; therefore the 2009 Housing Element would not displace 
substantial numbers of people. · 

Proposed Project 

The 2014 Housing Element would con~ue all of the 2009 Housing Element objective and policies, and 
·most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas ~f the City, promote increased 
density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy-efficient housing 
development, and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood services and along 
trans~t routes: The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific projects, or zoning changes, and 
zoning changes are not required to under state law, because the City currently has available capacity to 
meet the RHNA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing 'Element would -not directly result in increases to 
population,. as residential growth during the Planning Period would oc<;m: regardless of Housing Elemmt 

Case No. 2014.1327 
16 

Addendum to Environmental Impact Report 

2014 Housing Element 
·535 

January 22, 2015 



policies. The 2014 Housing Element would :instead continue to provj.de direction for how new residential 
development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR did not attribute any 
difference in environmental impac;ts to affordable housing as compared to market-rate housing. 
Therefore, as. concluded in the FEIR. for the 2009 Housing Element, the implementation of those same 
policies through the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in less-fhan..significant impacts with 
respect to population and housing. 

The 2014 Housing Element would facilitate the achlevement of the RHNA, which is.calculated based on 
ABAG' s projections. As discussed in the Project Description above, the updated calculation of San 
Francisco's share of the regional housing need is for the 2014 Housing Element planning period is 28,869 
units (compared to 31,193 housing units in the 2009 Housing Element) or 3,849 units per year (compared 
to 4,159 units per years in the 2009 Housing Element). However, the 2014 Housing Element would neither 
permit nor incentivize any individual project to move forward. Rather, any new development within the 
City must be consistent with the San Francisco Gen~ral Plan, as well as any applicable area plans, design 

. guidelines, and zoning codes (including development standards) that are intended to limit impacts 
related to population and housing and would also be subject to independent CEQA review. Moreover, 
the assignment of the RHNA is not done by the City and not under consideration in the 2014 Housing 
Element. Furthermore, CEQA does not apply to regional housing needs determinations made by the 
HCD, a council of governments, or a city or county pursuant to Secti~n 65584 of the Government Code. 

The five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be expected to result in physical :i.ffipacts 
that would adversely affr;ct the environment Added policies 5.5, 5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result in 
administrative changes to the City's programs that serve low-income; homeless, and displaced 
populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to the environment Moreover, 

· they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in the FEIR. Added Policy 
26 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial U:Se through short-term . 
rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it encourages the 
continuation of the status quo with respect to maintalning existing housing stock and use. It is possible 
thflt with the addition of these policies, the 2014 Housing Element is less likely to lead to displacement as 
compared to the 2009 Housing Element. 

To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would 
otherwise be coruitructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts 
with respect to population and housing.~ were identified in the FEIR. This is because those affo~dable 
housing projects would have ~ar operational characterjsti.cs as market rate housing. 

The three new implementation programs also would not be expected to result in physical impacts that 
would adversely affect the enV:i:ronroent. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would 

. reinforce the status quo related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a density 
bonus program that already ~sts under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally, 
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was. 
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar 
operational characteristics as market-rate housing. · 

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR's findings 
with respect to population and housing impacts and would not require any new mitigation measures. 
Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the FEIR' s 
impact findings with respect to population and housing. 
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Cultural and Paleontological Resources 
2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR found that implementation of the 2009 Housing Element c~uld have a significant impact or a 
substantial adverse change on historic resources if it promoted inappropriate alterations and/or 
additions, inappropriate new construction, or demolition by neglect14 As reported in the FEIR, although 
the 2009 Housing Element would not directly reshlt in the construction of residential units, it would 
direct housing to certain locations (where residential growth is d~emed appropria~e), which could result 
in new construction within Article 10 and Article 11 areas, or other areas of the City with known or 
potential historical re~ources. The FEIR. found that . this type of development could result in indir,ect 
impacts upon these resources through demolition, removal of character defining features, alteration or 
inappropriate new construction. However, any; potential impacts related to inappropriate alterations 
and/or additions, inappropriate new construction, and demolition by neglect would be offset by 
compliance with federal, state, and local regulations, including: the Secretary of the Inte~ior' s Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic Properties, CEQA, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, The 
City of San Francisco's Preservation Bulletins Nos. 1-21, Articles 10and11 of the City of San Francisco's 
Planning Code, the Urban Design Element of the San Francisco General Plan, the California Historic 
Building Code, the San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines, and other design guidelines (such as 
those related to window replacement or storefronts). 

Furthermore, the FEIR. noted· that Planning Department procedures for site-specific review of all projects 
with the potential to affect historic resources ensures that any potential to affect historic resources at the 
pmject-ievel would be evaluated as part of the project approval process. Hence, given these procedures 
and the fac~ that the 2009 Housing Element would not permit any new development or exempt any 
future projects from review for impacts to historic resources, the FEIR found that it would have a less­
tlum-significant impact with respect to the substantial adverse change to a historic resource. 

The FEIR. also found that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to 
the substantial adverse change to an archeological resource. As discussed in the FEIR., any effects to 
archeological resources are only knowable once a specific project has been proposed, because they are 
highly dependent on both the individual project site conditions and the characteristics of the proposed 
gr~und-dis~bing activity. The FEIR found that, because the potential for impacts to archeological 
resources is appropriately addressed at the project level, where the site specific characteristics of 
archeological resources can be evaluated with respect to a given project proposal, and given that the Gty 
has well-established review criteria and procedures to evaluate impacts to archeological resources at the 
project-level, the 2009 Housing Element was determined to have a less significant impact with respect to 
a substantial ~dverse change to an archeological resource. 

Lastly, the FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect 
to the paleontological resou:ces or unique geologic features, since any potential impacts associated with future 
development would be offset by compliance with regulations which are required by law, including the 
National Historic Preservation Act Similarly, the FEIR. found that the 2009 Housing Element would have 
a less-than-significant impact with respect to the disturbance of human remains, since any potential impacts 
associated with future development would be offset by compliance with existing laws and regulations, 

14 CEQA defines "substantial adverse change" as "demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration," activities that would impair the · 
significance of a historical resource either directly or indirectly. Demolition by neglect is the gradual deterioration of a building 
when routine or majdr mainten~ce is not performed and/or is allowed by the owner to remain vacant and open to vandals. 
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including Sections 7050.5, 7051, and 7054 of the California Health and Safety Code and Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98. 

Proposed Project 

the 2014 Housing. Element would not revise any of f:!:te existing laws, regulations'- or Planning 
Deparbnent procedures that reduce impacts to historic, archeological, paleontological, and human 
remains. As noted above, the 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element 
objectives and policies, and most of the implementation measures which direct.growth to certain areas of 
the G.ty, promote increased density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote 
energy-efficient housing development, and promote locating housing in proxlrnity to job cores, 
neighborhood services and along transit routes. The 2014 Housing Elen;i.ent does not propose any specific 
projects, or zoning changes, and zoning changes are not required under state law, because the G.ty 
currently has available capacity to meet the RHNA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not 
directly result in increases to population,. as residential growth during the Planning Period would occur 
regardless of Hqusing Element policies. The 2014 Housing Ele'.ment would jpstead continue to provide 
direction for how new residential development in the G.ty should occur, with an emphasis on 
affordability. The FEIR did not attribute any difference in environmental impacts to affordable housing as 
compared to market-rate housing. Therefore, as concluded in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the 
implementation of those same policies through-the 2014 Housing Element wot4d likewise result in less­
than-significant impacts with respect to cultural and paleontological resom:ces. 

'As noted throughout this Addendum, the five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be 
expected to result in physical impacts that would adversely affect the environment. Added policies 5.5, 
5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result in administrative changes to the G.ty's programs that serve low-income, 
homeless, and displaced populations but would not be expected to result in any physical Changes to the 
environment Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in 
the FEIR. Added Policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial 
use through short-term rentals. Th.is policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it 
encom:ages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use. 
To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would 
otherwise be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result ill more severe impacts 
with respect to citltural and paleontological resource~ than were iden~ed in the FEIR. This is because 
those affordable housing projects would have similar operational characteristics as market rate housing_ 
and would be 8ubject to the same regulations related to how cultural and paleontological resources are 
protected. 

The three new implementation programs would also not be expected to result in physical impacts that 
would adversely affect th~ environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would 
reinforces the status quo related to existing housing. Impl~entat;ion Program 38b implements a density 
bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally, 
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing.would not 
increase environmental linpacts due to the similar operational characteristi~ as market-rate housing. 

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element woUld not change or alter any of the FEIR's findings 
with respect to impacts to cultural and paleontological resources and would not require any new 
mitigation measures. Additionally; there are no changed circumstances or neyv information that would 
change the FEIR' s impact fincfuigs with respect to cultural and paleontological resources.· 
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Transportation and Circulation 
2009 Housing Element 

As discussed in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element contains policies that aim to direct growth to certain . 
areas of the City, allow_r~ductions in parking requirements and generally increase density in certain areas 
through a Better Neighborhoods type planning process. These policies are designed. to encourage 
residential development that can take advantage of alternative modes of transportation, including transit, 
walking, and bicycling, thereby reducing impacts to the City's roadway network that would otherwise 
occur. 

The FEIR found that implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would result. m a less-than-significant 
impact related to traffic, pedestrians, bicycles, loading, emergency access, and construction-related transportation 
impacts (as discussed further below); howev°er, the FEIR found that it would remlt in a significant unavoidable 
transit impact, because policies in the 2009 Housirig Element which encouraged residential deve1ppment 
that can take advantage of transit- ~Ch as locatirig ho'using near transit'- could result in.a mode shift 
towards public transit, which could result in an exceedance of Muni' s capacity utilization standard of 85 
percent (although such a mode shift would nevertheless be in·keeping with the City's Transit Fiist 
Policy). The FEill. found that of the two possible ways to ~ti.gate this impact - the first is for the City to 
implement various transportation plansts and programs that would reduce congestion and decrease 
transit travel times, and the second is for SFMrA to increase capacity by providing more buses - the 
certainty of either of these mitigation measures had not been established at the time of the preparation of 
the FEill. and, for these reasons, the FEill. concluded that impact on transit would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

The FE.IE. found that; because the 2009 Housing Element policies are not deveiopment-specific, adoption 
of the updated policies themselves would not add any additional trips citywide, generate new pedestrian 
or bicycle trips, generate net new loading demand or generate any vehicle trips related to construction of 
specific developments. The FEIR found that, under 2025 Cumulative Conditions, traffic volumes would 
substantially increase throughout the City, resulting in noticeable increases in the average delays per 
vehicle at many of the study intersections and that, under 2025 Cumulative Conditions, 37 of the study 
intersections would operate at unacceptable levels. The FEIR stressed that the 2009 Housing Element is 

not trip-generating and the 37 identified intersections would operate at unacceptable level of service 
irrespective of whether the 2009 Housing Element is approved. 

·.· 
As noted above, the FEill. also found that the 2009 Housing Element.policies wot.i..ld have a less-than­
significant impact on citywide pedestrian and bicycle facilities. This is because the 2009 Housing Element 
policies would not adversely affect overall operations of pedestrian or bicycle facilities and would instead 
direct growth in areas already well served by modes other than auto, including pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities. Similarly, the FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element policies would have a l~ss-than­
significant impact on citywide curb loading areas. This is beeause 2009 Housing Element policies were 
determined to not adversely affect overall loading operations: The FEIR also concluded that the 2009 
Housing Element policies would have a less-than-significant impact on citywide emergency vehicle 

15 The FEIR noted that various transportation plans were· adopted, but not implemented, or proposed. Adopted plans/programs 
included SF Park, SF Go, San Francisco Bicycle Plan, Transbay Terminal, Caltrain Electrification, and High Speed Rail, and the 
Central Subway. Proposed plans included congestion pricing, SFMTA' s Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP), Van Ness and Geary 
Bus Rapid Transit (VanNess BRT), and the Better Streets Plan. The TEP was approved in March 2014, Van Ness BRT was 
approved in November 2014, and the Better Streets Plan was adopted in December 2010. 
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access since they would not hinder emergency acces;> and would also have a less-than-significant 
con8truction-related transportation impacts. 

Based on the above, transportation impacts related to traffic, pedestrians, bicycles, loading, emergency 
access, and· construction-related transportation impacts were concluded to be less than significant in the 
FEIR.. 

Proposed Project 

AB under the 2009 Housing Element, future residential growth under the 2014 Housing Element will 
occur regardless of i~ adoption. The 2014 Housing Element policies themselves would not directly 
generate new trips. Under 2025 Cumulative Condition, the 37 intersections studied in the FEIR are 
expected to continue to operate at unacceptable levels. However, the implementation of the Housing 
Element is not trip generating and intersections operating at unacceptable level of service would do so 
irrespective of whether the proposed 2014 Housing Element is approved. 

The 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives and policies and 
most of the implementation measures which, direct growth to certain areas of the City, promote increased 

· density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy-efficient housing 
development, and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood services and along 
transit routes. The FEIR found that, because the 2009 Housing Element policies are not development­
speci(ic, adoption of the updated policies themselves would not add any additional trips citywide, 
generate new pedestrian or bicycle trips, generate net new loading demand or generate any vehicle trips 
related to construction of specific developments. The FEIR found that, under 2025 Cumulative 
Conditions, traffic volumes would substantially increase throughout the City, resulting in noticeable 
increases in the average delays per vehicle at many of the study intersections and that, under 2025 
Cumulative Conditions, 37 of the study intersections would operate at unacceptable levels. 'The FEIR 
stressed that the 2009 Housing Element is not trip-generating and the 37 identified intersections would 
operate at unacceptable level of service irrespective of whether the 2009 Housing Element is approved. 
Therefore, all impacts identified in the FEIR with respect to traffic, pedestrians, bicycles, loading, 
emergency access, and construction-related transportation impact would continue to be less than 
significant With the. changes in the 2014 Housing Eleu;i.ent. ·However, because the 2014 Housing Element 
would continue the policies that could result in a mode shift toward public tifilU!it, which could 
potentially exceed Muni' s capacitj utilization standard of 85 percent, the significant unavoidable transit 
impact that was identified in the FEIR would re~, although it is not expected to substantially worsen, 
as discussed below. As discussed above, under Setting, through the passing of Propositions A and B, 
additional funding will be provided to the Ml,l.llicipal Transpo~tation Agency to improve Muni servic~s 
and street safety. This .funding is intended to go toward addressing the transit capacity issues; therefore, 

· it is possible that this significant and unavoidable impact may be reduced in the future. 

The five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be expecte~ to result in physical impacts 
that would adversely affect the environment Added policies 5.5, 5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result in 
administrative changes to the City's programs that serve low-income, homeless, and displaced 
populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to the environment. Moreover, 
they were part of the 2004 Housing ffiement and were previously considered fu the FEIR. Added Policy 
2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor co~ercial use through short-term 
rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it encourages. the 
continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use. 
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To the degree that these additional policies could lead to :more affc,>rdable housing projects than would 
otherwise be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts 
with respect to transportation and circulation than were identified in the FEIR. This is because those 
affordable housing projectS would have similar operational characteristics as market rate housing and 
would not generate substantially more vehicle, bicycle, transit or pedestrian trips than is typically 
generated with market-rate housing. 

The three ne:w implementation programs also would not be expected to result in physical impacts that 
would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would 
reinforce the status quo rel~ted to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implem~ts a density 
bonus program that already exists · µnder State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally; 
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was 
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar 
operational characteristics as market-rate housing. · 

Based on the foregoing, implementation of the 2014 Housing Elemenf would not change or alter any of 
the FEIR' s findings with respect to transportation and circulation impacts and would not require any new 
mitigation measures. Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new information that woUid 
change the FEIR' s impact findings with respect to transportation and circulation. 

Noise 
2009 Housing Element 

As discussed in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element includes policies that direct growth primarily 
through the conu:p.unity planning process, but also includes policies that direct housing to commercial 
areas and sites that are near transit The FEIR found that this could result in a substantial temporary or 
periodic increase in ambient noise levels associated with new construction for certain areas of the City, 
since these polices could consolidate new construction within those areas and incrementally :increase 
average construction duration associated with new housing in those areas. However, as reported in the 
FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element also mntains policies that discourage demolition and encourage the 
maintenance of the City's exis~g housing stock, thereby reducing the amount of new housing required 
to meet ·the City's housing needs and subsequent noise-related impacts resulting from construction 
activities (which are usually mitigable to a less-than-significant impact through adherence to the City's 
Noise Ordinance [Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code]); thus, the FEIR found that this wouid 
reduce construction-related noise activities and, ultimately, would result in a less-than-significant impact 
with respect to a substantial temporanJ or periodic increase in ambient noise levels. 

The FEIR also £o1Ind that the 2009 Housing Element would not result in an exposure of persons to or 
generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. Although the 2009 Housing Element 
would not result :in construction of residential units, the FEIR noted that it would shape how new 
residential development should occur and would ensure that there is adequate land available to meet 
future housing needs. Potential impacts related to groundbome noise and vibration resulting from 
construction a~tivities were found to be offset by compliance with federal, state, and local regulations 
including Article 29 of the San ~rancisco Police Code, which regulates construction-related noise. 
Therefore, the 2009 Housing Element was found to have a less-than-significant impact with resI?ect to the 
generation of excessive groundbome vibration or groundbome noise. 
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The FEIR.also found that the 2009 Hoµsing Element would not result in a substantial. pennanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing at the time. of the NOP. New residential· 
development would be required to comply with existing federal~ state and lOcaI regulations, including 
Article 29 of the f olice Code and, thus, would generally reduce impacts associated with a permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels to less than significant 

Lastly, the FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element could expose noise sensitive receptors to noise 
levels ill excess of established standards or be affected by existing noise levels if the Housing Element 
policies promoted new residential land uses ill areas ~f the City that experience excessive ambient noise · 
levels. Ambient noise levels in the City are l?rgely ~uenced by traffic-related noise as well as noise 
generated from stationary sources (such as rooftop mecillmical equipment, emergency generators, etc.). 
Moreover, a large portion of the City, particularly the eastern half, experiences ambient noise levels above 
60 Ldn while some areas aie subject to ambient noise levels greater than 75 Ldn. The FEIR found that 
future growth within the City could be sited in areas with noise levels above 60 Ldn, which is the 
ma;>dmum satisfactory exterior noise level for residential are.as. As discussed above, ii:tterior noise levels 
are typically addressed though compliance with .Title 24 building code requrrements, as implemented 
during the design and review phase for "individual development projects. However, some areas of the 
City may be especially nol.sy. FEIR Mitigation Measure M-N0-1, which is reproduced ill the Mitigation 
Mea~es section below, was developed to reduce the 2009 Housing Element's impact on noise sensitive 
receptors to a less-than-significant level (with mitigation). Thus, the FEIR found that the 2009 Housing 
Element would result ill a significant but mitigable impact related to exposure of persqns to, or generation of 
noise levels in excess of, established standards. 

Proposed Proj eet 

As noted above, the 2014. Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives 
and policies, and most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas of foe City, 
promote ID.creased density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy­
efficient housing development, and promote locating housing ill proximity to job cores, neighborhood 
services and along transit routes. TI1e 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific projects, or 
zoriing changes, and zoning changes ·are not required under state law, because the City cu:r'rently has 
available capacity to meet the RIINA. Moreover, the Z014 Housmg Element would not directly result in. 
increases to population, as r~sidential growth during the Plarining Period would occur regardless of 
Housing Element policies. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continue to provide direction for 
how new residential development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR 
did not attribute any di.ffeience in environni.ental impacts to affordable housing as c~mpared to market-' 
rate housing. Therefore, as concluded in foe FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element; foe implementation of 
foose same policies through the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result ill less-than-significant­
with-mitigation impacts "."ith respect to noise sensitive receptors and less-fuan..significant impacts With 
respect to other nois~-related impacts. 

As noted throughout tI?s Addendum, the five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be 
expected to result in physical impacts foat would adversely affect the environment Added policies 5.5, 
5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result ill administrative changes to the Ci.fy's programs foat serve low-ID.come, 
homeless, and displaced populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to the 
environment Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered ill 
the FEIR. Added Policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial 
use through short-term rentals. This policy .would also not result ill any environmen~ impacts, since it 
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., 

encourages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use. 
· To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing prnjects than would 
otherwise be co:istructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe :impacts 
with respect to nqise' than were identified in the FEIR. This is because those affordable ho~sing projects 
would have sllrrilar operational characteristics as market rate housing. 

The three new implementation programs would also not be expected to result in physical impacts that 
would adversely affect ,the environment. Implementation Program 19·supports Policy 2.6, which would 
reinforces the status quo related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a density 
bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). FIDally, 
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable J;wusing; as noted above affordable housing was 
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar 
operational characteristics as market-rate housing. 

Based. on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element wo~d not change or alter any of the FEIR's findings 
with respect to impacts related to noise . and would not require any new mitigation measures. 
Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the FEIR's 
impact findings with respect to noise. 

Air Quality 
2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to 
consistenCJJ with the applicable air quality plan. As reported in the FEIR:, consistency of the proposed Housing 
Elements with regional air quality plans can be detenrrined by comparing the growth factors used for the 
Housing ~ement ElR with those used in the ;most recently adopted regional air quality plan, which at the 
time of the NOP was Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy. The 2005 Ozone StrategJJ growth ll$St1mptions for Bay 
Area communities are based on ABAG' s Projections .. The growth projections for the Housing Element 
EIRs are based on the regional population and employment projections provided by ABAG. As both the 
H.ousing Elements and the 2005 Ozone StrategiJ utilize ABAG projections, th~ FEIR concl~ded that the 
2009 Housing Element would not result in a significant impact on regional air quality planning efforts. 

The FEIR also determined that the 2009 Housing Element ~ould result in a less-than-significant impact with 
respect to violating an air quality standard or contr£buting substantial.ly to an existing or projected air qualif:IJ 
violation. As reported in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element contains policies that could contribute 
incrementally to an exis~g or projected air quality violation by directing residential development to 
certain areas of the City and promoting increased density, thereby concentrating construction-related 
emissions from residential development Within those areas and potentially contributing to localized air 
quality impacts. However, as discussed in fhe FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element also contains policies that 
would offset construction-related~ air quality impacts by discouraging housing demolition, and 
encouraging maintenance of existing housing units. Moreover, new construction would be required to 

co:rr:ply with existing regulations, ~eluding compliance with Arjicle 22B, the Construction Dust 
Ordinance, which would reduce such impacts to a. less-than-significant level. 

As reported in the FEIR, with respect to operational impacts, the Air Quality Element of the General Plan 
promotes policies that take advantage of fhe high density development in San Francisco to improve 
,tranSit infrastructure, to encourage high density and compact development near extensive transportation 
infrastructure, to encourage mixed land use development near transit Jines, to proVide retail arid service-
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ori~ted uses within wallcing ~stance, ~d to promote new residential development close tc:> Downtown 
and centers of employment. As noted in the FEIR, jhe 2009 Housing Element, which promotes housing :in 
proximity to transit, could potentially reduce anticipated growth :in vehicle miles traveled, and could .thus 
result ~ less vehicle emis~ons (the primary source of emissions) J;han expected from development not 
targeted near transportation resources. Moreover, as reported :in the FEIR, the 2009 Ho~g Element 
conta:ins policies that could furfher reduce the effects of new development on a:ir quality by encouraging 
energy efficient housing development, which, when combined with mandatory complianee with the San . 
Francisco Green Building Ordinance (SFGBO) for all new projects, could reduce the growfh of vehicle 
emissions and stationary source emissions associated with residential development. 

The FEIR also determined that the 2009 Housing Eiement would have a less-than-significant impact with 
respect to exposing sensitive receptors tff substantial pollutants. Increased housing development along transit 
corridors could increase some pollutants, :including, PM2.s N02, and TA Cs, on some roadways within San 
Francisco. :However, at the same time, increased density and associated shifts from vehicle trips to 
alternative modes of transportation (such as tr~it, bicycling, and walking) could reduce overall· 
expected growth of vehicle trips and VMT, as discussed in the Transportation and Circulation section. 
Overall, future growth will continue to contribute some additional air pollutant emissions, albeit less fhan 
wouid be expected from a Housing Element without policies encouraging increased density and housing 
that is supportive of altematiye _in.odes of transportation. 

As discussed in the FEIR, residential development could occur wifhln areas with existing elevated levels 
of toxic air contarninant,.pote~tially exposing residents to existing elevated levels of TACs, PM.2.s, and 
NOi. The FEIR noted that 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 impacts of 

. the 2009 Housing Element policies that advocate for housing potentially near sources of a:ir pollution. 
General Plan· Air Quality Element policy 3.7 requires that review of new housing projects consider the 
location of industrial sites or other sources of air pollution in the design of the residential building and to 
orient air intakes away from sources of pollution. Policy 3.8 promotes non-polluting industries and insists 
compliance with established industrial emission control regulations by existing industries. 

Further, Article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code contains requirements for air quality assessment ~d 
mitigation when new residential exposures exceed action levels for acceptable a:ir pollutant 
concentrations. Overall, the City's Air Quality Eiement and Transportation Element policies, in 
conjunction wifh compliance with Article 38 of the Health Code, would reduce impacts of new residences 
being exposed to substantial pollutants, including mobiles sources (vehicles) !ilild point sources 
(industry), by reducing exposure of residences to air pollutants and considering the location of new 
development in relatj.on to existing sources of air pollution. Thus, the FEIR concluded that the potential 
for the 2009 Housing Elements to expose sensitive residential receptors to substantial pollutants was less 
than significant 

The FEIR also determined that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant impacts related 
to CO concentrations. To support this conclusion, ·co concentrations were ~alculated based on simplified 
CAL1NE4 screening procedures developed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD). Based on fhe modeling, under future 2025 conditions, none of fhe 10 worst-performing 
intersections included in the model would exceed CO standards. Thus, it was assumed that if CO levels 
at the 10 worst-performing intersections do not exceed fhe .CO thresholds, then the remaining 50 
intersections analyzed in the traffic study also would not exceed the CO thresholds. As discussed in the 
FEIR, the 2009 Housing Elemerit promotes housing near transit and other infrastructure, housing in 
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proximity to neighborhood services, and housing witJ:rin mixed-use areas. 'This was found to have the 
· potential to reduce the number of vehicle trips and/ or VMr, thus reducing vehicle emissions. In addition, 

several 2009 Housing Element implementing measures (90, 98, 100, and 101) were found to emphas~e the 
coordination .of planning for both housing and supporting transit services and providing incentives to 
residents and employees for utilizing public transit or other alternative modes of transportation, thereby 
promoting a reduction in vehicle trips. Based on the above, the FEIR concluded that impacts related to 

CO concentrations would be less than significant. 

The FEJR also concluded that :implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than­
significctnt impacts with ·respect to objectionable odors because residential uses generally do not create 
objectionable odors and thus, 2009 'Housing Element poli<jies that promote residential development 
would not result in objectionable odors. 

Proposed Project 
. . 

In December 2014, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved_ a series of amendments to the San 
FrancisGo Building and Health Codes; generally referred to as the Enhanced Ventilation Required for 
Urban Infill Sensitive .Use Developments or Health Code, Article 38 (Ordinance 224-14, effective 
December 8, 2014) (Article 38). The purpose of Article 38 is to protect the public healtl]. and welfare by 
establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an enhanced ventilation requirement for all 
urban infill sensitive use development within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. The Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone as c],efined in Article 38 are areas that, based on modeling of all known 'air pollutant 
sources, exceed health protective standards.for cumulative ):>Mi.s concentration, cumulative excess cancer 
risk, and incorporates health vulnerability factors and proximity to .freeways. Projects within the Air 
Pollutant Exposure Zone require special consideration to det~rmine whether the project's activities would 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations or add emissions to areas already 
adversely affected ~y poor air quality. If such an exposure is determined to be likely, future projects are 
subject to enhanced ventilation measures pursuant to Health Code Article 38.' Through this ordinance, 
impacts related to exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations within Air 
Pollutant Exposure Zone would be reduced. . · 

As noted above, the 2014 Housing Element woUJ.d continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives 
and policies, and most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas of the City, 
promote increased density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy­
efficient· housing development, and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood 
services and along transit routes. The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific projects, or 
zoning changes, and zoning changes are not required under state law, because the Gty currently has 
available capacity to meet the RHNA. Morebver, the 2014 Housing Element would not directly result in 
increases to projected population, as residential growth during the Planning Period would occur 
regardless. The Housing Element would instead continue· to provide direction for how new residential · 
development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability The FEIR did not attribute any 
difference in environmental impacts to affordable housing as compared to market-rate housing. 
?Jlerefore, as concluded in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the implementation of those same 
policies through the 2014 Housing .Element would likewise result in less-than-significant impacts with 
respect air quality. . · 

Moreover, the five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element .would not be expected to r~t in 
physical impacts that would adversely affect the environment related to air quality. Added policies 5.5, 
5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result~ administrative changes to the City's programs that serve low-income, 
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homeless, and displaced populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to fue 
environment. Moreover, fuey were part of fue 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in 
fue FEIR. Added F°olicy 2.6 would ensuie fuat ho~ing supply is not converted to de factor commercial 
use furough short-term rentals. Tids policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it 
encomages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing hou~g stock and use. 
To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would 
.otherwise be construc~ed, there is no evidence fhat suCb. projects would result in more severe impacts 
wifu respect to air quality fuan were identified in the FEIR. This is because those affordable ).:lousing 
projects would be substantially~ to market-rate housing and would b~ required to comp~y with the 
same regulations as any other project, including BAAQMD' s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2011) and 
Article 38 of the Health Code. 

The furee new implementation programs also would not be expected to result in physical impacts that 
. would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would . 
reinforce the status quo related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a.density 
bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65~15). Finally, 
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted al;10ve affordable housing was. 
already assumed as part of the FEJR and would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar 
operational characteristics as market-rate housing and would be subject to the same air quality 
·regulations as market-ra~e housing. 

Based on the foregoing, implementation of the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of 
the FEIR's· findings with respect to air quality impacts and would not require any new mitigation 
measures. Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new information that would·change the 
FEIR' s air quality impact findings. . ' . 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
2009 Housing Element 

The FEJR found that fue 2009 Housing Ele)Ilent would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment and would not conflict with any applicable plan, 
polictj or regulatian adapted for t]ie purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. Moreover; the FEJR noted that 
fue 2009. Housing Element contains some policies fuat would be expected to reduce citywide housing-. 
related GHG emissi?ns (the primary source of which is vehicle emissions) by directing growth to certain 
areas of the City, promoting increased density standards, promoting the preservation of residential 
buildings, and promoting energy-efficient housing developm~t. The 2009 Housing Element ahio 
contains policies that speak. to housing m' proximity to job cores, neigbborhood services and along transit, 
which facilitate a reduction in the vehicle miles travelled and overall vehicle emissions. 

Given that the 2009 Housing Element does not contain any policies that would result in substantial 
in.creases in the amount of GHGs emitted from new housing construction or from meeting the City's 
hc?using goals and it contains additional policies which may further reduce citywide GHG emissions, the 
FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element would not result in. GHG emissions that would have a 
significant effect on the environment, nor would it conflict AB 32 or the City's GHG reduction strategy. 
Thus the FEJR found these impacts ~o be less than significant. 
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Proposed Project 

The 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives and policies, and 
most of the implementation measures whieh direct growth to certain areas of the City, promote increased 
density standards in certain areas, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy­
efficient housing development, and promote locatirtg housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood 
services and along transit The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific projects, or zoning 
changes, and zoning changes are not required under state law, because the City currently has available 
capacity to meet the RHNA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not directly result in increases 
to population, as residential growth during the Planning Period would occur regardless of Housmg 
Element policies. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continue to provide dire<;tion for how new 
residential development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FElR did not 
attribute any difference in environmental impacts to affordable housing as compared to market-rate 
housing. Therefore, as concluded in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the continuation of those 
same policies through the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in less-than-significant impacts · 
with respect to GHG emissions. 

The five po;D.cies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be expected to result in physical impacts 
that would adversely affect the environment related to GHG emissions. Added policies 5.5, 5.6, 6.3, and 
6.4 would result in administrative changes to the City's programs that serve low-income, homeless, and 
displaced populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to the environment. 
Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in the FEIR. 

.Added Policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial use through 
short-term rentals. This policy would also not rescilt in any environmental impacts, since it encourages 
the continuation of the status quo With respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use. To the 
degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would otherwise 
be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts.with respect 
to GHG emissions than were identified' in the FEIR 'This is because those affordable housing projects 
would have similar operational characteristics as market rate housing and would be subject to the same 
policies and regulations that encourage energy-efficient housing and use of alternative modes of 
tra:psportation. 

The three new implementation programs also would not be ex,Pected to result in physical impacts that 
would adversely ~ect the env:il:onm.ent. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, whiclt would 
reinforce the status quo related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a density 
bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally, 
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affo~dable housing was 
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar 
operational characteristics as market-rate housing and would be subject to the same regulations that 
encourage energy-efficient housing and use of alternative modes of transportation. 

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR's :findings. 
with respect to impacts to GHG emissions and would not require any :\}eW mitigation measures. 
Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the FEIR's 
impacts findings with respect to GHG ~ssions. 
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Wind and Shadow 
2009 Housing·Element 

· New construction could resUlt in wmd impacts if new housing would be constructed in a manner that 
· would increase ground-level wmd speeds. Typically, new development greater than 85 feet in height 

could potentially affect ground level wmd speeds. Buildings fhat would result in wind speeds that exceed 
the hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour (mph) for one hour of the year would result in a significant wmd 

impact. 

The FEIR :reported that the 2009 Housing Element would not in and of itself result in the c9nstruction of 
substantially taller buildings; however, it includes ·polici~s that could rest,tlt in the exposure of people to 
wIDd impacts by encouraging new qevelopment to maxi.mum allowable height and bulk limits (in certain 
areas of the City), potentially increasing building height and mass and thereby altering ground-level 
wind speeds. However, the FEIR reported that the 2009 Housing Element also includes policies that . 
discourage demolition and encourage the maintenance of the City's existing housing stock, thereby 
reducing the amount of new housing required to meet the City's housing needs and subsequent wind.­
related. impacts (as related to developing to maximum envc:lope). The FEIR found that, because wmd 
impacts are project-specific and individual projects would be subject to the Planning Department's 
procedures requiring moclification of any new building or addition that exceeds tlie wind hazard 
criterion, implementation cif the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with 
respect to the alteration of wind patterns. New residential development would be required to comply 
With existing regulations, including Sections 147, 148, 243(c)(9), 249.l(b)(2), and 263.ll(c) of the San 
Francisco Planning Code, which regulate wind ·speeds through shaping of building masses. Thus, the 
FEIR fo'und that the 2009 Housing Element would not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public 
areas. 

The FEIR also found that, because the 2009 Housfug Element does not propose increased height limits in 
any areas, the effect 9£ shadows would also be less than significant. Although promoting full buildout in 
certain areas of the City could incrementally increase actual building heights, new construction would be 
allowed to build to fuose heights regardless of the 2009 Housing Elemep.t. The FEIR noted that all· 
applications for new constniction or additions to existing buildings above 40 feet in height are reviewed 
by the Planning Department to determine whether such shading might occur. If a project would result in 
a new shadow, that shadow is evaluated for significance under ·CEQA. Furtherm.o:re, as stated in the 
FEIR, new residential development would be required to comply with existing regulations, including 
Sections 146(a), 146(c), and 295 of the San Francisco Planning. Code, which trigger the preparation of 
shadow analyses, as required. Accorc:lingly, .the FEIR found that implementation of fue 2009 Housing 
Element would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect tp the creation of new shadows. 

Proposed Project 

The 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives and policies, and 
most of the implementation measures which direct growfh to certain areas of fhe City, promote increased 
density standards, ·promote preservation of resid~tial buildings, promote energy-efficient housing 
development, and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores; neighborhood services and along 
transit routes. The 2014 Housing Element does·not propose any specific projects, or zoning changes, and 

. zoning changes are not required under state l'.lw, because the City currently has available capacity to 
meet the REINA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not directly result in inci:eases to 
population, as residential growth during the Planning Period would ocCUI regardless of Housing Element 
policies. The 2014 Housing Element would, instead continue t~ provide direction for how new residential 
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development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR did not attribute any 

difference in environmental impacts to afforda,ble housing as compared to market-rate housing. 
Therefore, as concluded in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the implementation of those same 
policies in the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in less-than-significant impacts with respect 
to wind an'd shadow. 

The five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be expected to result in physical impacts 
that would adversely affect the environment, indqding that related to wind or shadow. Added policies 
5.5, 5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result in admlnistrative changes to the City's programs that serve low-income, 
homeless, and displaced populations but would not· be expected to result in any physical changes to the 
environment Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously .considered in 
the FElR. Added Policy 1.6 would enstire that housing suppljris not converted to de factor commercial 
use through short-term rentals. Tiris policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it 

. encourages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use .. 
To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would 
otherwise be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts 
with respect to wind and shadow than. were identified in the FEIR. This iS because those affordable 
housing projects would be subject to 'the same Planning Code requir~ments and procedures related to · 
wind and shadow. 

The three new implementation programs also would not be expected to result in physical impacts that 
would adversely affect the enVitomnent Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would 
reinforce the status quo related to .existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a·density 
bonus. program that already exists under State law (Govenunent Code Sectiqn 65915)~ Finally, 
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was 
already assumed as part of the FEJR and would not increase environmental iillpacts due to the similar 

operational characteristics as market-rate housing and would be subject to the same Planning Code 
requirements_ and procedures related to wind and shadow. 

Based on the foregoing, implementation of.the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter ,any of 
the FEIR' s findings with respect to wind and shadow impacts and would not require any new mitigation 
measures. Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new infomiation that would. change the 
FEIR' s impacts findings with respect to wind and shadow. · 

Recreation 
2009 Housing Element 

The FEJ:? found that implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact 
with respect to the constructian or expansion of recreational faci?ities or the need for new or expanded park or 
·recreati.onal facilities. As stated in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element would not result in new · 
development. However, it c<;mtains policies that could direct growth to certain areas of the City, promote 
increased density standards, and potentially increase density in certain areas in a way that could place 
increased demands on existing facilities, thereby contributing to the need for new or expanded facilities 
or resulting in degradation of existing facilities. The FElR found that these policies could also result in an 
increase in the number of residfil.its using recreational facilities in certain areas and an increase in demand 
on existing recreational facilities. However, as reported in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element also 
contains policies that could reduce the need for construction or expansion of recreational facilities by 
encouraging quality of life elements in residential developments: For example, the FEIR reported that the 
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2009 Hous;ing Element would. ensure that new development resulting from community plail!ring 
processes would be accompanied by capital plans for supporting infrastructuxe, including recreational 
facilities. 

In addition, as noted in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element includes measures to ensure community 
plans are adequately served by recreation facilities, thereby indirectly _promoting the construction or 
expansion.of recreational facilities. Given the above, and the fact that new residential development would 
be subject to existing policies and regulations related to the provision of recreational facilities (si:i_ch as 
Quimby Act, the San Francisco Park Code, Proposition C and the Recreation and Parle Acquisition Policy, 
and various provisiQns in the San Francisco Planning Code Section.135), the FEIR. concluded that this 
impact would be less than significant · 

The FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect 
to the degradation of recreational resources. As reported in the FEIR, it would dir~ct growth to certain a~eas of 
the City a:n.4 promote increased density-related development standards, which could potentially increase 
demands on existing recreational facilities. However,· the City has identified open space 
acquisition/expansion :independent of the proposed Housing Elements, pursuant to Proposition C and 
previous community planning efforts. In addition, the ~009 Housing Element does not propose .any 
zoning changes, including changes to Public Districts, where much of the· City's open space and" 
recreational facilities are located. 

Proposed Project' 

The 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives and policies, and 
most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas of the City, promote increased 
density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, prm:pote energy-efficient housing 
development; and promote locating housing in proximity to job co~es, neighborhood services and along 
transit routes. The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific projects, or zoning changes, ·and. 
zoning changes are not required under state law, because the <;ity currently has available capacity to 
meet. the RBNA Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not directly result in mcreases to 
population, as residential growth during the Planning Period would occur regardl.ess of Housing Element 
policies. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continu~ to provide direction for how new residential 
development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR did n<?t attribute any 
difference in environmental impacts to affordable housing as compared to market-rate housing. 
Therefore, as col}cluded ·in the .FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the . continuation of those same · 
policies :in the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in.less-than-significant impacts with respect 
to recreational facilities. 

The five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be expected to result in physical impacts 
that would adversely affect the environment. Rdded policies 5.5, 5.6, 6.3; and 6.4 would result jn. 

administrative changes to the City's programs that serve low-income, homeless, and displaced 
populations but would not be expected to result in any physical clliinges to the environment Moreover, 
they vy-ere part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in the FEIR. Added Policy 
2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not -converted to de factor commercial use through short-term 
rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it encourages the 
continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use. To the degree 
that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would otherwise be 

· constructed, these is no evidence that such projects would result in recreational impacts of greater 
magnitude than were identified in the FEIR. This is because those affordable housing projects would also 
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be subject to the same Planning Code and other provisions that require and encourage establishment of . 
open space as market-rate housing .. 

The three new implementation programs also would not be expected to result in physical impacts that 
would adversely affec! the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would 
reinforce the status quo related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a density 
bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Sectioi:i 65915). F~y, 
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was 
already assumed as part of the FEIR. and would not ID.crease environmental impacts due to the similar 
operational characteristics as market-rate housmg and would be subject to the same Planning Code and 
other provisions that require and encourage establishment of open space as market-rate housing. 

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element.would not change or alter any of the FEIR.'s findings 
with respect to impacts to recreational facilities and would not require any new mitigation measures. 
Additionally, there are no change9- circumstances or n~w information that would change the FEIR' s 
impact findings with respect to recreational facilities. 

Utilities and Service Systems 
2009 ~ousing Element 

Water and Wastewater Treatment .. The FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element would have a 'less-than­
significant impact with respect to t~e exceedance of wastewater treatment requir~ments. As reported, the 2009 
Housing Element would not directly result in the construction of residential m;ri.ts; however it includes 
policies that could result in an increased demand on water or wastewater treatment facilities by 
promoting the intensification of uses on undeveloped or underdeveloped sites. However, the 2009 
Housing Element also contains policies that could reduce any effects .related to water or 1\'.astewater 
treatment facilities by identifying suitable housing sites, considering neighborhood service availability for 
new housing, ensuring sustainable water and wastewater infrastructure capacity, and encouraging water 
conservation measures for new housing. Moreover, the density-related 2009 Housing Element policies 
could potentially indirectly result ¥t the construction of a greater proportion of multi-family housing, 
which use less water than single-family housing. As further reported in the FEIR, potential impacts 
related to water and wastewater treatment woµlq be offset by compliance with existing regulations and 
policies, including Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, Yy ater Quality Protection Program, 
the City's Stormwater Management Plan, the City's Construction Site Runoff Pollution Prevention 
Program requirements, and San Francisco Public Utilities Commission's (SFPUq Recycled Water Master 
Plan. Additional regulations that would reduce the demand of new devclopment on water and 
wastewater facilities include compliance with the City's NPDES permits related to construction activities 
as administered by the Sari. 'Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board and Article 4 of the 
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act, compliance with the Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy and 
TMDL standards as set forth by the Basin Plan. Therefore, the FEIR found that 2009 Housing ffiement 
would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to the need for the construction or expansion of 
water or wastewater treatment facilities and the potential to result .in a determination by the treatment 
provider that it has inadequate capacity to senre the City's projected demand. · 

Stonnwater Drainage Facilities. The FEIR found that the 2009 Hous:ing Element would have a less-than­
significant impact 'llli.th respect to the need to construct or expand stormwater drainage facilities. The FEIR 
reported that some 2009 Housing ffiement policies could result in intensification of uses on undeveloped 
sites, which could increase impervious surfaces, potentially creating more runoff and. need for 
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stormwater drainage facilities. However, other policies would offset this potential impact by 
discouraging demolition and encoura!9ng the maintt;nance of the City's existing housing stock, 
discouraging the modification of housing for parking, and ensuring housing is sustainably supported by 
sewer system, which also functions as stormwater drainage systems in the. City. These policies were 
found to either essentially maintain fhe status quo (resulting in no forseeable changes to the amount of 
impervious surface) or reduce the 2009 Housing Element's effects on the potential need for the 
construcl;ion or expansion of sto:rinwater drainage facilities by discoura~g demolition and encour~ging 
the preservation of existing housing. For this reason, and because potential impacts related to stormwater 
facilities woUld be offset by compliance_ with existing regulations, including the stormwater design 
requirement of the SFGBO and the Gre~n Landscaping Ordinance, the 2009 Housing Element was found 
to have a less-than-significant impact with respect to ·the need to constriict or expand stormwater 
drainage facilities. 

Water Supply. The FEIR found that, while 2009 Housing Element policies would not directly result in the 
construction of residential units and would not directly result in an increased demand for water, in 
general, future population growth as predicted by ABAG would increase water demand. The 2009 

Housing Element policies would be expected to reduce the overall demand for water due to the inclusion 
· of policies related to density. The 2009 Housing Element promotes greater density in two ways -
increased density for affordable housing projects and increased density as a strategy to be pursued 
through the community planning process. However, greater density was found to 1imit the effect of new 
development overall because more people could be housed in a given building, which could reduce the 
number of required water hookups. In addition, measures that encourage housing density could be 
partially achieved by the construction of multi-family housing, which uses less water than single-family 
housing (e.g. through reduced landscaping). Nevertheless, the 2009 Housing Element was found to 
promote density to a lesser extent than the baseline condition (1990 Re:sidence Element, which generally 
did not limit increased. density to particular areas or through comm1~nity planning processes), and thus, 
the FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element could potentially resul~ in an incrementally increased 
demand for water. 

However, the 2009 Reusing Element also includes policies that could offset policies which could have an 
adverse impact on water supply by.ensuring new.housing is adequately supported by infrastructure, 

. including water. Moreover, the FEIR noted that the 2009 Housing Element would recognize the ne~d for 
considering adequate infrastructure for new housing, would ensure sustainable water systems, and 
"green" water conservation measures in housing to reduce water demand, and would not represent a 
shift in policy from baseline conditions. Moreover, SFPUC, Department of Building J:r:tspections (DBI), 
Planning Department, and Department of the Environment would continue to implement the SFGBO and 
other prog:i:ams that would serve to ensure that water supply is adequate to meet futµre demands. The 
FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element would not result in an increase in water demand beyond 
that as~med in the SFPUC's Water Supply Availability Study. Therefore, the FEIR found that the 2009 

Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to new or expanded water supply 
resources or entitlements. 

Solid Waste Disposal Capacity. The FEIR fotind that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than­
signifi~ant impact with respect to ltmdfill capacity. The FEIR noted that the 2009 Housing Element could 
require additional collection trucks and personnel tci provide services to new housing; couid add further 
strain to 8pace-constrained corporation yards and waste processing and recycling facilities; could require 
additional parking space and maintenance facilities for collectiop. vehicles; and that additional tonnage 
gener~ted by new housing would increase throughput at waste processing and recycling facilities which 
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could, at some point, require additional processing lines (at waste processing and recycling facip.ties). The 
FEffi. also noted that multi-family housing is significantly more challenging with regard to successful 
separation of recyclables and compostables than it is at single-family residences and, as such, generally 
places greater demands on waste processing and recycling in.&;astructure. 

The FEm. found that construction associated with new housing could potentially result :in inadequate 
waste, recycling, or compost collection service or inadequate landfill capacity because :increased density 
or changes in land use patterns could increase waste stream separation challenges due to the promotion 
of higher density hail.sing and :increased waste generation expected from increased population growth. 
However, as noted in the . FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element also contains a policy promoting the 
preservation of existing housing that could reduce its effects on the potential need for :inadequate landfill 
capacity. This because a reduction in demolition would reduce the amount of construction demolition · 
debris. associated with new construction. Overall, the 2009 Housing Element was found to promote 
density to a lesser extent than the baseline condition (1990 Residence . Element), and was found to 
potentially result in an incrementally decreased generation of solid waste. Although the 2009 Housing 
Element would not dire0J.y or indirectly result in the construction of residential units, all new 
development would be required to comply with the existing regulations related to green building 
construction and !ecycling. The potential of impacts due to the increase in density (near transit, for 
affordable housing projects, and through the community planning. process) proposed by the 2009 
Housing Element was found to be offset by the Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance. 
Therefore, the FEill. concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-fuan.:significant impact 
with respect to land.fill capacity. · 

Proposed Project 

As noted above, the 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives 
and policies, artd most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas of the City, 
promote :increased density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, .promote energy­
efficient ho:is:ing development, and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood 
services and along transit routes. The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specl.fic projects, or 
zoning changes, and zoning changes are not required :UUder state law, because the City currently has 
available capacity to meet RHNA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not directly result in 
increases to population, as residential growth during the Planning Period would occur regardless of 
Housing Element policies. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continue to provide direction for 
how new residential development :in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR 
did not attribute any difference :in environmental. impacts to affordable housing as compared to market­
rate housing Therefore, as concluded in the FEill. for the 2009 Housing Element, the implementation of 
those same policies through the 2014 HoUsing Element would likewise result in less-than-significant 

. :impacts with respect to utilities and service systems. 

As noted throughout this Addendum, the five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element wollld not be 
expected to result in physical impacts that would adversely affect the environment. Added policies 5.5, 
5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result in administrative changes to the City's programs that serve low-income, 
homeless, and displaced populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to ·the 
environnient. Moreover, .they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in 
the FEffi.. Added Policy 2.6 would ensure· that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial 
use through short-term rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental :impacts, since it 
encourages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use. 
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To the degree that these additional policies could lead to m<;>re affordable housing projects than would 
otherwise be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects woul4 result :in more severe :impacts 
with respect to utilities and. service systems than were identifie.d in the FEIR. This is because those 
affordable housing projects would have similar operational characteristics as market rate hous:ing and 

· would be subject to the same regulations related to how utilities are managed. In terms of :impacts related 
to future water demand, no major project (more than 500 units) without a confumation of sufficient water 
supply by the SFPUC, pursuant to SB 610 (Water Code §§ 10910-10915). 

The three new :implementation programs also would not be expected to result in physical :impacts that 
would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would 
reinforce the status quo related to existing hous:ing. Implementation Program 38b :implements a density 
bonus program fuat already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally, 
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was 
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not :increase environmental impacts due to the similar 
operatiol;lal characteristics as market-rate h011:s:ing. 

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR's findings 
with respect to :impacls to utilities and service systems and would nqt require any new mitigation 
measures. Additionally, there are no ch~ged circumstances or new information that would change the 
FE.IR' s :impact finclings with ~espect to utilities and service systems. 

Public Services 
2009 Housing Element 

Fire Protection. The FEIR found that the :implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would result in less­
than-significant impacts with respect to fire protection. The FEIR reported that the 2009 Hous:ing Element 
conta:ins policies that could potentially result in the need for new or altered fire prote.ction facilities by 
promoting increasing density and clirecting housing growth to certain areas of. the City. However, 
rurecting gr·owth to certain areas of the City (e.g., near transit, within a community plan, etc.), as opposed 
to scattered throughout the City, could also result in in.ore efficient response times. ?be FEIR noted that 
the 2009 Housing Element also contains policies that could reduce its effects on the potential need for the 
construction or expansion of fire protection facilities by promoting the identification of suitable h~using 
sites, promoting seismic upgrades, and·promoting the maintenance of existing housing. Seis:inic upgrades 
and other activities that would maintain housing in a safe condition could reduce· the numb~r of 
emergency situations reqillring San Francisco· Fire Departinent (SFFD) response. Although the FEIR 
found that the 2009 Hdusing Element would not result in the construction of residential units, all new 
development would be required to comply with the existing state and local regulations, :including the San 
Francisco Fire Code. As new construction occurs, SFFD would analyze and evaluate housing levels, 
occupant load, response times, and other operational objectives to ensure adequate fire protection. Based 
on the above, and that fact that no changes to service ratios are expected as a result of the 2009 Housing 
Element, the FEIR concluded that it would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to a need for 
new or. altered fire protection facilities. · 

Police Protection. The FEIR found that the :implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would result in a 
less-than-;significa.nt impact with respect to police pr_oiection. The FEIR reported that the 2009 Housing Element 
would increase density standards for affordable housing projects and :increase density as a strategy to be 
pursued during community planning processes. Thus, the FEIR reported that the 2009 Housing Element 
could potentially· result in the need for the constru¢on or expansion of police protection facilities by 

Case Na. 2014.1327 
35 

Addendum to Environmental Impact Report 

2014_ Housing Element 
655 

January 22, 2015 



promoting increased density in certain areas of the Gty. However, as noted in the FEIR,, the 2009 
Housing Element contains policies that could reduce such impacts by promoting increased residential 
presence, infill development, and design that promotes community interaction, thereby potentially 
reducing blight and associated crime. Furfuermore, while the 2009 Housing Element promotes increased 
density, it would not increase overall citywide population. Therefore, no changes to service ratios were 
expected as a result of the 2009 Housing Element Therefore, the FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing 
Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to the need for new or altered police 
protection facilities. 

Sdwols. The San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) assigns ~chocils based on a lottery system. This 
lottery system ensures that student enrollment ~ distributed to facilities that have sufficient capacity to 

· ~dequately serve the educational needs.of students. Therefore, directing growth to certain areas of the 
City would generally not affect, the school system because students are not assigned to schools based on 
location. The 2009 Housing Element includes policies that promote f~y-sized housing units. Family 
housing could result in the need for new or altered s~ool facilities by accommodating larger households, 
which could result in an increase in the number of families With school-aged children, thereby decreasing 
the excess capacity in the school system. Although, as reported in ihe FEill., the 2009 Housing Element 
would not result in the construction of residential units, all new residential development is 'assessed a 
development fee to address the impacts .of new development on school services. The payment of such 
fees would reduce any impacts of new development on school serv.ices, as provided in Section 65996 of 
the California Government Code. Given that SFUSD was under capacity at the time of the preparation of 
the FEIR,, new development would be asses;>ed _a development fee paid towards school services, an,d the · 
2009 Housing Elements would not _increase overall population growth projected by regional agencies, the 
FEill. concluded that the 2009 Housing Element wouJd have a less-than-significant impact with respect to the 
need for new or altered school facilities. 

LibranJ Facilities. The FEill. determined that the 2009 Housing El~ent would have a less-than-significant 
impact with respect to the need for new or altered library facilities. Its policies could promote changes in 
density or the introduction of residential uses in previously industrial or commercial_ area.s, which could 
result in a need for increased librarj service. How~ver, as reported in the FEill., the San Francisco Public 
Library system does not ;mticipate these facilities reaching capacity, though expanded demand could 
nei::essitate extended public service hours for branch libraries. The 2009 Housing Element contains a 
policy that could reduce such effects by considering the proximity of neighborhood services, including 
libraries, when developing housing. As reported in the FEill., although the 2009 Housing Element would 
not result in the construction of residential units, all new development would be required to comply with 
the mitigation and developer fees. Th~efore, the FEIR concluded that 2009 Housing Element would have 
a less-than-significant impact with respect to the need for new or altered library facilities. 

Public Health Facz1ities. The FE~ conclud.ed that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significrmt 
impact with respect to the need for new or altered facilities. For example,, its policies could resu:1.t in density 
changes or the introduction of residential uses in previously industrial or commercial areas, which could 
result in a need for different types and levels of public health service. The FEill. noted that the 2009 
Housing Element contrins a policy that could reduce such effects by considering the proximity of 
neighborhood services,· including public health facilities, when developing housing. As reported in the 
FEill., the 2009 Hons~ Element would not result in the construction of residential units, and policies that 
call for new housing with adequate services were found to reduce impacts to public health facilities: 
'Furthermore, the proposed 2009 Housing Element would not increase overall population growth 
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projected by regional agencies. Therefore, the FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would have 
a less-than-significant impact with respect to the need for new or altered public health facilities. 

Proposed Project 

As noted above, _the 2014 HouSing Element would continue all of the 2Q09 Housing ElE;ment objectives 
and policies, and most of the :implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas of the City; 
promote increased density standards, promote preservation pf residential buildings, promote eri.ergy­
efficient housing development, and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood 
services and along transit routes. The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific projects, or 
zoning changes, and zoining changes are not required under state law, because the City currently has 
available capacity to meet the RHNA Mor~over, the 2014 Housing Element policies would not directly 
result in increases to population, as residential growth during the Planning Period would occur 
regardless. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continue to provide direction for how new. 
residential development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR did not 
attribute. any difference in environmental impacts to affordabfo housing .as compared to market-rate 
housing. Therefore, a5 concluded in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the continuation of those 
same policies through the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in less-than-significant :impacts · 
with respect to public services. · 

As noted throughout this Addendum, the five policies added to the 2014·Housing Element would not be · 
expected to result in physical impacts that would adversely affect the environment Added policies 5.5, 
5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result in administrative changes to the City's programs that serve low-income, 
homeless, and displaced populations but w:ould not be expected to result :in any physical changes to the 
environment. Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in 
the FEIR Added Policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial 
use through short-term rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it 
encourages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use. 
To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would 
otherwise be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts 
with respect to public services than were identified in the FEIR. This is because those affordable housing 
projects would have the same or similar operational characteristics as market rate housing and would be 
subject to the sam.e policies and regulations related to ho:w public services are provided (i.e., development 
fees, etc.). 

The three new implementation programs also would not be expected to result in physical impacts that 
would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would 
reinforce the status quo related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a density 
bonus program. that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). F~nally, 

Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was 
already assumed as part of the FEIR and wquld not increase environmental impacts due to the similar 
operational characteristics as market-rate housing. : 

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR' s findings 
with respect to :impacts to public services and would not require any new mitigation measures. 
Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new :information ±hat would change the ~EIR' s 
impact findings with respect to public services. 
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Biological Resources 
2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR found that the implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would not have a substantial. adverse 
effect on any ca.ndidate, sensitive, or special-status species, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities, 
federally profected wetlands, or interfere with the movement of species. In general, the 2009 Housing Element 
includes policies that direct growth primarily through community planning processes, but also includes 
policies that direct housing to commercial areas and sites near transit. As reported in the FEIR, directing 
new housing to certafu areas of the City could increase the amount of new housing occurring in those 
areas, thereby potentially resulting in new development potentially requiring tree removal, construction 
on or near wetlands or sensitive habitats or riparian areas, interference with migration, take of special 
status species, application of pesticides and herbicides, construction of tall buildings with glass walls that 
could increase bird strikes and possiblJ-interrupt a migration corridor, and conflict with provisions of an 
adopted J:i.abitat conservation plan. In addition, increases in density could be accomplished by promoting 
development to full height limits in the Downtown area, which the FEIR found could affect bird 
migration. On the other hand, increasing density could accommodate· more of the City's fair share of the 

· RENA in fewer buildings, necessitating less new construction sites and less potential for disturbance or 
interference to biological resources. The FEIR noted that the 2009 Housing Element also contains policies 
that discourage demolition and encourage the maintenance of the City's existing housing s.tock, thereby 
reducing the amount of new housing requrred to meet the City's housing needs and subsequent 
biological resource-related impacts resulting from development at maximum allowable heigh~ and bulk 
limits. 

The FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing would n:ot conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources or conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation pl.an. This is because it does 
not contain any policies that would directly or indirectly conflict with any policies protecting biological 
resources or any adopted habitat conservation plans. New residential development would be required to 
comply with existing regulations and plans, including 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 JPM Ordinance, San Francisco's Urban Forest Plan, and San Francisco's Urban 
Forestry Ordinance. The FEIR also found that development o~ opportunity sites throughout the City 
would not fundamentally conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan (HCP) or natural 
community conservation plan (NCCP) because neither of these exists in the City. Furthermore, as 
reported in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element encourages higher de:risity and infill development in 

already urbanized areas .. Furthermore, it was found to not reSult in conflicts· with plans and policies 
related to the protection of biological resources because it would not directly or indirectly result in 
population growth or new development Based on the above, the FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing 
Element would have no impact with. respect to conflicts with local ·plans or ordinances protecting 
biological resources or with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan. · 

Proposed Project 

As noted above, the 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives 
and policies, and most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas of the Gty, 
promote increased density stalldards, promote preservation of residential buildings,· promote energy­
. efficient housing development, and promote locating housing :ill proximity to job cores, neighborhood 
services and along transit routes. The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific projects, or 
zoning changes, and zoning changes are not required under state law, because the <:;ity currently has 
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available capacity to meet the RHNA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not cfuectly result in. 
increases to population, as residential growth durlng the Planning Period would occur regardless of 
Housing Element policies. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continue to provide direction for 
how new residential deveiopment in the City should occur, with an emphaSis on affordabi;Ii.ty. The FEIR 
did not attribute any difference in environmental impacts to affordable housing as compared to market­
rate housing. Therefore, as concluded iri the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the implementation of 
those. same ,policies through the 2014 Housing El~ent would likewise result in less-than-significant 
impacts with respect to biological resources. 

As. noted throughout this Addendum, the five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be 
expected to result in physical impacts that would adversely affect the environment Added policies 5.5, 
5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result in administrative changes to the City's programs that serve low-income, 
homeless, and displaced populations but would not be expected.to result in any physical changes to the 
environment. Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in 
the FEIR. Added Policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial 
use through short-term rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it 
encourages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing hotl.sing stock and use. 
To the degree that these.additional policies could lead to more affordable housing projects than would 
otherwise be constrµcted, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts 
with respect to biological resources than were identified in the FEIR. This is because those afforqable 
housing projects would not result a substantial physical change compared to the 2009 Housing Element 
and would also be subject to the same policies and regulations mentioned above that protect biological 
resources. 

The three 'new implementation prograrru; also would not be expected to result in physical impacts that 
would adversely affect the environment. Im,plementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would 
reinforce the status quo related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b implements a density 
bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally, 
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was 
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase epvironmental impacts due to the similar 
operational characteristics as market-rate housing. 

·Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR's findings 
with respect to impacts to biological resources and would not require any new mitigation measures. 
Additionally, there are no_ changed circumstances or new information that would change the FEIR' s 
impact findings with respect to biological resources. 

Geology and Soils 
2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR found that the 2009 H?using Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect. to tin 
exposure of people to strong seismic ground shaking and seismic-:related ground failure, including liquefaction, or 
landslides. As reported in ilie FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element contains policies that could potentially 
result in the exposure of people to strong seismic ground shaking and seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction, or lan~lides by increasing density in areas susceptible to these hazards, thereby . 
exposing additionai persons to these hazards. However, as noted in the FEJR, new residential 
construction would be developed in a ·seismically sound manner and would comply wifh building 
regulations for seismic safety that are enforced through the City's interdepartmental review proce.ss. 
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Moreover, the 2009 Housing Element has policies that were determined to reduce this impact: and 
iricrease safety for residents by encouraging seismic upgrades to existing housing and, in general, 
discouraging demolition and :improving .the existing housing supply. This would reduce the amount of 
new housing required to meet the City's housing needs and subsequent seismic hazards .impacts 
resulting from development to maximum allowable height and bulk limits, potentially increasing 
building height and mass. Furthermore, the effect of increasing the number of people exposed to hazards 

,. by promoting increased density is addressed during the permit review process, during which DBI would 
ensure that new buildings meet the standards for the protection of life and safety standards and all new 
i;J.eveloprnent would be required to comply with these specifications. Therefore, the FEIR determined that 
:implementation of :the.2009.Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to 
exposure of people to strong seismic ground shaking and seismic-related ground failure, including · 
liquefaction, or landslides. . · 

The FEIR also found that the 2009 Hous:ir'tg Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to 
substantial soil erosion. or the loss of topsoil. Although some 2009. Housing Element policies were found to· 

result . in impacts related to erosion and the loss of topsoil by promoting housing construction on 
undeveloped sites, the 2009 Housing Element also contains policies that would reduce this impact by 
promoting the maintenance of and discouraging demolition ·of the existing housing stock,= thereby 
avoiding the potential seismic impacts that could occur. As :reported in the FEIR, the preservation of 
existing housing would reduce the pressure for new housing development that could result in in.creased 
soil erosion or loss of topsoil. Furthermore, potential impacts related to develppment on undeveloped 
sites would be offset by mandatory compliance with existing state and local regulations, such as the 
California Building ~ode. 

The FEIR al.po found that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact.with respect to 

the construction of housing on project sites that cauld be subject to on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. As discussed above, the 2009 Housing Element contains policies that 
could promote deyclopment to the maxim.um building envelope, potentially resulting in greater building 
heights by directing growth to certain areas of the City and promoting increased density standards. The 
2009 Housing Element also contains policies that could reduce its effects on the potential for new 
developm~t at maximum allowable height and bulk limits by promoting the maintenance of and 
discouraging demolition of the existing housing stock. The preservation of existing housing was found to 
reduce the pressure for new housing development that could be located ori a geologic unit or soil. that is 
unstable. Moreover, the F~IR found that potential :impacts related to increas~d density would be offset by 
compliance with existing federal, state, and local :regulations. Hencl'!, the implementation of the 2009 
Housing Element was found to have a less-than-significant :impact with respect to the construction of 
housin.g units on project sites that could be subject to in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. 

The FEIR also found that the implementation of the 2009 Housin.g Element would have a less-than­
significant impact with respect to the cons~cti.on of housing on project sites subject to expansive soil, creating 
substantial risks to life or property. As reported in the FEIR, the 2009 Housin.g Element contains policies 
that could promote development to the maximum building envelope, potentially resulting in greater 
building heights by directing growth to certain areas of the City and promoting increased density 
standards. Construction associated with housing could potentially result in :impacts related te:> expansive 
soil because increased density would result in heavier buildings which could increase the weight on soil 
beyond what it has previously experienced. However, as noted in the FEIR, other 2009 Housing .~ement 
policies would offset this effect by promoting the -maintenance of and discouraging demolition· of the 
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existing housing stock, thereby avoiding impacts related to expansive soil. In addition, as discussed in 
fue FEIR, potential impacts related to increased density would be offset by compliance with existing 
'federal, state, and local regulations. DBI, in its permit review process, would ensure that buildings meet 
specifications for fue protection of life and safety. Therefore, the FEIR concluded fuat the 2009 Housing 
Element would have a less-fuan-significant impact with respect to the construction of housing on project 
sites 'subject to expansive soil, creating substantial risks to life or property. . 

Lastly, the FEIR also found that 2009 Housing Element would ha.ve a. less-than-significant impact with respect 
to substantial change to the topography or a.ny unique geologic or physical features on project sites. As discussed 
above, the 2009 Housing Element contains policies fuat could result in impacts related to erosion and the 
loss of topsoil by promoting housing construction on undeveloped sites. However, as reported in the 
FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element also contains policies that could reduce its effects on the potential for 
new development at maximum allowable height and bulk limits by promoting the maintenance of and 
discouraging demolition of fue existing housing stock, fuereby avoiding fue potential seismic impacts 
fuat could be generated. Moreover, the FEIR found that potential impacts related to density would be 
offset through the Planning Department's review of all grading and building permit applications for new 
construction or additions to existing buildings and compliance with the Building Code regulations 
related to grading and excavation activities and project design plans that would be subject to review by 
the City's Planning Department for consistency with policies related to land alteration. Therefore, the 
FEIR concludgd that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to· 
substantial change to the topography or any unique geologic or physical features on project sites. 

Proposed Project 

As noted above, the 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectiv.es 
and policies, and most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certain areas of the City, 
promote increased density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy­
efficient housing development, and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores, n'eighborhood 
services and along transit routes. The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific projects, or 
zoning changes, and zoning changes are not required under state law, because the City currently has 
available capacity to meet the RHNA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not directly result in 
increases to population, as residential growth during fue Planning Period would occur regardless of 
Housing Element policies. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continue to provide direction for 
how new residential development in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR 
did not attribute any difference in environmental impacts to affordable housing as compared to market-' 
rate housing. Therefore, as concluded in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, the implementation of. 
those same policies through the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in less-than-significant 
impacts with respect to geology and soils. 

As noted throughout this Addendum, the five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be 
expected to result in physical impacts that would adversely affect the environment. Added policies 5.5, 
5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result D;t administrative changes to the City's programs that serve low-income, 
homeless, and displaced populations bu~ would not be expected to result in any physical changes to the 
environment. Mmeover, they were pqrt of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in 
the FEIR. Added Policy 26 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial 
use thiough short-term rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it 
encourages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use. 
To ihe degree.that these additional policies could lead to more. affordable.housing projects than would 
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otherwise be constructed, there is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe impacts 
with respect to geology and soils than were identified in the FEIR. ·This is because those affordable 
housing projects would have similar physical characteristics as market rate housing and woUid also be 
subject to the same policies and regulations mentioned above that enSUie safe building construction 
throughout the City. 

. . 
The three new implementation programs also would not be expected to result in physical impacts that 
would adversely affect the environment. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would 
reinforce the status quo related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b in,iplements a density 
bonus program that already exists urider State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally, 
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was 
already assumed as part of the FE.IR and would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar 
operational characteristics as market-rate housing. 

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR's findings 
with respect to impacts to geology and soils and would not require any new mitigation measures. 
Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the FE;IR's 
impact findings with respect to geology and soils. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Elen;i.ent would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to 
violating any ·water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. As reported in, the FE.IR, the 2009 
Housing Element contains policies that_ could result in increases to density, which could result in creation 
of new impervious surfaces resulting· in an increase _in polluted runoif from project sites as well as 
violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. However, the FEIR reported that. 
the 2009 Housing Element also contains policies that discourage demolition and encourage the · 
maintenance of the City's existing housing stock and promote green development, thereby reducing the 
amount of ne.w housing required to meet the City's housing needs - this was found to potentially further 
reduce its effects on the potential for new impervious surfaces resulting man increase in polluted runoff 
from project sites. Furthermore, as reported in the FE.IR, the 2009 Housing Element contains policies 
advocating for green development, which could reduce the effects of new construction on water quality 
standards Md discharge requirements. In addition, future construction would be subject to existing 
regulations, including the SFGBO, the City of San Francisco Construction Site Water Pollution Prevention 
Progr~ (SWPPP), the San Francisco Stormwater 11anagement Plan, and others. B~sed on this, the FEIR 
concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to 
violation of any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 

The FEIR also found tha~. the implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would result in a less-than­
significa.nt impact with respect to substantially depleting groundwater supplies or interfering substantially with · 
groundwater recharge. Although construction of new housing in certain areas was found to have the 
potential to result in the need for dewatering' during construction or an increase in the amount of 
impervious surface interfering with grqundwater recharge, the 2009 Housing Element contains policies 
that were found to potentially reduce this impact by discouraging the creation of large impervious 
surfaces. Additionally, new construction would be required to comply with SFGBO requirements for 
stormwater treatment and infiltration and well as other applicable regulations mentioned above, 
potentially increasing groundwater recharge. Therefore, the FEIR- concluded that the 2009 Housing 
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Element would have a less-fuan.-significant impact with respect to substantially depleting groundwater 
supplies or interfering substantially with groundwater recharge. 

'The FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to 
alteration of existing drainage on project sites that could lead to erosion or satation or increase the rate of suiface 
runoff in a manner that could result in flooding. 'The 2009 Housing Element includes policies that promote 
new residential construction to meet the RHNA and site grading required to accommodate such 
construction could alter drainage patterns on individual project' sites. However, as reported in the FEIR, 
the 2009 Housing Element contains numerous policies that promote the preservation of existing housing 
units, potentially resulting in few constrµ.ction activities that could alter drainage patterns on project sites. 
'The 2009 Housing Element also contains policies discouraging the' creation of large impervious surfaces, 
encouraging the use of non--po:int source control devices to reQ.uce and filter runoff from project sites, and 
promote infiltration of stormwater on the project site, thereby reducing runoff. The FEIR reported that 
new development would be required to comply with existing regulations that would require erosion 
control measures and stormwater treatment requirements pursuant to the SFGBO. Based on this, the FEIR 
concluded this impact to be less than significant. 

'The FEIR also deterrrrined that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with. 
respect io an increase in the rate of surface runoff in a manner that could exceed the capacihJ of stormwater drainage 
systems or result in substantial sources of polluted runoff. As reported in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element 
contains policies that pr'!mote new housing construction to meet the RENA, which could result' in fue 
increase of impervious surfaces on projects that could increase runoff, potentially exceeding the capacity 
of stormwater drainage systems. However, it also contain policies that could reduce potential effects 
related to stormwater runoff by discouraging demolition, potentially resulting in less construction of new 
impervious surfaces on project. sites. Any future ~velopment would be subject to existing regulations 
regarding stormwater runoff, including SFGBO and SWPPP requirements. Based on. this, the. FEIR · 
concluded this impact to be less than significant. 

Tue FEIR also found that implementation.of the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant 
impact with respect to the placement of housing within a flood haz.ard zone. As reported in the FEIR, the 
placement of housing in certain areas throughout the Gty, fucluding Candlestick, Treasure rsland, 
Mission Bay, and Hunters Point Slripyard, would result in the exposure of an increased number. of people 
to 'flood hazards. Flood risk assessment .and some flood .protection projects are conducted by federal 
agencies :including FEMA and ACE. 'The flood management agencies and cities implement the NFIP 
under the jurlsdiction of FEMA and its_ Flood Insurance Administration. At the time of the preparation of 
the ·FEIR, San Francisco did not participate in the NFIP, although interim FIRMs were being prepared for 
the City, which identify areas that are subject to inundation during a flood having a 1 percent chance of 
occurrence in a given year (also known as a "bas~ flood" or "100-year flood"). FEMA has tentatively 
identified special flood hazard area (SFHAs) along the City's shoreline in and along the San Francisco Bay 
consisting of Zone A (in areas subject to inundation by tidal surge) and Zone V (areas of coastal flooding 
subject to wave hii.zards). On June 10, 2008, legislation was introduced at the San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors to enact a floodplain management ordinance to .govern new construction and substantial 
improvements in flood prone areas of San Francisco, and to authorize the Cit:y'.s participation in NFJP 
upon passage of the ordillance. Specifically, the p:roposed floodplain management ordinance includes a 
requirement that any new construction or substantial improvement of structures in a desi~ted flood 
zone must meet the flood damage minimization requirements in the ordinance. The·FEIR noted that, once 
the Bo.ard of SuperVisors adopts the Floodplain Management Ordinance, the Department of Public Works 

·will publish flood maps for the City, and 'applicable City departments and agencies may begin 
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implementation for new construction and substantial improvements in areas shown on the Interim 
Floodplain Map. · 

The FEIR reported that the 2009 Housing Element contain policies that encourage the construction of new 
housing, some of which could be constructed within a 100-year flood. hazard area as mapped on a FEMA 
Flood Hazard Boundary or FIRM or other authoritative flood hazard delineation map. The placement of 
housing in these area,s could result in the exposure of an increased number of people to flood hazards. 
Hmyever, as reported in the FEIR, new construction within flood prone areas identified by the SFPUC 
would be required to undergo a review ·process to avoid .flooding problems caused by the relative 
elevation of a structure to the hydraulic grade line in the sewers. Moreover, future development would be 

. subjei:t to its own environmental review to consider elements such as placing.housing in areas ~sceptible 
to floods. This process involves coordination between Planning Department, SFPUC, DBI, OCII, and 
other agencies (such as Port of San Francisco) as needed. Fuhrre residential. development would be 
subject to review for location in a flood zone, which could include the following actions: a detailed 
computerized flood. hazard analysis in accordance with current standards set forth by FEMA, · 
requirements for inclusion of appropriate flood plain management measures incorporated into the 
location and design of new buildings that are within a flood zone (such as pump stations, raised 
entryways, and/or special sidewalk construction and the provision of deep gutters), and any other 
appropriate mitigation measures made by a qualified civil engineer or hydr.ologist. Base.d on this, the 
F?IR concluded that this impact would be less than significant. 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to . 
placement of housing or significant risk of loss, injunj or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of 
the failure of a dam or levee. As discussed in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element contain' policies that 
encourage the constructi.dn of new housing, some of which could be loc;ated near an existing · 

. aboveground reservoir, resulting in the ex:posiu'e of an increased number of people to flood hazards. 
However, it also contain policies that could reduce potential effects related to flooding due to dam or 
levee failure by discouraging demolition, potentially reducing the amount of new construction required 
to meet the Gty' s housing demand, which could reduce housing construction near aboveground 
reservoirs and tanks. Moreover, as reported in the FEIR, new housing construction would be subject to 
project-level environmental review that considers existing site conditions and the potential of the project 
to expose people to flooding from dam or levee failure. 'Through this process, this FEIR concluded that 
the ;impact associated with the 2009 Housing Element would be less than significant. 

Lastly, the FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-sfgnificant impact with respect 
. to the canstntdion of housing in areas· that are potentially subject to risk of tsunami, seiche, or mudflows. As 
reported in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element promotes density for affordable housing projects and 
promotes increased density as a strategy to be pursued through the community planning process. 
Promoting increased density could place more people near open water, near bodies of water, or near 
steep slopes in the City and could result in significant risk of loss, injury or death involving inundation by 
seiche, tsunami, or mud.flow. How~ver, as discussed in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element also contain 
policies that could reduce potential effects related to flooding due to dam or levee failure l;Jy discouraging 
demolition, pi;itentially reducing the amount of new construction required to meet the O.ty' s housing 
demand. Therefore, fewer housing units could be constructed with the potential to be inundated. Further, 
the FEIR reported that new development would be required to comply with existing regulations, 
including DBI approval of the final plans for any specific development. Hence, this impact was · 

determined to be less ~an significant 
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Proposed Project 

AB noted above, fue 2014 Housing Element would.continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives 
and policies, and most of the implementation measures which direct growth to certafil areas of the City, 
promote :increased density standards, promote preservation of residential buildings, promote energy­
efficient hous:ing development, and promote locating housing in proximity to job cores, neighborhood 
services and along transit routes. The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific projects, or 
zoning changes, and zoning changes arenot required under state law, because the City c:Urrently has 
available capacity to meet the RHNA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would not directly result in 
:increases to population, as residential growth during the Planning Period would occur regardless of 
Housing Element policies. The 2014 Housing Element would :instead continue to provide direction for 
how new residential development :in the City should occur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR 
did not attribute any difference :in environmental impacts to affordable housing as compared to market­
rate hous:ing. Therefore, as concluded :in the FEIR for the 2009 Hous:ing Element, the implementation of 
those same policies through flie 2014 Housing Element would likewise result in less-than-significant 
impacts with respect to hydrology and water quality. 

As noted throughout this Addendum, the five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be 
expected to result-in physical impacts that would adversely affect the environment. Added policies 5.5, 
5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result :in adm:inisJ:rative changes to the City's programs that serve low-ineome, 
homeless,· and displaced populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to the 
environment. Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously considered in 
the FEIR. Added Policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial 
use through short-term rentals. This policy would also not result in any environmental impacts, since it 
encourages the continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use. 
To the degree that these additional polici~s could lead to more affordable housing projects than would 
otherwise be constructed, there is no evidence that .such projects would result :in more severe impacts 
with respect to hydrology and water quality than were identified in the FElR. This is because those 
affordable housing projects wpuld have similar operational characteristics as market rate housing and 
would be subject to the same policies and regulations mentioned above that ensure that water quality­
and flooding-related impacts are nrin:imized. 

The three new implementation programs also would not be expected to result :in physical impacts .that 
wo?1d adversely affect the environment Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would 
reinforce the status quo related to existing housing .. Implementation Program 38b implements a density 
bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally, 
Implementation Program 64 promotes affordable housing; ail noted above affordable housir].g was 
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not :increase. environmental :impacts due to the similar 
operational characteristics as market-rate housing and would be subject to the same regulations that 
ensure that water_ quality- and floo~g-related impacts are nrinirrtlzed. . 

Based on the forego:ing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of :the FEIR's findings 
with respect to impacts to hydrology aild water quality and would not require any new mitigation 
measures. Additionally, there are no ?:tanged circumstances or new information that would change the 
FEIR' s impact findings with respect to hydrology and water quality. 

. . 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials· 
2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR. determined that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less~than-significant impact with respect to 
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. As reported in the FEIR; transport and storage of 
the types of potentially hazardous materials associated with residential uses (solvents~ paint, batteries, 
fertilizers, and petroleum products) would not p9se a significant h~?Xd to the public or the environment 
because there are established programs that regulate their disposal Moreover, the San Francisco 
Department of the Environment conducts education and outreach for proper disposal of household toxics 
such as through the Toxics Reduction Program. Hazardous materials transport may also b~ asso~ted 
with new construction due to the required transport of certain building materials to construction sites or 
redevelopment of sites containing hazardous materials. However, as reported in the FEIR, fue 
implementation of the 2009 Housing Element was not assumed to directly result in construction activities. 
While increases in density promoted by fue 2009 Housing Element may result in a localized increase in 
housing construction, thereby increasing the risk associated with fue transport, use, and disposal of 
haiardous ma,terials encountered during construction,. the 2009 Housing Element contains policies that 
promote the preservation of existing housing units, reducing the need for replacement housing, 
potentially reducing such risks. Thus, the FEIR concluded that this impact would be less than significant. 

The FEIR also determined that impl~entation of the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than.­
significant impact with respect to upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment. As reported in the FEIR., new hollsing could result in impacts related to upset and accident 
conditions because future residential units could be located within potentially hazardous areas, the 
construction or operation of which could involve the release of hazardous materials into the environment 
(such materials include lead, asbestos, and other contaminants that may be present in' soil and 
groundwater). Additional residential uses could also increase the amount of household hazardous 
materials stored and used within the City and could therefore increase the risk of onsite upset and 
accident conditions. However, as reported in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element would not result in fue 
consfruction of residential units, and all new development would be required to comply with all 
applicable federal, state, and local regulations concerning hazardous materials. These .include Article 22A 
of the Health Code, CaVOSHA regulations, ·sFDPI:I UST removal and site cleanup requirements, Hazard 
Jy.litigation Plan, and others. Based on these, the FEIR. concluded. fuat the 2009 Housing Element would 
have a less-than-significant impact with respect to upset and accident conditions involving fue release of 
hazardous materials into fue environment. 

The FEIR also concluded that the 2009 H~using Element would have a less-than-significant impact with 
respect to hazardous emissions or the ·handling of hazardous materials within one-quarter mile from an. existing or 
proposed school. This determination was based on the fact th.at it does not contain ·any policies that would 
directly contribute to fue emission of hazarc!-ous substances near schools and because all new 
development would be required to comply with all applicable federal, state, and .focal regulation~. 

The FEIR also determined that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with 
respect to ·directing h.ousing to hazardous materials sites as compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5. Althouih the FEIR noted that future housing could be sited in formerly commercial or industrial 
areas and on Brownfield or :infill development sites, restrictions are already imposed on such sites, and 
any such development w:ould be subject to remediation and cleanup under DTSC, SFRWQCB and other 
applicable federal, state and local regulations. This would result in less-than-significant impacts followin.g 
required remediation. 

Case No. 2014.1327 
46 

.666 

Addendum ta Environmental. Impact Report 
2014 Hausmg Element January 22, 2015 



The FEIR also concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant impact with 
respect to interference with an adopted emergf!l1Clj response plan or emergenCIJ evacuation plan. As reported, the 
2009 Housing Element includes policies th.at could direct growth to certain areas of the City and promote 
density in specific areas, which could potentially result :in localized increased congestion in high density 
areas of the Gty ~d along commerdal corridors, the downtown and extended downtown, which could 
result :in interference with emergency access. However, the 2009 Housing Element would not directly 
result jn the construction of residential units and all new development would be required to comply with 
all applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Therefore, the FEIR concluded th.at this :impact would 
be less than significant. · 

Lastly, the FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Elem~t would have a less-than-significant impact with 
respect to the exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injunj, or death involving fires, since 
fumre construction would be subject to the provisions of the San Francisco Build:ing Code an¢l Fire Code 
and would be subject to SFFD and DBI review. 

Proposed Project 

The- 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the 2009 Housing Element objectives and policies, and 
most of the linplementation·measures which direct growth to certain areas of the City, promote increased 
density standards, promote preservation of residential buildlltgs, promote energy-efficient housing 
development, and promote locating housing :in proximity to job cores, neighborhood services and along 
transit routes. The 2014 Housing Element does not propose any specific projects, or zoning changes, and 
zoping changes are not required under state law, because the City currently has av~ble capacity to 

· meet the RHNA. Moreover, the 2014 Housing Element would ·not directly result in increases to 
population, as residential growfl:t durin& the Planning Period would occur regardless of Housing Element 
policies. The 2014 Housing Element would instead continue to provide direction for how new residential 
development in the Gty should Dccur, with an emphasis on affordability. The FEIR did not attribute any · 
difference in envp:onmental :impacts to affordflble housing as compared to market-rate housing. 
TI1erefore, as concluded :in the FEIR for the 20~9 Housing Element, the continuation of those same 
policies through the 2014 Housing Element would likewise result iit less-than-significant :impacts with 
respect to hazards and hazardous materials. 

As noted through~ut this Addendum, tfie five policies added to the 2014 Housing Element would not be 
expected to result :ip_ physical :impacfs that would adversely affect the environment. Added policies 5.5, 
5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 would result :in administrative changes to the City's programs that serve low-income, 
homeless, and displaced populations but would not be expected to result in any physical changes to tJ::e 
environment Moreover, they were part of the 2004 Housing Element and were previously° considered :in 

the FEIR. Added ;policy 2.6 would ensure that housing supply is not converted to de factor commercial 
use through short-term rentals. This policy would also not result in any env:i:ronmootal impacts, since it 
·encourages' fue continuation of the status quo with respect to maintaining existing housing stock and use. 
To the degree that these additional policies could lead to more affordable ho~ing projects than would 
otherwise be constructed, there-is no evidence that such projects would result in more severe linpacts 
with ;respect to hazards and hazardous materlaJB than were identified in the FEIR This is because those 
affordable housing projects would be subject to the same regulations concern:ing hazards and hazardous 
materials as market-rate housing .. 

The three new :implementation programs also would not- be expected to result in physical :impacts that 
would adversely affect the enviromnent. Implementation Program 19 supports Policy 2.6, which would 
reinforce the status quo related to existing housing. Implementation Program 38b linplements a density 
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bonus program that already exists under State law (Government Code Section 65915). Finally, 
Implementation Progra;m 64 promotes affordable housing; as noted above affordable housing was 
already assumed as part of the FEIR and would not increase environmental impacts due to the similar 
operational characteristics as market-rate housing and would be subject to the same regulations 
concerning hazards and hazardous materials as market-rate housing. 

Based on. the foregomg, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR's findll:gs 
with respect to Im.pacts to hazards and hazardous materials and would not require any new mitigation 
measures. Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the 
FEJR' s impact Bndffigs with respect to hazards and hazardous materials. 

Mineral and Energy Resources 
2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR found that the implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would result in a less-than-significant 
impact related to the less of avaz1abz1ity of a known mineral resource or the loss of availability of a locally important 
mineral resource recoven; site. 11ris is because San Francisco 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. 

The FEIR. also found that the· implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-tha.n­
significant impact with respect to the use of large amounts of Juel, water, or energi;. The 2009 Housing Element 
contains policies that could reduce the amount of energy used by residential uses by promoting increased 
density, by directing growth to certain areas of the City, and by encouraging or requiring energy efficient 
features in housing. Increased density standards could result in more units within a given building 
envelope, which could be partially achieved by the construction of multi-family housing, which uses less 
fuel, water, and energy than single-family housing. The FEIR also found that directing new housing to 
certain areas of the City could reduce the City's overall vehicle miles traveled and subsequent fuel use by 
placing residents closer to jobs and transit Moreo:ver, the 2009 Housing Element also has policies that 
discourage demolition and encourage the maintenance, of the City's existing housing stock and use, 
which could reduce the amount of new housing required to meet the City's housing needs and 
subsequently, fuel-, water-, and energy needs associated with demolition and new construction. Thus 
overall, the FEIR. found that the 2009 Housing Element would actually reduce the need to fuel, water, and 
energy and ~s impact was found to be lt;ss than significant 

Proposed Project 

The City is not a designated area of significant mineral deposits and no area within the City is designated 
as a locally-:iID.portant m!neral resource recovery site. For this reason, the 2014 Housing Element would 
result in ~o impact related to the loss of availability of a known mineral ~esource or the loss of availabHity 
of a locally important mineral resource recovery site. 

The 2014 Housing Element would continue all of the policies in the 2009 Housing Element As noted 
throughout this Addendum,, the five policies and three new implementation programs. that were added 
to the 2014 Housing Element would not be expected to resUlt in physical impacts that would adversely 
affect the environment All ~ut one of these policies w~uld result in administrative changes to the City's 
program that serve the low-income, homeless, and displaced populations put would not be expected to 
resu1t in any discernable changes to the City's built environment. Added Policy 2.6, which seeks to 
"discourage conversion of housing supply to de facto cominercial use through short-term rentals," would 
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address the housing tenure and ownership structure to protect the permanent housing stock from de 
facto conyersion to short-term rentals. This policy would also not be expected to result in any physical 
implications on the environment Moreover, Policies 5.5, 5.6, 6.3, and 6.4 were part of the 2004 Housing 
Element and were previou.Sly considered in the FEIR 

Based on the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR's findings 
with 'respect to mineral and energy resomces impacts and would not require any new mitigation 
measmes. Additionally, there are no changed circumstances or new information that would change the 
FEIR' s.rrrineral and en~rgy resources impact findings. 

Agricultural and Forest Resources 
2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR found that the 2009 Housing Element would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural. use. 
The FEIR found that implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would not include any changes to the · 
City's zoning or height ~d bulk districts and, as such, the 2009 Housing Element would not conflict with 
existing zoning for urban agricultural uses. Therefore, the FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element 
would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to conflict with existing zoning for agricul~al 
use. 

Proposed Project 

The 2014 Housing Element would carry forward most of the policies and implementation programs 
included in the 2009 Housing Element and thus would not result in any physical changes that would alter 
the impact conclusions of the FEIR. The five additional policies that were added to the·20;14 Housing 
Element would not be expected to r~sult in physical impacts that would adversely affect the 
environment, would be administrative in nature, and would not be expected to change the conclusions 
reached in the FEIR Moreover, Policies 5.5, 5.6, 6.3~ and 6.4 we~e part of the 2004 Housing Element and 
were previously considered in the FEIR. 

Based on the foregoing, fue 2014 Housing Element would not change or alter any of the FEIR' s findings 
with respect to impacts· concerning agricultural and forest resources and wocld not require any new 
mitigation measmes. Additionally, there are no changed cixcumstantes or i::i.ew information that would 
change the FEIR' s impact finclings concernin$ agricultural and forest resources.· 

MITIGATION.MEASURES 
The FEIR identified the mitigation measme below to mitigate the potentially significant impact related to 
interior and exterior noise. This measure was included as pru:f of the 2009 Housing Element, as adopted, 
as Implementation Measures 17 and 18, and are continued.as Implementation Measures in the 2014 
Housing Element · 

·Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Interior and Exterior N~ise 
For new residential development located along streets with noise levels above 75 dBA Ldn, as shown in 
Figure V.G-3 of the 2009 Housing Element, the Planning Department shall reqUire the following: 

1. The Plamring Department shall require the preparation of an analysis that includes, at a 
minim.~, a site survey to identify potential no~e-generating uses within two blocks of the 
project site, and including at least one 24-hour noise measurement (with maximum noise level 
readings taken at least every 15 minutes), prior to completion of the environmental review. The 
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analysis shall deinonsfrate with reasonable certainty that Title 24 sfandard,s, where applicable, 
·ca.n. be met, .and that there are no p~cula;r ciraunstance_s about the propcsed project site that 
appear to warrant heightened c::oncern about noise level$ in~ vicinity. Should suc;h l'.:<mce.ms he 
present,. the Department may reqUire the completion of'!- detailed noise assesstttent by persqn(s) 
qualified in aceustical analysis and/or engi,tteerfng prior to the .ffrst pt oject app.i;oval i11::tion, m 
Qtde:r to- demonstrate that acceptable i.rtterior noise levels consistent with those in the Title 24 
standards can be attahi.edi and 

2. To minimize effects on development in noiSy areas, fut new residential USes, fue PlCJl'lning 
Department shalt, through its buildi,ng- pennit review process, m conjunction with noise analysis 
required above,. require that open space required under the Planning Code for such "Uses he 
protected, to the mrud.ntinn feasj):>le ex.tent, from ~xisting ambient noise levels that <;0uld .prove 
~oylng or disruptive to users of the open space. Implementation of this measure could involve,. 
among other things, site design l:hat'Uses the building itself to shleld on-site open space :6:orn ihe 
gteatest noise so1m~es, construction of noise barriers between noise soutces and open. space, and 
appropriate use of both common and private open space m mult:i-fa:oill;y dwelling$, and 
implementation would ~ be undertal<ert oonsistentwith other principles of urban design. 

CONCLIJSION 
r do hereby certify fh<tt the abo9'e determination: has been made sitant to State and Local requirements. 

Sa:rah B. f ones, En · ental Review Officer 
for John Rilhaim,. Director. of Planning: 
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APPENDIX- Updated and Deleted 2014 Housing Element Implementation Progrc1ms 

·(Compared to 2009 Housing Element) 

TABLEA-1 
Updated 2009 Housing filement Implementation Programs to 

Continue in the 2014 Housing filement 

··:):.1:~:t:;;.g,t.~~1e~t~~~t~~:a~f;~~::~:~~l-~; .. t:,{~;Y.t:~!~~~~~~t0fi~~~~t{JE!@r~f~~~~,~~~~~~,'.i;/. 
Imple;mentation Program 15: Planning This would continue an existing and ongoing consliltation 
continues to consult . San Francisco process between Planning p.epartrnent and SFDPH that is 
Department of Public Health (SFDPH) on administrative 1n nature and would pot be eX:pected to 
:the Sustainable Communities Index for result in physical changes on the environment 
large.planning·processes that include larges 
changes in fufrastructure. Recent examples 
include the Western SoMa Community Plan 
and Healili Services Master Pian. . 

Implem~ntation Program 32: Mayor's 
Office of Housing (MOH) shall continue to 
implement the Small Site Acquisition and 
Rehabilitation Program . which formally 
launched ip. July 2014 using mclusionary m­
lieu fees and oilier public funds, to enable 
non-profits to acquire existing rental 
properties under 25 units for long-t~rm 
affordability. The City will explore 
.additional funding sources to expand the 
·program to scale, as well as oilier methods 
of support, such as 'low-interest rate 
financing and in-kind tedmical assistance 
for small site acquisition and property 
management 

Implementation Program 33: MOH shall 
continue funding ilie acquisition and 
rehabilitation of landmark and historic 
buildings for use as'flifordable housing. 

Implementation Program 36: Planning 
should sttidy fue relationship between unit 
sizes and household size and types, . 
including evaluation of units built as a 
result unit mix requirements in recently 
adopted community p1ans. This study 
should also evaluate older housing stock. 
Outcomes shall inform future policies and 
reg;ulations related to minimum unit and 
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This would continue an existing and ongoing program. 
lead by MOH that is adn:rinistrative in nature and would 
not be expecl:ed to result 1n physical changes on ilie 
environment 

This would continue an existing and ongoing program 
lead by MOH with support by ocrr that is administrative 
in nature (with a focus on funding) and would not ·be 
·expected to result 1n physical changes on the environment. 

·This would continue an existing :implementation program, 
which is administrative 1n natl;rre and would not be 
expected to result 1n physical changes on the environment 
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bedroom sizes for both affordable housing 
and market-rq.te housing to accommodate 
larger households and/or families :in San 
Francisco. 

Implementation Program 39: nrnning ha~ Titls ord:inance was heard at the Plann:ing Commission :in 
developed a legislative ordinance that will November 2014 and is awaiting _adoption by the Board of 
enable persons with disabilities who require Supervisors. This ord:inance wa;; a subject of a separate 
reaso;i:iable accommodation as exceptions to. environmen±al review process (Planning Deparbnent Case . 
the City's Planning Code to bypass the No. 2014.0156E). The finalized CEQA exemption for this 
currently required variance process, and to legislation. documents why there is no potential for a 
access a streamlined procedure permitting significant impact on the environment. 
special structures or appurtenances such as 
access ramps of lifts and other non-physical " 
accommodations and will be implemented 
:in Winter of 2015. 

Implementation Program 40: Planning will This Planning Code revision has been completed. The 
amend the San Francisco Plamring Code to project was determined to be "not a project" for the 
identify · the appropriate districts, purposes of CEQA. Hence, it was detern:\ined to not result 
development standards, and management :in physical changes on the environment. 
practices for as of right emergency shelters, 
per Government code section 65583(a), 
which requires the City to identify at least 
one zoning district where emergency 
shelters are ·allowed as of right. Emergency 

·shelters will only be subject to the same 
development and management standards 
that apply to other uses within the 
identified zone. The City will amend and 
aim to locate zoning for by-right shelters 
close to neighborhood amenities and 
support services, which are generally found 
:in the City's · Cmnmercial (C) and 
Neighborhood Commercial (NC) districts~ 

and which, per Appendix D-3, include a 
significant amount of housing opportunity 
sites . 

. Implementation Program 42: MOH shall 
encourage economic integration by locating 
new affordable and assisted hous:ing 
opportunities outside concentrated low­
income areas wherever possible, and by 
encouraging mixed-income development 
such as for-profit/non-profit partnerships. 
MOH shall regularly provide maps and 
statistics to the Planning Commission on the 
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This is part of the MOH Annual Report that is presented 
to Planning Commission on an annual basis (under 
existing conditions) and would not be expected to result in 
physical changes on the environment. 
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distribution of projects. This information 
shall be included :in the annual Housing 
Inventory. 

Implementation Program 43: Planning and This would continue an existing and ongoing program 
MOH shall continue to implement and that is administrative :in nature and would not be expected 
update the Citywide Inclusionary Housing to result in physical changes on the environment. 
Program, which promotes the inclusion of 
permanently affordable units in housing 
developments· of 10 or more units. The· City 
shall evaluate the effectiveness of this 
program in~ucling: on-site, off-site, in-lieu · 
fees, an:d land dedication options, and 
develop modifications to enhance the 
delivery of affordable housing units and 
mixed-income development :in San 
Francisc9 neighborhoods through this 
program. 

Implementation Program 45: "The Mayor's. The website discussed ·:in this Implementation Program 
Office on Housing shall work wifli. San 
Francisco Housing Authority (SFHA), 
Human Services Agency (HSA), DPJI, and 
nonprofit and private housing providers to 
·develop a website pr~viding information on 
affordable housing opportunities within the 
City, including Biv!Rs, providing specific 
information about the availability of units 
and related registration processes, and 
applications. 

Implementation Program 49: The City 
should continue to evaluate the 
effectivene~s of existing programs to 
discourage displacement and to provide 
evicted tenants with sufficient relocation 
accommodations. Relocation services 
including counseling, locating replacement 
housing, and moving expenses should be 
provided to match the. needs of displaced 
·tenants. The City and the Board of 
Supervisors should continue to pursue 
necessary legislative modifications at local 
and State levels to nrin:imize the adverse 
effects of evictions on tenants. 

has been completed (http:Usf­
moh.org/index.aspx?page=130) and would not be 
expected to result in physical changes on the environment 

T1iis would continue an existing and ongoing evaluation 
of the effectiveness of existing programs related to 
discouraging displacement and proVisions -of relocation 
accommodations. This program is administrative in nature 
and would not be. expected to result in physical changes · 
on the environment 

Implementation Program 54: The 'This would continue an existing and ongoing program 
Deparbnent of Public Health, the Human that is administrative :in nature and would not be expected 
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Services Agency; the Mayor's Office of to re.sult in physical changes on the environment. 
Community Development; the Department 
on the Status of W mp.en; the Department of 
Children, Youth and .Their Families; the 
Mayor's Office of Housing continue to 
implement the 10 year plan to end the 
"Continuum of Care Five-Year Strategic 
Plan of San Francisco." The Gty has also 
created a new Mayoral office, the Housing, 
Opportunity, Partnerships and Engagement 
(HOPE), which . find ways · to improve 
outcomes for individuals in all forms of city 
spo?Sored housing, including shelters, 
supportive, public and affordable housing. 

Implementation. Program 55: The San 1his would continue an existing and ongoing program 
Francisco Local Homeless Coordinating lead by LHCB that is administrative in nature and would 
Board (LHCB) will continue to work with nqt be expected to re5'.111t in physical changes on the 
the Mayot s Office of Housing, the Human environment 
Service Agency and the Department of 
Public Health to maintain and expand 
housing solutions to homelessness by 
focusing on new housing, and coordinated 
assessment to place the ·.longest . term 

homeless peopl~ in service enriched 
housing. The "10 Year Plan to End Chronic 
Homelessness" opened 3,000 new units. 

Implementation Program 58: The PlanrID:1-g This Planning Code revision has been completed and this 
Department will ensure that transitional- "implementation measure would not be expected to result 
and supportive housing is a residential use in physical changes on the environment 
through code and/or policy changes. 

Implementation Program 60: The Office of 1his implementation measure continues an existing 
Community fuvestment and Infrastructure requirement for OCil to fund and otherwise facilitate the 
("OCil"), as the successor to the San construction of thousands of affordable housing units and 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency, will would not be expected to result in physical changes on the 
contribute to the development of environment. 
permanently affordable housing by 
fulfilling its enforceable obligations which 
require ocn to fund and otherwise facilitate 
the· construction of thousands of affordable 
housing units. ocn will maximize its 
contribution by continuing to leverage tax 
increment funding with outside funding 
sources wherever possible to ensure timely 
delivery of affordable units pursuant to 
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those enfo:tceable obligations. 

Implementation Program 62: MOH, .and 
SFHA 'will continue efforts to provide 
financial support to nonprofit and other 
developers of affordable housing, through 
CDBG and other £uncling sources. 

This would continue an existing and ongoing effort lead 
by MOH and SFHA that is administrative :in nature 
(related to funding) and would not be expected to result in 
physical changes on the environment. 

Implementation Program 63: The Citf.s 
housing agencies shall keep apprised of 
federal and state affordable housing funds 
and other grant opportunities to fund 
affordable housing for the City of San 
Francisco, and shall work with federal 
Representatives to keep the abreast of the 
specifics of the housing crisis in San 
Francisco. MOH, MOCD and other agencies 
shall continue to use such funds for 
affordable housing. 

This . would continue an existing coordination effort 
between the City's housing agencies to share information 
and stay. updated ori affordable housing funding and 
grant opportunities. It is administrative in nature and 
would not be expected to result in physical changes on the 

Implementation Program 70: The City shall 
continue to implement the Housing Trust 
Fund. The San Francisco Housing Trust 
Fund was a ballet-initiative measure that 
was passed in November of 2012. The 
Housing Trust Fund begins in year one with 
a general fund revenue transfer of $20 
million and increases to $50 million over 
time. The Housing Trust Fund will capture 
revenue from former Redevelopment 
Agency Tax Increment funds (ari example of 
what is being referred to as "boomerang" ' 
funds in post-redevelopment California), a 
small portion of the Hotel Tax which has · 
been appropriated ye~ly for affordable 
housing, plus an additional $13 million in 
new General Fund revenue from an increase 
in business license fees. The consensus 
bus:iness tax reform measure, Proposition E, 
which also passed on the November ballot, 
will generate $28.5 million in the .first year­
$13 million of which will go to fund 
affordable and workforce housing. It is 
estimated that $1.5 billion will be invested 
in affordable housing. In addition to the 
Housing Trust fund, City Agencies and 
ofuer institutions will continue to work on 
additional funding sources for affordable 
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housing in accordance with the Proposition 
K Affordable Housing Goals ballot-Wtiative 
meaSJB:e. 

Implementation Program 76: MOH and Tiris would continue an existing and ongoing program 
MOCD shall c~:mtinue monitoring of all "at lead by MOH and MOCD that is adrrrinistrative in nature 
risk" or potentially at risk subsidized and would not be expected to result in physical changes 
rif:fordable housing units, to protect and on the environment. 
preserve federally subsidized housing'. 

Implementation Program 78: MOH shafl This would continue an existing and ongoing program 
continue to ·lead a citywide effort, in lead by MOH and SFHA that is adrrrinistrative in nature 
partnership with SFHA and other Gty and would not be expected to result in physical changes 
agencies to prioritize and facilitate the on the environment. 
preservation and redevelopment of the 
City's distressed public housing according 
to the recommendations of the HOPE SF 
task force. 

Implementation Pr~gram 80: Planning shall Tiris would continue an existing and ongoing Planning 
continue to :implement a Preliminary Project Department procedure whereby project sponsors receiv.e 
Assessment phase to provide project preliminary feedback from multiple Planning Department 
sponsors with early feedback on the divisions regarding their projects. It is admi:oistrative in 
proposed project, identify issues that will nature and would not be expected to result in physical 
may overlap among the . various . changes on the environment. 
departments, and increase the speed at 
which the project can move through all Gty 
review and approval processes. 

Implementation Program 83: Planning shall 
continue to :implement tools and processes 
that streamline CEQA compliance, thereby 
reducing the time required for production 
of environmental documents and CEQA 
processes. In addition to contracting with 
previously established pools of .qualified 
consultants to produce necessary technical 
~tudies (e.g., transportation) and 
environmental documents (e.g., EIRs), 
Planning will continue to :implement 
streamlined prbcesses where appropriate, 
including but not limited to: Community 
Plan Exemptions that tier from previously 
certified Community Plan EIR' s; participate 
in the preparation of Preliminary Project 
Assessments that outline the anticipated 
requirements for CEQA compliance, 
including necessarv technical studies; and 
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implement recent and pending updates to 
the CEQA Guidelines that provide 
mechanisms for streamlining the 
environmental assessment of :infill 
development projects. 

Implementation Program 89: Planning This would continue an existing and ongoing Planning 
Department staff shall continue to develop a Department procedure that is administrative in nature 
process for Neighborhood Design Guideline and would not be expected to result in physical changes 
review and approval ID.eluding developmg on the 'environment. 
next steps for public dissemination. 

Implementation Program 91: The Planning )bis reflects the completion of an update to the 
Department has a completed draft of the Preservation Element of the General Plan. As noted, the 
Preservation Element and the final Preservation Element will be subject to a separate 
docmnent · will undergo Environmental environmental review process. However, _it is expected 
Review in 2015. that the overarching goals and objectives of · the 

Preservation Element related to housing will be aligned 
with those articulated in the 2014 Housing Element 
concerning preservation issues since it is intended to 
encourage and promote preservation and building 
retention. Thus, it would not have a significant impact on 
the environment 

Implementation Program 94: The Planning This would continue an existing and ongoing Planning. 
Department's "Implementation Group"' Department procedure that is administrative ID. nature 
shall continue to manage the and wou1d not be expec;ted to result in physical changes 
implementation of planned growth areas on the environment. 
after Plan adoption, including programming 
impact fee revenues and coordinating with 
other City agencies to ensure that needed 
ID.frastructure improvements are built. 

Implementation Program 95: The Planning This implementation measure is part of state-mandated 
Department continues to update CEQA efforts and is not associated wiih the 2014 Ho~g 
review procedures _to account for trips Element. 
generated, including all · modes, and 
corresponding transit and infrastructure 
demands, with fue Goal_ of replacing LOS 
with a new metric measuring the total 
number of new automobile trips generated. 
The Planning dep~rtment is currently 
refining the metric to be consistent with 
State Guidelines. 

Implementation Program 96: Planning Maintaining and updating the City's General Plan is one 
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should maintain and update as necessary 
other elements of the City's General Plan. 

of the Planning Department's preeminent responsibilities 
and would continue an existing and ongoing process. Any 
updates to fue General Plan elements would be subject to 
a separate environmental review process. 

Implementation Program 97: Planning anc;l This would continue an existing and ongoing coordination 
the SFMrA continue to coordinate housing effort between the Planning Deparbnent and MrA 
development with. imple~entation and the intemded to improve b:ansit services. TEP is subject to a 
Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP). The TEP separate environmental review process (discussed on 
adjusts transit routes to increase service, Planning Department's website: http://www.sf­
improve reliability, and reduce travel delay plamring.org/index.aspx?page=2970). 
to bett~r meet current and project travel 
patterns throughout the City. 

~P.l~~~n~f:t.c.>~--~!Ogtil!I!.JQ~ J'..1.?n.'.~?-.Y.. T.I;g~.-~~ate_gy_ w:as CQll).pl~~~d and, ?-P.l?~<?v~ @fl i.$. :p.qt_. 
Area, the nine-county Bay Area's long-range expected to result in pl+yskal changes on the environment 
integrated transportation and land-use 
housing strategy through 2940, was jointly 
approved by ABAG and MIC on July 18th, 
2013. The Planning Department will 
continue to coordinate wifu regional entities 

· for implementation of fue Plan. 

Implementation Program 103: The San 1his implemen.tation program formalizes fue SFCTA's 
Francisco County Transportation Authority advocacy at the federal level for transit-oriented 
(SFCTA) was supportive of MAP-21 the development It is consistent with objectives and policies 
latest Federal Transportation included in·the .2009 Housing Element that were studied 
Reauthorization Act and continues to play in the FEIR and as well as objectives and policies included 
an active role in federal transportation in the '2014 Housing Element 1his implementation 
dollars · that support transit-oriented program, however, is administrative in nature and is not 
development. In March of 2014 the SFCTA expected to result in physical changes on the environment 
lead staff as well as SFCTA commissioners 
traveled to · DC to speak to federal 
transportation officials about Bay ¥ea 
transportation priorities. · SFCTA ' will 
continue to advocate at the federal level for 
transit-o:?-ented development. 
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TABLEA-2 
Deleted 2009 Housm~ Element Implementation Programs 

:~:: ., ''. .. ~-ttta~r:1trt~~~~iit!:~\?~~:-:'. _·: .'~::_:~:,t¥Ir:~~ I0~r~-~~:~:if ~!~~~n~:Qt:~it~~\;:~::. 
Implementation Program 36: Mayor and In the past several years, San Francisco has done a 
the Board of Supervisors shall continue significant amount of work around identifying funds for 
efforts to meet the goa;I. of the Next affordable housing and developing a strategy fo:r 
Generation SF agenda, including planning expenditures. This :implementation program refers'- to a 
for and/or acquiring sites for 3,000 family prior planning process that is now superseded by work as 
units by 2011. Units will be completed based part of the Housing Trust Fund, the Mayor's Working 
on funding availability Group and other MOHCD work The deletion of this 

Implementation Progra:m 61: Under the 
oversight of the CiJ.pital Planning 
Committee, the City shall fomuµize an 

interagency grant committee tasked with 
creating a coordlnated grant strategy for 
pursuing st:imulus funds for housing and 
supporting infrastructure. 

Case No. 2014.1327 
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:implementation measure is not expe~ted to restilt in 
physica;I. changes ori the environment. 

Since the 2009 Housing Element, the City has become 
more strategic in prioritizing infrastructure for the various 
competitive funding sources. However this coordination 
did not result in a formal inter-agency committee. This 
:implementation program is no longer relevant to ongoing 
work around interagency coordination for :infrastructure 
funding. The deletion of this :implementation measure is 
not expected to result :in physical changes on the 
environment. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Case number: 2014.1327M 
Hearing: February 5, 2015 

Draft 2014 Housing Element, Errata 

Draft 2014 HOUSING ELEMENT-~TA INSERT 

Corrections to Draft 2, January 20i5, circulated in Initiation Case Packet 

Additions are shown in underlined text 

Deleuons are shown in Strike tluottgh text. 

Preface (page A.41) 

San Francisco's share of the regional housing need for 2014!2, through 2022 has been pegged at 

~ 28,870 new units, with ahnost 60% to be affordable. 

Part I., Section ill., Sub-Section A. Regional Housing Need Assessment (page A.41) 

.A total of about~ 16 ,333 units or~ 57°/o of the RHNA target must be affordable to 

households making 120% of the area median income (AMI) or less. 

Policy 2.6, Part II, page ii. 

Discourage conversion of Ensure that housing supply is not converted to de facto commercial 

use through short-term rentals. 

Added Implementation Measure 4 (Part I. page C.2.) 

4. MOH shall continue to actively pursue surplus or underused publicly-owned ~and for 

housing potential, working with agencies· not subject to the St,rrplus Property Ordinance such as 

the. SFPUC, SFUSD and MTA to identify site opportunities early and quickly. City agencies · 

shall continue to survey their properties for affordable housfug opportunities or joint use 

potential, and. OEWD and MOH will establish a Public Sites !'rogram that will assist in 

identitying opporhuuty sites and priorities for ~fordable housing development. 

Implementation Measur.e # 19 (Part I. page C.6.) 

The City should develop an effective enforcement program for short term rentals. The 

enforcement program should serve the existing law's goal in protecting the housing supply 

from.conversion ~o commercial hotels. The Planning Department should conduct a study on the 

impact of short term rentals on the broader housing supply in the city, focusmg especially on 

neighborhoods with greater levels of short term rentals. Based on this study and evaluation of 

1 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Case number: 2014.1327M 
Hearing: February 5, 2015 

Draft 2014 Housing Element, Errata 

the enforcement program, the City shall revisit the law as understanding of these impacts 

expand. 

Updated Implementation Measure# 95 (Part L page C.2_8.) 

95. The Planning Department con?nues to update CEQA review procedures to account for b:ips 

generated, :including all modes, and cor!espond:ing b:ansit and :infrastructure demands, with the 

Goal of replacing LOS with a new meb:ic measuring the total number of new automobile trips 

generated. The Planning department is currently refining the meb:ic vduch uses person trips 

and vebiclc miles traveled to be consistent with State Guidelines. 

Acknowledgement (Part II. page 46.) · 

Mayor's Office on Disability_ 

Updated Website: http:/lwww.sf~planning.org/index.aspx?page=3899 

All parts to reflect the a~ove-mentioned 
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SAN FRANCiSCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Case number: 2014.1327M 
Hearing: February 5, 2015 

Draft 2014 Housing Element, Errata2 

Draft 2014 HOUSING ELEMENT- ERRATA INSERT 2 

Corrections to Draft 2, January 2015, circulated in Initiation Case Packet based on Council qf 

Community Housing Orgariizations 

Additions are shoWn. in underlined text. 

Deletions are shown in Strike through text. 

Table A-4 Surplus Properties T:r:ansferred to MOH (Part 1, p. A.9) 

1500tis 
155 & 165 Grove 

201 Broadwav 
301 Wilde 

341 Corbett 

395 Iustin 
949Vermont 

Iuni;12ero Serra @ Shields 
Lawton & 20th Avenue 
San Jose@ Cuvier 

San I ose @ Milton 

Alem~ & Ocean 
195 Portola." 

Also, related: 

Table A-4-on page A.11 should read: Table A-5 . 

Table A-§. on page A.17 sJ:iould !ead: Table A-6 

Table~ on page A.18 should read: Table A-7 

Table A-!7 on page A.18 should read: Table A-8 

Text on page A.18 says "(Table.A 5)" and should read: (Table A-8) 

Text on page A.22 says "Table A 1" and should read: Table A-9 

Table A-!7 on page A.32 should read: Table A-9 

682 . 
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Case number: 2014.1327M 
Hearing: February 5, 2015 

Draft 2014 Housing Element, Errata2 

Implementation Measure # 1 (Part 1, p. Cl) 

Planning staff shall continue to prov!de data to the Plannmg Corrun:ission through the Quarterly 

Residential Pipeline Dashboard on the expected unit type and income level of any proposed 

projects or area plans un~er review, and the cumulative ratio of affordable and inclusionary 

housing to market rate housing, including how such units would address the City's fair share of 

the Regional Housing Needs. The Department will work to include :information about new jobs 

created in the city by wage. The Department will also add a link to summarize available sales · 

price data for new housing the Office of the A.ssessor's dEtta to as part of the Quarterly 

Residential Pipe"!ffie Dashboard to help the Planning Comirrission, plarming staff and the public 

understcfud real time trends in J:tousing prices of new construction. 

. -

Added strategy for further review under Objective 3: Protect the Affordability of the existing 

Housing Stock, especially rental units (Part I, p.C10) 

• MOHCD and Planning will research policy and funding strategies, such as a fust right 

of refusal policy, that will help tenants buy their rent-controlled buildings from private 

landlords an~ convert them into limited- and zero-equity housing cooperatives. 

Implementation Measure # ~Sb. (Part 1, p.Cll) 

Pl3nrring will develop a density bonus program with the goal of increasing the production of 

affordable housing. The program will be structured to incentivize market rate projects to 

provide significantly greater levels of deed-restricted affordable housing than required by the 

existing City Programs. 

lm.plementation Measure #43 (Part 1, p.~12) 

Planning and MOH shall continue to implement and update the Citywide Inclusionary 

Housing Program, which promotes the inclusion of permanently· affordable units in housing 

· developments of 10 or more units. The City shall evaluate the effectiveness of this program 

including: on-site, off-site, in-lieu fees, and land dedication options, and develop modifications 

to maximize enhance the delivery of affordable housing units and mixed-income development 

in San Francisco neighborhoods through this program. 

683 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Case number: 2014.1327M 
Hearing: February 5, 2015 

Draft 2014 Housing Element, Errata2 

Implementation measure #66(Part1, p.C19) 

MOH shall continue to ad:rn:irrister first time home buyer programs for a variety of hous:ing 

~ 

Implementation Measure #68 (Part 1, p.C20) 

The City shall pursue federal and state opportunities·to increase programs for a variety of 

affordable homeownershi;p opportunities includmg limited equity homeownership; 

h-OIDeowner assistance programs and down paymer:-t assistcince. Programs specific to the recen~ 

foreclosure trends should be pursued as appropriate. Upon implementation, all programs hav~ 

a significant prepurchase counsel:ing program, and that consumers are supported by a post­

purchase services network to assure access to information and services to prevent foreclosure .. 

Implementation Measure #70 (Part 1, p.C21) 
The City shall continue to implement the Housing Trust Fund. The San Francisco Hous:ing 
Trust Fund was a ballet-initiative measure that was passed in November of 2012. The Housing 
Trust Fund beg:ins in year one with a general fund revenue transfer of $20 million and increases 
to $50 million over time. The Housing Trust Fund will capture revenue from former 
Redevelopment Agency Tax fucrement funds ( f1I1 example of what is being referred to as 
"boomerang" funds in post-redevelopment California), a small portion of the Hotel Tax which 
has been appropriated yearly for affordable hous:ing, plus an additional $13 million :in new 
General Fund revenue from an increase :in bus:iness license fees. The consensus business tax 
reform measure, Proposition E, which also passed on the November ballot, will generate $28.5 
million in the first year-$13 million of which will go to fund affordable and workforce housing. 
It is estimated that $1.5 billion will be invested in affordable housing: fu addition to the Housing 
Trust fund, City Agencies and other institutions ~ continue to work on additional funding 
sources for affordable housing m accordance with the Proposition K Affordable Housing Goals 
ballot-initiative measure ;passed in November of 2014. 

Upon implementation or passage of policies, legislation, executive orders, rules, regulations, 

and procedures impacting th~ creation, preservation, :improvement or removal of residential 

housing, the Mayor, the Board of Supervisors ru:id all other elected officials, and all City 

Agencies shall implement such policies, iegislation, executive orders, rules, regulations, and 

procedures in such a manner as to further or maintain Proposition K Affordable Housing Goals. 

Implementation Measure #86 (Part 1, p.C26) · 
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SAN FRANCISCO . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Case number: 20l4.1327M 
, Hearing: February 5, 2015 

Draft 2014 Housing Element, Errata2 

Planning staff shall continue to work with the design community to provide informational 

sessions at th~ Planning Commission, Department of Building Inspection Commission and in 

public forums to educate decision makers and citizens about architectural. design, including co­

housing, shared housing and group housing. 

Implementation Measure #97(Part1, p.C28) 

Planning and the SFMT con~ue to coordinate ho1:1-5ing development with implementation and 

the Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP). The: TEP adjustlransit routes to increase service, 

improve reliability, and reduce travel delay to better meet current and project travel patterns· 

throughout the City. The Department in coordination with the SFMTA should provide annual 

updates on the TEP. 

Policy 4.4 Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasizing 

permanently affordable rental units wherever possible. (Part II, p.19) 

In recent years the production of new major housing projects has yielded primarily rental 

ovme:rshlp units. Moreover, tThis trend m11y shift With market conqitions. as law Low vacancy 

ra'l:es and high rents indicate a str~ng demand for rei:taI housing,; and a,s knding practices shift 

in favor of projects ·with a long term source of income (rents). The City should make a c0n~erted 
effort to do what is witlrin its control to encourage the continued development of r.ental housing 

throughout the city, including market-rate rentals that can address moderate and middle 

income neep.s. 

The following Correction is made on page 36 of the 2014 Hot!-sihg Element Addendum 
Library Facilities. The FEIR determined that the 2009 Housing Element would have a less-than-significant 
impact with respect to the need. for new or altered library facilities. Its policies could promote changes in 
density or the introduction ot residential uses in previously industrial or commercial areas, which could 
result il'J a need for increased library service. However, as reported in the FEIR, the San Francisco· Public 
·Library system does not anticipate these f<l:cilities reaching capacity, though expanded demand could 
necessitate extended public service hours for branch libraries. The 2009 Housing Element contains a 
p<,:>licy that could reduce such effects by considering the proximity of neighborhood services, including 
libraries, when developing housing. As reported _in the FEIR, although the 2009 Housing Element would 
not result in the construction of residential units, all new development would be required to comply with 
the mitigation and developer fees. Therefore, tihe FEIR concluded that 2009 Housing Element would · 
have a less-than-significant impact with respect to the need for new or alter~d library facilities. ' 

4 

685 





-... 

Preface 
The Housing Element is a major part of San Francisco's General Plan that seeks to ensure adequate hoilsing for 

current and future San Franciscans. Housing demen~ law require,-; l~cal governments plan for their existing 

and projected housing need, by providing opportunities for housing development, rather than constraining 

opportunities. The State allocates the region's share of the statewide housing need to regional agencies; in the 

San Francisco Bay Area, the Association ofBay Area Governments (ABAG) provides this allocation, based. on 

the region's forecast for population, households, and employment. San Francisco's share of the regional housing 

need. for 2015 through 2022 has been pegged at 28,870 ~ew units, with almost 60% to be affordable. 

Since 2002, the regional population, household and job forecast has been "policy-based," meaning that 

it promotes policy objectives which increase housing devdopment and alternative transportation modes, 

specifically by increasing the proportion of growth near transit and in existing urban areas. Furthermore, with 

the adoption of SB375 and its requirement that regional planning agencies create a plan to meet targets for 

greenhouse gas emissions reduction tied to land use, the City can expect to see further development directed. 

towards existing urban areas like San Francisco to increase housing near jobs, re<;luce urban sprawl, and reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions. 

This Housing Element details objectives and 'policies that address this growing housing demand, focusing 

on strategies that can be accomplished within the city's limited land supply and that meet the housing goals 

developed during the outreach for this document, which include 1) prioritizing permanently affordable 

housing; 2) recognizing and preserving neighborhood character; 3) integrating housing, jobs, transportation 

and infrastructure; and 4) continuing to be a regional model of sustainability. 

'Ihe Housing Element consists of two pares. Part I contains the background data and needs afi:!lysis, forming 

the basis for policy formulation. Part II lists objectives and policies and describes the programs to be carried out 

over the nm five.years i:o implement these objectives and policies. 

L Part I describes and analyzes changes in San Francisco population, households, and housing stock 

characteristics. It analyzes existing and projected housing needs resulting from job growth and population and 

household projections. It identifies the needs of special user groups such as the homeless, physically disabled, 

elderly, minorities, families with children, and artists, and specifies the housing affordability levels needed by 

these households. _Part I also contains an inventory ofland suitable for residential development and examines 

potential constraints to meeting the City's housing needs. It notes that _rD.eeting the estimated housing need will 

require a rate of hous~g pro~uction fur greater than what has been achieved. in previous years. 

2. Pat! II contains a comprehensive set of housing objectives and policies that are the .framework for 

decision-malting, priority setting and program implementation. It continues many existing City housing 

policies that .emphasize afford.able housing production, permanent affordability, and the prot~ction of the 
existing housing stock. New policies strive to create a range of new housing to meet spatial needs of all of our 

residents, particularly those who cannot afford market-rate housing; ensure development is appropriate to the 

unique needs of individual neighborhood they are located within; use community pla~ng processes to ensure 

that the best qualities of nc:ighborhoods are not only maintained, but strengthened; link new housing to public 

.infrastructure such as transit, open space and community facilities, and privately provided infrastructure such 

as retail and neighborhood. services; and prioritize housing devdopment that reduces the impacts of greenhouse 

gas emissions .. 
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These objectives and .policies are followed by related I~plementation Acti~ns that will 

implement the Housing Element including tlmelines, steps, projected outcomes and entities 

responsible for each action. They are also followed by a series of Strategies For Further 

Review, which require further examination and study prior to their implementation. 

Implementation involves various City agencies, including the Plarutlng Department, 

the Mayor's Office of Housing, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 

(formerly known as the Redevelopment Agency), the Board of Supervisors and the Planning 

Commission, the San Francisco Housing Authority; the Department of Building Inspection, 

the I?epartment of Human Services, the Department of Public Health, the City Attorney's 

Office, the Rent Stabilization Board, and the HIUilan Rights Commission; but it also 

depends on the work of community housing organizations, non-profit and for-profit housing 

developers, and the community organizations and citizens of San Francjsco. 

Consistency with San Francisco's General Plan 

The San Francisco General Plan, including this Housing Element, is an integrated, internally 

consistent and compatible statement of objectives and policies. The other elements of the 

City's General Plan, as well as the area plans which cover specific geographic areas of the city, 

are consistent with this Housing Element. 

San Francisco Charter Section 4.105 of the Chatter of the City and County of San Francisco 

provides to the Planning Commission the opportunity to periodically recommend Planning 

Code -amendments to the Board of Supervisors. It states: "The General Plan shall i;onsist of 

goals, policies.and programs for the future physical development of the City and County 

that take into consideration social, economic and environmental factors. In developing their 

recommendations, the Commission shall consult with commissions and elected offici.:ils, 

and shall hold public hearings as part of a comprehensive planning process. The Planning 

Department, in consultation with other departments and the City Administrator, shall 

periodically prepare special area, neighborhood and other plans designed to carry out the 

General Plan, and periodically prepare iµi.plementation programs and schedules which link 
the General Plan to the allocation of local, state· and federal resources." 

This section requires. that proposed General Plan amendments are consistent across the 

General Plan and the eight priority policies of the Planning Code Section 101.1. As such, 

the San FranCisco General Plan is regularly updated to ensure consistency. Any amendment 

to the General Plan, including adoption of this Housing Element, is accomp;i.nied by a 

comprehensive review of the General Plan for consistency. Where necessary; Planning staff 

will recommend conforming amendments to the General Plan, so that the GenerAf Plan is 

aligned across its elements and area plans. · 
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HOUSING ELEMENT 2014: PREFACE 

Sectiou 101.1 (b) of the San Francisco l?lanniug Code provides the City's eight Priority 

Policies, and desiguates these policies as the basis upon which inconsistencies in the General 

Plan are resolved, should they occur. Two General Plan Priority Policies relate specifically to 

housing, and are-supported directly by this Housing Element. These are: 

• 1hat the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced (See Objectives 

1-3, Objecti:ves 7-9, and all related policies under those' objectives). 

~ 1hat existing hdusing. and. neighborhood character be conserved. and protected in order 

to preserve the cultural and ecouornic diversity of our neighborhoods (See Objective 2, 

Objective 11, and all related policies under those objectives). 

The other Priority Policies are supported by; and not impacted by, this Housing Element. 
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Introduction: 
Data and .Needs Analysis 

San Francisco remains a highly desirable place to live and 

its housing market has a seemingly infinite demand. Hous­

ing costs in San Francisco, for both renters and owners, are 

. second only to those of New York City. The continuing 

high cost of housing in San Francisco amplifies the need 

for providing affordable housing to all household income 

levels, especially low and very low income levels. The provi­

sion of adequate affordable housing remains a significant 

challenge for San Francisco. 

This first part of the Housing Element contains a description 

·and analysis of San Francisco's population and employ­

ment trends; existing housing characteristics; overall hous­

ing need, includiiig special needs groups; and capacity for 

new housing based on land supply and site opportunities 

in compliance with Section 65583(a) of the state Hous­

ing Element law. Information is presented on trends since 

the 2009 Housing Element was published and on expected 

development fot the next five to 10 years, at which time 

the Housing Element will be updated again. An evaluation 

of the,2009 Housing Element is included in this document 

as an appendix. 

Primary daci. sources include the Census Bureau and 

California State Department of Finance for existing condi­

tions, projections published by the Association ofBay Area · 

Governments (ABAG), and independent analysis by the 

Planning Department.1 The data used. are the most reliable 

available for a.Ssessing existing conditions. These standard 

sources provide a basis for consistent comparison with 

older data and form the basis for the best possible forecasts. 

The data provide a general picture 'of economic trends and 

therefore d.o not necessarily reflect particular trends or 

cycles in the housing market and. the wider economy. 

OoOOOOO ___ , ........ - •• o-ooOoo ..... oo-O...-oo-••--ooooOo•-OOOOO•o•-ooOO--O-O_O_oo000--000 ___ .. ,_ ............... M 

1 San Fn.ndsco rdics on informatfon provided. by the Association of :&.y Aiea Governmem:s 
(ABAG). ABAG projections arc (he offidti projccclons of gtowth for the &y Atta. nnd Mc 

osed. by nwnttous loc:al governing agencies to ldemif'r potcnd;} neeik and problems, borh 
focally nnd rcg\Unlllly. The C:Jifumia. Sr.ate How.ing 2!ld. Community Tuvclupmcnt Dcpnrt­
mc:nc also us.es these figutcs for determining housing needs for the 5tlle. ABAG projc.ct:s the 
number of jobs fur a.ch county in the Ba.y h-a.20 tu l:5 ye.an into the. futu~ The ll!:."UII'lp­

tlnns diu:ABAG rued.Jn Projcaionsl013 arc ~on dcmngraphic~nd.ccnnnmicdat=t. The 
dernognphic mumptlans take Into account fadlity, bln:lu-, deaths, mlgratlon, hoWc:bold. 
sizes, and lahcr force panlcip:i.tion n.tcs, Economlc assumpdons include cxporu, the rate of 
GDP growth, energy pri~ productivity. And. ln~rale$. 
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Population 
Employment and 
Income Trends 

San Francisco continues to grow and has surpassed its population peak of the 1950s; by 2012, · 

some 808,000 people called San Francisco home. A slight-shift in the city's racial composition 

was noted in the U.S. Census Bureau's 2012American Community Survey (ACS) estimate but 

San Fra~cisco continues to be a culturally and rac:ially diverse place. San Francisco households 

are generally better off ani:l median incomes are rising; the 2012 ACS estimated San Francisco's 

median income at about $73,802. San Francisco is also growing older. The median age of San 

Francisco residents has been rising since 2000, especially as the baqy boom generation ages. 

In 2012,. the estimated median age was 38.5 years. Families with children constitute a small 

portion of San Francisco households. Under 12% of the city's total population is 14 years old 

and younger, giving San Francisco the distinction of having the fewest children per capita of 

all major U.S. cities. 

699 
1.3 



PART.1: DATA NEEDS & ANALYSIS 

1.4 

A. POPULATION AND DEMOGRAPHICS 

1 . Population Change 

San Francisco has seen an ificrease in population and jobs in recent years. The 2010 Cen­

sus counted over 805,235 San Franciscans while the Association of Bay Area Governments 
/ 

(A.BAG) estimated some 568,720 jobs in the city. 

Tue .2012 American Co.in.munity Survey estimated San Francisco's population to be about 

807,755. A.BAG projects continued population growth to 981,800 by 2030 or an overall 

increase of abo:ut 174,045 people who will need to be housed over the next 18 years (TableI-1 

and Figure I-1). Household growth, an approximation of the demand for housing, indicates 

a need for some 72,530 new units in the 18 years to 2030 just to accommodate projected 

population and household growth (Table I-1). 

~:g290~~~1 ·(f,:;jfl'!W~:~f.~~2oiQ:~jft~ti~.ti2.P2!i?~lWi%~!fi!gi~~;~ 
Total Population 776,733 805,235 890,400. 981,800. 1,085,700 

population Change 52,774 28,502 85,165 91,400 103,900 

% Population Change 7.3% . 3.7% 10.6% 10.3% 10.6% 

Household Population 756,976 780,971 863,800 952,500 1,051,100 

% HH Population Change 8.2% 3.2% 10.6% 10.3% 10.4% 

Households 329,700 345,811 . 379,600 413,370 447,350 

Households Change 24,116 16,111 33,789 33,770 33,980 

% Households Change 7.9% 4.9% 9.8% 8.9% 8.2% 

SOUJ!CE& CcruusBwou,.AllAG,Pr,jmiom2013 

1,200,000 ~-------------------------

1,085,700 
1,100,000 -+-----------------·------_ .. ~.a=.-.. -.. -. 

-----1,000,000 -+--------------------.• -'=a=-'<------

••••• 981,800 
900,000 -+-----------------.. ~.1::1-"''-----.c_---

775, 733 __ ••• --· 890,400 
800,000 -j----=-;;;:-.--~!=i::==-i:::F-------------

7~ BOs,235 
700,000 +-~-.:-::...-"'---------------------

600,000 - 6.IJl,!II.4. ______________________ _ 

500,000 -+-----~,---..--,---,.----~,---....-,----.,---~, I 

1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 * 2030 * 2040 * 

SOURCES: C.,,,usBu=.u,ABAGProj"J!o1112013 
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TnbleI-1 
Population Trends and ABAG 
Projections, San Francisco, 
2000-2040 

Figurel-1 
Population Trends and ABAG 
Projections, San Francisco, 
1980-2040 



Ttrble I-2 
Population Trends and 

Projections by Age Groups, 
San Francisco, 2000-2040 
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2.Age 

San Francisco's population, in line with national trends, is getting older as, the baby boom 

generation ages. San Francis~ also has the distinction of having the fewest number of children 

per capit.a of all major American cities. Table 1-2 and Figure 1-2 show recent p~pulation trends 

and projections by age group. The median age for San Francisco was estimated to be 38.5 years 

old in 201;2., an increase from 37.6 in 2010. ABAG's Projer:tions 2013 calculated the median 

age to increase steadily, reaching 40.9 years in 2030. 

In 2010, San Franciscans 14 years and younger constituted about only 11% of the city's 

population, slightly decreasing from 2000. The number of young San Franciscans, however, is 

expected to increase by 56% to 140,600 in 2020 and make up 15.8% of the total population. 

Their numbers wilr t.aper off the :fullowing decades and eventually return to a smaller propor­

tion of the population by 2040. 

From 2000 to 2010, the 45-59 age group grew approximately 15%, the highest growth rate 

of any group in the population for that period. San Franciscans 45 years and older are also 

forecast to increase, making up 22.8% of the population by 2020 and 18. i % by 2040. The 

city's older residents - those 60 years and older -will grow the roost over the corning years, 

accounting for 33.2% of the total population by 2040. 

~~t-r~o~J~ite~f~i~~~fi?MQI1f~~tt~~~i9,fa2t~~$~git21!~~~~~~~~.?~~~*~~t1$~{~~.rQt~ 
·O·t.o 14 94,010 

·. 
89,964 140,600 129,400 132,600 .. 

·15to24 89,388 95,224 . 67,400 102,700 : 103,300 

25to 4.4 ,31/1,222 .. 301,8~2 274,000 223,900 292,100 . 

115to 59 142,744 163,515 203,400 249,500 196,900 

60+ 136,369 "154,730 205,000 276,300 ,360,800.· 

Total' 
•. 

776,733 -805,235 890,400 981,800. 1,085,700 •' 

Median Age 36.7- 37.6 39.2 40.9: 46.3 
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1.6 
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3. Ethnic Composition 

.. 6Da11dover 

-451059 

-251•44 

Bllil151o24 

.JR01014 

San Francisco's population is ethnically diverse {Table 1-3 and Figure I-3) despite a slight 

shift since the 2010 Census. Since 2010, the percentage of San Franciscans claiming white 

racial affiliation increased, totaling nearly 51 % of the city's population according to the 2012 

American Community Survey (ACS). S-an Francisco's African-American population continues 

to decline, dropping from 6.1 % in 2010 to 6% in 2012. San Franciscans of Chinese grigin 

declined from 21.4% of the total population in 2010 to 21.2% by 2012. The proportion of 

San Franciscans identifying with Hispanic· origins (of any race) has increased frorn 14.1% in 

2010 to 15.1 % in 2012. Household size and household incomes by ethnicity point to varied 

housing needs and abilities to pay for housing and will be discussed in later sections of this 

report. 

~~~~~~;~'niis";§~~~~;\f.;~~~p;:~~~i~lf?1~'.~~t=~~~~9~l~!~ili,~?~"t_~oto£it~~~§~~~;,?~~~~ 
White 53.6% 49.7% 48.5% so:?% 

Black 10.9% 7.8% 6.1% 6.0% 

American Indian 0.5% 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 

Japanese 1.6% 1.5% 1.3% 1.4% 

Chinese 18.1% 19.6% 21.4% 21.2% 

Filipino 5.7% 5.2% 4.5% 4.6% 

other Non-White 9.7% ·15.8% 17.8% 15.7% 

·TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100,0% 100.0% 

Hispanic Origin. 13.3% 14.1% 14.1% 15.1% 

SOURCE: Ccmus Eurcau 
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Figure I-2 
Population Trends and 
Projections by Age Groups, 
San Francisco, 20011-2040 

Trtble I-3 
Population Trends by 
E!hnicity, San Francisco, 
19911-2012 



Figiml-3 
Ethnic Composition, 

San Francisco, 2012 

Tablel-4 
Household Growth Trends 

and Projections, 
San Francisco, 200!1--2040 
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Filipino 
4.6% 

SOUR.CE; Cwsw Bwau 

Japanese American Indian 
1.4% 0.5% 

As in roost urban centers, there are concentrations of major ethnic groups in San Francisco 

neighborhoods. Many Latino households live in the Mission District, extending along Mission 

Street south to the Daly City· border. A disilii.ct Filipino community follows a similar resi:­

dential pattern, with additional· concentr~tions in rhe Excelsior area and, to a smaller degree,. 

South of Market. Concentrations of several East Asian populations reside in the Richmond 

and Sunset Districts, in addition to a traditional presence in Chinatown. Residential concen­

trations of African Americans occur in the Western Addition, South Bayshore, and Ingleside 

Disuicts. Southeast Asian communities have a strong presence in the Tenderloin District norrh 

of Market Street and in neighborhoods through~ut the Bayview and Visitacion Valley areas. 

4. Household. Characteristics 

According to the 2010 Census, the number of San Francisco households grew from 329,700 

in 2000 to 345,811; an increase of over 16,111 new households or about 5% growth (Table 

I-4). ABAG's Projections 2013 estimates that the number of total households will continue to 

increase, growing to 379,600 by 2020 and to 413,370 by 2040 .or an annual average of about 

1,700 new San Francisco households over 20 years. 

~~%\fi~~~~f:1f~11~i~4~{il~~£[ll9],;l~~~f:}tQjQ~l~i~~2Q~P:~~r4~~qaoJ~I :~2-~04o_t; . . .• . 

Number of Households' 329,700 . 345,811 379;500 413,370 .447,350° 

Growth 24,116. 16,111 33,789 33,770 33,980 

Aveiage.Annual Growth 2,412 1,611 3,379 3,377" 3,398 

· . Percent Change 7.9% 4,93· 9.8% 8.9% 8.2% 

. Average Household Size 2.30 2.26 . 2.28 2.30 2.35 

Average Household Size (Bay Area) 2.69 2.69 2.69 2.71 2.75 

SOURCES: Census Burtau; • ABAG.PtDj«lions 21J13 
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l.B 

As shown in Table I-4, the average household size in San Francisco has been rdatively constant, 

hovering at 2.3 persons and tending to be smaller than the Bay Area average. ABAG also proj­

ects that the number of persons per Bay Area household will be increasing in the next 20 years. 

San Francisco continues to have a comparatively small number of family households and this 
proporricin is holding steady. According to the 2010 Census, family households comprised just 

43.7% of all households in San Francisco (Table I-5), compared to over 44% in 2000. 1his 

decline does not necessarily indicate that families are leaving, as there were over 5,800 more 

family households in 2010; rather it indica,tes that non-family households are increasing at a 

much more rapid rate. The Census Bureau's ddini_tion of a family household- counting only 

those households with people related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption - also 

obscures the actual diversity of San Francisco's· families and households. At the time of the 

American Community Survey in 2012, the esrimated proportion of Census-defined family 

households in San Francisco remained steady about 45%. 1his is considerably less than the 

percentage for the entire Bay Area, where around 65% of all households ar~ family households. 

Average family households are also likely to be larger than non-family households. The 2012 

American Community Survey estimates these numbers to be.3.2 persons and 2.31 persons, 

respectively. 

All Households 

Family Household_s 

As Percent of All H_ouseholds 

Bay Area Family Households a:;; Percentage of All 
Households 

SOURCES: Census Bureau; .ABAG 

329,700 

145, 186 

.44.0% 

64.7% 

345,811 

151,029 

43.7% 

64.8% 

In 2010, about 70% of all households 1n the city were comprised of one or two people and 

household sizes are expected to remain proportionally about the same as the previous decades 

{Table I-6). The recent ACS estimate shows that the proportion of one- and two-person house­

holds has grown ~lightly. In 2012, they both increased by a little leSs than 1 %, compared to all 

other household types that either increased insignificantly or decreased slightly. The expected 

growth in households and the composition of these new households present specific housing 

needs. 
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Table I-6 
Changes in Household Size, 
San Francisco, 2000-2010 

Tablcl-7 
Household Size by Elhnicily, 

San Francisco, 2010 
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1l~~~~)}E~7~4~~~\1~J~~~1;i~~tf {f~~1f1;r~~~~~1~~F~~1~~f:{~~i~~~~? 
1 123,915 '41.4% 127,380 38.i:Jo/.' 133,366 38.6% 

2 90,681 .30.3% 101,781 30.9% 108,606 31.4% 

3 36,554 12.2% 41,831 . 12.7% 45,939 13.3% 

4 23,321 7.8% .28,563 8.7% 30,760 8.9% 

5. . 12,335 4.1% . 14,293 '4.3% 12,849 3.7% 

6+ 12,150 4.1% . 16,002 4.9% 14,291 4.1% 

TOTAL 298,956 '100.0% 329,850 100.0% 345,811 100.0% 

SOURCE: C..UUS Bureau 

Average household siZe varies by ethnicity. Table J... 7 below shows that households falling under 

the "Other Race" and the "Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander" categories tend to be larger, 

averaging 3.38 and 3.33 people per household, r~spectively. Hispanic or Latino households 

are similarly larger than the citywide average, with 2.94 people per household. There are, on 

average, 2. 75 people in an Asian household, while the Blaclr.household average size is generally 

close to ·the ·citywide average. White households are smallest in size, averaging less than ~o 
persons per household. 

J$t~~~~tI~:Z1l}~i~;;:'ito~ilBti!i1~'#~~i{f¥l~ft@9~lfii~n91iJ)if6}0,!i:~li;~~~t1M!B1»l~h9!%11i:f~ 
. ' 

White 1.95 199!332 

Black 2.05 . 21,469 

American Indian/Alaska Native . 2.42 
.. 

1,469 . 

Asian 2.75 95,378 . ' 

Na\lve Hawajian/Paciftc Islander 3.33 916 

Other Race 3.38 14,930 

Twci or More Race 2.30 ., 12,317 

Hispanic I Latino 2.94 38,332 .. 

All Householcjs 2.26_ 345,811 

SOURCE: Ccnros II= 

Household size in San Francisco tends to reflect existing neighborhood housing stoclr. (see 

Maps I-1 and I-2). Larger hoiiseholds of four or more persons are generally found in the south­

eastern neighborhoods of the Mission, Bayview, Visitacion Valley, and the Excelsior where 

typical housing units have two or more bedrooms. Somewhat smaller households however 

are found in the western neighborhoods. The cen~ and northeastern portions of the city · 

generally have the smallest households--two or less than two persons-with the residential 

population tapering off near the commercial and industrial areas of the Financial District and 

South of Market. 
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Average Household Size by Census Tra<;t 
San Francisco, 201.0 
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Median Room Count by Census Tract 
San Francisco, 2008-2012 
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8. EMPLOYMENT 

1.Jobs 

Employment growth in San Francisco and the region directly affects the demand for housing 

as new jobs attract new residents. As shown in Table I-8, total employment in San Francisco is 

recovering from the economic crisis of the late 2000s. The crash of dot-com ventures and the 

2008 great recession show a net job loss in the years between 2000 and 2010 of approximately 

65,700 (see Table I-8). MAG forecasts a recovery in San Francisco, with employment steadily 

increasing to 759,000 by 2040. During the 2020 to 2030 period, the ABAG model shows 

36,440 new jobs (5.4% increase) in San Francisco; from 2030-2040, 51,830 additional jobs 

are proje~ted-a 7.3% gain. 

~fliii,lilf~l~~i;r~~t'Ih'fifi:tpi~i~lr~~!t£?~~f91~1!1t~;f1~t•t1~~i~"'%~~1!!1!!!~ft\1~ 
.. 

2000. 634,430 55,250 9.5% 

2010 568,720 (65,710) -10.4% 

2020* 671,230 102,510 18.0% 

2030* 707,670 36,440 5.4% 

2040* 759,500 51,830 7.3% 

SOURCF.S: Qnsus Bu=u; • ABAG, lWJ«iions 2013 

From 2020 through 2040, the entire nine-county Bay Area is expected to add almost 518,080 

jobs. Of that total, about 88,270 will be created in San Francisco and the city's share of regional 

i:=ployrnent will remain at about 17% (Table I-9). Maintaining this job share ensures San 

Francisco's continuing role as an employme_nt hub, making full use of existing infrastructure. 

Future targeted infrastructure enhancements to core job centers such as San Francisco will 
support overall reduction in g~eenhouse gas emissions in the region. 

1~i~jf~~~'.~t~¥J~s.~£!~~i2ti~~r~ii~~~i~1~!4~t1!i11t~~til~1~1~rz!1~ 
2000 . 634,430 . 3,753,460 . 16.9%~ 

2010 568,720 3,385,300 16.8% 

2020* 671,230 3,987,150 .16.8% 

20.30* 707,670 
; 

4,196,580 15.9% 

2040 * 759,500 4,505,230 16.9% 

SOURCE:ABAG,Prqjmions2013 

l . 
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Table I-10 
Employment Trends and 
Projections by Industry, 

San Francisco, 2010-2040 

Job growth in the next 20 years is expected to be strongest in the "Professional and Manage­

rial Services" industry (53,830 new jobs), followed by the "Hcilth and Educational Services" 

category (23,BOO), and the "Arts, Recreation, and Other Services" segment (25,460) (see Table 

I-10). In terms of percentage growth for the 2020-2040 period, "Health and Educational 

Services" (25.7%) and "Professional and Managerial Services" (?-5%) industries lead the way. 

Almost all sectors of the local economy will have experienced net employment gai~ between 

the decennial censuses. Only the "Transportation and Utilities" (2,050 less jobs) sector will 

· will see job loss. By 2020, "Professional and Managerial Services" .will have experienced the 

largest gain-some 35,840 or 25% of this sector's jobs. ''.Arts, Recreation, and Other Se.rvices" 

employment will have gained some lB,270 jobs during that time-a gain of 19%. 

ltlll!11~~1Ji1!i~~t~lW~l~ll~ll\l[~~~ii.~!~ll:l~~~~~~tl: 
AgricultUre·& Naturat Resources 420. 440 400 350 ' .. (70} -16.7% .• 

Construction 14,860 22,030 ·23,530 25,620· 10,760 72.4% 

. Manufacturing & Wholesale, · 21,960 . 23,230 20,980 19,210 (2,750) -12.5% 

Retail 44,970 49,030. 49,470 50,700 5,730 12.7% 

Trarisportatlon & Utilities 12,030 . . -9,980. 9,680 . 9,150. . (2,880) -23.9% 

Information 20,800 . 26,520 . 27,020 28,060. . 7,260 . 34.9% 

71:160 
. . 

finfil)cial & Leasing (F. I R E) . 54,660. 70,310 73,590. 18,930 34.6% 

Professional & Managerial Services · 129,800 165,640 183,630 207,060 77,260 59.5% 

Heal.th & Educatioil,;i Services 64,660 . 79,590 88,460 100,020 . 35,360 ~4.7%. 

· Arts, Recreation & Other Services . 106,390 124,660 131,850 141,650 "35,260 "33.1% 

Government. 98;110 99,800. 101,490 104,°<;190. 5,920 .. 6.0% 

TOTAL 568,720 671,230 748,100 759,500. 190,780 33.5% 

SOURCE: ABAG, Pn>jtdi01U 2013 

2. Employed Residents and Commuters 

The number of employed. residents in San Francisco is project to increase (Table I-11) A 'total 

of 480,BOO employed residents is projected. by 2015 andABAG's Projections 2013 also ind.i~te 
that this trend will continue over the 20 years wit;h the addition of over. 83,600 employed 

residents between 2020 and. 2040. 
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~~t11~J}~t1Yfi~r~{~iK;~'.;>-rJ:~~l~f~J:m!i1£!y~'!iJ~.~~¥E!~~$\fu~o~!Elii@~~~r~~~!t{~a~~~~~l~ 
2010 461,300 73,200 18.9% 

2015 480,800 19,500 4.2% 

2020 501,600 20,800 4.3% 

2025 516,600· 35,200· 7.7% 

2030 541,400 27,200 5.5% 

2035 564,000 62,400 12.4%' 

2040 585,200 21,200· 3.8% 

SOURCE, ABAG, l'mjtdfuns 2013 

The number of workers per household is also projected to increase between 2010 and 2015, 

from 1.22 to 1.27 (Table I-12). This number is expected to remain fairly constant until 2040 

when it wlll inc~ease to 1.28 workers per household. The Bay Area region will follow a similar 

trend with a slightly higher number of workers per household. 

Bay Area Region 1.31 

SOURCE: PJannlng Department b1.S:Cd onABAG Pro}ediuns 2013 

As of 2010, commuters into San Francisco held 27.3% of the jobs in the city (Table I-13). 

According to the Metropolii:an Transportation Commission's Plan Bay Area, which includes 

the region's Sustainable Communities Strategy and 2040 Regional Transportation Pl.an, over half 

of these workers commute into the city via the Bay Bridge corridor. By 2020, it is estimated 

that commuters wi~ take up 43% of j_obs in San Francisco. 

As a regional job center, San Francisco wlll continue to have a larger share of commuters than 

other cities in the Bay Area. The regional transportation goal in the next ten years is to reduce 

commuting with a smaller share of new jobs created in San Francisco being taken by non-San 

Francisco residents. Table .1~13, however, is not a job forecast nor does it show distribution of 

jobs throughout the area. Rather, it assumes that more of the future jobs in San Francisco are 

expected to be taken by•San Francisco residents than has occurred in the past. 

'b~;~~~~~:~~~~i5:t~?.:f;~c~.iia~rv';;(~~?t::;:;{~~[~~Jll~iff,i,~@~Qf~~~~~A:&±@®.f},i~E~J;Iah1Qi,~: 
Commuters 162,455 283,622 281,580 314,862 

I San Francisco Residents 433,674 378,678. 414,910 436,968 I 
TOTAL.:IOBS 596,129 662,300. 696,490 751,830 

% of Commuters 27.3% 42.8% 40.4% 41.9% 

Increase 8,829°' 66,171. 34,190. 55,340 

Change in Commuters .. ~6!!292: 121,167 -2,042 33,282 

Regional Goal of 
-71.3%'. 183.1% ·-6.0% 60.1% Percent Change of Commuters ~ -- .... 

SOURCE: MctropollOUl Tunspom.tion Comm,ission 
{Note: T~vclslmuladon resulrs gcnemcd. {orihel'Ian B:i.y Arca. SCi rand Regional Tmmponation Plan) 
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TableI-11 
Employed Residents Trends 
and Projections, San Francisco, 
2010-2040 . 

Tnb!eI-12 
Workers per Household Trends 
and Projections, San Francisco 
and Bay Area, 2010-2040 

Y,,f,Je I-13 
Workers Commuting into 
San Francisco, 2010-2040 



. Table 1-14 
Household and Family 

Income, San Francisco, 
2000..:2012 

Tablef-15 
Household and Family 

Income in Constant Dollars, 
San Francisco, 2000--2012 
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C. INCOMES 

1. Median Incomes 

The 2010 Census noted San Francisco's median household income at $71,304. This represents 

an increase of about 29% in the 10 years between Census counts (Table I-14). Table I-14 also 

shows that median anci mean family incomes tend to be.higher than that of non-fumily house­

holds. The 2012 American Co=unity Survey (ACS) estimates the median household income 

at just under $73,802 or about a 3.5% increase in the last twelve years. Table I-15, however, 

shows these same incomes adjusted for inflation, where median household and median family 

household incomes have decreased slightly, and median non-family household incomes have 

decreased by almost 29%. 

il1~~l::l~~,~~~li~~~~1~~~~~&~;1t~'ilt:g1l~\~!~l~l9J~~~1~~*r,?.Q,\~i~!t:t 
· M~dlan Hpuseho!d Income · $55,221 $71,304 $73,802 

Mean Household Income $102,267 $107,520 

Median Family Household Income $63,545 $85,778 ·$88,565'. 

Mean Family Household Income $122,087 $128,144 

Median Non-Family.Household Income $46,457 $58,139 .. $60,285 

Mean Non-FamiJY Household Income .. $83,647 $87,991 

SOURCE: Census BUIC:lu. 

s~~~f~li~i~~~,1g~~~~~if!~~~~=t?~r~~1r@11~~{01~:~Ar(~i~11~~!ai~~~3 
Median Household Income "$69,926 $71,304 $70,093. 

Median Family Income $80,467 $85,778 . ,$B4,114 

Median Non-Family Household Income· $58,828 . $58,139. . $41,242 
-

Per Capita Income $45,229 $45,478' $44,898 
.. 

SOURCE: Census llurcau. 

Table I-16 below shows household in~mes by household type, tenure and ethnicity. In 
addition to the differen~ between median family income and median ·non-family income, 

disparities exist between home-owning households and renters, and amongst ethnic groups. 

This array of income, as well as household type, affects housing demand and affordability. 

For example, the median household income is not enough to afford the average 2012 rent 

for a two-bedroom apartment at $1,799 a month. And while the median family income is 

somewhat higher than that of a non-family household, it is spread among more people in the 

household and would have to pay for larger housing to accommodate the larger average fumily · 

household.size. There is thus a need for larger units affordable to families and large households 

in San Francisco and an ongoing need for affordable housing for the population in general 
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HOUSEHOLD 1YPE . 

Family Household $85,778 

Non-Famlly Household $58,139 

TENURE 

Owner Occupied Households Median Income $106,870 

Renter Occupied Households Median Income $53,716 

ETHNICITY 

White $83,796 

African American $30,840 

American Indian/Alaska Native $51,087 

Asian $60,648 

Native ·Hawaiian/Pacific Islander $57,560 

Other.Race $52,599 

Two or More Race $66,473 

Hispanic or Latino $55,985 

'Ptopk who itkm!fr thmutlw 1U Hupnntc or Lztllw 111ny also idmtijj tlxms~lva tu a pllrlimfar rare... 
SOURCE: Censw BUttaU 

120.3% 

81.5%. 

149.9% 

75.3% 

117.5% 

43.3% 

71.6% 

85.1% 

80.7% 

73.8% 

93.2% 

78.5% 

2. Employed Residents, Household Workers and Income. 

Generally; the overall number of employed persons in a city is probably not correlated with 

income. Rather, income levels relate more directly to general economic ch.aracteri~cs of an 

area, fluctuations in wages earned, inflation, and most directly; job mix. However, data suggest 

that some fumily incomes may rise as a result of increased employment. It is reas0nable to 

expect that as employment increases, families would benefit from increased employment, thus 

increasing family income. This is evidenced in the higher median family income presented in 

Table I-15 above. Between 2000 and 2010, the number of families with no workers increased 

from 12.8% to 13.2% (Table I-17). Additionally; this table shows that the number of families 

with two or more workers decreased by about 2%, implying that those families earned less. 

However, one cannot be sure because, for instance, a family may have lost two jobs and re­

placed it with one higher-paying position. 

0 18,798. 

38,729 

2+ 89,659 

19,843 

42,543 

87,792. 

T12blt 1-17 
Number of Workers In 
Family, San Francisco, 
2000 and 2010 
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Tablel-18 
Incomes by Ethnicity 
and Household Type, 
San Francisco, 201 O 

3. Income Disparities 

Income disparity is even more significant when households' median incomes 

are compared. by ethnicity. Table I-18 shows that across all types of house­

holds and per capita measures, white households have significantly higher earn­

ings than other ethnicities. Only White households earn more than the 2010 

Census citywide averages. African American households' median 'income of $30,840 is 43% 

of the city's median income, while White households' median income is $83,796 or 118% of 

the city's median income. "Two or More Race" households have a median income that is 93% 

of the city's overall median income, followed by Asian, and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 

households whose median incomes are about 85% and 81 % of San Francisco's median income 

respectively. Median income ofHispanic or Latino households was pegged at $55,985 or about 

79% of the citywide medi:m. 

~~1J1&~!~t11tfi~?~!1~11~~~-,~1~tr1~~t~1~[~]~~~llti;~f~t~i~~;n 
. ·white $83,796 $113,462 $68,652',' 2.74 $60,269 

African American $30,840 $42,108 $23,793 3.0i $25,325 
.. 

American lndlan / Alas~a Native $51,087 $59,350 $26,578:. 3.34 $28,325 

Asian $60,648 $70,360 $42,0.12 . 3.44. $31,449. 

Native Hawaiian'/ Pacific \slander $57,560 $55,069. $58,452 . 4.37 $20,031' 

Other Race $52,599 $53,750 $41,084 3;87 $23,554 

Two or More Races $66,473 . $82,723 $54,292. 3.14 $29,956 

Hispanic or Latino $55,985 $56,370 $49,457 3.6 $26,042 

Citywide $71,304 $85,778 $58,139 3.11 $45,478 

As noted earlier, ethnic households tend to be larger than the city's overall average household 

size"(Table l-7). Thus a look at per capita iI).come provides a starker reality ofincome disparity •. 

The '.2,010 Census shows that per capita inco~ of San Franciscan of Native Hawaiian or 

Paci.fie Islander heritage is equivaleut to only 44% of the city's overall, but for White San 

Franciscans, it is 133%. And while Asian households earn on average about 85% of the city's 

median income, per capita income of San Franciscans of Asian decent is $31,449 or 69%. 
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4. Employment Trends and Income 

The housing needs of San Francisco are based on providing housing to support the city's work­

force, which includes both San Francisco residents and commuters. While San Francisco serves 

as a regional center for employment, a substantial portion of its workforce lives within the city 

boundaries. San Francisco's share of the regional housing needs assessment reflect the con­

tinuing need to provide housing for its workforce. The average income for the San Francisco 

workforc_e demonstrates the lack of housing affordable to many San Francisco workers, both 

residents and commuters. Table I-19 below shows the average wage by sector and total jobs in 

each sector. The office sector was by fu the largest employer with 231,908 jobs. The retail and 

industrial sectors had 106,305 and 75,(i37 jobs respectively. The culrural/institutional sector 

also had a large number of jobs with 132,851 employees as of2012. With an average rent of 

$1,799 a month for a two-bedroom apartment in 2012, a household must have an annual 

income of at least $74,150 to afford such a unit. 

li!l[ij'{~~frt~itE11·i~1.JEi~t~\~~:~km~(~1i~~n~~~(?!\i~~1rw€~l~l~§ftt~Q;it-
TOTAL PRIVATE INDUSTRY $83,876 491,iO? 

Goods Producing $80,340 24;140 

Natural Resources and Mining $66,404· 186 

Construction $79,820 14,711 

ManUfacturing .. $81,380 9,243 

Service Producing $84,084 . 466,967 

Trade, Transportation and Utilities. $60,476 65,656 

Information $123,968 23,540 

Financial Activities $170,404 51,403 

Pr~fessio~al and Business Services $115,284 139,244 

EduCation and Health Services $56,472 60,082 

Leisure and Hospitality $33,748 83,473 

Other Services .$29,536 41 ,833 

TOTAL GOVERNMENT $76,648 41,987 I 
SOURCE:: California Employmcnr DcvelopmcntDivislon 

Because each sector in Table I-19 contains a variety of occupations, it is useful to call out the 

fastest growing categories of jobs in San Francisco, as shown in Table I-20. Of these, only 

three job classifications-Lawyers, General and Operations Managers, and Computer Software 

Engineers and Developers, Registered Nurses, Management and Market Research Analysts, 

Marketing Specialistsm and Accountants and Auditors - have estimated annual wages around 

or above the $74,150 required to afford asking rents of an average two-bedroom apartment in 

San Francisco. 
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~~~fi)i1~i~~~~l~~~~f~Ji~~~:~t1tik~K~]1~~t~l~l~ii\~]!1J-;,~~~rt~r~~~rrI~~tri~~ 
Waiters and Wai\resses 14,840 $10.58 $22,006 

Cashiers 13,470' $11.87 $24,690 

Retail Salespersons 13,120 $11.58 $24,086 

Personal Care Aides 8,170 $12.11 "$25,189 

Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners 7,090 $12.64 $26,291 

Combined Food Preparation and-Servirig Workers, lnCiuding Fast Food 6,860. $10.83 . $22,526. 

Counier Attendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop 6,340 $10.42 $21,674 

Mai:ket fie.search Analysts' mid Markeiing ·speciallsts 6,240 . $39.36 $81,869 

Software Developers, Applications 6,140 _$52.64 $109,491 

Aqcount!'lnts and Auditors 6,070 $37.67. . $78,362 

Registered Nurses 5,990 '$54.23 $112,798 

Customer Service RepresentativE)s . 5,510 ... $20.15 $41,912 

Office Clerks, General 5,470 $17.67 $36,754 

Soft.ware Developers, Systems Software 5,130 $56.28. .$117,062 

General and Operations Managers 4,980. $65.00 $135,200 

·Food Preparation Workers 4,950 . $10.64. $22,131 

-- Management Analysts 4,410 $46.24 $96,179 .. .. 
Dishwashers 4,390 $10.44 $21,715 

First-Line Sup_ervisors of Office ai:id Administrative Support Workers 4,370 $30.01 $62,421 

Cooks, Restaurant 4,230: . $13.67 . .. -$28,434 

,~ . .:- L,aborers and Freight, stock, and Material Movers, Hand . 4,120 $13.77 $28,642 

La;\iyers: 4,080'. $79.36 .. $165,069 

Maids and Housekeeping Clean~rs 3,770 $15.65 $32,552 
- . Executive Secretaries and Executive Administrative Assistants 3,640 $29.21 $60,757 

.. First-Line supervisors of Retail Sales Woikers 3,600 $20.08 $41,766 

Table I-20 
Job Classifications with Most 

, • Asmmes 40-hourwodc:wcek. 52-wedc.year. 
SOURCE.: Oillfomia.Etnploym~tD~opmcnt Department, 0«11p1JJianaJEtrl}'loymmt:Stailsries S1lrvey 

· Job Openings 2010--2020 and 
Mean Hourly Wages, 2012 

Much of the gro~ furecast to occur in the corning years will be in low- to medium-skilled 

jobs such as waitpersons, retail salespersons, _personal care aids, janitors and cleaners, and food 

preparation workers, with approximate annual pay scales ranf;ing from $22,006 to $26,291 

(Table I-20). Some of this growth may be absorbed by San Francisco residents through the 

First Source Hiring Program. However, this is a limited program since it only applies to city 

contracts and. commercial de\rdoprnent that is over 25,ocfo square feet.1 

*'"-·-·-··· .. -·····-····-·····--···---··· ..... ·-·-···--····-·-·-··-··-··--·-······-···-·-···----............. - .............................................................. _ ..... . 
1 San Fcmdsto's.FhstSourccHirlng Program (Chapter 83 of thcAdmlnistratiVECode)was created w fostcrconst:ructionandpennanent cmployrncntop­

portun\tlcs for qualified economically dind\'antagtd. indivjduals. P.utidpadon in thts program. is rcquhcd in CiLf mntradsand Oty propcn:y Cl'.lntracrs. 
Betwecn.200611nd201 l, the First Souia.Hltlng Frogr.tm h2s employed at least 1,310 pcap1c. These numhcts rcpre<ent rnbJmumi;, hc~lllcnotllll hittJ; 

==.led. 
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II Housing 
·Characteristics 

This section provides background information on the physical and quali.tativ~ characteristics 

of San Francisco's housing stock. Totaling about 376,083 units by the end of 2013, the city's 

housing stock is roughly divided into low.:, medium-, and higher-density structures. The city's 

housing stock is older than other West Coast cities, with almost 50% of the city's housing 

units con~tructed before World War II. San Francisco's housing tends to be smaller in size, with: 

about 72% of all units containing two bedrooms or less. San Francisco, like most large cities, 

is a city of renters who live in 62.5% of occupied housing units in the city. 

About 3,520 new housing units were added to. the citys housing stock in the three years 

following the 2010 Census; of these, 95% were in structures with ten or more units. Since 

2010, almost 35% of all new housing_was constructed in the largely industrial areas of the 

South of Market. planning district; an additional combined total of 11 % were built in. the 

residential-zoned Inner and Outer Sunset, the Richn).ond, and Central and South Central 

planning districts. 

Housing affordability continues to be a major concern as San Francisco has one of the least 

affordable housing markets in the nation. In 2013, 36% of new housing built qualified as 

affordable to households making 120% or less of the area median income. Moreover, 93% of 

thosi: affordable units were rentals affordable to very low- and low-income households. The 

housing market is heating up once more, and homeownership in San Francisco remains elusive 

for !JJ.OSt residents. Only 16% of all San Francisco households could afford the $855,500 

median housing price. Average asking rents stood at $3,300 in 2013. 
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A. EXISTING HOUSING STOCK 

1. General Characteristics 

Strncture Type and Tenw:e: According to the 2010 Census, San Francisco's over 372,560 

housing units consisted of roughly equal proportions of low-density single family units, two 

to nine unit medium density structures, and ten unit plus high-density buildings (Table I-21). 

This has not changed dramatically in the last 12 years. San Francisco is also city· of renters: an 

estimated 63% of all households rent according to the lat~t American Commi:mity Survey 

estimates (2012). This latest Census survey; however, estimated that there has a a decrease in 

the rate of homeownership, with 33% of all households owning their homes, down from 35% 

12 years earlier. Table I-21 also shows that a vast majority of single-family units are owner­

occupied (72%). 

TENURE STATUS 

.( 65.0% 63.1% 

. STRUCTURE TYPE 

Single Family 32.1% 32.4% 32.7% 33.6% 11.7% 14.1% 

2-4 Units 23.3% 
'• 

21.9% 23.4% 21.7% 26.7% 24.6% 

5-9 Units· 11.3% . 9.9% 11.3% 10.0% 15.9% 13.9% 

10-19Unlts · 10.1% 10.2% 10.1% 10.2% 14.3% 14.7% 

20+ Units 22.9% 25.4% 22.3% '24.3%' 31.2% 32.5% 
.:. 

other 0.2%· 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 

TOTAL. 100.0% 100%. 100.0%. 100.0% 100.P% 100.0% 

UNITSlzE 

No Bedroom 18.0% 13.8% 17.7% 12.4% 26.0% 18.8% 

1 Bedroom· 28.0% 27.1% 28.0% 27.1% 36.9% 37.1% 

2Bedrooms 29.8% 30.9% 29.7% 31.1% . 25.0% 28.6% 

3 Be.drooms 17.3% 19.1% 17.5% 19.7% 9.2% 10.8% 

4-Bedroom 5.3% 6.6%. 5.3% 7.0% 2.2% 3.0% 

5 o(more Bedrooms 1.7% 
... 

1.5% . 2.6% 1.8% 2.8% 0,7% 

TOTAL 100.0%. 100% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

AGE _OF HOUSING BY YEAR BUILT . 

201 o or later . . 0.1% 0.1% .. 0.1% 
.. 

2000.:2009 6.3% 6.1% 5.5% 

1980 -1999 9.0% 9.6% 8.9% 9.6% 8.5% 9.6% 

1960-1979 16.4% '15.2% ·16.3% 15.3% 19.5% 18.5% 

1940 -1959 ; 24.7% 20.0% 24.8% 20.5% 23.7% 18.5% 

1939 or earlier 49.9% .. 48.8% 50.0% 48.3% 48.3% 47.7% 

TOTAL 100.0% . 100.0% .100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SOURCE: Census Burea11 
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35.0% 36.9% 

71.6% 67.0% 

17.2% 16.8% 

2.8% 3.3% 

·2.~% 2.4% 

5.9% 10.3% 

0.2% 0.1% 

.100.0% 100.0%. 

2.4% 1.4% 

11.3% 9.8% 

38.5% 35.3% 

32.8% 34.8% 

11.2%' 13.8% 

3.8% 4.9% 

100.0% 100.0% 

0.2% 

7.1% 

9.5% .. 9.5% 

10.4% 9.9% 

26.9% 23.9% 

53.2% 49.4%· 

100.0% 100.0% 
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Structure Size:/Bedroom Counts Dwelling units in San Eranci~co are generally small in size. 

1he2010 Census showed that72% of all units had two bedrooms or less. Only9o/o of housing · 

units had four or more bedrooms. These units.were primarily in single-family homes and 

~o u.filt residential flats. Renters, who make up two-thirds of all households in the city, tend 

to have smaller units. Almost of fifth (19%) of renting households live.in units without a 

bedroom, compared to just 1.3% of home owning households. 

Age of Housing Stocm Almost 50% of San Francisco's housing stock was built prior to 194-0. 

New construction since 2010 accounts for just under 1 %. of the city's total housing stock. Un­

like some jurisdictions where older housing stock is targetted fur demolition or replacement, 

roost of San Francisco's older housing stock is in souri.d condition. Indee<;l, the city's iconic 

Victorians are over 100 years old. (See page 58 for discussion on replacement of units.) Table 

I-21 details _other differences in housing characteristics by household tenure status. 

Location arul. Structure Type: Table I-22 in the following page shows the distribution of the 

city's housing inventory by planning district (see Map I-3) and by structure size. The Northeast 

planning district has the most housing units, followed by the D~wntown, Richmond., West­

ern Addition and South Central planning dlstricts. The largely residential districts of Bernal 

Heights, South Bayshore, the industry-streWn Bayview and the Inner Sunset account fur the 
fewest units. Single-family homes are concentrated in the residential-zoned districts of.South 

Central, Outer Sunset, Ingleside and Bernal Heights. The Downtown planning district haS the 

roost high-density-structures, followed by South of Market, Northeast and Western Addition. 
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1 ·Richmond 11,386 15,562 5,133 5,319. 37,432 

Percent 30% 42% 14% 14% 10.0% 

2Marina 3,467 5,638 3,817 13,238 26,175 

Percent 13% 22% 15% 51% 7.0% 

3 Northeast 2,081 7,643 6,154 24,619 40,561 

Perce11t 5% 19% 15% 61% 10.8% 

4Downtown 547 728 495 28,146 30,077 

Percent 2% 2% 2% 94% 8.Q% 

5 Western Addition 2,536. 6,074 4,058 17,075 29,743 

Percent 9",(, 20% 14% 57% . 7.9% 

6 Buena Vista 2,775 6,647 3,340 4,280 17,082 

Percent 16% 39% 20% 25% 4.5% 

7 Central 10,226 8,698 2,949 4,663 . 26,541' 

Percent 39% 33% 11% 18% 7.1% 

8 Mission 6,298 7,057 3,815 7,792 24,984 

Percent 25% 28% 15% 31% 6.6% 

9 South of Market 2,382 2,949 1,207 16,708 23,290 

Percent 10% 13% 5%· 72% 6.2% 

1 O South Bayshore 7,614 1,580 688 1,578 11,532 

Percent 66% 14% 6% 14% 3.1% 

:11 Bernal Heights 5,929 2,801 537 329 9,637 

Percent 62% 29% 6% 3% 2.6% 

12 South Central 21,593 3,000 863 1,407 26,875 

Percent 80% 11% 3% 5% 7.1% 

13 Ingleside 16,505, 1,557 505· 5,906 24,598 

Percent 67%. 6% 2% 24%. 6.5% 

14 Inner Sunset 10,451 4,535 1,555 2,414 18,959 

Percent 55% 24% 8% 13% 5.0% 

15 Outer Sunset 19,317 4,737 1,385 937 26,410 

Percent 73% .18% 5% 4% 7.0% 

CITYWIDE TOTAL 123,959 79,893 37,125 134,534 376,081 

Percent 33% 21% 10%. 36% 100% 

. SOUR~ SF Planning Dcpanmcnc 
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2. Changes to the Housing Stock, 2004-2013 

Despite the economic downturn at the beginning of the new millennium, housing produc­

tion in San Francisco seemed unaffected. Accounting for new production, demolitions, and 

alterations, the city has seen a net increase of over 19 ,316 housing units - an annual average of 

almost 1,932 units - in the last ten years. In comparison, a net total of 13,634 housing units 

were added between 1994 and 2003 o~ an annual rate of about 1,363 units per year. After the 

three-year spike in demolitions between 2003 and 2005, demolitions have been steady. San 

Francisco has a one-to-one replacement po)icy for demolitions and these units have since been 

replaeed. 

2004 \780 355 62 (487 

2005 1,872 174 157 1,855 

2006 1,675 41 280 1,914 

2007 2,197 81 451 2,567 

2008 3,019 29 273 3,263. 

2009 3,366 29 117 3,454 

2016 1,082 170 318 1,230 

2011 348 84 5 269 

2012 794 127 650 1,317 

2013 2,330 429 59 1,960 

TOTAL 18,463 1,519 2,372 19,316 

SOURCE: SFl'lanning Dopamn<nc 

a. 7}1pe and Locavon of New Construction, 2004-2013 

Most of the new construction in. the last ten years has occurred in larger structures, with 91 % 
of the housing developed in buildings with more than ten units (Table l-24). South of Market 

absorbed most of the new housing development. since 2010, accounting for about 1,230 new 

units or almost 35.3% of all new housing during that period; Downtown and the Western 

Addition follow with roughly 729 and 424 respectively, together accounting for about 33% of 

new housing (Table I-25 and Map I-4). The. largely residential districts of the Outer and Inner 

Sunset, Bernal Heights, South Central, Marina and Richmond, combined, netted only 1.9% 

of the additional units to the city's housing stock. 
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TnbleI-24 
Comparison of ExlsUng 

stock with New Construction 
by Building Type, 

San Francisco, 199(}-2013 

Tn.bleI-25 
Net Change in the Housing 
Stock by Planniqg Distric~ 

201(}-2013 
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f~r;~~~~1~~~~ii>~fJ~;:~~~i;if £~~~i~l~~~it~i~;;j~-f ?~:~t~~~~j;Ii:f~~ 
Single Family 32.0% ·32.1% 33.3%. 33.0% 

Two Units 24.0% 10.9% 10.1% 10.0% 

3 to 9 L)nits 11.3% 23.8% 21.3% 21.2% 

10 +Units 34.3% 33.1% 35.2% 35.8% 

TOTAL 100.0% 99.8% 100.0% 100.0% 

SOURcES: C."""' Bu=u; SP Planning D<parm"nt 

~;~~~~N~~~1i~i~i~i!~~~~ti~~i~~t~lli~~iJrr~fiHti!i~ 
1-Richll)ond ~7,383 49 

.. 
.37,432· 1.4% 

2-Marina 26,165 10 26,175 0.3% 
.. 

3. - .Northeast · 40,462 99 40,561 · 2.8% 

4-Downtown 29,348· 729 30,017 20.9% 

5 - Western Addition 29,319 424. 29,743 12.2% 

6 - Buena Vista .-16,950 132 17,082 3,8% 

7- Central 26,395 146 26,541 .4.2% 

8- Mission .. 24,566 418 24,984 12.0% 

9 - South of Market . 22,061 1,229 .· 23,290 35,3% 

1 o -South Bayshore -11,404 128 11,532 3.7% 
.. 

11 - BElrnal Heights . 9,629 8 9,637 0.2% 

12 - South Central 26,866 9 26,875. 0.3% 

13 -_Ingleside .· 24,424 174 24,598 5.0% ... 

14 - Inner sunset 18;951 8 18,959 0,2% 

15 ~ Oute~ sunset 26,427. . (17) 26,410 (0.5%). 

San Francisco Totals 372,535 .. '3,466 376,081 100.0% 

SOURCE: SP FlonnlngD<p"""""' 
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: ·.very Low.· . 38~ 

Low- 2 

, ·Moderate 163 

Total Newly Constructed 
Affordable Units 

548 

As % of.Total 
30.8% New Construction 
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b. Construction of Low and Moderate Income Housing, 2000-2013 

Between 2000 and 2013, 6,370 new affordable housing units, including inclusionary afford­

able units, were added to San Francisco's housing stock. San Francisco, however, did not meet 

its fair share of the regional housing ne~ds production targets, especially for lo.;,, and moderate 

income housing. (See .Appendix A for details of the city's housing production performance in 

the evaluation of the 2009 Housing Element.) 

Since.2010, 33% of all new housing units built in the city have been affordable units, Nearly 

65% of these qualified as affordable at very low-income levels and another 20% that was 

considered affordabl~ for low income households (Table I-26). An affordable rental u_nit is 

defined as housing for which rent equals 30% of the income of a household earning 80% or 

less of the area median income (AMI), 1 

These totals represent construction of new units, including new units from alterations and 

conversion of commercial structures, but do not indud~· permanently affordable units that 

result from the '.1-cquisition and rehabiliration of existing residential buildings by non-profit 

housing· organizations. Of these affordable units, almost 660 units were specifically targeted' 

for f.unilies and featured three- and four-bedroom units. Another 100 units were reserved for 

senior citizens and about 590 units were efficiency units or one-bedroom units to house the 

formerly homeless. About 115 units were for first-rim~ homeownership. The Mayor's Office 

of Housing (MOH)·nqted that about 480 affordable units were acquired or rehabilitated since 

2010. These numbers include both MOH and the Office ~f Community Infrastructure and 

Investment projects (formerly known as the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency). 

. 4!)3 ·31Q 381 550 480 140 357 448 3,920 

236 17 120 81 140 21 21 · 52 220 910 

11'0 158 203 361 256 81 . 57 104 . 44. . 1,537 

799 491 735 823 946 582 218 513 712 6,367 

42.7% 29,3% . 33,5% 27.3% 28,1% 53,83· 62.6% '64.6% . _30,6% 34.5% 

SOURC& Planniog Dcparoncnt. Housing lnvcnu>ry 

1 Income .nd. affonl-abi\Ii.y guid.clincs 21c dist::u.utd on pp. 42-43. 
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c. Units Demolished 

A total of 1,520 housing units were demolished between 2004 and 2013, or an annual average 

of over 150. This is higher than the number of units demolished ln the nine years between 

2000 and 2008 with an annual average of about 133 units. Tue city has a one-to-one unit 

replacement policy that requires units lost through demolition be replaced with the same 

number of units or more. As shown in Table I-27, 87% of all units demolished were in larger 

multi-unit structures. Single-family homes represented 13% of residential units demolished 

from between 2004 and 2013 (about 200 units). 

Units Demolished 355 174 41 81 29 29 ·170 

Single Family 30 70 18 19 11 20 6 

2 Unit Building 10 16 12 8 4 6 6 

3-4 Unit Building 9 3 11 3 3 3 35 

5+ Unit Building 306 85 51 11 123 

d. Other Changes to the Housing stock 

In addition to changes resulting from new construction and demolition, the quantity of hous­

ing in the city can be altered by other fuctors including the subdivision of units, dwelling unit 

mergers, ancf building conversion (e.g. converting housing to com.inercial space). 

a. Alterations: Since 2004, over 2,925 net units have been added to the city's housing stock 

by some type of alteration. Tue majority of alterations that produce additional housing usually 

result in a single new unit. Most losses through alterations result from removal of illegal units 

(over 210 units), although recent legislati"."e efforts have a goal of curbing historically high 

trends by encouraging processes to legalize illegal units. A number of unit are also removed 

through unit mergers from the housing stock each year. About 210 housing units were re­

moved in this fashion. 

b. Conversions: A slowing trend in alterations is the 

conversion of commercial ·buUdings to residential uses. 

Between 2004 and 2013, approximately 1,200 units were 

added through commercial to residential conversion. 

Moreover, the number ofh•;:msing units lost by conversion 

to non-residential uses has decreased dramatically over the 

last three .decades afi:er controls that discourage conversion 

to commercial uses were set in place in the mid-1980s and 

1990s. Approximately 25 units were lost to such conver­

sion between.2004 to 2013, at a sirnUar rate in the previous 

10 years and fur reduced from the over 165 units that were 

converted to non-residential uses in the decade from 1981-

1990 (Table I-28). No information is available on the 

number of units illegally converted from residential use. 

1981to1990 * 
1991to2000 42 

2001to2010 71. 

2011to2013 4 

NOTES 
*SF Planning Dcpamnenr,.A Study oJConwrsion 

of A}llrtmmts to N"n RniJmtittl Uies bt Com~ 
mmia/amllml•utrid.Amu. 1981 

SOURCE: SF Planning Dq>art.tncnc 
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127 429 1,519 

11 197 

10 78 

32 99 

85 418 1,145 

Tnbfe l-28 
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3. Secondary Units · 

No infurmation is available on the number of illegal secondary units that have been added to 

the city's housing stock.. However, a total of 76 units have been legalized between 2004 and 

2013 and another 226 illegal units were removed. in the same perlod {Table I-29). 

~[~i'iX6,af~if~Ail~~egg~~~~~~l"ijinilffefiliUii~~ 
.2004 B 

.. 
22 .. 

2005 16 38 

·2006 g· 12 

2007 11 10 

2008 B 19 

2009 10 .. B 

2010 4 6 
•. 

2011 6 3g 
2012 - 2. 

2013 4 70 

TOTALS 76 . 226 

SOURC& SF Housinglluthorloy 

4. Federally-Assisted Units 

Tabie I-30 describes units in San Francisco that receive support under the Federal Section 8 

rent subsidy program or. are managed by the San Francisco Housing Authority. In the Section 

8 program, residents pay 30% of their monthly income in rent, and the government subsidizes 

the difference so that the property owner .receives a HUD-determined fair market rent each 

month. Section 8 subsidies are associated either with a particular housing unit (project-based) 

or with a qualifying househo_ld {voucher/certificate program). Section 8 housing units and 

those managed by the Housing Authority total oyer 8,77 4 units, representing about 1 % of the 

city's total housing stock. 

Project Based Section a .1.300 

Ten.ant Based SeCtlon 8 7,774 

-Moderate Rehabilitation • 1,000 

TOTALS. 8,774 

SOURCE: sf Housing Audmrity 
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5. Residential Hotel Stock 

Residential hotel units (also called Single Room Occupancy or SR Os) typically provide afford­

able rental housing for solo occupancy and generally rented to lower income persons. There are 

over 500 residential hotels in San Fr3;Ilcisco containing about 19,380 rooms (Table I-31); most 

of these SRO units have shared bathroom and kitchen facilities. Since 1990, non-profit organi­

zations have purchased residential hotels and now maintain nearly a quarter of the units with a 

guaranteed level of affordability and, in some cases, relateq supportive services to residents. Of 

the residential hotels operated by private entities, about 2,940 of the 13,900 rooms operate as 

tourist rooms and. therefore do not contribute to the affordable housing-stock.. 

2000 457 16,331 3,781 61 3,314• 518 19,645 

2005 435 15,106 3,345 71 4,217 506 19,323 

2010 ·412 13,790 . 2,883 87 5,163 499 18,953 

2013 414 13,903 2,942 87 5,479 501 19,382 

SOURCE: SF DopanmcntofBulldingTnspecdon 

With the adoption of the Residential Hotel Ordinance in 1980, and subsequent amendments 

to that ordinani:;e strengthening its enforcement in 1990, conversion of residential hotel rooms 

has significantly decreased.. Over 480 units were lost due to demolitions or fire from 2000 

to 2007 (Table I-32). These units are slated to be replaced or have already been replaced by 

permanently affordable units. 

~~fi~;;fl~~¥JJi.~~~~~~~:~~!~.~~;~;J~ft~~~~P~~1~§~~l~~Eit~9fJl~1l~gffit~M~fi~ 
Demolitions/Fire. ·99 909 481 

Conversions 1,188 109 

Earthciuai<e Damage 202 

TOTAL 1,188 410 909 481 

SOURCE: SF DepuanentofBullding lnspetdon 

6. Live/Work 

The Planning Department no longer tracks information on live/work units. As of 2008, over 

4,570 live/work units have been "completed since 1987. Most live/work development occurred 

in such areas where land was relatively cheaper and many industrial buildings were converted 

to residential lofts. As commercial development, live/work units were exempt fro~ obligations 

and conditions typically required of residential development such as school fees, indusionary 

affordable housing requirements and open space provisions. Displacement of viable businesses 

and land use conflicts also prompted the Planning Commission to adopt interim zoning con-
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trols for southeastern portions of the city aimed at preserving industrially wned lands from 

competing uses. These controls created Indtistrial Protection Zones where new housing and 

live/work units are not allowed, and accompanying Mixed Use Districts where housing would 

be encouraged. Concerned with distortions in the housing supply and with displa~ent of 

industrial space, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors also passed a six:-rnonth moratorium 

on the construction of new live/work units in February 2001. The temporary moratorium was 

intended to halt the approval of new projects while a study on the impact of livefwork units 

on the city's housing market and industrial lands was being conducted. This moratorium was· 

extended several times and eventually livefwork loopholes were mended. Livefwork units built 

after the moratorium were from development projects that were grandfathered in at the time 

of the legislation. 

B. HOUSING TENURE AND AFFORDABILITY 

i . Owner-Occupied Housing 

The rate of homeownership estimated in 2012 (33%) has decreased since the 2000 Census . 

. (35%) and is still much lower than the national average (65.5%). Table I-33 below shows rates 

of home ownership by planning district. About 50% ofli.omes owned are in the Inner Sunset, 

Outer Sunset, South Central, and. Bernal Heights planning districts. Home ownership rates are 

lowest in the ~owntown, with only op.e percent of people owning their home. 

San Francisco's housing prices are among the highest in the nation. And despite recent price 

declines, at year-end 2012, the median price for an average single family home in San Francisco 

exceeded $855,500 and was over 1.2 times the cost of similar housing in the Bay Ar.ea and 

four times the national average (Table I-34). It is estimated that only 16% of San Francisco's 

households can afford a median priced home in the city. 
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Tttble l-33 
Rate of Homeownership, 

1 Richmond 
San Francisco, 2012 

38% 

2Marina 25% 

3 Northeast 15% 

4 Downtown 2% 

5 Western Addition 19% 

6 Buena Vista 26% 

7 Central 41% 

8 Mission 20% 

9 South of Market 32% 

1 o South Bayshore 50% 

11 Bernal Heights 53% 

12 South Central 67% 

13 Ingleside 59% 

14 Inner Sunset 56% 

15 Outer Sunset 59% 

San Francisco Citywide 33% 

SOURCE. US C=m 

!~~~~~1@1-ijf~~r~~?~~!~~~~~T1~l~~WID:~~~~~~~t~1Wf6£M?f~~~~i~~~~p1gji.,· 
San Francisco $855,500.: 16% 

SF Bay Area Region $704,990 21% 

Northern California 
$721,140 21% (not including the SF Bay Area) 

California . $4ss,940 32% 

Nationwide $207,300 56% 

SOURCF.: U:lifomia Association ofRealtom 

Home sales prices in San Francisco has been steadily climbing since 2000 befure peaking 

in 2005. With the global recession, prices dropped between 2005 and 2011 (Figure 1-4). 

Since 2011, the price of housing in San Francisco.continues to grow and based on the trend 

since 2000, the price of housing is projected to is to surpass the high prices seen in 2005. 

Compared to the Bay Ar.ea region, the housing prices trend follows a similar path as San 

Francisco. Still, the high cost of home ownership is still prohibitive for San Francisco's low 

and moderate-income households and homeownership for these households would requir~ 

substantial subsidies. As stated earlier, only 16% of San Francisco households can qualify to 

purchase homes at these prices. 
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FigzmI4 
·Housing Price Trends, 

San Francisco, 2000-2013 . 
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2. Rental Housing 

The 2012 American Community Survey (ACS) estimated that about 63% of San Francisco 

households are renters; this is almost deuble the national average of 34.5%. San Francisco is 

nevertheless typical of other larger cities where renters outnumber homeowners. Average ask­

ing i;ents in San Francisco dropped slightly with the doc-com bust but remain high, climbing 

to $2,750 in 2007 and remaining co~stant until about 2011. After 2011, asking rents for a 

two-bedroom aparU?-ent skyrocketed to an average of $4,100 in 2014 (Figure I-5). To afford 

this level of rent in 2013, a household would need-to earn about $170,000 a year. 

Rental affordability continues to be a citywide problem. Traditionally, neighborhoods in the 

southeast portions of the city have been relatively affordable; however there is still a significant 

gap for low and very-low income households (Table I-35). The lowest :riedian asking rent for 

a two bedroom by district ($2,525 in South Bayshore) has an affordability gap of $763 for low 

income households (i.e., those households with income from 51 %.-80% of.the area median 

income). 

$2,02_3 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Z013. 

SOURCE: Zillow.com, R.cnrSEcoin, Zilpy,com 
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~it!~lf~~i~~.i1it;g~rt~£~r~~i~~~~~1fl~i~~~~~~~%iii~tr~t~~;~~'~r~ 
1 Richmond $3,195 $2,117 $1.433 296.38% 181.33% 

2Marina $4,950. $3,87~ $3,188 459.18%. . 280,93% 

3 Northeast $4,150 $3,072 $2,388 384.97% 235.53%. 

4 Downtown $4,500 $3,422 $2,738 41'7.44%. 255.39% 

5 Western Addition $3,822 $2,744 $2,060 354.55% 216.91% 

6 Buena Vista $3,972 $2,894 $2,210 368.46% 225.43% 

7 Central $3,918 $2,840 $2,156 363.40% 222.33% 

. 8 Mission $4,330 $3,252 $2,568 401.67% 245.74% 

9 South of Market $4,436 $3,358 $2,674 411.50% 251.76% 

1 o south Bayshore $2,525 $1,447 $763 234.23% 143.30% 

11 Bernal Heights $3,650 $2,572 $1,888 338,59% 207.15% 

12 South Central $2,850 $1,772 $1,088 264.38% 161.75% 

13 Ingleside $2,793 $1,715 $1,031 259.09% 158.51% 

14 Inner Sunset $3,697 $2,619 $1,935 342.95% 209,82% 

15 Outer Sunset $2,700 $1,622 $938 250.46% 153.23% 

Citywide Average ·' $4,100 $3,022 $2,338 380.33% 232.69% 

SOURCE: Cr.dgdis<com 'Etblel-35 
Nore: Average rents a.re a.vengc tJking- rents identified .fiom .listings between die period ofNovemba :2013 ~d. March 2014 

Rental Affordability for 
Lower Income Households 
by Planning District, 

C. VACANCY 

The overall housing vacancy rate in San Francisco is indicative of an enduring tight market. 

In 2010, vacancy rates at 5.4% for rentals and 2.3% for homeownership inevitably led to 

intense bidding and rising housing costs. Just about 8% of the city's housing stock w;is vacant 

at the time of the Census in April 2010 (Table I-36). This is considered a healthy :fractional 

rate in most housing markets in the United States. The 2012 American Community Survey 

shows units that are vacant and for sale stood at 1.4% and vacant units for rent at 4.3%. The 

unusually high total vacancy rate of9.3% in 2012 may suggest an increase.in time-shares and 

corporate homes used for employee housing. However, sampling error could also .be a ~ctor. 

~~~~~!lluA1~t~IE;~1C~!t~~"fi:~f:~~~~~3(~~=~~~rf';~l'.fi2~~i~'ft;ID:%g)_ij}i~\~J~~l~.29i~fi~l:~ 
Vacant 6.97% 4.86% .8.3% 9.3% 

For Rent Vacant 3.71% 2.50% 5.4% '4,3% 

For Sale Vacant 0.56% 0.80% 2.3% · 1.4% 

SOURCE'.: Ccosus Bureau 

The vacancy data included in Table I-37 is calculated as part of the decennial census, supple­

mented by the 2012 Amerlcan Community Survey. The Census Bureau also undertakes an 
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annual Housing Vacancy Survey which calculates vacancy rates for rental and homeowner 

properties in large metropolitan areas throughout the country. The methodology used to create 

this survey is different from that used for the decennial Census. Therefore, the results are not 

comparable. For example, the decennial census calculated a rental vacancy rate of 5.4% for 

2010 while the Housing Vacancy Survey calculated a vacancy rate of 1.8%. Unlike in 2000 

when it just accounted for San Francisco, the Housing Vacancy Survey now takes. into ac­

count the whole rnetrop olitan statistical area (San Francisco-Oak1and-Fremont). The Housll:g 

Vacaiicy Survey data may not be as reliable as the decennial census because of sampling error, 

it nevertheless allows for yearly coll?-parisons. Both datit are provided here. Fignre I-6 and I-7 

.below show vacancy rates for San Francisco fi:om 2005-2010 based on this annual survey. This 
information can supplement Table I-36 to compare trends in vacancies. 

90% 

8.0% 

7.0'l(. 

6.0'J(. 

5.0% 

4.0% 

3.0% 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

SOURCE: Ccn111$" Bureau, Housing Vacmcy Survey 
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2.5% 

2.0'J(, 

1.5% 
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0,5')(, 
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2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

SOURCE: Census Burau. Hawing Vacancy Survc)" 
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D. COASTAL ZONE HOUSING 

California state regulations require that the Housing Element detail new construction and 

demolition activity occurring within California Coastal Zone areas. The city's entire western 

shoreline is within Califomias coastal zone area. The coastal area zone boundary includes 

about 30 residential blocks that front the Pacific Ocean (Map I-5). 

Two new units in two structures were added t~ the housing stock between 20"07 and 2013, or 

an average of less than one new unit a year. In this same period, two buildings with two units 

were lost. The current development pipeline includes a 56-unit residential project within the 

coastal zone. 

Within the larger census tract areas fronting die coastal shoreline (about 150 blocks); new 

construction in in-fill sites has generated no new units. This has been deepend by 16 units lost· 

and six units added due to alteration projects. Some 14 new units are slated to be built in 9 

structures in this larger area. In this larger area, about 957 linits were built bewteen 1982 and 

2008. 

~tt•~~~~~;~~ll~~~A~~~JJmff~i~~i~~il~:~~~~ 
New Construction Completed 2 2 - -
Addition througt) Alterations - - 6 6 

Loss through Alterati.ons 2 (2) 16 (16) 

· Demolition Completed - - - -
Net Change in Housing Stock 4 - 22 (10). 

Development Pipeline (Q4 2013) 7 64 9 14. 

SOURCE: SF Planning Dcpamncnt 

Residential development in the Coastal Zone must conform to City Planning Code density 

requirements. Development projects in the coastal zone also are required to apply for a coastal 

permit and are reviewed for consistency with Western Shoreline General Plan policies con­

tained in the W'estern Shoreline Plan and Proposition M policies, one of which aims to preserve 

the City's supply of affordable housing. 

In addition, new construction and demolition permits are reviewed for consistency with Ar­

ticle 10 of the California Government Code which requires that affordable lower income units 

converted or demolished in the Coastal Zone Area be replaced on a one-for-one basis, and that 

· new housing developments, where feasible, provide housing units for persons and families of 

low or moderate income. 
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Regional Housing 

Needs Assessment for 
San Francisco, 
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Housing 
Needs 

This section examines the type, amount and affordability of new housing construction needed 

in San Francisco, as determined by the Association of Bay Area Governments, through June 

2022. It is based, in part, on the data presented .in the preceding Sections. 

A. REGIONAL HOUSING NEED ASSESSMENT 

The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), in, coordination with the California State 

Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), determine the Bay Areas 

regional housing need based on regional trends, projected job growth and existing needs. San 

Francisco's fair share of the regional housing need for January 2015 through June 2022 was 

calculated as 28,870 uni.ts, or about 3,850 units per year (Table I-38). This goal seeks to 

alleviate a tight housing market stemming from forecast household and employment growth as 

well as allocating regional household and employment growth to jurisdictions with established 

or planned transit infrastruc;rures. More important, the Regional Housing.Needs ~essment 
(RHNA) determination includes production targets addressing housing needs of a range of 

household income categories. A total of about 16,333 units or 57% of the RHNA target must' 

be affordable to households making 120% of the area median income (AMI) or less. 

itl~~)l~llil~~~~®w~I~i)J&~!~~f~4i:~f"~P.~i~1~f~i~l~~19i~~~~{:~Zi~n~~~~@!WE~~~: 
Very Low ( 0-50% AMi) .. · 

.. ·. .. 
.. 6,234 . 21.6% 831 

Low ( 51-:-80% AMI ) 4,639 16.1% 619 

Moderate.(81-120% AMI) 5,460. 1B.9%. 728 

Above Moderate (over 120% AMI). · 12,536 43.4% 1,671 

TOTAL UNITS 28,869 100.0% 3,849• 

SOURCE: ABAG, Planning D<pamnrot 
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The Department of Housing and Urban Development determines the annual area median 

income (AMI) for the San Francisco Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which includes the 

counties of San Francisco,. Marin and. San Mateo. In 2014, the area median .income for a single 

person household was almost $68,000 and. $97,100 for a household of four people. 

lfi~\if~l~~li~li'~~1ii~t~f;t£L~~iti~Fttl!I 
Very Low ( 0--50% AMI ) $20,400 . $23,300 $26,200 $29,150 $31,450 

Low ( 51-80% AMI ) $48,225 $55,175 $62,075 $68,925 $74,450 

Moderate (B1-120%AMI) $71,350 . $81,575 $91.775 $101,950 $110,100. 

Above Moderate (over 120'!'° AMI ) $98,550 $112,675 $126,725 $140,800 $152,050 

SOURCE:: Department of Hou.Ung and Urban Dc:vdopmc:nt (HUD) 

The median income in San Francisco, however, is lower than the area median income. This is 

due in part to higher median incomes in San Mateo and. Marin counties and the concentra­

tions of lower-income families in the city. For example, jn 2012, Marin County's mediari 

household income of $90,962 and San Mateo's $87,751 were quite higher than the city's me­

dian household income of $73,802.1 Roughly 43% of all San Francisco households make less 

than 80% of the San Francisco PMSA area median income, and fall under the Department of 

Housing and Urban Development (HUD)'s low and very low income categories (Table I-40). 

Median Income for sf. 2012. 

SOURCE: Census BlllCln, 20UAmetian Community Survey 

In order to account for this income variance, the Mayor's Office of Housing publishes a local 

AMI standard (Table I-41). San Francisco's Inclusionatjr Affordable Housing Program regu­

lates housing assistance based. on the San Francisco Area Median Income (SFAMI). 

...................................... ---········· ................... __ ,,,,_,, ......... _ ......... ,,_,., ....... _.,, ..................... -.. ·-·-··--···-·-·-·-·--···· .......................... -......... .. 
l Figures dtcd a.rein 2012 inRatiun-adJum::d dollars. 
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.. 
Studio $47,550 : $1,308 $162,631 .Low.Income 

f&Do/o of HUD Area 2 1 Bedroom. $54,400 $1,496 $188,062 
. edian lncor:n.e). · 

$1,683 3 2Bedroom $61,200 ·. $213,721 

.4 3 Bedroom $67,950 $1;869: $239,380 

5 4Bedroom $73,400 . $2,019 $258,449 

' Me(!ian Income · Stu~io· $61,150 $1,682 . $?26,943 

· [30% of HUD Area 
edfan:lncome) .. 

2 .1 Bedroom $69,950. $1,924> $261,692 

3 . 2.Bedroom · $78,650 $2, 163. $296,669 

4 3Bedroom $87,400 "$2,404 $?31,418 

5 4.Bedroom $94,350 $2,595 $357,758. 

Moderate.li1come Studio $74,750. $2,056 $291,483 

· ~10%.of HUD Area 2 1 Bedroom $85,450 $2,350 $335,322 
ediari.!ncome) 

$96;150 $2!644 . $379,389 . 3 2Bedroom· 

4 3 Bedroom $106,800 .. $2,937 '$423,228" . 

5 4Bedroom . $115,350 $3,172 $457,295 

Moderate Income Studio $81,550 $2,243 

~20% of HUD Area 2 
edian lncoine) 

1 Bedroom $93,250 $2,564 

3 2Bedroom $104,900 $2,885 

4 3 Bedroom $116,500 $3,204 

5 4Bedroom . $125,800 $s.4oo 

Moderate tnCcime ·. studio $101,950 $2,804 

~SO% bf HUD Area.· ·2 1 Bedroom $116,550 $3,205 
. edjan Income) · 

213edn:Jom $131, 100 $3,605 3 

4 3 Bedroom $145,650 $4,005 

5 41;ledroom $157,300 $4,326 

'fable l-41 Source: U.S. Depaument of Housing and_ Urb:ui Development (HUD) 

Homeownership Affordable 
Note~ Incomes are basal on thei.012/uea.Mcdian Income (AMI) limlts for thc.San.Frutcko HUD Metro FMRAtca (HMFA), Moodily housing 

Housing Guidelines, San .c:xpe:ns~ an:: c:a1culatcd based un 33% of gru$S mumhly in rum~ (FMR= Falr Ma.&ct Rents). M~imum purchase: ptic:e is the ~ffuu!able price from Sm · 

Francisco, 2014 Fnncisco's Inclwlonary Housing Program and lncotpor.ucs monthly fees and Wt~ into s:alcs price. 

1.43 
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B. HOUSING AFFORDABILITY NEEDS 

1: Affordability of New Housing Construction 

State law requires that the city address the housing needs for all income levels. ABAG estimates 

housing need by income group to provide a basis for determining what income levels need 

to .be most served by new construction. ABAG figures are based on income distribution of 

all existing households in the city and in the Bay Area. ABAG's estimates split the difference 

betw<oen the city and the regional figure in an effort to move the city closer to the regional 

income distribution. Table I-38 (see page 41) shows that the city must construct almost 28,870 

new housing units to meet its fuir share of the Bay Area region's estimat~d housing need. At 

least 38% of these new units must be affordable to very low and low-income households. 

Another 19% should be a1fordable to households with moderate incomes. 

The high cost of housing leads to nwnerous troublesome effects including overwhelming rent 

burden (as more of a household's income is needed to go toward rent); overcrowding as more 

people squeeze into smaller a1fordable units to share costs; an increase in workers per househoid 

needed to pay mortgage or meet monthly rent; increased commuter traffic fr~m San Francisco 

job holders who cannot afford to live in the city; and an increase in the homeless population.. 

2. Households Overpaying 

Rising housing costs lead to overpayment as more of a household's income is spent on hous­

ing. The 2010 American Community Survey (ASC) estimated median monthly rent in San 

Francisco at $1,328 and median monthly housing costs for owner occupied units at $3,163. 

Overpayment comes about when .30% or more of~ household's income goes to paying rent 

or 35 percent or more of household income for mortgage payments. A higher percentage 

of poorer households thus tend to overpay, as Table I-42 shows, almost 72% of low income 

renting households overpay; compared to 4i % of all renting households. Table I-42 below also 

shows that about 38% of all San Francisco owner-occupied households spent more than 30% 

ofits income on .housing costs in 2010. The n~ber and percentage of households overpaying 

has also grown since the 2000 Census. In 2000, housing costs for over two-thirds are very 

low income households represented 30% or more of their household inrome. Table I-42 also 

shows that a higher percentage of renting households tend to oveipay. The marked increase 

in homeowning households overpaying by 2010 may be due in large part on the relaxation of 

criteria for mortgage financing. 
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t~~W.l~f!:~fi~i1~~~{~1~~~~~,~~~1~~~1~~~~~;~~;:{~~)~;/~~~1~N~~~!~ii 
Renter Occupied*. 76,600 

.. 
80,8% 

Extremely LDwNery Low Income · 36,790 38.8% 

Very l.Dw/Low Income 16,012 i6.9% 

. OWner Occupied * 18,237 19.2% 

Extremely LowNery Low Income 6,833' 72% 

Very Low/l.Dw Income 4,727 5.0% 

· Ali Households 94,837. 100.0% 

*Gross Rents or Monthly HouslngCom;: ILS 30% or mote ofhouscbold income; 2000/2010 

SOURCE: Census BUreaU, SCDS: CHAS Data.2010 

3. Overcrowded Households 

209,930 62% 

60,690 i8.i% 

i6,450 4.9% 

126,030 37.5% 

22,945 6.8% 

9,605 2..9% 

335,960 100.0%. 

A household is considered overcrowded when there is more than one person per room in the 

dwelling unit. The 2012 Censu5 reported that 20.520 or 6% of all San Francisco households 

were overcrowded (Table I-43). Of these households, 11,617 (3.4% of all San Francisco 

households) are severely overcrowded, with more than 1. 5 occupants per room. Since 2000, 

the number of overcrowded households reduced by 50%, however. the number of severly 

overcrowded househ~lds increased by 23%. Renter households are also more likely to be over­

crowded than home-owning households. 

f0~i~~~~1fii~I~~~~~~~~~tt~i:;f P.f~~~~~~!~~E~~~.~l~~~:Qf~rqq~~gf~~%1 
.... owner ciccupi.ed 5,110 4.1% 1,506 ·.·1.2% 

Renter Occupied 15,410 7.2% 10,111 4.7%. 
···:· 

All Households 20,520 6.0% 11,617 3.4% . 

SOURCE;~ Burau 

.ASian-American and Hispanic/Latino households make up a disproportionate number of 

overcrowded households (14%) (Table I-44). This table also ·shows thar a substantial percent­

age of Other Race and American Indian/Alaska Native households are also overcrowded. 

These households are likdy to be larger (see Table I-7 on page 9) and have lower incomes (see 

Tables 1-16 and I-18). Larger households have difficuli:y securing hOusing with three or more 

bedrooms, especially with the city's very limited stockof larger units. High housmg costs also 

forces overcrowding. To afford the cost of housing, many low-income families crowd into 

smaller units. 
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~~~%;.~1~~;~~~if{!I~-q~~ll1A:tt®fG.l~5}~)'f~9!_ilf11Qa~~~qt0l11:~J.'.~rfio~s~1\Ql~f 
White· 5,8.49 2.9% 

African American 959 4.6% 

American ·Indian/ Alaska Native 151 10.4% 

Asian f1,102 11.7% 

NatiVe Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander 87 7.7% 

other Rac;e 2,091 . 17.9% 

Two or Mare Races 281 2.6% 

Hispanic I Latino 5,313 14.0% 

All Households 20,520 6.0% 

4. Expiration of Units at Risk of Conversion or Expiration 

Gov5!rnment Code Section ,65583(a)(8)(A-D) requires that the Housini; Element update 

inventory assisted housing developments at risk of expiration or conversion to marke,t rate dur­

ing the next 10 years (2015-2025). Assisted housing developments include multi.family rental 

housing complexes that receive government assfstance under any of the following federal, State, 

and/or local programs (or any combination of rental assiStance, mortgage insurance, interest 

reductions, and/or direct loan programs) which are eligible to change to market-rate housing 

due to termination (opt-out) of a rent subsidy contract (e.g., Housing Choice Vouchers, Sec­

tion 8) mortgage prepayment (e.g., FHA), or other state or local programs with expiring us~ 

restrictions. Entities that are qualified to manage assisted units in San Francisco are Iisted·in 

Table I-45 below. 

Some 3,434 units, funded through tax-credit and HUD are identified as at-risk with expira­

tions between 2015 and June 2025. This is only to say that the contracts could expire and may 

have the possibility of converting to market-rate housing. In most cases (like _in the case of 

non-profit owned projects) these units will not convert and will likely continue. According to 

the San Francisco Housing Authority; as ofJune 2014, Section 8 housing is the·only housing 

type at risk of conversion to market rate in San Francisco. As many as 1,082 law-income 

units are at risk of losing their Federal Rental Section 8 subsidies by 2025. Separately, the SF 

Housing Authority manages contracts for about 10,07 4 Section 8 units. Section 8 ufiits receive 

Federal subsidies ·that provide the owners of these units with the difference between 30% of the 

tenant's income, and a HUD establish~d rent for the units. 

Expiration of Section 8 subsidies in privately owned projects could force tenants to pay market 

rate rents for their unit, or face eviction. Expiration of Section 8 contrac;ts in nonprofit owned 

projects will burden organizations that lack sufficient income to rneet operating costs and 

mortgage payments. The existence of older buildings with Section 8 contracted units can pose 

as an additional financial burden. According to the Mayor's Office of Housing, during the 

2013-2014 fiscal year, the total .production and preservation of 1,759 units cost about $82.5 

million. Assuming that all units were treated equally, that would mean that the approximate 

cost to produce and/or preserve one unit would be $47,000. This cost per units varies based 

on need and project size. Preservation costs for these units can run up to about $.160 million. 
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~Qi9aiiJ~i€n:~;~g~~f~~~:'.&(::z31~l{ilf~sf'~~tf gs~r~:[~~~;!'.\~@fg~t~'~I~1:y~\~if £Dti-~:l~<ti>~~@)~~~?IZJ, 
Affordable Housing foundation P.O. Box25516. · . i;an Francisco 94126 (415) 367-7B34 ! 
Asian, Incorporate.ct 1167 Mission Street, 4th Floor : San Francisco 94103 (415) 926-5910 

Asian Neighborhood Design .. 461 Bush Street.; 4th Roar San Franclscci 94108 (415) 982.-2959 

Baker Places, Incorporated 600 Townsend, Suite 200E San Francisco 94103 (415) 864-4655 

Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center 515 Cortland Avenue san Francisco 94110 (415) 206-2140 

BRIDGE Housing Coorporation .1 Hawthorne, Suite .400 ·San Francisco 94105 (415) 989-1111 . 

BUILD Leadership Developmeni, Inc. 1280 Bison, Suite 
0

69-200 · Newf>ort Beach » . 92660 (949) 720-704;4 

Catholic Charities GYO 180 Howard Street, Sutt.a 1 cio San Francisco 94105 (415) 405-2056 

Chinatown Community Development 
Center 1525 Grant Avenue San Francisco· 94133. ·(415) 964-1450 

Christian Church Homes of Northern 303 Hegenoorger Road, Suite 201 Oakland 94621-1419 (510) 632-6714 California, Inc. 

Com~tinlty Housing Partnership 20 Jones Stree~ Suite 200 San Francisco 94102 (415) 852-5300 

Conrad House Supportive Housing 1365,Mlssion Stre~t . S_an Frandsco 94103 (415) 864-7359 Program .. 

Episcopal Community Services San • 165 6th Streei · San Francisco 94103 (415) 487-3300 Francisco 

Friendship House Assoc. of American 56 Julian Avenue San Francisco 94103-3547 (415) 865-0964 Indians, Inc. of San Francisco .. 
Fo<lndation of Afforqable Housing, . 2647 Stary Road San Francisco 95127 (4oa) 923-8260 Inc, 

Housing Corporation of Amertca 31423 Pacific Coast Highway, Suite Laguna Beach· ·92577 (323) 726-~672 7100 

lndocllin~se Housing Development 
.... 

Corporation .. 340 Eddy Street, Suite 100 .. San Francisco 94fo2 (415) 441-2872 

Mercy Housing 1360 Mission Stree~ Suite 300 San Ranclsco 94103 (415) 355-7100 

Mission J:lotislng De\ielapment 
.. 

Corporation 47 4 Valencia ~treet, Suite 280 San FranciSco 94103 . (415). 864-6432 

Northern Califomi~_Land Trust, Inc. 3126 Shattuck Avenue Berkeley 9~501 (510) 546-7878 

Progress Foudnat\on- ·368 FeU Street San Francisco 94102 (415) 861-0628 

San Francisco Office of Comrnunity 
1 South Van Ness, 5th Floor San Francisco 94103 (415) 7 49-2400 lnvestmentand Infrastructure · 

Satellite Affordable Housing Associ-
: 152i. l1niversity Avenue Berkeley 94703 (510) 647-0700 ates 

Tenderloin Ne.ighborhood Develop- 20.1 ·Eddy Street San Francisco 94102 . (415) 776-2151 ment CorporaHon 

TODCO Development Company 230 4th Street San Francisco 94103 (415) 957-0227 

West Bay Housing Corporation ·120 Howard Street, 120 San Francisco 94105 (415) 616-0012. 

. SOURCE: Scace DcputmcntofHou.singandCommunky Development 
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Autumn Glow Alzheimer's Residential NP 01/31/2015 

San Lorenzo Ruiz Center NP 01/31/2015·· 

St. Peter's Place NP 02/28/2015 

Britton Courts NP . 03/31/2015 

MENORAH PARK NP . 04/30/2015 

Edith Witt Senior Community PM 06/30/2015 

GOLDEN GATE APARTMENTS PM 07/31/2015 

On Lok House NP 1 0/31 /2015. 

Eastern Park Apts NP 11/30/2015 

HERITAGE HOMES LD 12/31/2015 

YWCA APARTMENTS, INC. NP 12/31/2015 

Bernal Gateway Apartments PM 12/31/2015 

Sutter Apartments PM 01/31/2016 

Buchanan Park. Apartments NP 03/31/2016 

Eddy Street Apartments NP 03/31/2017. 

Notre Dame Plaza NP 07/31/2017 

Casa De La Raza NP 07/31/2017 

Alcantara Court NP 05/31/2018 

Leland Apartments NP 06/30/2018 

Western Park Apartments · ·NF 12/31(2018 

VISTA DEL MONTE PM 01/31/2021 

Page/Holloway Apartments PM 02/03/2021 

Thomas Paine Square NP 05/31/2021 

Fair Oaks Apartments PM .07/20/2021. 

PadreApts NP 07/30/2021 

Misslon Capp Apartments (Leandro 8/16/20g1 
' Soto Apts.) 

Cambridge Hotel 12/31/2021 

Coleridge Park Homes 12/31/2021 

Padre Palau Apartments 6/30/2022 

Steamboat Point Apartments f(,/27/2022 . 

Connecticut Street Court 9/30/2022 

JACKIE ROBINSON GARDENS LO 12/31/2622 

Del Carlo Court 1/28/2Q23 

111 Jones Street Apartments . 4/30/2023 

Turk Street Apartments 12/15/2023 

Fell street Apartments 9/2/2024 . 

Mariposa Gardens Apartments . LO 9/18/2024 

Canon Kip Community House 9/19/2024 

Plaza del Sol 10/31/2024-

Larkin Pine Senior Housing: 1111812024 

1.48 

' .. 
15 PRAC/B11 

145 202/8 NC 

19 PRAC/811 

46 PD/8 Existing 

151 202/8 NC 

95 PRAC/202 

24 LMSA 

54 202/8 NC 

201 202/8 NC 

33 Pension Fund 

97 202/8 SR 

18 . .Pension Fund · 

67 Sec8 NC 

62 LMSk 

20 PRAC/811 

65 PRAC/202 

51 Secs NC 

49 PRAC/202· 

24 PRAC/811 

114 LMSA 

94 LMSA 

15 . Sec8SR 

93 LMSA 

20 HFDN8SR 

41 HFDNBSR 

48 LIHTC 

60 . LIHTC 

49 LIHTC 

17 LIHTC 

·108 LIHTC 

10 LIHTC 

: 130 LMSA 

25 LIHTC 

·107 LIHTC 

175 LIHTC 

81 · LIHTC 

62 Sec a NC 

104 LIHTC 

57 LIHTC 

62 LIHTC 

744 

. .. 
4-Low 

1-Very High 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4-Low 

2~High. 

4-Low 

4-Low 

A-Low· 

2-High. 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4-Low 

2-Hlgh. 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4-Low 

3-Moderate 

3-Moderate 

3-Moderate 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4--Low 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4-Low 
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Minna street Apartrrients 12/Z3/2D24 23 UHTC 4-Low 

.Tue. Kriox sRo · · 12/27/2D24 140 LIHTC ~Low 

1101 Howard Street . 12/29/2024 34 LIHTC 4-Low 

1028 Howard Street Apartments 12/31/2024 30 LIHTC 4-Low 

555 Ellis Street Family Apartments 2/17/2025 37 UHTC 4-Low 

Bethany Center NP 2/28/2025 123 LMSA · 4-Low 

Sllvercrest Residence- San Francisco LO 8/31/2025- 103 LMSA 

Mission PlazaApartments PM 8/31/2025 132 Secs NC 

International_ l:Jotel _sr Housing . NP 9/30/2025 104 PRAC/202 

NOTES 
1 LD"' llmitul Di.vidmd. PM~ Pro6t Motiv.m:d, NP '1 Non-Profit 
2 Fim cxp!~tlon of Sccrl1;in 8 Contract, typically 30 years aficr orlglnatlon. 
J Units rccdvlng tcrital :mistance · 
" Rental assisrwce t)'Pcl.sourc.c 
S L:vdo~riska$dc6ncclbyHUD: 

1-Very Hight Scctlon 8 expiring within l year or nio~cma[urlngwidlln l yca:rowncrnatus ~a plans unknown 
2-Higb: Scctlon B exPirlng in 2-5 yeirs or mOrtgage Jru.turingwithln 2-5 yous owner &Wus and. plans Wllmmvn 
3-Mod: Section 8 expiring ln5-10 ya.nor monvgcmanulngwirhfn 5-lOycarowncrsQ.tusand p1ans1;Wknown. 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4-Low 

4-LaW: Scctlon B not to expirr. for morr. duui 10 yc:ut or brg.: non•profitowncr-committcd. to atfordahility or ::t type. oflom tho.n rt:quir~ 
longer term affurd2hility . 
5-Nuoc: Nu ScctJun 8 and mung~ type! due: nut indud.:.affuulahtlity rt.rulaiuD$, own.a is unknuwn so unabk to i:valu~rc 

SOURCE: California. Housing P~eahlp Cotporadon 

C. HOUSING NEEDS OF SPECIAL POPULATION 
GROUPS 

All San Francisco households require specific unit sizes and levels of affordability; various 

population groups have more specific housing requirements. Special housing needs are those 

associated with specific demographic or occupatio°:al groups whidi call for specific prcigtam 

responses, such as preservation of single-room occupancy hotds or the development of units 

with more bedrooms. Housing dern,ent law specifically requires analysis of the special hous­

ing needs of the elderly; the disabled, female-headed ):iouseholds, large families, and homdess 

persons and families, as well as the needs of any other group deemed appropriate by the city. 

These other groups_ include: the mentally ill; persons with HIV/AIDS; immigrants, refugees 

and undocumented workers; artists; and students. Most of special needs groups reciuire some 

degree of affordable housifif;. 

The permanent housing needs of specific population groups are summarized bdow with state 

required categories discussed first and locally determined groups following (Table I-47). It 

is important to note that these population groups are not mutually exclusive and needs may 

overlap. For =rnple, a person can be both elderly _and homdess. Al:iout 37% of the homeless 

suffer from mental illness and as many as 40% of the elderly have mobility or self-care limitac­

tlons. Roughly between 50% to 80% of all homdess individuals may suffer from one or more 

physical disability, mental illness, or substance addiction. 
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~~~lf1Ril!9'2~~~1i'[~~~~~:?f_~~fi"~!l~cfil'.~~u_s~~1J~i~}lil¥l~~;71~;;3._:~-=-~~::\~-~-:~_t;tt~~~;~ri~~;~n:~~i 
Homeless Shelters, Transitional Housing, SROs, sriia1i.and Large Family Units 

·Physically Disabled Accessible Units of all Types 

·Mentally Ill Board and Care, Institutional Facilities 

Accessible Units of all Types, Large Family Units, Board and Care, 
Developmentally Dlsabled Institutional Facilities, Modified Units for Medically Fragile, Afford-

able Rentals or Homeownership Units 

Elderly Senior Housing Projects, Studios, 1 Bedroom 

j=arnilies with Children 2 or more Bedroom Family Housing 

Female-Headed Households 2 or more Bedroom Family Housing 

New Immigrants, Refugees Small and Large Famifies, various and Undocumented Workers 

Students Dorms or Studios 

Artists Affordable Uve/Work Space 

SOURCE: SF Mayor's Offia: of Community Development, Dcvdopmenta.I D}Qhilitics, Bo.ard..Arc:a 5 

1. Homeless 

The San Francisco Human Services Agency counted 7,350 persons on the streets and in home­

less shelters in 2013 (Table 1~48). Of these persons, about 59% were counted on the streets 

and some 33% were in shelters or transitional housing. Sixty-five percent of the homeless were 

single adults, 26% of the homeless with unaccompanied chUdren or youth under the age of25, 

and the remaining 9% counted in this survey were persons in families. Homeless households 

require affordable housing that is appropriately sized, with appropriate services. 

~~?t;~~il~~f1~~11'11I~~~~11\~~lili~:~t~irl~K~~f{{i~~it?l~fi¥ 
Street 2,633 33 1,649 4,315 

Shelter 1,187 374 .65 1,626 

Transitional Housing & Treatment Centers 355· 272 186 813. 

Resource Centers. & Stabilization 345 0 2 347 

Jal/ 126 0 6 ·126· 

Hospitals 123 0 0 123 

TOTAL 4,769 679. 1,902 7,350 

SOURCE: SF Human Sc:rv:ic:cs Agency, San Fr1JM/JCI) HomJntCuimt2013 
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2. Persons with Disabilities 

San Francisco's housing stock and housing market present challenges to persons living with 

disabilities. This segment of the population,· which indudes individuals with mental,· physi­

cal, and developmental diSabilities, require a variety of living arrangements depending on the 

severity of their disability; Some can live at home in an independent environment with the help 

of other family members; others live independently with some assistance that includes special 

housing design features. Those who cannot work may require income support; and those with 

. medical conditions would need in-home supportive services. Accessible housing can also be 

provided via·senior housing developments. · 

The majority of persons with disabilities live on an income that is significantly lower than the · 

non-disabled population. Many disabled individuals live on a small fixed income which severely 

limits their ability to pay for_ housing. The Task Force on Family Diversity estimates that at 

least one-third of all persons with disabilities in the United States live in poverty. Persons with 

disabilities have the highest rate of unemployment relative to other groups. For most, their 

only source of income is a small fixed pension afforded by Social Security Disability Insurance 

(SDI), Social Security Insurance (SSI); or Social Security Old Age and Survivor's Insurance 

(SSA), which will not adequately cover the cost of rent and living expenses even when shared 

with a roommate, In addition, persons with disabilities oftentimes experience discrimination 

in hiring and training. When they find work, it tends to be unstable and at low wages. 

a. Physical Disabilities 

The 2010 Census estimated a:I.rnost 49,000 non-institutionalized adults having a physical dis­
ability, which is qefined as a condition that substantially limits one or more basic physical ac-

. tivities, such as walking, climbing stairs, reaching, lifting or carrying. Well over half of disabled 

adults are over 65 and may require appropriate housing. There are over 19,600 people between 

18 and 64 with a physical disability. If one in five of disabled non-seniors require affordable 

housing, this specific population group would have a need for roughly 3,920 subsid.iZed units. 

Some ph}rsically disabled people require accessible housing with f~atures such as: ~heel.chair 
accessible entrances, wide interior spaces for wheelchair circulation, accessible bathing facilities, 

adjustable heights for counters and cabinets, and other amenities. Since almost three-quarters 

of San Francisco's housing stock was built before 1950, much of the existing stock was n~t built 

witli th~e accommodations in mind; some, but not most, can easily be converted to acces­

sible standards. Most subsidized units developed by the Housing Authority, the San Francisco 

Redevelopment Agency (now called Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure), or 

otherwise supported by othet public funds_ are accessible. 

b. Mental DisabHities 

According to the 2010 Census, almost 37,450 San Franciscans identify as having a mental 

illness; about 96% are over the age of 18. Not every~ne with a mental illness has special 

housing needs. However, a substantial number of persons with severe psychiatric disabilities 

often have extremely low incomes and. are consi:quently furced to live in substandard housing 

without the supportive services and assistanc;:e that would allow them to live independently. 
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De-institutionallzatio~ of the state's m:ental institutions in the late 1970s left the charge and. 

housing of psychiatrically disabled residents to private board and care facilities. In 1977 there 

were 1,278 board and care beds. By 1995 this number shrank to 465. 

In 1999, licensed board and care facilities in San Francisco managed 525 beds for San Fran­

cisco's mentally ill. However, the growlng costs of patient care have reduced the modest gain in 

out-patient service. At current supplemental security supsidy levels, operators are finding the 

provision of board and care for the mentally ill financially unattractive. 

A survey conducted by the San Frfilicisco Mental Health Association indicated an overwhelm­

ing desire on the part of mentally disabled persons to live alone or with one to two friends 

in apartments with support services as needed. The absence of affordable housing linked to 

supportive services, however, sends many of the city's mentally ill 'to a cycle of short-term acute 

care and' homelessness. While large scale supportive housing is a cost-effective way of meeting 

this group's housing needs, advocates working with special needs groups emphasize the need 

to balance large-scale development with small site development and rehabilitation of units 

within existing neighborhoods, to enable people to live within their neighborhood of origin 

wherever possible, and to avoid geographic concentration that often hinders the transition to 

independent living. The Department of Public Healtlis Division of Mental Health estimates a 

need for 3,000 supportive housing units for San Francisco's mentally ill. 

c. Developmental Disabilities 

Developmental disability is defined by the State of California as a lifelong disability caused by 

a mental and/or physical impairment manifested prior to the age of 18 and are expected to 

be lifelong. Conditions included under th.is definition include: mental retardation, epilepsy, 

autism, and/or cerebral palsy, and "other conditions needing services similar to a person with 

mental retardation." 

Persons with developmental disability may also suffer multiple disabilities as the Developmen­

tal Disabilities Board .Atea 5 estimates below show: 

• Mental Illness: a conservative estimate of 10% as the portion of people with a develop­
mental disability who are also living with a mental disability. 

• Mobility Impairment: Staff and service providers report that approximately IO % of 
all people with a developmental disability also have a physical disability; their mobility 
impairment will call for housing that is ADA accessible, or certainly readily adaptable 
to their needs. · 

• Visual/Hearing Impairment: It is estimated :from prior experience that 2% to 3% of the 
developmental disabled population are living with a visual and/or hearing impairment, 
and require reasonable accomm~dation to their disability. 

• Medically Fragile: 2% of the developmental disabled population require 24/7 medical 
care, in housing specifically rehabilitated or constructed to include features like those 
in hospital settings, with space fur care-givers and specialized equipment. · 
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Many .individuals with developmental disabilities are independent and can live in their own 

apartments or homes with very little support. Other individuals will have more severe disabili­

ties, and may require 24-hour care and assistance in residences that are modified specifically to 

accommodate their individual needs. 

The Developmental Disabilities Board Area 5 estimated that there are some 11,500 San Fran­

ciscans have a developmental disability. Its report also noted that seven out of 10 people with 

developmental disabilities are unable to earn substantial gainful income and must rely on 

Supplemental Securit}r Income {SSI) to support themselves. With SSI capped at under $720, 

·people with developmental disabilil;ies are finding it increasingly cllflicult to find affordable, 

accessible, and appropriate housing that is inclusive in the local community. In the past, many 

people with developmental disabilities were institutionalized in large hospital-like settings, 

often for life. Current practice, made possible by the Lanterman Act and the Olmstead Deci­

sion, now calls for the "maximum possible integration into the general community." This is 

realized through the creation of housing, with affordable rents and appropriate suppt?rtive 

services, dedicated to the long-term needs and empowerment of this population. 

Based on a survey of 2,640 developmentally disabled clients, th.e Developmental Disabilities 

Board Area 5 estimated a housing need of 850 units for the 2009-2014 period. According to 

the Board. Area 5, types of housing opportunities appropriate for people living with a develop­

mental disability include: 

• Rent-subsidized affordable housing, with services, accessible, close to transit and com-
munity 

• Licensed and uniicensec;l Single Family homes, modllied, of 3-4 bedrooms 

• Inclusionarywithin larger housing developments serving the general population 

• SECTION 8 Apartment Housing Choice Voucher 

• Home purchase through special programs (first time home buyers, Fannie Mae) 

• HUD Section 811/ MHP-SHP developments for disabled. populations 

• Housing specially modified. for the Medically Fragile {SB 962 Homes) 

3. Elderly 

The 2010.Census counted.154,730or19% of San Francisco's population as 60 years or old.er. 

San Francisco's elderly population is expected to grow to 205,000 by 2020 and to 360,800 

by 2040; this growth is consistent with national trends. The recent Census also estimated 

that 30% of all San Francisco households have one or more persons over 65 years old. About 

33,869 eld~rly householders, representing about 51 % of all households in 2010, lived alone. 

Senior citizens have different housing needs especially as they develop health problems or expe­

rience decreased mobility. The 2010 Census estimated that 40% of persons 65.and over have 

mobility or self-care limitations. Old.er and disabled adults who require long-term care have a 

need for a broad range .of on-site and off-site services induding central dining, transportation 

services, limited or complete medical care, recreational and other services. For seniors living 
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independently, there is a need for safe and easily maintained dwelling units. Table I-49 below 

shows that 40% of all elderly and one- to two-person households overpay; generally a larger 

proportion oflower income households have heavier housing burdens. 

ilifi~~flt~ltliii~~l~~ 
Very. Low ( 0-50% AMI) 27,485 87,470 12,880 23,335 110,805. 

% Overpaying 65% 72% 52% 61% 70% 

Low ( 51 - 80% AMI ) 4,330 33,220 6,190 18,235 51,455 

% overpaying 84% 48% 88% 52% ·49% 

Moderate. and Above ( over 81 % AMI ) 6,015 92,175 17,230 83,935 176,110 

% overpaying 18% 9% 20% 28% 18% 

Total Households 37,830 212.~65 36,300 '125,500 338,365 

% Overpaying 53% 41% 84% 88% 40% 

SOURCE: Sette of the Cide1 DacaSystc:nu CHAS Data2010 

4. Families with Children and Large Family Households 

Approximately 56,940 or 37% of family households include children'. Some 19% of San 

Francisco households include a person under 18 years of age. Many of these children are 

in low-income households in ethnic communities that tend to be larger and poorer {Tables 

7 and 18 on pages 9 and 17, respectively). The high cost of housing and limited supply of 

larger units can result in overcrowding. These com.rriunities require that the existing affordable 

housing stock be adequately maintained and rehabilitated where necessary, and that new larger 

affordable units are constructed. 

Virtually all large households, or those containing five or more persons, are family households. 

Family households as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau include only those households with 

persons related to the householder by birth, marriage or adoption, residing together.About 8% 

of all family households, or. roughly 27,140, have five persons or more. Table I-5 0 below shows 

the number of suitable accoip.modations available for larger fumilles and/or households. 1his 

mismatch is exacerbated as only a small portion of new construction consist of two bedrooms 

or more. 

· Based on the current waiting list managed by the San Francisco Housing Authority, there is an 

estimated unfilled.need for ov~ 17 ,000 affordable housing units for low-income families. Two­

thirds of these families require a two or three-bedroom unit due to their larger fumily sizes. 

Families with children generally eam less per capita than the average San Francisco house­

hold, yet require larger housing units. Table I-51 shows that larger family households tend to 

overpay more tlian typical households. Like most groups, fumilies also require public transit 
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Trtblel-50 
. Household Size and Housing 

Unit Sizes, San Francisco, 
2.010 

and neighborhood serving retail in close proximity. But they·have specialized needs as well: 

accessible routes or tr~sit connections to schools, nearby childcare (if ~t cannot be provided 

on-site), laundry and storage facilities on-site, recreational opportUnities that are directly ac­

cessible from each unit on-site. 

Even more important for families is their ability to access housing. Because mariy families are 

two-worker households, they have very little' time to pursue affordable housing opportunities 

which can be listed in multiple locations under various agencies. They require a simple, easily 

accessible·« one-stop" systeni to help them find housing opportunities, as well as significant . 

support such as coun~eling agencies to move towar~ homeownership opportunities. 

~~t~1~~~~~)~~~~i2il~;~~~~;~~~:11·~~~~~~f~?~~11IJMo~r~i~~~~~UThi~8r~~~1if~~ 
1-per'son.ho4sehci!d . 133,366 

.. 
. 38.6%: ' ··'studio 43,2.45 12.8%. 

2.-person household i08,606. 31.4% 1-bedroom 90,898 26.9% 

· 3-person household · :45,939 "13,3% 2-bedrcicims · 105,046 .. 3to%. 

· . 4-person household .30,760 8.9% 3~bedrocims . 66,916 19.8% 

· 5-person.household 12,849 3,7% . 4-be~rocirfis 22,970" .. 6,8%. 
•. 

6-person or more 
14,291 4.1% 

5'bedrooms.or 
. 9,291 .2.7% household more 

TOTALS 345,811 ·.100% TOTAL-$ 338,366 ·100%. 

SOURCE: Cc.uu< Bu=o 

Extremely Low ( < 30%.of ,II.Ml). 19,710. . 3,790. 87;470 . 5,225~ :1,675 . 23,335 28,560 

% Overpaying 743 66% 72% 69% 75% .61% 70% 

Very Low· (up·to.50% cif AMI) 8,540 .1,455 33,220 6,2}0 . 2,560 .18,2.35. 24,505. 

% overpaying 39"/o 30% 48% 59% 59% 52%. . 49% 

Low (up to 80% of AMI) ·25,550;· 63!) 92;175 38,605 6,855 83,935° 12.2,540 

r.: Overpaying 63 14% 9% 27% 20% 28% 18% 

·Total Households .53,800: 5,880 .212,865 . 50,100 11,090 125,500 175,600 

'Ji, Overpaying 36% 51% 41% . 35% 373. 38% 40% 

TrtbkI-51 SOURCE: St3.tc of the Cities Data Systems CHAS Data.2010 

Large Households and 
Housing Burden, 

San Francisco, 201 O 
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5. Female-Headed Households 

Many families with a single parent are in households headed by women. Female-headed house­

holds in 2010 comprised about 8% of all households. Women still sliffer from income dispari­

ties in the job market, forcing them to survive with less in~ome than their male counterparts. 

At the time of the last Census, about 16% of female headed households were under poverty 

level, compared to about 7% of all families under poverty level (Table I-52). Two years later, 

the American Community Survey estimated that about 8% of families were under the poverty 

level while about 19% offemale-headed households were under the poverty level. This increase 

in poverty exacetbates the need for affordable housing in order to avoid an increase in homeless 

families, especially female-headed households. 

IPJ&ll!:i\fl~l~~~liii~l~ 
Total HousehoJds 335,956 100.0% 340,839 100% 

Total Female Headed Householders 27,411 .. 8.2% 29,187 8,6% 

· Female Heads with Children under 18 11,387 .41.5% 11,841 40.6% 

Totcii Family Households 150,329 44.7% 153,345 45,0% 

Total Families Under the .Poverty Level 10,796 1:2.% 12,346 8.1% 

Female Headed Households Under 
4,421 16.1% 5,406 18.5% 

the Poverty Level 

SOURCE, O=usBwo.u 

6. Persons with HIV/AIDS and Terminally Ill Patients 

San Francisco has the third highest number of total AIDS cases in the United States, compris­

ing almost one in five of California AIDS cases and about 3% of AIDS cases nationwide. AF, of 

December 2012, San F~ancisco accounted for 13% of California's HIV living cases and 2% of 

persons living with HN reported nationally. The number of deaths from AIDS has decreased 

significantly from a high of over 14,700 in 2004 to fewer than 177 in 2012, in part because 

most deaths are listed under ot:lfer causes given AIDS patients' compromised immune system. 

The number of pe~p~e living with HIV/AIDS has decreased from about 15,757 in 2008 up 

to, according to the San Francisco Deaprtment of Public Health (DPH), over 15,705 i? 2012. 

Approximately 9% of people living with AIDS were homeless in 2012. The San Francisco 

Department of Public Heal~s Annual HIV/AIDS Epidemiology Report for 2007'noted that 

"'Homeless persons suffer from high rates of substance abuse, mental illness, tuberculosis, in­

fectious hepatitis, and insufficient health care. Among RN-infected persons, unstable housing 

has been associated with poor utilization of health care services including greater reliance on 

emergency.departments, more frequent hospitalizations, and fewer ambulatory c~e visits. Use 

of antiretroviral therapy and prophylaxis against opportunistic illnesses is less frequent among 

the homeless. Among homeless persons, prescribed antiretroviral therapy and adherence to 

these medications is suboptimal." The 2007 report continues on to note that ''.Afi:er taking 

into account those factors that are known to affect AIDS survival (such as age and use of 
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antiretroviral therapy), homelessness increased the risk of death by more than 20%." 

'The Housing Waiting List (HWL), created in 1995, is a centralized wait list that makes re-

. ferrals to most housing programs designated for people living with HIV/AIDS·=ept for 

hospices and emergency shelters. Most ,HOPWA funded (Housing Opportunities for Persons 

with AIDS) projects use this wait list. As of August 2006, approximately 7,500 people were 

active on the list. This list was closed to new applicants in November 2001 and the list's 

adininistration was tr.ansferred to DPH's Housing and Urban Health. .b.ccording to the AIDS 

Housing Alliance, some 13,000 or 72% of people with HIV/AIDS have an unmet housing 

need. Tue Alliance also says that only 60% of people with HIV/AIDS in the city's REGGIE 

database have stable housing. 

Compounding i:he barriers facing people living with HIV I AIDS in San Francisco is the highly 

competitive local housing market. Peopl~ living with HIV/AIDS with very low incomes com­

pete with high-income prospective tenants in a private, consumer driven rental market. For 

this reason, a tenant-based rental subsidy program is one of the largest HOPWA-funded pro­

grams in San Francisco. Unfortunately, due to increasing housing costs, and: despite extensive 

cost-containment measures, this program is able to subsidize.fewer people over time. 

The San Francisco HIV Health Services Planning Council is a community planning group 

thar oversees the prioritization' and allocation of Ryan White CARE Act Title I and Il funds 

for the Eligible Metropolitan Ar~ of San Francisco, San Mateo and Marin Counties. The 

federal Health Resources and Services Administration (HRSA) administers these funds. The 

Planning Council conducted the 2008 Comprehensive Needs Assessment, wliich focused on 

underserved and populations in the most severe need of HIV/AIDS-related health and social 

services. Housing was consistently rated as one of the top ten most needed and. most requested 

. among these populations. Changes to CARE Act funds further limit the amount of CARE Act 

funds that can be spent on housing, which creates additional barriers to providing appropri~te 
affordable housing for people living with HIV/AIDS in San Francisco. 

In 2006, the Board. of Supervisors reque5ted that a new citywide HIV/AIDS Housing Plan be 

cl.one. The Department of Public Health's Housing and Urban Health section led this process, 

which included assembling an HIV/ AIDS Housing Work Group. The result of this process is 

the Comprehensive HIV/AIDS Housing Plan. This Plan estimates that 13,000 people living 

with HIV/AIDS in San Francisco have an unmet need for housing. Among these, up to 2,500 

are estimated. to be currently homeless. 

7. Immigrants, Refugees and Undocumented Workers 

San Francisco has long been a "port of entry" to the United. States for immigrants and refugees. 

San Francisco also shelters a number of undocumented persons who are in the United States 

without legal status. Although data on the number of toral·number of immigrants, refugees, 

and undocumented workers is not available,. the 2010 Census found that about 14% of all 

households, or about 105,570, are linguistically isolated. Many of these new arrivals need low 

cost housing and support services; a limited number of housing and irrunigrant agencies in San 

Francisco provide multicultural and multilingual assistance. 
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Shelter providers for the homeless also assist homeless persons who are undocumented. These 

persons have an urgent need for shelter because they are ineligible for public assistance·pro­

grams such as General Assistance. Most .immigrants and refugees, regardless of immigration 

status, also need housing services that are provided in a multicultural and multilingual context.· 

8. Artists/Artisans 

Artists have special housing·needs for affordable accommodations that provide large wall space, 

high ceilings, lofts, lighting, and the ability to work at all hours of the day or night. There is 

high demand for such flexible space in the city. Past efforts to secure housing for artist in San 

Francisco through the live/work program failed to meet the target housing market. While there 

aie not officia:J counts of artists, the cultural and economic value of artist to San Francisco is 

undisputab1e. 

9. Students 

Institutions of higher learning have not provided sufficient housing for their student popula­

tions. For example, the University of California, San Francisco has a student i;:nrollment of 

2,940 in degree programs, 1,620 residents, and. l,030 postdoct~ral scholars but only have 920 

units that qm accommodates 1,454 persons available. San Francisco State University had a 

student enrollment of29,905 in 2013 but only were able to provide about 2,700 student hous­

ing units. Students generally require smaller housing units near their school and job centers. 

Without dedicated housing, students often end up in overcrowded and/or costly accomnioda~ 
tions. 

D. HOUSING PRESERVATION NEEDS 

San Francisco has an older housing stock, with 75% of all units over 50 years old. This is the 

largest con=tration of older housi.ng stock in the state. Seismic retrofitting requirements also 

create the.greatest housing preservation need for San Francisco. 

1 . Private Housing Rehabilitation 

Housing reswration, remodeling and maintenance is an ongoing activity throughout the City. 

Renovation projects completed b~tween 2008 and 2013 totaled $1.57 billion, affecting some 

356,770 units. Over 60% of these permits were for residential improvements in one and two 

unit buildings. Almost 50% of the total rehabilitation costs were for projects in single-family 

units where the average cost of improvements was just under $54,580 per unit. 

2. Public Housing Rehabilitation 

According to the San Francisco Housing Authority's (SFHA) 2013-2014 Agency Plan, there 

wer~ l,148 public housing units in five HOPE VI developments located tliroughout the City. 
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Recent programs have rehabilitated 1,149 units of new and afford.able housing with 2,883 

bedrooms. The ·2009 Comprehensive Physical Needs Assessment perfurmed. by the SFHA 

indicated that there is a bacldog of immediate physical rehabilitation needs that will cost $269 

million. An (ldditlonal $15 million a year is needed to forestall physical deterioration in SFHA 

housing. This trend has been significantly forestalled with a .$17.9 million American Reinvest­

ment and Recovery Act grant and $15.5 million in Capital Fund Recovery Act competitive 

grant funds. The SFHA has identified. projects totaling $14 million to comprehensively ad.dress 

all of the physical problems that currently exist for the fiscal year 2014.2 

3. Seismic Retrofitting . 

In the early 1990s, there were approximately 11,850 units in 399 unreinforced. masonry resi­

dential hotels and apartment buildings (UMB), most of which are occupied by low-income 

households. ,As of May 2014, approximately 30 buildings, including about 90 units, have yet 

to comply with the City's retrofit requirernents.3 The San Francisco Department of Building 

Inspection and the City Attorney ate working together to bring these remaining buildings into 

compliance, Rehahilitation and seismic upgrade costs vary depehding on the type of building, 

the level of retrofit, and. the availahility of construction expertise. ' 

.In addition to unreinforced. masonry buildings, much of San Francisco's old.er housing stock is 

in need of some type of ;eismic upgrading such as foundation bolting and. structural reinforce­

ment. Sofc-story, wood. frame, multifamily housing - typically wood-frame buildings with 

open fronts, usually large openings on the ground. floor such as multiple ga.t;age doors or large 

storefront windows - is particularly at risk. The City's Communi-r:f Action Plan far Seismic Safety 
(CAP SS) looked at potential methods of instigatlog their retrofit, as well as other action steps 

to improve the City's earthquake resilience by addressing the performance of existing buildings 

·during an earthquake and facilitating the repair·of damaged. buildings after an earthquake. Ef­

fective in September of2013, the Mandatory Soft Story Retrofit Program was signed irito law 

requiring the evaluation and retrofit for "multi-unit soft-story buildings," defined. ~; _wood.­

frame srrucrures,. containing five or more residential units, having two or more stories over a 

"soft" ·or "weak» story, and permitted for construction prior to January l, 1978. These types 

of building are found primarily in the Mission, Western Addition, Richmond., North Beach, 

and..J.vi:annaDistricts. As of May 28, 2014there were 49 pc:i:~its filed., 53 permits issued. and 

eight projects completed.. 

.. -·············-··-·-·······"""''"'_, .......... _.......... . ................... ________ ,, .................... - ............... _., ............... - ........... - ......... --.............. ..._ ... .. 
. l PHA Plans-Annwil Plllf' f"r'Fi•,..,,I v,..,..-2012-13, SanFnru:isco HousingAuthodty 
3 Information provided by Ed.\v.mi Gret:nc of the.San Fr:i.ndsai Department of Building Inspcctfon, May 13, 2014-. 
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E. REPLACEMENT OF LOST UNITS 

Demolitions, abatement enforcement, mergers and conversions, and fires all diminish the city's 

housing stock, and lost units need to be repl~ced. Table I-53 below anticipates losses based on 

historic trends since 2000. 

Demolition and Replacement 

Unit Mergers 

Loss of Secondary Units° 

Conversion to Commercfal Use 

·Owner Move-In 

Ellis Act Evictions 

TOTAL 

SOURCE: Planning Department 

1,170 

180 

250 

40 

3_,030 

J,570 

6,230 

Tabfel-53 
Estimated Replacement 
Housing Needs, San 
Francisco, 2015-June 2022 

1. Loss of Units through Building Demolition 

Since 2010, building demolition has accounted for the loss of almost 810 units (Table I-27 on 

page 30), a rate 9% lower than the annual demolition average of 123 units between 2000 and 

2009. The City has a one-to-one unit replacement policy and units lost through demolition 

are subsequently replaced with the same number of units or even more. Housing demolitions 

in this period included . the demolition of the old Trinity Plaza apartments ( 418 units) in 

2013, which coincided with the new construction of 41-8 units :is Phase II of the new 1,900 

unit Trinity Plaza; and the demolition in Hunter's Vlew as a part of the revitilization and new 

construction of the 267-unit HOPE SF project. Similar housing renewal pro jeers are foreseen 

in the near future. 

2. Loss of Units through Mergers 

Dwelling unit mergers result in fewer but larger units. Stnaller units are generally considered 

more affordable. However larger units enable families ~o grow without leaving their com­

m.unities. The 'City established legislation that aims to limit· dwelling unit mergers that result 

in larger and more expensive units. A slight decline in dwelling unit mergers followed this 

legislation. Between 1995 and 1999, dwelling unit mergers resulted in the loss of some 233 

units, an average of 47 a year. Trends slowed down even further, between 2000 through 2008, 

only 287 units were merged to make larger dwelling units, a loss of about 32 units a year. 

Trends continued to slow down between 2009 and 2013, ylelding 147 merged units wlth a 

loss. of about 26 units a year, 
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3. Loss of Illegal Secondary Units through Code Enforcement 

A secondary unit is generally a smaller unit that does not have the same amenities as the pri­

mary unit or units on a lot. Often these units are built in basements, garages, attics, or in rear 

yard structures. While mmy illegal secondary units may not meet existing code requirements, 

they still constitute a major supply of affordable housing. Some illegal units create life safety 

hazards;· other units require alternative standards for open space, parking, rear yard require­

ments, or densiry requirements i:o be legalized. In Spring 2014, the City and County of San 

Francisco passed legislation to allow the legalization process for secondary units built without 

a buildmg perrnir.·The legislation am.ends the Plaoning Code, the Building Code, and the 

Adrni~istrative Code to establish a legalization process for sud1 units. The new law allows one 

authorized unit per lot ~d the applicants interested must go th.rough a pre-screening process 

through the Department of Building Inspection. The Planning Department will maintain a 

master list of units authorized thr\mgh this process. 

Between 2004 and 2013, 226 illegal secondary uriits were removed and 76 units were legalized 

(Table I-54). Based on a projected average loss of 23 units pe~ year, it ·is estimated that about 

207 units will be needed between January 2015 and June 2022 to replace these typically. 

affordable units. 

~~~~~r~1jJ;~lJil§~~-~~~itif;~r~~1)fti!l.aj:~p1&.R~!i¥~lfJ~ 
· 2ob4 .. 

8 .22 

2005 .16 38 

2006 
.. 

9 12 

2007 11 10 

2008 .·. .. 
8 19 

2009 10 8 

·2010 4 6 .. 

2011. ·5 39 

. 2012 - . 2:: 

2013· 4 ·70 

TOTALS 76. 226 

Source: I?limnlng Department 

Tablel-54 
Legalization of Sei:ondary 
Units, San Francisco, 
2004-2013 

4. Loss of Units from Conversions to Commercial Use 

Seventy-five housing units were legally converted to commercial uses between 2000 and 2013 

(Table I-28). This is comparable with the annual average of about five units removed between 

1990 and 1999. While the conversion of residential use to commercial uses has declined 

significantly from the high rates experienced in the late 1970s, illegal conversions are still a 

concern in a number of areas. Unfortunately; no reliable data can detail the extent of illegal 

conversions, but based on trends in the previous decade, at least 50 new housing units will 

be needed to replace housing lost to legal conversion to commercial use expected during the 
period covering January 2015 and June 2022. 
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5. Loss of Units from Owner Move-In and Ellis Act Evictions 

Changes in tenure status through Ellis Act evictions or owners move-in is seen to result in a loss 

of affordable units. These units are affordable through rent control, rental status or smaller unit 

size: Units held off the market through owner move-in ancj. the Ellis Act and have decreased 

over the past 10 years by49% and34%, resepctively (Table I-55). Based on the last IO years, it 

can be projected that over the next 10 years there will be an annual average of 40 notices :filed 

for both owner move-in and Ellis Act evictions. However, total eviction notices, including all 
other reasons for removal from the maket have increased .by 11 % over the last 10 years. 

~ii~~;J~~~~;:~~fi[~~wi.if~1~Jfil@~i~1.~11l!J~l\~~~[~'t~!~,~Yt~~~~~JJ!q~~l .. 
FY2003-04 363 177 1,587 

FY2004-05 322 282 1,446 

P(2005-06 259 276 1,621 

FY2006-07 , 220 246 1,476 

FY2007-08 183 252 1,665 

FY2008-09 259· 192 1,430 

FY2009-10 116 43 1,269 

FY201D-11 130 61 1,370 

FY2D10-12 !27 64 1,395 

FY2012-13 185 ·116 1,757 

SOURCE: SF Rent Boan! 
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Meetin·g 
Housing ·Needs 

This section provides an analysis of the overall capacity for meeting the city's projected housing 

needs. The first part presents and inventory of the land use capacity for new housing based on 

the existing zoning, including an analysis of thdr suitability to a variety of affordable housing 

types. The second part discusses constraints to housing development in the city that could 

forestall the City's ability to meet San Francisco's RHNA allocation. The third part presents 

information on potential future projects and recent community plans. An estimate of housing 

development over the next five to ten years is also provided. This section shows that while 

San Francisco may have the land capacity to meet overall housing needs fur the next planning 

period., the City must make programmatic and policy changes in order to meet targeted levels 

of affordability and achieve local and regional sustainability objectives. 

San Francisco is already highly developed. It is also bounded on three sides by water, limiting its 

ability to expand outwards to meet the need for more housing. AJi San Francisco ha~ relatively 

few large undeveloped sites and the following analysis is based on a cumulative examination 

of vacant and underdeveloped sites' potential development at less than the theoretical maxi-

, mum capacity allowed under current zoning in acknowledgement of existing neighborhood 

characteristics. Nevertheless, some 47,020 new housing units could potentially be built on 

numerous. in-fill development opportunity sites under current zoning allowances. In addition, 

. some 22,870 can be accommodated in vacant or nearly vacant lands currently or previously 

zoned "Public" such as Mission Bay, Treasiire Island and Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard. 
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A. NEW HOUSING DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL 
UNDER EXISTING ZONING 

Residential development is allowed as-of-right in most of the city's zoning districts. All resi­

dential and residential-commercial.(RH, RC and RM) districts permit dwelling units as of 

right. Housing is also permitted in most of the South of Market's mixed-use districts and all 

of the mixed-use districts in Chinatown; similarly, residential developments are allowed in 

downtown and comniercial zoned districts. In the neighborhood commercial districts, housing 

is permitted but generally encouraged above the co=ercial ground floor in new construction 

projects. Housing development is a conditional use in industrial districts and the South of 

Mar~t's Service and Secondary Office (SSO) district. The only zoning district wh~rein hous­

ing projects are not permitted unless they are affordable to low-income households is in the 

South of Market's Service-Light Industrial (SU) district. New residential development is not · 

allowed in the new Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) districts. 

Residential uses in San Francisco include single and multi-unit housing, residential care fa­

cilities, and group housing. Group housing in San Francisco include homeless shelters and 

transitional supportive housing. Group housing is· not permitted in low density, single-family 

residential districts (RH-I, RH-2 and RH-3) and in the South of Market's residential enclave 

districts (RED). They are accommodated in the moderate density residential, downtown, com­

mercial, and neighborhood commercial districts where other supportive amenities are more 

accessible. Group housing are also allowed on a conditional basis in low- to medium-density 

residential districts, the industrial districts and most South of Market districts. Emergency 

shelters, considered hotel use because these offer only short-term residency; ·are not permit­

ted in low density, single-family residential districts but are allowed as conditional use in the 

moderate density residential districts, downto~ commercial and neighborhood commertjal 

districts. (Attadhmmt D-2 in Appendix D lists residential development types and standards for . 

all zoning distriets.) 

1. Land Inventory 

Housing Element law requires local governments to prepare an inventory of land suitable for 

residential development to help identify sites that .can be developed for housing within the 

housing element planning period. It is a general estimate of the city's total housing capacity 

and is determined without specifying which sites may or may not be developed within the 

next five to seven yeiJ.!s. This land inventory does not include sites that are under construction 

or are already slated for development in the next five to seven years, i.e. parcels with building 

permits already obtained and ready to start construction, or parcels thathave received Planning 

Department entitlements and have applications for building permits filed. ' 

The housing potential estimates shown in Tables I-56 and I-57 were derived using a computer 

model based on current zoning standards and an inventory of existing uses citywide. (See 
Appendix D for additional details an methodology, terms .used.) The largely undeveloped Treasure 

Island and Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard are currently zoned "Public" and thus considered 

separately in this exercise. The number of uni;s listed are currently proposed for these redevel-
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R~sidentla! 

. N~ighborhood cor:nmercial 

Mixed Use Districts 

Dciwritowii Commerciai 

Downtown Resldenti?ll. 

lndustrlal/PDR . 

opment areas. SimUarly, parcels in Mission Bay are treated as distinct from the rest of the city's 

housing opportunity sites. Some 3,455 units out of the 6,000 proposed units have already been 

built in the Mission Bay redev~lopment area. Construction for Phase I of the Hunter's Point 

Naval Shipyard is coming to a completion, in which 1,600 homes will be built. Phase II is 

projected to include an additional 10,500 units to be located on the Shipyard and Candlesti9i: 

Point. Approximately 27% to 40% of units in these redevelopment areas· are programmed to 

be affordable. 

A database listing all parcels in the city; along with current land uses, zoning designation, and 

development or lot improvements fi;>rms the basis of this evaluation. Land use infor.m.atiqn 

~ollected included type of use, builcfuig square footage, number of stories, building height, lot 

area, floor area I1'!.tio, and other pertinent data. 

Table I-56 categorizes the housing opportunity sites by zoning districts and lists the build-out 
I 

qi.pacities of potential housing sites according to permitted residential densities. Over half . 

(55%) of the new housing can be accommodated in neighborhood commercial and mixed 

use districts; a little over a third (31%) can be expected to be built in traditional residential 

districts. 

850'. . 2,647 2,144. . 7,104 .. ' .294. 1,9~2"- . 9,751 . 234: 

58 1',987 15,648 234 
.. 

2,280 20,066 292 293' 4,418 

146 '2,446. 23· 459 7,423': ·93 ·.605 '9,869 121 

70 623 i4 . 181 . 1.751 64 251 .. 2,374 78 

ii · 1,656 . 6 .. 7 .146. 1 . : 18: : : :1,so2 6 

373 1,890 241 . 701 1,267 448 i,074 . 3,157 690 

Sub-Total· i,743 i3,680 434: 5,479 33,339·' . 1,134 ·'. ·6,i50 ·. ·. 47,019 ·:1,420 

IBil~i~i~¥)§[w~fi{~~~~,~~$~tit~11t1~'.~N?itfyK\\~~tws¥~J[ri!~;;14~;\%tf.;t~~iif\:~:M1~~:;&\f~~~~t1~1f~~0w;¥1t1~1t1ritk¥*tN~«~tt~f.~;~Hz:1 
· Mission Bay : 4,373 ... 

Treasure ISiand 

· Hunter's.Point Shipyard 
(Phase II).· 

Sub-Total· 

TOTALS 

Table I-5o 
• Estlmated New Housing 
ConslrucUon Potential in 

Vacant or Near Vacant and 
Underdevelope~ Sites 
by Generalized Zoning 

Districts, San Francisco, 
04 2013 

8,000 

i0,5DO 

22,873 

69,892 

• RcmUnlng units to be bulk 

SOuR.cE: SF Planning Dt:panrncnt 
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'Eiblel-57 
Estimated New Housing Conslruction Polenlial in Vacant or Near Vacant and Underdeveloped Sites 
by Zoning District, San Francisco, Q4 2013 

Residenlial 850. 2,647 87 2,144 7,104 294 

RH-1 442 602 39 83 336 21 

RH-1(0) 105 105 14 3 8 0.2 

RH-1(S) 3 3 0.2 319 31 

RH-2 163 605 17 195 . 729 14 

RH-3 46 182 4 146 460 42 

RM-1 39 198 4 28 2,064 6 

RM-2 7 95 1 59 412 12 

RM-3 12 210 2 23 1,081 4 

RM-4 12 393 2 2 . 612 0.1 

RSD 3 65 214 15 18 

RTO· 18 . 189 2 _ 1,072 1,347 147 

Neighborhood 293 ·. 4,418 58 1,987 ·. 15,648 234 
Commercial I 

NCO 42 434 7 527 3,196 53 Neighborhood 
Commercial NC-1 · 28 135 3 250 910 :21 
Transll 

NC-2 56 914 17 397 1,686 38 

NC-3 64 1,157 16 460 3,647 54 

NC-S 11 56 1 32 1,148 26 

NCTD 38 634 6 231 3,005 26 

NCT-2 2 167 2 3 106 1 

NCT'B 29 910 6 69 1,839 14 

SoMaNCT 3 9 0.1 18 111 2 

Commercial/ 70 623 14 181 1,751 64 
Downrown 
Commercial C-2 19 82 6 31 658 45 

C-3-G 26 444 5 61 735 9 

C-3-0 1 2 0.1. 19 154 3 

C-3-0(SD) 10 57 1 28 91 3 

C-3-R - - - 13 42 1 

C-3-S 13 34 1 23 62 3 

C-M f 4 0.1 6 ·. .9 0.4 

SUD/ 11. 1,656 6 7 146 1 
Downtown 

RHDTR 5 862 1 6 103 0.5 Residential 
SB-DTR 4 100 1 - - -
TBDTR 2 694 3 1 43 0.2_ 
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1,!i22 9,751 234 

525 938 59 16 

106 113 15 8 

3 3 0 15 

462 1,334 46 28 

241 662 18 37. 

. 185 2,282 46 50 

35 507 8 66 

71 1,291 14 95 

35 1,005 6 163 

5 80 111 

232 1,536 20 ·See note 1: 

2,280 20,066 292 

. 569 3,630 59 See note 1 

276 1,045 24 43 

453 2,600 56 47 

544 4,604 69" ·69 

43 1,206 27 45 

269 3,639 32" See note 1 

5 273 3 See note 1 

98 2,749 20 141 

21 120 2 See note 1 

251 2,374 78 

50 740 51 14 

87 1,179 14 84 

20 156 3 54 

38 148 4 39 

13 42 1 30 

36 96 4 24 

·.7 13 1 24 

18 1,802 6 

11 965 2 See note 1 

4 100 1· See note 1 

3 737 3 See note 1 
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Mixed Use 146 2,446 28 459 7,423 93 605 9,869 121 

CCB ·0 0,05 6 97 7. 105 180 

'CRNO 3 51 0,3 10 143 0.8 . 13 194 178 

MUG ·1 3 0.1 18 . 191 · 3 19 · 194 3 ·See note 1 

MUO' 16 270 :3 18 268 3 34 538 6 See note 1 

MUR 26 498. 3 61 1,01.9 ·1· 87 1,517 10 See note 1 

R0-3 6 86 3 22 381 14 2.8 467' 17 27 

RC-4 ·24 641 3 BB 2,717 14 112 3,358 17 199 

RED 1B 161 2 55 2.79 3 73 446 5 BB 

SU ·1a 2.4 1 18 68 ·4 31 92. 5 17 

SLR 6 33 1 6 33 41 

SPD ·2. 3 0.1 2 3 0.1 30 

UM!J 38 698 13 155 2,22.4 43 193 2,922 56 See note 1 

lnduslrial I 373 1,890 242 701 1,267 449 1,074 3,157 690 
PDR 

M"1 .94 1,331' 76 go· 587 35 184 1,918 111 17 

Mc2 26 441 27 9 394 24 35 835 51 17 

PDR~1 · 1 .. 0 .4 0.4 

PDR-1-B 3 0.2 3 02 

PDR-1cD 6 5 18 13 .24 . 18 

PDF\-1-G 43 2 21 187 24 102 230 26 123 0.2 

PDR-2 ·200 116 112 397 262 275 597 378 386 

. Sub-Totals 1,743 . 13,680 434 5,479 33,339 1,134 6,150 47,019 1,420 

Programm.ed I Redevelopment Areas . 22,873. 

Mission Bay 4,373 

Treasure island .0.000 

Hunter's Point Shipyard (Phase I) 10,500 

TOTALS 69,892 

SOURCE:. SF Pl:tnning Dcp:utment 

Notes: 
1 These &trl~ do not nominally rc.nric:t rcsidentbl density, but regulates lt hascd on factors such ;as lot cover, exposure. and. unit mix rcquin:ment$. 
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Outer Sunset 6i!1 

Generalized Permitted Housing Densities 
by Zoning Districts, 
San Francisco, 2013 

Density (Average Units per Aqre) 

Low (14) 
Moderately Low (36) 
Medium (54) 
Moderately High (91) 
High (283) 
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Tables I-56 and I-57 disaggregate this new housing potential according to the parcels' existing 

state of underutilization or lack of development. There are about 5,480 parcels totaling 1,134 

.acres thar are classified as undeveloped where nearly 33,340 new h6usingunits could potentially 

be constructed. Another l,92i parcels are also seen as developable fur residential uses, possibly 

yielding about 9,750 new units. As detailed in Appendix D, only parcels developed up to 30% 

of parcel potential are considered in this inventory. Due to high demand for housing, new 

construction have occurred in 'developed parcels, not just vacant or underdeveloped parcels. 

Hence, parcels with more than 50% of zoned capacity have been and ai;e being redeveloped; 

rehabilitation and conversion of existing buildings are examples. Given San Francisco is largely 

built-up, parcels such as these would not have been considered in estimating the remaining 

zoned land capacity but were nevertheless redeveloped; the estimates in this section are thus 

conservative for considering only vacant and up to 30% developed parcels. 

In addition, redevelopment of Mission Bay, Treasure Island and Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard 

will b~ing an additional 22,8°?3 units. Undeveloped or underdeveloped parcels with proposed 

residential developments in the pipeline are not included in this assessment. About 230 of 800 

acres of soft sites fall in areas with recently adopted area plans (Eastern Neighborhoods, Market 

& Octavia, Balboa Park, Rincon Hill, Visitacion Valley). The residential develop men): pipeline, 

which accounts for some 47,020 units at the time nf this report's writing, will be discussed at 

a later section of this report. 

2. Suitabillty of In-Fill Housing Development Under Existing 
Zoning · · 

Approximately one-half of San Francisco's developable land is devoted to residential use. Of 

the residential.).y zoned acreage, a majority of the area (76%) is zoned for single family and two 

unit housing, at a housing density of approximately 10 to 29 units per acre. Other residential 

areas with higher housing densities, such as the Van Ness corridor and neighborhoods north of 

Market Street, bring average housing density citywide to 15 net dwelling units per acre.1 Table 

I-57 lists the City's zoning categories that· permit residential development, grouping these 

by generalized housing density levels. Map I-6 provides a generalized illustration of housing 

densities citywide. 

The location of San Francisco's housing stock is detailed in Table I-22 '(page 24) and the geo­

graphic boundary used fur this data is the Planning District (sh9wn on Map I-3, page 25). 

The Northeast and Richmond districts have the most units. Over one-third (36%) of the city's 

units are located in buildings with ten 0r more units, while single family homes account f~r 
almost another third (33%). 

All parcels considered in this estimate meet the miniII).um lot requirement for development. 

Sixty of these parcels are vacant or undeveloped, and cover half an acre or more. Most non­

profit developers of affordable housing consider 0.5 acre as the minimum lot size necessary 

to meet economies of scale. Altogethei; these parcels - about half of which are one acre or 

larger - can accommodate over 4,565 new housing units. 

-·········-····-·-··-· .. ····· .. ··········--··---··--······-···--·-·--···-·-······ .. -·--···-·-··--······-·----·----·-····-··-.. ··---···-·····-·····-·-·-·····---
1 Not Jnduding right of way'ilnd soeets, ' 
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l~~Jtr~~~~]Y~\~ff~!~t.l~tt!~f~t~~i~~m!l\~~I~~8~~[~~f}~Ifl~t~;A~~1il~i~!! 
RH-1 

Mostly single-family housing located primarily In the southern and Low Density 15 35. 
RH-1(D) western parts of the city 

RH-2 
Smaller multl-famlly housing such 'as duplexes, triplexes, and flats 

Moderately 
located around the City's central hills areas of Diamond Heights, 

33 75 Twin Peaks, and Potrero Hill; also around Golden Gate Park In the Low Density RH-3 Richmond, and the northern part of the Sunset districts, the Marina 
and edges of Mission Bay bordering open space areas 

Rtv)-1, RTO 

C-2. 

M-1, M-2 Non-residential commercial and industrial districts; certain areas Medium 
Density. Eastern 

58 134 adjacent to commercial zones; also in the central .areas of Mission 

N'hoods · 
Bay 

Mixed-Use 

NCs 

RM-2, 
More Intensively developed northeastern part of the city; along major·. RM-3 

Moderately RC-3 
transit corridors such as Van Ness Avenue, Upper Market street and 

91 210 Columbus Avenue; In major redevelopment areas such as the West-
High Density em Addition, Golden Gateway; in Nob Hill, Chinatown, North Beach, 

Chinatown, 
NCTs, RED 

edges of Mission Bay bordering commercial and industrial areas 

RM-4 

RC-4 
Downtown districts; Rincon Hill, Cathedral Hill, parts of the Western 

High Density 283 654 Addition; parts of Diamond Heights, parts of Parkmerced, Nob 

DTR Hill, parts of the northeastern section of the city; heavy commercial 
districts. 

C-M 

~Ih hie I-58 

3. Locating New Housing Development in Existing 
Neighborhoods and Planned Ar.eas 

Generalized Existing 
Housing Densities by Zoning 
Dis!ricts, San Francisco, 
2013 

As Table I-57 on page 68 shows, residential and districts contain a substantial. number of 

undeveloped lots. Locating new housing development in these districts makes sense, as hous­

ing should go where other housing already exists. These in-fill sites are scattered throughout 

all residential neighborhoods and construction of additional units will have _very minimal 

cumulative effect on infrastructure needs. The build-out assumption for these districts also 

takes into account typical housing types (single-family homes in RH-1, for example); and 

there would be little impact on the neighbo~hoods' residential character. 

Neighborhood commercial districts are also ideal for additional housing because of these 

neighborhoods' proximity to transit and services. Typically, the calculation assumes upper sto­

rey residential development over ground floor commercial uses, although height liffiits in some 

neighborhood commercial districts may have a dampening effect on residential development. 
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Downtown districts are similarly ideal fur residential development given proxitnity to jobs and 

transit. The highei: densities allowed under current zoning iu these districts could bring almost 

4,180 new units. Some industrial lands may be more suitable than ·other industrial sites for 

residential development based on its proximity to existing residential districts and transit, At' 
least 3,160 units can be accommodated in these industrial lands. 

Tue city's mixed-use districts in Chinatown and South of°Market are generally built up and 

yielded smaller numbers of developable sites. However, with higher densities allowed in these 

areas, in-fill development could accommodare at least an.additional 9,870 units. 

The Missie~ Bay Plan, adopted and being carried out by the San Fra~cisco Redevelopment 

Agency (now known as the Office of Community Investment and infrastructure), is envision­

ing a new neighborhood arising from one of the city's few vast and underused vacant industrial 

tracts. Projected land uses include a mix of housing and job opportunities. Missio.n Bay North 

will accommodate 3,000 units ofhousingwhile Mission Bay South will have 3,090 units. Over 

.a quarter (28% or 1,700) of the units will be affordable to moderate, low and. vety low-income 

households. As of 2013, 3,455 units were built and the remaining 4,373 are expected to be 

completed by 2020. 

Hunters Point Naval Shipyard, another redevelopment project, will i.nvolve re-use of the 500-

acre former military base and 200-acre former Candlestick Point. The HPNS Redevelopment 

Plan sees the decommissioned shipyard transformed into a mini-city with housing, job op­

portunities and recreational uses. The residential component of the Redevelopment Plan will 

bring about some 10,500 new housing units. Construction on the Shipy:ird Phase 1 has begun 

and the first residents of the redeveloped sites have moved in early 2013; this phase will have 

a wtal of 1,600 new homes. 

Redevelopment of Treasure Island, while not .expected to commence during the 2015-2022 

RHNA reporting period, has been included in the land inventory because of its long-term 

·potential for housing. The current proposal includes up to 8,000 units. 

a. Housing in Residential Areas 

Housing development on remainmg vacant, residentially; zoned sites will occur~ market pres­

sure intensifies to build on· available residential sites throughout the city. These sites generally 

have low or moderately low density residential-house zoning designations (RH-1, RH-2 or 

RH-3), which permit only one, two o.r three units per lot in most cases. Most housing- espe­

cially family housing- is already located in these residential districts. It is estimated that there 

is an in-fill housing potential of approximarely 2,388 units on vacant and underutilized RH-1 

~d RH-2 parcels, which allow for single-family and duplexes, respectively. Typical densities 

range from a maximum ofl 6·units per acre for RH-1 districts and 28 units per acre for RH-2. 

An additional 662 units can also be accommodated in RH-3 parcels that allow fur develop­

ment of triplexes at about 37 units per acre density. 
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fusidential mixed districts (RM) and residential commercial combined districts (RC) permit 

non-residential uses but r=ain predominantly residential in character. These areas are gener­

' ally adjacent to commercial zones and can have intense, compact developme!lt. Medium den­

sity residential districts typically contain a mixture of dwelling types found in RH districts but 

have .a significant number of apartment buildings. About 2,280 new units can be developed in 

low-density residential mixed districts (RM-1 ). This zoning category allows for a .maximum of 

50 units per acre. About 507 and 1,290 additional new units can be in the RM-2 and RM-3 

districts respectively. Almost 1,800 new units can be in-fill development in the downtown 

residential districts ringing the city's downtown core, where higher densities are permitted. All 

told, there is the potential for almost 5,880 new units on vacant or underutilized ·parcels hr 
these medium- and high-density residential zones. 

b. Housing in Neighborhood Commercial Districts 

Both Planning Code regulations and General Plan policies encourage Jiousing over commercial 

spaces in districts throughout the city. More recently; regional and national interest in transit­

oriented development has grown considerably. The close proximity of neighborhood co~­

mercial districts to transit preferential streets makes in-fill sites in these districts particularly 

suitable for development. There is also a proven strong market for mixed-use development. 

Mixed-uSe projects~ with commercial and resid~ntial components, accounted for a significant 

amount of the new building construction in the last decade. Opportunity sites in neighbor­

hood commercial districts cover over 290 acres ofland in the city. This represents the potential 

for roughly 20,070 new housing units over ground floor commercial spaces. 

c. Better Neighborhoods Program 

The Better Neighborhoods Program was initiated by the Planning Department to addr,,;s the 

city's related housing and transportation challenges. It seeks to do so by strengthening the 

linkages between land use and transportation planning, so that each one effectively supports 

the other. Market and Octavia, Balbo~ Park, and the Central Waterfront were chosen as three 

pilot neighborhoods and selected to serve as a model for other areas in the city. Glen Park and 

Japantown were later added as compact versions of the Better Neighborhood planning pro­

cess. These neighborhoods' proximity to transit and essential services are ideal for additional 

housing, including units in upper ~tories above commercial uses. The Market Octavia Plan, 

promising an additional 5,900 units, was adopted in mid-2008. The Central Waterfront Plan 

was adopted, along with three other Eastern Neighborhoods, at the end of2008. Balboa Park 

was also adopted in Dec=ber 2008. The Central Waterfront Neighborhood Plan allows for 

the potential development of about 1,100 to 1,500 new units while Balboa Park could mean 

some 800 to 3,1$0 additional units. 

Development opportunities in the Better Neighborhood areas vary. About 1,600 units can be 

built in vacant or near parcels in the Market and Octavia area while underdeveloped parcels 

can acco.tnmodate about 2,730 units. The demolition of the Central Freeway and its replace­

ment with Octavia Boulevard in the Market and Octavia Plan Area freed up about seven acres 

for redevelopment. All told, these publicly owned parcels have the zoned capacity to accom-

770 



DRAFT PROPOSED FOR ADOPTION HOUSING ELEMENT 2014 

mod.ate over 1,000 units and have been included in the overall estimate for the area. In Central 

Waterfront, vacant or near vacant parcels have the zoned capacity to accommodate 290 units. 

Underdeveloped sites, mostly in!lustrial uses such as warehouses, can be red~veloped and yield 

about 1,020 units. Balboa Park, on the other hand, can see about 310 units in vacant or near 

vacant properties. Another 660 units can be built in underdeveloped parcels that have existing 

uses such as single-storey commer~ial buildings or ga5oline stations. 

d. Housing in industrial Areas and the Eastern Neighborhoods 

A significant portion of new housing construction (over 40%) in the last ~ecade occurred in 

the areas south of Marliet Street. These industrially. ~oned parts of the city provided. a ready 

supply of flexible and inexpensive_ industrial space well suited for conversion to office space 

required. by dot-com start-ups. At the same time, these same areas became highly desirable 

. residential locations, especially for live/work or loft-style housing. Many traditional o~cupants 
of industrial space - notably production, distribution and. repair businesses (PDR) - were 

displaced. by rising rents brought on by new office and residential, uses. Conflicts between new 

residents and remaining businesses, especially over noise and smells associated. with many FDR · 

activities made it difficult for businesses to operate. Some businesses found space elsewhere in 

San Francisco; many oth~s left the city altogether, and a number went out of business. . 

Interim zoning controls and Planning Commission policies underscorel the importance of 

retaining PDR activities and .encouraging these uses on certain industrially zoned parcels while 

·permitting housing and rnixed.-use activities on other industrially zoned p'arcek Recently ap­

proved community planning in the Eastern Neighborhoods, where most industrially zoned 

lands are located, proposed new zoning controls that define uses permitted on these parcels. · 

An additional potential of 7,400 new housing units in industrial lands came about with the 

passage of new zoning standards. As of now, 1,890 units can be built in vacant or near vacant 

parcels while 1,270 units can be built in underdeveloped. parcels. 

The mostly industrial Bayview neighborhood can see an ad.c:litional 743 new units with the 

· development of vacant or mostly vacant parcels. Redevelopment of underdeveloped. sites in 

the area: could mean an additional 1,255 units. Vacant or near vacant parcels in SoMa have 

the zoned capacity to accommodate about 256 units. Underdeveloped parcels in East SoMa 

are largely mostly low industrial buildings and can potentially be redeveloped to 1,370 units. 

Development of vacant or near vacant parcels in the Mission can add 730 to the area's housing 

st.ock. Underdeveloped. sites in the Mission- largely commercial and some industrial buildings 

- have the potential to be redeveloped into some 4,690 ilnits. In Showplace Square/Potrero 

Hill, about 340 units can be built in vacant parcels and. another 1,080 units in underdeveloped 

sites. With rezoning of the. largely residential Visitacion Valley; development of vacant or near 

vacant sites can result in 250 units antl 290 units in underdeveloped sites. Vacant or near vacant 

sites µi West SoMa have the potential to be developed. into 165 units while underdeveloped 

sites can ac~ommod.ate .almost 270 units. 
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4. Suitability of Potential Affordable Housing Sites 

Affordable housing in San Francisco includes subsidized multi-family units, single room oc­

cupancy units (SRO), emergency shelters, transitional housing, and other types of group hous­

ing. As noted earlier, such housing types are generally permitted in as of right or as conditional 

use in all zoning districts in San Francisco =ept in the low-density, single-.ran;_ily residential 

districts, the South of Market's residential enclave districts, and the industrial/PDR districts. 

In other municipalities, affordable housing includes housing for agricultural workers and low 

cost manufactured housing. San Francisco is highly urbanfzed and generally a distance from 

agricultural employment. Some manufactured single-family-housing have been erected-in San 

Francisco but prefabricated units may not be appropriate for high density, affordable housing 

in San Francisco, especially given seismic safety concerns. 

Affordable housing projects with on-site services require a minimum of 90 units per site to 

gain economies of scale for construction and operations, Of all potential in-fill sites, over 750 

parcds - with a total capacity of 16,480 units -would permit this type of development. 

Construction of affordable multi-family units generally require a minimum lot size of 0.3 

acre or roughly 40 units per project to meet economies of scale. There are around 945 such 

potential sites that are vacant or undeveloped. Altogether, these larger parcels, which average 

. 0.7 acres each, could accommodate up to 19,540 new honsing units. 

5. Accommodating Housing Suitable for Persons With 
Disabilities 

San Francisco building code ensures that ~ew housing developments comply with California 

building standards (Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations) and federal requirements 

for accessibility. The San Francisco building code incorporates the 2012 International Building 

Code. It provides reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities in the enforcement 

of building codes and the issuance of building permits through its flexible approaches to retro­

fitting or converting existing buildings and construction of new buildings that meet the shelter 

needs of persons with disabilities. · 

a. Procedures for Ensuring Reasonable Accommodations 

While single-family and duplex or 2-family dwellings are generally not requited to be acces­

sible except when they are part of a condominium or planned-use development, multi-family 

building accessibility requirements are contained in the California Building Code Chapter 

llA, Chapter 10, Chapter 30, and section 101.17.9.1. Commercial building access require­

ments are contained in the California.Building Code Chapter llB, Chapter 10, Chapter 30, 

and section 101.17.11. The Planning Code additionally requites parking spaces be specifically 

_designated for persons with physical or mental disabilities. 
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b. Information Regarding Accommodation for Zoning, Permi{Processfng, and 
Buf/dfng Codes 

The City provides information to all interested parties regarding accommodations in :roning, 

permit processes, and application of building codes for housing for persons with disabilities; 

c. Zoning and Other Land Use Regulations 

There are no zoning or other land-use regulatory practices in San Francisco that could dis­

criminate against persons with disabilities and impede the availability of such housillg for these 

individuals. Th~ City permits group homes of all sizes in most residential districts; as noted 

above, group housing is allowed on a conditional basis in low density, single-family residential 

districts (RH-1, RH-2 and RH-3), as well as the industrial districts and mo~t· South of Market 

districts. All of the Citf s commercial zones also allow group homes; they are permitted as of 

right in_themoderate density residential, downtown, commercial, and.neighborhood. commer­

cial districts where oth:er supportive a.i:ienities are more accessible. In addition, San Francisco 

does not restrict occupancy of unrelated individuals in group homes and does not define family 

or enforce a definition in its wning ordinance. The P.la.nping Department has developed a . 

legislative ordinance that will enable persons with disabilities who require reasoriable acconi.­

modation as exceptions to the Citf s ·Planning Code to bypass the. currently required variance 

proi:ess, and to access a streamlined procedure permitting special'structures or appurtenances 

such as access ramps of lifts and other non-physical accommodations. and was implemented 

in the Fall of 2014. 

d. Efforts to Remove Regulatory Constraints for Persons with Disabilities 

The State has removed any City discretion for review of small grnup homes for persons with 
disabilities (six or fewer residents). The City does not i~pose additional zoning, building code, 

. oi permitting procedures other than those allowed by.State law. The City has also made zon­

. ing accornmo\filtiop.s to encourage housing for persons with physical and mental ~d.icaps. 
Planning Code Section 207 .4 and 209.l set the dwelling unit density for dwellings specifically 

designed for and o~upied by.senior citizens or physically or mentally handicapped. persons 

at twice the density ratio established by any residential or neighborhood commercial district. 

Planning Code Section 135 reduces the minimum amount ofosable open space to be provided 

for use by each dwelling unit to increase development feasibility. 

e. Permits and Processing 

The City does not impose special permit procedures or requirements that could impede the 

retrofitting of homes for accessibility. The Citf s requirements for building per'!1its and inspec­

tions are the same as for other residential projects and are straightforward. and not burdensome. 

City officials are not aware of any instances in which an applicant experienced delays or rejec­

tion of a retrofitting proposal for accessibility to perso~ with disabilitles. 
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B. CONSTRAINTS TO HOUSING ACCESS, 
PRODUCTION AND CONSERVATION 

Housing development in California is a complex and lengthy process. San Francisco in par­

ticular is one of the more challenging environm~nts to build housing. Factors including high 

land and construction costs, protracted entitlement and permitting processes, and organized 

opposition pose real obstacles to developing housing in San Francisco. 

One result of this difficult landscape has been the development of new housingin ar;as not 

fully appropriate for residential development, such as in predominantly industrial areas without 

the sufficient services and social infi:astructure to support a pleasant and vital neighborhood. In 
meeting the City's housing goals, it is impartant to focus on areas that can absorb new develop­

ment in the context of creating viable neighborhoods. The .first part of Section N, "Meeting 

Hol,lsing Needs," discussed suitable loc4tions for potential new housing. This second part will 
discuss the challenges to new housing production .and conservation. 

1. Equal Housing Opportunity 

All residents have the right to housing that is available without discrimination - that is, without 

limitations based on race, color, religion, sex, handicap, familial status, or national origin. The 

federal Fair Housing Act of 1968, and California's Fafy Employment and Housing Act, as well 

·as other non-discrimination acts, were enacted to prohibit discrimination; and San Francisco 

has adopted a number of local anti-discrimination ordinances addressing housing and public 

accommodations (Administrative Code Sections 12 A & 12 B, Police Code Sections 33, 38, 

and 1.2). These federal, state and local provisions are enforced by the City's Human Rights 

Commission (HRC), which offers m~diation services for filed complaints, technical assistance 

with. referrals to nonprofit organizations and City agencies, and fair housing training for hous­

ing providers. 

However, with all of these protections, discrimination still occurs. Some of the major impedi­

ments to fair housing include discrimination in access to housing, condition, evictions and 

even lending practices. 

• Discrimination: The most common forms of housing discrimination in San Francisco 
occur in rental housing, when tenants - who may be facing racial disctimination, pov­
erty, mental and physical handicaps, or have alternative sexual orientation or gender 
identity- are denied housing, discriminated against in the terms or conditions other­
wise available to other tenants, or harassed by a landlord or fellow tenant. Section 8 
tenants in particular have difficulty accessing market rentals, as many landlor.ds choose 
to not rent to Section 8 tenants. 

• Poor conditions: Many available housing units are maintained in poor condition, at 
the expense of the quality oflife for their tenants. The need to make physical improve­
ments is critical to improve living conditions in low-income housing. Also, given the 
city's high percentage of renters.with disability, it is particularly critical for persons with 
special needs, to provide improved accessibility to existing housing units. 
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• Formal and infonnal evictions: Even with state and local regulations against formal 
evictions, abuses. occur as many residents are unaware of their protections. "Buyouts" 
(where the landlord pays the tenant an agreed upon dollar amount to vacate the prop­
erty and therefore avoid any eviction processes) are also prevalent throughout the city. 

• Lending practices: Predatory lending, often directed towards low-income and minor­
ity communities, has arisen as a facet of housing disctimination. The current foreclosure 
crisis is affecting those communities disproportionately, and is also affecting renters of 

·those foreclosed units, who are without traditional eviction rights 

Connecting all of these issues is a lack of education about fair housing issues and a lack of in­
formation connecting people to resources. Often, fair housing issues pit landlords with access 

to capital, legal advice and time,· against renters who may not be aware of their rights and who 

may face other impe~ents in the system such as a language barri~r. While San Francisco is 

·fortunate to have a number of nonprofit organizations in addition to the City's Human Rights 

Commission (HRC) that provide public education, access to legal services and counseling, and 

even funding, they often lack resources to reach the majority of the population in need. 

2. Non-Governmental Constraints 

Government Code Section 65583(a)(5) requires that the Hou:iing Element update include 

an assessment of non-governmental constraints to housing development. Such constraints 

include the price of land, the cost of construction, and availability of financing. 

a. Land Availability and Costs 

Much of San Francisco exhibits an established, relatively dense development pattern and is 

considered by many to be substantially built-out. While there are parcels o~ land still poten­

tially available for development (see Tables 1-56 and I-57 on pages 67-69), San Francisco's 

tight land market increases pressures on land values. Both market-rate and affordable housing 

developers report that acquiring land for housing in the city is a challenge. The heightened 

values of land make some of the land identified as a potential housing site infeasible for actual 

housing development, _especially housing affordable to lower income households. 

The city's finite supply of land, coupled with strong development pressure, means that land­

owners can expect high prices for parcels they own, if they choose to sell .for housing develop­

ment at all. Sites identified as potential housing sites may not be sold to residential developers 

as some property owners are satisfied with the-state of their properties' development. Institu­

tions, for example, may keep surface parking uses to support other adjacent properties' mo~e 
intense uses. Similarly, building owners may keep smaller !mt profitable commercial buildings 

instead of fully developing their_ properties. Furthermore, except in purely .residential zoning 

districts, housing developers must compete with other potential users. If it is more profitable 

for a landowner !!J hold or sell land for a commercial project, the land will not be available for 

housing. Private vacant or underdeveloped. lands identified as housing opportunity sites will 

only see development if landowners decide to sell, "and the prices they demand from housing 

developers will allow for profitable development. 
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Average land values vary greatly by zoning district as development potential varies greatly. 

Table I-5 9 below details the average sales price per square foot of vacant lands sold between 

2008 and 2013. It shows that vacant lands in the industrial zoning districts were the least 

expensive and sold, on average, at just over $78 per square foot. 

~ii,_~;~~;t~ll~J~t~;)~~t~{~~ft~~l~ll!R~§llrcJ~~tl~~~'fgJ~lffi.(ciJ~~!~~[~~g~"Q)~ii~!_'.P.~l~;~~~: 
Residential Districts 88 $204' 

Downtown Residential Districts 4 $738 

Downtown Commercial Districts. 5 $323 

Neighborhood Commercial Districts 26 $369 

Mixed Use Districts 18 ' $398 

Industrial Districts 16 $78 

SOURCE: SF Asscss:or-~rdcr'$ Office; SF Planning Dcpanmomt 

Vacant land in single-family ~ned districts, where typically one unit is permitted per lot, 

cost on average $108' a square foot. Vacant parcels in moderately low density r~sidential zones 

(where duplexes and triplexes are permitted) and the neighborhood commercial districts, aver­

aged $549 and $369 per square foot respectively. Vacant land in the downtown and high 

density residential zoning districts was the costliest, averaging above $738 per square foot. 

Vacant lots in the densely built mixed use districts had sold, on average, just under $400 per 

square foot. 

Though specific land costs varied greatly depending on an area's location and underlying zon- . 

ing, the price of land is a major component of a developer's overall cost of producing housing 

(see Table I-60 below). 

b. Housing Development Costs 

In addition to high land costs, other direct costs of building new hotising- the cost oflabor, 

of construction materials and contractor fees - continued to escalate. Steep construction costs 

are generally seen as a major constraint on housing development and especially impacts afford­

ability. In 2013, total development cost for an average two-bedroom condominium totaling 

800 sq. fr. was about $469,800 a unit or $587 per square foot. Table I-60 below breaks down 

these costs. 

In this estimate, planning, entitlement, and other permitting fees - discussed in the section 

above - totaled less than 4% of development costs. Specific site conditions may also add to 

the cost of new housing construction. For example, building demolition niay be required with 

the re-us~ of a site; toxic waste dean-up needed to mitigate chemical contamination in some 

former industrial sites; or increased foundation costs in potentially seismically unstable soils. 
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~!ff~OOi~~Qlt~J;1;;if1~Y.g~~~~>;~'.£-:~~:~~f~f~~};}jf;{;fJ~~Fitl~¥~i~:;t~~~~=°~i~s;~ 
Land Cost ' .$120,000. 25.5% 

Building Construction at $300 per sq. ft. $240,000 51.,1% 

Permits, city fees· and prof~ssional service f~es at 20% of' 
$4B,000 10.2% : construction costs · · 

. Subsidy to build below-market rate u.n~s (12% of total units) 
based ori a$200,000 per u11ftsubsidy for a year, divided by $27,000 5.7% 
the remaining BB market-rate u_nits 

Selling expense~ $34,BOO \.4% 

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COST $469,BOO 100.0% 

. "Total Cost per Square Foot 
$567.25 

(Average Net Unit Size: BOO sq. ft.)" 

SOURCE: San Fxandsco Planning and Urban lk:scm:h .Asmcladon (SPUR) 
Note: San F.ranch:co Houslng CortUlcularlon Per Unit fora 100-Unit Building. Thi$ kvccy simplified and does not lndudewnstruc:tlon financing o:pens~, 

contingencies or dc.Vt:lupcfo prufit, among other things.Ulcuk.tiont ~c h~ un a. 100 unit huildlng assuming 800 sqtlll't:; feet ptt unJr,. which is 
appnn:imatdy 640 ,;quuc fcctofo.~hktipao:. ha.~cd.nnwic::al huilding-dEclcncy. 

c. Availability of Open Space 

Most of the potential housing sites identified - some 5,049 (out of 5,487) parcels - are 

within walking distance (114 mile) of open space amenities. Many of the remaining sites are 

located in new plan areas that include_plaris for more open space, For example, the Mission 

Bay project includes new public open spaces to serve the r~idents of its 6,000 new units and 

those of surrounding areas.. The Rincon Point-South Beach Redevelopment area includes two 

new shoreline parks .;,_,bile Guy Place Park is currently being implemented per the Rincon Hill 

plan, due to open late 2016. The Recreation and Open Space Element 2013 update prioritizes 

new open space in underserved areas. As new areas are planned for housing, additional open 

spaci;: will need to be provided and should be included as part of future redevelopment plans, 

area plans, rezoning provisions, and subdivision projects. 

d. Access to Commercial and Other SeNices 

Many of the areas where new housing is likdy to oq:;ur offer a rich mixture of uses that can. 
readily serve neW residents. About- 91 % or 5,001 out of 5,487 parcels - of potential housing 

development sit~ are within a five-minute walk (1/ 4 mile) from a neighborhood commercial 

district. Additionally; much of the future housing development will be in mixed use pi:ojects 

that will likely include local serving commercial activities. If these new; larger scale develop­

ments are well planned and designed, the additional residents and businesses wi\). enrich exist­

ing neighborhoods nearby. Major new housing developments that are isolated from requisite 

services do not create livable neighborhoods, and can contribute to citywide transportation 

problems. Plans for new neighborhoods, and specific plans for improving existing areas, must 

respond to the commercial and service needs of new residents. 
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e. Transportation 

San Francisco's transportation system has been st:raine~ by the availability of free and relatively 

inexpensive parking in many parts of the city; which promotes driving. Coupled with job and 

population growth, this has increased congestion while decreasing the efficiency of public 

transit services. Recent planning efforts seek to address this issue and continue ro closely ex­

amine the interaction of land use and transportation to assure that current and future residents 

are able to travel conveniently and efficiently to jobs, services, and recreational opportunities. 

Also, planners at the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) are currently 

preparing the Countywide Transportation Plan. that will prioritize numerous improvements to 

the city's transportation system. 

f. Infrastructure Standards 

The City imposes fees on sponsors of new development for various on- and off-site infrastruc­

ture improvements when necessary. Various standards for street widths, curb requirements, and 

circulation improvements have been developed over time and are not believed to be excessive or 

to impose undue burdens on development. They apply citywide and conform to the developed 

pattern of the city. More specific infrastructure improvements, such as particular streetscape 

design treatments, may be required of major new developments in the city's project areas. 

Given the densities at which residential land is developed in San Francisco, these infrastructure 

costs, even when borne partially by the developer, represent a relatively small cost per unit. 

San Francisco's current housing stock is approximately 376,080 units. The housing production 

goal ser by HCD/ABAG for San Francisco is 28,869 units by2022. This represents an increase 

of about 7. 7%. The capacity of the city's infrastructure including water, sewage treatment, and 

utility services is generally not a constraint to meeting San Francisc~ housing goals. Many 

potential development sites are in areas that are well-served by the existing infrastructure. 

Some proposed area or neighborhood plans and very large development projects may require 

additional local infrastructure improvements. ' 

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission'~ (SFPUC) 2010 Urban Wtter Management 

Plan (UWMP)forthe City and County of San Francisco (SFPUC,June2011) projects water de­

mand from residential and commercial customers. While the SFPUC does project an increase 

in total demand, it also expects residential water use to decline, even as population increases, 

because of increased ~onservation measures and efficiency. The 2010 Plan also relies on greater 

use of groundwater supplies and recycled water. The UWMP projects sufficient water supply in 

normal years, though during drought years demand will exceed supply. During drought years, 

plans are in place to institute varying degrees of water rationing depending on the se'7erity of 

the drought. The SFPUC has begun the implementation of a 13-year Water Supply Improve­

ment Program (WSIP) approved by the voters of San Francisco in the November 2002 General 

Election as Proposition A. The $4.3 billion WSIP will ensure that safe and reliable drinking 

water service will be provided to meet projected San Francisco retail customer demand antici­

pated in the UWMP through 2018. 
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The WSIP will maintain compliance with state and federal drinking water standards while 

ensuring that the system will be funcrional in the event of a natural disaster, and will attempt 

to provide adequate water supplies during drought conditions. The SFPUC also has an ong;o­

ing program to repair and replace outmoded and aging components of the city's water delivery 

and distribution infrastructure. 

1he SFPUC has committed to a number of programs to reduce water demand, which are 

described in greater detail in the UWMP. The SFPUC is also implementing a Recycled Water 

Program to produce recycled water for non-potable irrigation purposes. As of June 30, 2013, 

construction was underway on 14 regional projects valued at $2.6 billion, while constrii.ction 

had been completed on 29 other regional projects valued at $634 mission. 

In 1997, the City completed a 20-year program to upgrade its wastewater treatment system 

to bring it into full compliance with federal and state clean water regulations. Because San 

·Francisco has a combined sanitary and stormwater system, the largest volume of wastewater 

occurs during wet weather. 

In 2005, the SFPUC launched a citywide $150 million, Five-Year Wastewater Capital Im­

provement Program (WWCIP) to improve the reliability and efficiency of San Francisco's 

combined wastewater an~ storm water system. Over the next few years, the program helped . 

address the most critical needs of the aging wastewater system, improve the capacity of sewer 

mains, and upgrade treatment facilities. 

The Water Pollution Control Division of the SFPUC reports that trea~ent capacity is avail­

able to s~r:ve expected growth. However, there are areas where local sewers, which transport 

waste to the treatment system, might.be unders~d and will need to be examined on a case.by 

case basis. In 2012, the SFPUC began a public process to update the completed Clean Water 

Master Plan to identify the future course of the city's wastewater and storm water collection 

and treatment system, including repair or replacement of structurally-inadequate sewers to 

address localized flooding problems. Some proposed area plans or very large deve~opment 

projects may need local infrastructure improyements to connect to the city's system. 

In 2006, pursuant to SB 1087 and Government Code Section 65589 .?, the SFPUC approved 

Resolution 06-0185 adopting a written policy to provide.water and sewer ser:vice to new 

developments on an income-neutral basis. The SFPUC will also give priority to applicants 

for developments that include the sale or rental of housing that is affordable to lower-income 

households during any period when supply; treatment, or distribution capacity is limited. · 

San Ftancisco's solid waste is .transferred to the Altamont Landfill, in Alameda County. In 

19 88, the City signed a long-term disposal agreement that provides for the disposition of up 

to 15 million tons of solid waste at. Altamont. As of March '.2013, San Francisco's renlaining 

landfill capacity at Altamont Landfill was about 1 million tons out of the original. 15 million 

ton capacity. At current disposal rates, San Francisco's available landfill space under the existing 

contract will run out in January 2016. 
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In 2002 the Citjs Board. of Supervisors adopted a goal for San Francisco of 75% landfill 

diversion by the year 2010, and authorized the Conim.ission on the Environment to adopt a 

long term goal of zero waste when the 50% diversion goal is met. In 2003 the Commission 

adopted a date of 2020 for the City to achieve a goal of zero waste to lanfill. and directed the 

Department of the Environment to devdop policies and programs to increase producer and 

consumer responsibility to achieve the goal. Currently, the City's 3 bin system, po~cies, finan­

cial incentives, and extensive outreach to residents and businesses, has helped San Francisco 

achieve the highest diversion rate of any major city in North America. San Francisco exceeded 

its goal of75% in 2010 and diverted 80% (1,593,830 tons) ofits discards from the landfill.. 

Despite recent supply problems, future gas and dectricity supply should meet projected needs. 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) has filed a "Load Forecast" for San Francisco 

through 2022 with the California Energy Commission. This forecast is the basis for capital 

. and operating plans, an.d covers both residential and commercial demand. In addition, the 

City and County of San Francisco in 2004 commei:::ced the San Francisco Electric Reliability 

Project that calls for a new City-owned power plant to operate during periods of peak demand. 

In December of2010 the project's license, however, was terminated. 

g. Environmental Features 

San Francisco is a built-up city. The sites inventory in the previous section identified par­

cels that are suitable for infill development. Unlike other jurisdictions, development in San 

Francisco is not constrained by environmental features such as protected wetlands or oak tree 

preserves. Howeve;, major programmed redevelopment efforts are proposed in areas that have 

been identified in the 2010 Floodplain Management Ordinance as potentially flood-prone. 

This list indudes Mission Bay, Treasure Island, Candlestick Point, Bayview Hunters Point Area 

C, and the Hunters Point Shipyard. Floodplain management requirements are incorporated 

into redevelopment plans in these areas to ensure that any land at risk of flooding will be raised 

above the floodplain prior to redevelopment 

San Francisco has several brownfield designations that have been iqentified under the Califor­

Ilia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). San Francisco has initiated planning efforts in each 

of these areas to facilitate the clean-up process. Fnll dean up of the sit~ to residential standards 

has been required under the EIR's for each plan area: 

• Mission Bay: The Mission Bay redevelopment area has been the subject of extensive 
clean-up since the mid 1980s, when the Santa Fe Pacific Realty Corporation began to 
remediate and redevelop the former rail yard at Mission Bay in California. New housing 
construction in Mission Bay is now more than 50% complete. 

• Hunter's Point Shipyard: The Hunters Point U.S. naval shipyard, a federally designated 
Superfund site contaminated by toxic waste,. has been the subject of redevelopment 
plans for 20 years. InJuly2010, theEnvironmentallmpactReportfor a redevelopment 
plan which would clean up the site and add 10,500 homes (32% affordable), as well as 
320 acres of parkland and open space was certified. Clean up on the site was initiated 
in2008. 
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• Eastern Neighborhoods: The industrial character of many sites in these neighborhoods 
meant that individual clean up efforts may be n'"cessary. Recently, several sites have 
been fully deaned and converted to residential activities, most recently the Deres Lofts, 
where i former paint manufacturing plant converted into 500 ~its. 

• Schlage Lock Site: The former Schlage Lock factory operations polluted the groundwa­
ter at their site and on adjacent parcels. In 2009, the Board of Supervisors adopted the 
V1Sitacion Valley/Schlage Lock Redevelopment Plan, including a remedial action plan. 
Since then, the entire. site haS undergone remediation. When California eliminated its 
·redevelopment agencies in 2012, the City of San Francisco initiated a ne}V effort to 
develop the.site with reduced pt1blic funding. The plan to develop 1,679 units on the 
site w:is adOpted and approved. in July 2014. 

San Francisco's Maher Ordinance (San Francisco Public Works Municipal Code, article 20) 

also mandates soil analysis for hazardous waste by the Department of Public Health. This 
regulation re.quires site history and soil analysis reports for all building permit applicants in 

areas where dwnping may have occurred in the past. Affected. areas have been mapped by staff, 

and cover the majority !lf the city's Downtown area and its eastern shoreline. The Hazardous 

Waste Program staff continues to review and process the reports required in the Analyzing the 

Soil for Hazardous Waste Ordinance (Maher) and oversee activities in the city. 

Like most coastal cities, San Francisco i~ vulnerable to sea level rise. However, recent plans for 

shoreline development include measures to protect development from rising sea levels. The 

Treasure Island Master Plan concentrate development at the island's center, elevates the build­

ing pad for the island's proposed developed area, and protects the buildings with a levee and 

a wide setback. Htinters Point Shipyard also elevates the total building pad for development, 

and also designed a flexible management strategy including incremental strategies on how 

to deal with shoreline based on actual rise levels. San Francisco staff continues to collaborate 

with the San Francisco Bay ConserVation and Development Commission (BCDC) on overall 

adaptation strategies for the city. 

Finally, San Francisco has taken seriously the impacts of greenhouse gas emissions. In 2001, the 

City adopted Resolution Np. 010-01, which .mandated. local clforts to curb global warming, 

included adoption of a greenhouse gas emissions reductions goals for the City and County of 

San Francisco and continued actions towards achieving these goals. A primary component of 

meeting these goals is directing development towards transit-served areas to reduce greenhouse 

gas emissi~ns from transportation. The City's area plans serve to direct development to transit 

served areas. Numerous policies in Part II of the City's Housing Element also support this aim. 

h. Community Acceptance 

San Francisco has a strong tradition of public involvement in policy discllSSions and pos­

sesses a very engaged citizenry on development issues. This activism ofi:en takes the shape 

of organized opposition to housing projects across the city, especially affordable housing for 

low-income residents and even towards well planned and designed developments. Snch vocal 

oppositio~ poses very real impediments to project sponsors and can lead to significant time 

delays, additional cost, or a reduction in the number of residential units produced. The City is 
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committed to the involvement of citizens in the planning process and to the need to expound 

on the importance of working towards citywide housing objectives. Two· recently approved 

planning initiatives - the Market/Octavia plan and the Eastern Neighborhoods Community 

Planning plan and re-zoning - have engaged residents, property owners, workers, and other 

stakeholders and sought broad public community backing through participatory programs of 

education, public dialogue and input, and consensus building. 

3. Governmental Constraints 

Housing production. in San Francisco is affected by a number of governmental regulations, 

from local policies and codes to state and federal land use regulations and state environmental 

laws. This section.will examine the impacts oflocal governmental regulations on residential 

development as these can be. addressed by local housing policy. These regulatory controls have 

been carefully crafted over time to balance citywide needs and address public concerns. These 

regulations were established to be consistent with the City's General Plan priorities to conserve 

and protect existing housing and neighborhood character. They also regulate new development 

to be compatible with and not detrimental to the area with respect to size, shape, traffic and its· 

generated noise, open space and urban design requ~ents. The time required. to administer 

and approve projects can add to the cost of housing production. Butwicl10ut these standards, 

an even greater check on new housing construction could result from public opposition to new 

development. 

Addressing these constraints must be balanced against other citywide n~eds and will also be 

tempered by public c;oncems. Most of San Francisco's existing regulations were established to 

·be consistent with the City's General Plan priorities to conserve and protect existing housing 

and neighborhood character, regulating development to be compatible with neighborhood 

character, and not detrimental to the area with respect to size, shape, traffic and its generated 

noise, open space and urban design requirements. 

To address these issues, the City has made a number of improvements to remove hurdles in the 

City's Gener:il Plan and Planning Code, including: 

• Using community planning processes to adopt stre~ned regulations around discre­
tionary process and reducing Conditional Uses; 

• Using community planning processes to increase development capacity, including 
height, density and required lot sizes; 

Reduction of parking and open space requirements. 

• Through Mayor Ed Lee's Executive Directive 13--01, the City has prioritized the per­
mitting process for 100% affordable housing projects, and market rate projects with at 
least 20% on-site ~MRs or 30% off-site BMRs. 

• Throngh the Mayor's Housing Working Group, the City is working to identify stream­
lined regulations. 
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• Elimination of neighborhood notification (Section 311) for the addition on new dwell­
. ing units that do not expand the building envelope (Legislative Board File 13-1148) 

• Exemptions from Planning Code requirements, such as open space, rear yard, exposure 
and parking, when legalizing certain dwelling units. (Legislative Board. File 13-1148) 

a. Entitlements 

Proposed developments that deviate from or exceed permitted development standards, or that 

bring up other planning concerns, are subject to additional assessment and would require 

conditional use approvals, variances, Downtown ProjectAu~orizations, Large Project Autho­

rizations and. discretionary reviews. These take longer to process as they require gr~ter study 

and analysis, public notifications and hearings, and approvals from the Planning Co=ission 

· or the Zoning Administrator. 

1) Land Use Regulations and .Commun#y Plans. The Planning Code, in particular, 

can present constraints to housing development. Height and density limits, exposure, parking 

and open space requirements, for example, can.constrain housing form and increase produc­

tion costs; discretionary processes such as Conditional Use authorizations can extend both the 

timeline for and the cost of housing construction. 

The San Francisco Planning Department has prepared. a number of community plens intended 

to shape growth in our urbar: neighborhoods, by encouraging housing where it m~ sense 

and by using that housing growth to strengthen neighborhoods. The community planning 

process provides a neighborhood-based forum to grapple with issues such as appropriate 

height and density. It also provides the opportunity to shape new regulations for development 

which streamlil!e the housing approval process yet make sµre appropriate development still is 

designed according to the neighborhood character. 

In the last five years, the Planning Department has compieted several plans for the Downtown 

area (Rincon Hill and Trans bay), a seri(!$ of "Better Neighborhoods Plans" (Market & Octavia, 

Balboa Park and the Central Waterfront), and the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans (East SoMa, 

Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and Mission). Adoption of these plans int? the City's General 

Plan enabled clearly stated housing development policies. Each new neighborhood plan is 
also accompanied by a set of new regulations, including amendments to the General Plan, 

Planning Code, and other required documents. The goal of these amendments is to esq.blish 

parameters for new development that give residents and developers a dear sense of what is and 

is not allowed in these neighborhoods. Amendments reduce discretionary processes such as 

Conditional Use authorizations.as much as possible while still ensuring adequate community 

review (in the Better Neighborhoods and Eastern Neighborho?ds Area Plans, most housing is 

permitted as-of-right, and conditional use requirements for design aspects such as height have 

been eliminated). In many cases, the amendments also include a public review and approval 

process that reduces permitting time and hearings. 

Planning Code amendments adopted with each new neighborhood plan also served to expand 

potential development capacity in each of these areas, using tools such alj height increases, 
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removal of maximum densities, and removal of minimum required lot sizes. This increases 

flexibility for development on all sites in the project areas, and has resulted in an expanded 

development capacity which is detailed in Appendix D. 

2) Parking Requir:ements: Providing parking represents a significant cost to developers 

and can affect housing prices, adding as much as $100,000 to the price of a new unit. Surface 

lev:dparking also takes up valuable real estate that could be devoted to housing or other uses. 

As such, parking requirements can act as a constraint to housing development. 

Parking requirements vary throughout the citf s zoning districts, based on factors like density 

and transit access. For example, in the city's low density districts (one-, two- or thr~e-farnily 
housing districts), one parking space is required for each dwelling uniL The City's high-density 

residential districts, including RG-4, RSD, and other mixed use areas, require one parking 

space for every four units. In downtown districts such as the DTR, NCT, RTO or G-3 

Districts, no parking is required. Provision of guest pai:kfng is not required by the City for 

any housing development; it is only required for temporary stay uses such as hotel, motel or 

medical institution. Parking is not required for housing designed for and occupied by senior 

citizens, foi: group housing or for single-room occupancy dwellings; parking requirements for 

100% affordable housing projects can be modified as a "variance" to reduce the 1:1. parking 

ratio requirement. 

Recent amendments to the Planning Code removed parking requirements altogether in a nwn­

ber of zoning districrs; instead, a maximum number of parking spaces serves as a cap. Newly 

adopted zoning districts such as Downtown Residential (DTR), Neighborhood Commercial 

Transit (NCT), and Residential Transit Oriented (RTO) Districts, have been established in 

several p~ts of the city do not require parking; where the provisi~n of parking space is capped 

at one car for every four dwelling units (or less without the need for a conditional use). 

To address the cost parking adds to the development price tag, the "unbundling" of parking 

spaces has also been institutionalized through the Planning Code. The adopted Section'l67 

of the Planning Code requires that parking costs be separated from housing costs in housing 

developments of 10 or more units. Off-street parking spa~ that are accessory to residential · 

uses can be leased or sold separately from the rental or purchase fees for dwelling units for the 

life of the d~elling units, so potential renters or buyers have the·option of renting or buying a 

residential u..i:~t at a price lower than would be the case jf there were a single price for both the 

residential unit and the parking space. 

3) Open Space Requirements: The Citf s Planning Code currently requires that all new 

multi-family residential development provide outdoor open space, ranging from 36 to 125 

square feet per unit, based on density, available public open space, and other factors. This open 

space may be provided on the ground, or in spaces such as balconies, terraces or rooftops. 

To reduce the burden of open space requirements, as well as to gain the benefits that common 

space provides (collective place for residents to gather; residents get to know their neighbors 

well; space can. foster a sense of community; etc.), the Planning D.epartment has reduced open 

space requirements for developments in ceratin zoning districts which provide usable open 

space as publicly accessible. 
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4) Redevelopment Project Areas: The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency used the 

state tool of redevelopment to revitalize local neighborhoods where appropriate. Redevelop­

ment provided several tools that aid with the preservation of; rehabilitation of and production 

of affordable housing for low-and moderate-income families. San Francisco's local redevel­

opment ordinance specifically required that 50% of redevelopment tax increment funds be 

committed to housing programs. 

The San Franci~co Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in 

California, was dissolved on. February 1, 2012 by order of the California Supreme Court in a 

decision issued on· December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment.Association et al. v. Ana 

Matosin.tos). On June 27, 2012, the California Legislature passed and the Govern~r signed.AB 

1484, a.bill making technical aii.d substantive changes to AB 26, the dissolution bill that was 

found largely constitutional by the Supreme ~ur: on December29, 2011. 

In response to the requirements of .AB 26 and AB 1484, San Francisco has c;reated the Office 

of Community Investment and Infrast+Ucture (formedy known as the San Francisco Rede­

velopment Agency). Under AB 26 and AB 1484, the Successor Agency is only authorized to 

continue to iniplement three major redevelopment projects that were previously administered 

by the former Red!!Velopment Agency: 1) the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment 

Project Areas, 2)· the.Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area and Zone 1 of 

the Bayview Redevelopment Project Area, and 3) the Transb<1y Redevelopment Project Area 

(collecti~ly; the "Major Approved Devel?pment Projects"). In addition, the Successor Agency 

continues to manage Yerba Buena Gardens.and other assets within the former.Yerba Buena 

Center. Redevelopment Project.Area ("YBC"). 

5) California Environmental Quality Act review procedures: Like all projects in Califor­

.nia, proposed residential projects in San Francisco are subject to environmental review under 

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). CEQA can act as a constraint to housing 

development because it can increase both the cqsts and the tim,e associated with develop­

ment review. Environmental analysis can take upwards of 18-24 months to complete. Ih San 

Francisco, environmental review fees are calculated based on a projeds calculated construction 

costs and can easily exceed $100,000; independent consultants are often involved, also at a 

substantial cost. Moreover, under state law CEQA determinations may be appealed directly 

. to the Board of Supervisors, an appeal b~dy that is available to very few other types of land 

use decisions in San Francisco. It_ is not unco:nmon for the Planning Department's CEQA 

documents of any type to undergo lengthy appeals processes, further increasing the time and 

costs associated with environmental analysis. 

The Department is implementing a variety of initiatives to increase the efficiency of the en­

vironmental review process and thereby reduce the time and costs associated with this effort. 
CEQA. itself affords a variety of opportunities to streamline environmental review for urban 

infill and/or affordable housing projects, particularly in locations under an adopted area plan. 

The Planning Depart:ment takes advantage of these opportunities as available; however, when 

a project could result in significant environment~ impacts (such as impacts to historical re-­

sources) the ability to streamline environmental review is substantially reduced. 
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Some common environmental impacts and their mitigations are relatively standard and could 

be addressed on a legislative level by ordinance and thereby incorporated into the building 

permit process. The benefit of this approach is that it would make more projects eligible for 

exemption from environmental review, because the necessary measures to avoid significant 

environmental impacts would be required for compliance with relevant code provisions. The 

Board of Supervisors has enacted such legislation such as adoption of the Environment Code, 

the Green Building Ordinance, and the establishi:nent of the Department of the Environment, 

and others with regard to several air quality-related concerns; other such ordinances could be 

pursued in the future to address other areas Of environmental impact. 

Wlth regard to the time and fees required for environmental review, sponsors of 100% af­

fordable housing projects and market rate housing projects that include at least 20% on-site 

or 30% off-site BMRs ate granted priority permit processing status and ate also eligible for 

deferred payment of environmental evaluation fees. These measures reduce the amount of time 

that a project ls in the environmental review process and facilitate the initiation of applications 

for ef1;Vironmental review. 

6) Discretionary Review: The Discretionary Review process can result in a significant 

cost to developers. The costs are typically the result of architectural fees, holding costs associated 

with extended time delays, and compensation that is sometimes requested by the Discretionary 

Review requestor in order to mitigate concerns or withdraw the Discretionary Review Applica-­

tidn. Due to the ambiguous outc()me and undefined timeline associated with the filing of a 

Discretionary Review Application, many project sponsors forgo projects altogether because of 

the additional time and .financial burdens caused by this process. The additional time and costs 

caused by Discretionary Review Applications are absorbed into the price of new or renovated 

dwelling-units, and therefore, the Discre):i.onary Review process acts as a constraint fo housing 

development and increases the overall cost of housing pari:icularly in the city's lower density 

neighborhoods. 

The City's Discretionary Review process is the Planning Commission's authority to review 

Code-complying projects and take action if the Commission finds that the case demonstrates 

"exceptional and extraordinary" circumstances. Conceptually, Discretionary Review is a sec­

ond look at building permit applications that have already been determined to comply with 

the minimum Planning Code standards and applicable design guidelines. The idea is that 

additional scrutiny might be necessary in some cases to judge whether the design guidelines 

were applied appropriately or if there are circumstances unique to a case that warrant further 

modifications to the project. The problem with the Discretionary Review process is that be­

cause there are no guidelines for this process, it eliminates a developer's sense of predictability 

and certainty in the entitlement pr:ocess. There are no barriers to file a Discretionary Review 

Application- other than a nominal fee of $535 - and there are no limitations as to the amount 

of time the process can take. 

The Discretionary Revi~w process ls most frequently used as a response to development in · 

the city's low density' districts, (RH - one-, two-, or three-family housing districts) and high 

income areas, like Supervisorial Districts 2 and 7. The costs associated with Discretionary 
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Review in lower density districts have a greater impact to the affordability of housing, as there 

are fewer dwelling units associated with each project to absorb the additional costs of the 

process. Furthermore, the minimal filing cost of $535 for a Discretionary· Review Application 

does not nearly reflect the actual cost of processing the Application, w~ch is about $3,680. 

Tue Department recovers the difference by adding a Board of Appeal surcharge fee of $25 to 

the cost of every btiilding permit application.. This too adds to the overall cost of construction 

in the city; which increases the cost and acts as a constraint of~ousing development. 

As part of the Department's Action Plan, the Department.is working on a reform the Discre­

tionary R:eview process. The Department is working on to improve the.design review process 

to help minimize the numbe rofDiscretionary Reviews filed. 

b. Permit Processing 

A typical timeline for a medium:density; multi-family residential project (50 to 100 units) 

is about one year to 2¥> years from the initial conceptual project review with the Planning 

Department to commentement of construction. This schedule assumes concurrent proce­

dur~ for review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and entitlements 

requiring Plauning Commission reVlew anc:l approv:il. If an environmental impact report is 

required, it can take up to 2 years for all .necessary studies and analyses to be conducted and 

· the EIR heard before the Planning. Commission. Applications can be filed at the same time 

or filed and heard upon completion of the environmental review. Both procedures are subject· 

to public comment and appeals periods. Tue conditional tise permit can be appealed before 

the Board of Supervisors within 30 days following the Planning Commission's approval. Once 

planning entitlements are secured, the project sponsor can prepare detailed building plans to 

be reviewed and approved by the Department of Building Inspection. Depending on the pro­

posed project's complexity; the plan preparations, review and approval ·process can take from 

four to six months before building permits are issued. If no building permit appeals are filed 

against this project after the 15-day period following permit is~uance, bcllding constraction 

can begin. But if this typical project has received a c;:onditi~nal use, then the Bureau of Permit 

Appeals has no jurisdiction. 

Minor alterations and new housing projects of up to three single-f.unily dwelling units or up 

to six units in a single strUcture may not require substruitial environmental review. Projects 

proposing principally permitted uses (or "as of right") meeting all applicable Planning Code 

requirements and not niggering mandatory discretionary review will involve less permit pro­

cessing time. Construction of these kinds of projects can typically begin within nine months 

of initial project review. 

As the City's permitting and review·agencies, the Planning Department, the Department of 

Building Inspection, and other related agencies have a significant effect on the efficiency of the 

housing constrUction process. To address this, the Planning Department initiated in 2008 an 

Action Plan containing procedural and operational reforms to improve the professionalism 

and efficiency of tlie City's planning process. Improvements to the Planning Code and its effect 

on permit processin.g are already underway. fyfayor Ed Lee convened an i~teragency wo~g 
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group in early 2014 which focused on actualizing the production of 30,000 housing units 

by 2020. Every agency has committed to further process improvements to expedite housing 

p~oduction, including prioritized review procedures, and reduced process time for housing 

projects. 

I) Planning Code Improvements: The Planning Code itself· could be considered a de­

facto constraint on housing production, because ofits complexities. Many projects, particularly 

larger projects, might require a Conditional Use authorization for aspects such as dwelling unit 

d~nsity. Variances are required to deviate (even slightly) .from dwelling unit exposure require­

ments and parking minimums, and a Discretionary Review in order to demolish an existing 

dilapidated building. . 

Acknowledging this, and as an effort to establish a single and more straightforward e.ntitlement 

path, the Department has adopted a 'one-stop' review path in the fairly recent rezoned eastern 

portions of San Francisco. Housed in Planning Code Section 329, this authorization process is 

an effort to.provide greater certainty and expediency for those development applications which 

meet. the fundamental requirements of the Planning Code, regardless of minor deviations so 

long as they are in kee.[Jing with the intent of the Code and neighborhood character. Section 

329 approval is available to projects of moderate scale {small projects have largely been made 

as-of-right) and requires a single public hearing and entitlement by the Planning Commis­

sion based mainly on the physicality of the proposal rather than the land use and density 

characteristics. 

2) Application Processing: Processi:Og time for projects can be a constraint to hous­

ing development, especially during economic boom times when multiple applications are 

submitted simultaneously. Staffing levels, staff workloads and level of review required can all 

affect the Planning Department's processing time, staffing levels, applications that were filed 

consecutively may have different p;ocessingtimes. Planning, entitlement and other permitting 

fees - to be_ discussed in a separate section below- totaled less than 2% of development costs. 

The San Francisco Planning Department adheres to a set of Application Processing Guidelines, 

to ensure that all project applicants receive equitable treatment as the Planning Department 

reviews applications in the order received. However, under those guidelines, the Planning 

Department has established priority critetja to ensure that housing projects that help meet 

the City's identified Housing Element or other General Plan goals are prioritized. Affordable 

Housing Projects, "green" housing construction projects (i.e. those that meet or exceed a Gold 

Rating using the LEED Building Rating System• or that achieve high sustainability standards 

under another "green building" rating systems approved by the Director); and other applica­

tions which are needed to secure the health or safety of users, promote disabled access, etc, 

receive prioritized review by staff. 

The overwhelming majority of projects which seek to cr~ate additional housing are subject 

to some levd of neighborhood notification. Such notice can stem either from a required 

discretionary entitlement, such as a Conditional Use authorization, or from Planning Code 

provisions which apply to as-of-right projects and are 'seek to inform and solicit input from the 

788 



DRAFT PROPOSED FOR ADOPTION HOUSING ELEMENT 2014 

broader community. Required. notification periods generally span 1-0 to .30-da.ys and include 

notices mailed to property owners and/or occupants, notices posted at a project site, notices 

appearing in local newspapers, and all ~ombinations thereof · 

3) Permit Tracking: The Planning Department is also pursuing the devclopment of an 

integrated permit tracking system to coordinate and streamline planning and. building permit­

ting processes. This system will establish a single intake application system for all Planning and 

Building cases to provide early and. comprehensive information to applicants, and. should have 

a significant effect on processing time. The new Permit & Project 'Ilacking System (PPTS) was 

launched ii:io Fall 2014. 

c. Permit Application and Development Impact Fees 

The Planning Department and the Department of Building Inspection require fees .for ·en­

titlements and. building permits based ori a project's estimated construction costs. Projects of 

much smaller scale - such, as interior rehabilitation, minor alterations or upgrading- generally 

require over-the-counter Planning Department approval and a bnild.ing permit. Projects that 

are broader in scope, however, may require additional permits, or may require ~ther actions 

such as a variance, a zoning re-classification, a subdivision, or a more in-depth environmental 

evaluation. Payment of an application fee may be required for these ~dditional permits. The 

application fee for most of these additional permits is also based on the total estimated. cost 

of COJ;lStruction of the project. Other new ho~ing construction fees include water and sewer 

hook-up and school fees. Table I-61 on the following page prcivides an example of various fees 

imposed on new construction. 

New housing development in the City of San Francisco is subject both_processing fees, which 

support staff review of devdopment proposals, and development impact feci which sup­

port additional infi:astructure needed. to support new residents, such as transit, open space, 

community centers, schools, affordable housing, an4 water capacity. According to the state 

Department of Housing and Community Devdopment's 1999 Pay to Play survey; residential 

development fees in San Francisc:O were lower than Bay Area and. Califomia average develop­

ment fees (including entitlement and permitting fees). According to this report, for example, 

development fees for an in-fill house in San Francisco totals $15,4?6 while the Bay Area aver­

age is $25,859 and California, $20,327. 
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$100,000 $2,378 $2,053 $4,019 $417 $8,466. 

$500,000 $13,054 $4,549 $4,019 $917 $17,373 

·$1,000,000 $17,314 $7,789. $4,019 $1,569 $27,881 

$10,000,000 $30,672 $69,964 $4,019 $13,857 $184,746 

$25,000,000 $31,422 $103,117 $4,019 $20,624. . $263,646 

$50,000,000 $32,672 $103,117 $4,019 $20,624 $332,()25 

$100,000,000 $35,548 $103,117 $4,019 $20,624 $356,710 

SOURCE: SF Planning Dqn1.m;ncnt; SF Deparblicnt of Building Inspection 

Table I-61 summarizes current processing fees for new development by cost of construction. 

Larger projects generally require more review from environmental planners, land use planners, 

and building inspectors; however economies of scale generally result .in a lower per unit cost 

for processing. Projects that are consistent with the planning code and general plan and do 

not require variances. or conditional use.authorization, ·have lower processing costs. The City 

generally updates fees annually based on inflation. Periodically processing fees are evaluated to 

insure·accurate cost recovery for staff time, materials, and overhead. 

Development impact fees fund public infrastrucrure to support new residents. Then; are a 

number of citywide fees to fund affordable housing, water and sewer hook-up and school fees. 

Recently planned areas of the city (Rincon Hill, South of Market, Visitacion Valley, Market 

& Octavia, Eastern Neighborhoods and Balboa Park) include additional localized impact fees 

which hav~ been imposed to fund the infrastructure needed to support growth, including 

transportation infrastructure, open space, childcare, and other community facilities. These 

community based planning processes enabled the City to more closely evaluate localized in­

frastructure needs, especially in areas where zoning was adjusted to accommodate additional 

growth. New impact f~es were determined through a needs assessment, nexus study and a 

.financial feasibility analysis before their adoption to ensure they to not constrain new housing 

production. To further ensure feasibility; development impact fees rriay be deferred until the 

project receives certificate of occupancy. Table I-62 depicts what fees would look like for a 

1,000 square foot horising unit ln San Francisco. 
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'i~'i{i~~tt~tt;~~i~~,}~~~~:§~~l~]~r=t:iJtg~iJ~~-~~ 
.. 

· Affordable Housing . $46,230.00 
... 

Transit, Open Space and Community Facilities $10,540,00 

. Water and Wastewate( $2,543.00 
' 

Schools $2,910.00 .. .. 
Total Average Impact Fee per new 1·,000 SF unit . . $62,223.00 

Average Processing Fees· per·-1,oop Sf= U1ilt $6,000 

SOURCF.: SF Planning Dcp:uuncm; ~F Department ofB.uildlng Inspccrlon 

Table I-62 
Aver.age Development 
Impact Fees for a 1,000 

· sq. IL Housing Unit, 
San Francisco, 2014 

Processing and impact fees are critical to the City's ability to ensure that new housing is safe, 

sustainable, consistent with cu'rrent policies and supported by the infrastructure necessary for 

maintaining the service l~ek Table I-60 (page 81) shows entitlement feeii are an insubstantial 

proportion of di:vd.opment costs and "!e not seen as a significant constraint on housing devel­

opment. Development projects by non-profit housing organizations are eligible for red~ced or 

deferred City.Planning permit fees pursuant to City Planning Code Section 35l(a), (e), (g), 
(h), and (i). 

d. Building Code Standards 

San Francisco's Building Code is based on the 2012 California Building Code. San Francisco 

made certain amendments to the California Building Code, which local governments are 

permitted by the State to do if these amendments are proven and justified by local topography, 

geology or climate. The Building Code is intended to assure health and safety. Some San 

Francisco amendments to the Stare code, while maintaining health and safety standards, ease 

the production of housing by recognizing the particular local conditions. For example, the San 

Francisco Building Code permits fire escapes for certain required exits in existing buildings, 

whereas ~e State Code does not. Local amendments to the Building Code do not make hous-. 

ing more difficult or expensive than housing elsewhere in California. 

Federal and state laws require that commercial and public use buildings, and new housing, be 

· designed and constmcted to be accessible to pe~sons with disabilities. Local agencies do not 

enforce the federal American with Disabilities Act (ADA) prohibiting discrimination. against 

persons with disabilities. The San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, implement­

ing the San Francisco Building Code, requires all new construction and rehabilitation projects 

to comply with the Code's disability access requirements. (San Francisco does_ not.make any 

amendments to the California Code's disabled. access provisions.) Generally, one and two­

family dwellings are not required to be accessible. Existing privately funded multi-family 

dwellings can generally undergo alterations with little or no accessibility upgrade . .All new 

buildings of three or more units must meet the accessibility standards of the Cod.e. Exceptions 

may be granted if compliance would result in an 'unreasonable hardship, in which case any 

reasonable accessible features will still be required.' 
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In addition, San Francisco's 2013 Electrical Code consists of the 2013 ·California Electrical 
Code with local amendments. Similarly; the 2013 San Francisco Mechanical Code and the 2013 

San Francisco Plumbing Code consist of the 2013 California Mechanical Code and the 2013 

Plumbing Code, respectively; with local amendments. The 2013 San Francisco Energy Code is es­

sentially the same as the 2013 California Energy Code, as it does not include local amendments. 

4. Financing 

This section is a discussion of the availability of financing as a non-governmental constraint . 

to housing development as required by Government Code Section 65583(a)(5). The Planning 

Department's regulatory capacity can encourage housing - especially alfordable housing -

development and conservation but, actual housing production or rehabilitation can only be 

realized with adequate financing. Some of the costs of providing housing occur at o~e time 

(capital expenditures s·uch as land acquisition, construction or rehabilitation costs). Conserva­

tion of affordable housing, however, requires recurring annual funding for rental subsidies, 

operating subsidies and supportive services. Assembling the necessary funding to produce 

and maintain adequate affordable housing for the.city's low- and moderate-income residents 

remains an enormous challenge. 

a Private Financing Sources 

Private lenders offer construction loans on a conservative loan to appraised value ratios and pay 

particular attention to a project's costs. This limits the lenders' risk bur may also reduce avail­

ability of financing for new housing construction. Larger, multi-unit condomllii.um projects 

can be especially dillicult to finance as lenders assume that construction costs .tend to be higher 

as developers provide more amenities and that units may take longer to sell, stretching the 

period to recover construction costs. 

Private financial institutions provide financing to affordable housing projects - often as con­

struction loans - to comply with the Community Reinvesrment Act requirements. Private 

lenders also participate in first-time homeownership pr~grams that enable moderate-income 

households. 

b. Public Financing Sources 

Affordable housing development and conservation depends largely on the av,ailability of public 

funding sources. Table I-63 lists the various federal, state and local. funding available for af­
fordable housing production for fiscal year 2013-2014. The total allocation is also inclusive of 

rollover from years prior to the fiscal year. Clearly; these funds will not cover the tremendous 

affordable housing need described in previous sections. 

Public financing covers capital funding for the acquisition, rehabilitation, construction, and 

preservation of affordable housing. Other public financial programs also provide for supportive 

services, rental assistance, and assistance to first-time home buyers, and administrative costs · 

to city agencies and non-profit corporations that provide affordable housing and other com­

munity development and human services. 
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Some of the funding programs below - such as CDBG, HOME - are expected to be stable 

sources of affordable housing funds. However, these are also subject to budgetary constraints. 

Similarly state funding sources are vulnerable to the budgeting process. Most local sources 

such as the Hotel Thx Fund and the Jobs-Housing Linkage Fund ;ire even more dependent on 

economic trends. · 

~~t~mi!~!i~l~ti~~~~~~~~1~ir~~l{~~~~~1~~~;1i~~~ft!gijf~ 
.. 

Housing Trust Fund 
Rehab&New Oncluding debt), CPMC, 

$51,752,709 $54,349,927 . $106,102,636 
Construction Low-Mod Income Hous-

ing Asset Fund, HOME - .. 

·.· ... 

Rehabon)y. . CDBG, Tax-exempt bonds ·$12,531,344" . . $11,102,736 $23,634,080 
.. 

New Construction lnclusiqnary, Jobs/Rous-
. $61,013,415 

. Only 
ing, CPMC Replacement $40,500,000 $101,513,415 
Housing 

·. 
small sites Only 

· lnCtusionary· Set-aside;" 
Housing Trust Fund 

. $5,131,080 . $3,050,000 .. $8, 181,080 
.. 

HOPE SF Only General Fund, General 
$61.6,0Ei? $16,859, 198 $17.475,265 Fund-supported debt 

. Mar~et-Ociiivla .Market-Octavia Impact· 
$Z;896,6B7 .. $0 . $2,896,687 

Only': ·Fee 

OCll housing OCll $91,685,084 $46,895,843 . $138,580,927 obligations 

TOTAL 
.. 

. $398,384,090 : 

SOURCE: ~11.yor1J> Office ufHuusing 
CDBG: Community Dcvdopmcnt Block Grant CPMQ G.lifomla. Pacific: Medical Center 
HOME: HomelnvesoncntPatmcrship Program CCII: Offi~ uf Communlty Inv.::stmenr and Infuzstcucb.J.Te 

Some public funds are restricted to particular housing types and/ or population groups;. for 

example the elderly h~using program (Section 202, Hotel Tax Fund), the disabled housi~g 
program (Section 811, Hotel and Tax Fund), and HOPWA (Housing Opportunities for Per­

sons with AIDS). Administrative costs are also not covered.by most public funding sources. 

Federal grants often carry a number of restrictions and regulations that can make the funds 

difficult to use. For example, some federal programs require matching grants while others are 

impossible to combine with other funds. Most affordable housing programs require three or 

more sources of funding to become feasible. Different funding sources may have to be tapped 

for pre:development, construction, and per1?'anent .financing costs - leading to considerable 

transaction and legal costs and delays in the developm=t process. 
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C. QUANTIFIED HOUSING GOAL 

The state Department of Housing and Community Development, wlth the Association of Bay 

Area Governments, determined San Francisco's fair share of the regional housing need.for the 

period covering January 2007 through June 2014 at 31,193 unlts. Even with very aggressive 

policies and programs, given that San Francisco is a mature, built-up city with llmi.ted large 

· tracts of undeveloped land and the previous decades' housing production record, the "fair 

share" of affordable housing units was not a~hieved. Table I-64 below shows that 58% of 

the state mandated production targets and 31% of the affordable housing production for 

the period covered by the 2009 Housing Element were achieved; this statistic is a result of 

the overproduction of market rate units. Appendix A provides details of the City's homing 

production performance in the evaluation of the 2009 Housing Element. 

i~~l!ff~l~ll~tlllt~i:tti .. 

Low Income (under 80% AMI) i2, i24 . 4,978 41% 7,146 

M.oderate Income (80%- 120% AMI) 6,754. i,107 16% 5,647. 

Abov~ Moderate (over 120% AMI) 12,315 11,993 97% 322 

TOTALS 31,193 .18,078 . 58% 13,.115 

SOURCE: SF Planning Di:paruncnc; .l\BAG 

More than the performance in the production of low-income housing, the deficit of 12,793 

units affordable to low and moderate income households has been seen as critical in turning 

the city's housing problem into ~crisis of affordability. Table I-65 below shows the new RHNA 

targets to be completed in the 2015-2022 planning cycle. · 

5,,~j"~·,.,,!.:,:~o;'"C~,.,...;,;_\'!:'.::"'·~·=~"'~ff"f;?f;;~20~'5:2021:c:.?=t;.~w:il($9'NA.~f: 
,!J::lp~~Jl~O!~!P~ome ~~t~g~r.Y~-;~;~r;;::,;¥;7':'.: •efj:mf!Jl\Ji'argeti""-t" ,--,-e"J.argilts'""''~ 
~,:._•_-=--~~-~F,::.-~·:'· 2':\-: ~-...i:-.::::: ..... ,-'::·"'.o'~"'·, 1 L:i:_•,,-· '"--:--., -~ ... -;-~:"::.·'~=--> -•:'!;, ~::.:":::-

Very Low ( < 50% AMl)t . 6,234. 22% 

: Low (50-79% AMI). 4,639 16% 

Moderate (80-120% AMI) 5,460 i9% 

Above Moderate (over 120% AMI) 12,536 43% 

Total Pipeline 28,869. 100% 

SOURCEo SF Pl•nning Dqmtmcnt AJJAG 
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D. REALIZATION OF HOUSING POTENTIAL 

1. Projects in the Pipeline 

Housing in the production pipeline is an important indicator of future development. For the 

purposes of this report, the Planning Department defines the pipeline as those projects under 

construction, projects that have been approved by the Building Department within the past 

· three years or filed withiµ the past five years. It should be noted that project applications and 

permitting activities in the near future could increase the number of ~ew housi~g production 

in the next Jive years. 

Housing projects move through a multi.--tlered. approval .process. A development proposal 

is first reviewed by the Planning Department.for compliance with the Planning Code and 

consistency with the General Plan. The project then goes throngh re.view by the Department of 

Building Inspection (DBI) for approval and issuance of a building permlt. Once c~nstruction 

is finished and the project passes inspection by DBI, it is issued a certificate of final comple­

tion. Only when a project receives a certifi.cate of final completion can the housing units be 

officially counted as part of San Francisco's housing stock. 

During _the time of this report, the 2015-2022 planning period has not begun and therefore 

the housing pipeline is being used to provide an estimate of the future quantity of housing and 

how it fares against the RHNA targets. As of June 31, 2014, there were 10,959 residential units 

in. the pipeline (Table I-66). According to. the Mayor's Office of Housing, as of Spetermber 

2014, 485 units ;ire to be rehabilitated and 4,519 units are .to be conserved or preserved 

tlirough to 2021. The total estirqated shortfall in meeting the RHNA targets is estimated to .be 

about 12,900 units. It is possible that some of these pr~jects, especially those in the early stages 

of d07elopment such as Planning· review; may not go forward due to shifts in economic and 

legislative conditions. Production trends over the last decade, however, show that as much as 

85% to 90% of pipeline projects units are completed within Jive to seven years. 

t~f~{~~J~~:!0~7;,~'!&£~~"f~J~?~,~ti~6{ffu;~ffi~~;~"?;~e:ti?a111ta!161i.iYi~F-P~ni'e~i(i!i"f~~l;[fo'fa']1~~~{r::1~~,;;~~·~~!l~)ii:f{i-fa~\ 
~HQll~li_olqJll~l!l}i_aJ~i\t.~.9llJY·~~'-:!ff0-'.i:'1.7=-Entitle1f Unils*c:';;i;/JNp~BU\ili(~~' '"' efo~eiv~J\li!i~>~"i "<liciusYn1iJ'fotluclio0:-;:;l~-0Jar{jets~:-C:[i~'?~firiitfall· .':" 
~':;:;;:,i~;::;f~~~'.f;;:;Z:~i-t~'t-:~1'-d:';~~:i; ;;i~; .. ~'?:i.&.'~d;~~i1'f.'--'~K0~~Ml~~s;:t; ~~lP,~~l[1!,_f!~~Jl~l5 : ~""-: "-?~e:-::r'1{,'-::_:,,:_~fz-:·._s;.;::.:-";.~S ~?~~"'~;;::~~~ .. 
VeP; Low(< SOo/o AMJ)t 1,425 1,425. 6;234 4;so9 · 

... 
Low (50-7!;1% AMI) - \Oi7 .. .. 

-· 344· . 4,519 5,880. 4,639 -1,241 

Moderate (80:120% AMI) 554 141 
. . 

695 .5,460 4,'165 -
.. 

Above Moderate .toyer 120% AMi) 
.. . . 

12,110· 12,170 12,536 .. 366 

Total Pipeline .15,166 485. 4,519 .20,170. 28,869• 8,699 

>tDoc$ nut tndude thn:c Jll2.jor dcvclopnlenr proJcr..tt with ~i:i.::c tot::i.l uf23,700 units: Hunrcn; Poini;. Trcarurc Island and Pnlcmcrc.cd, induding up to 5,400 net a.ffordahJi: units.. 

TnbleI-66 
New Housing Conslruclion 

Pipeline, San Francisco, Q2 2014 
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2. Housing Potential Under New Zoning 

1hrough multi-year community planning efforts, the City of San Francisco had updated zon­

ing controls for over 1/3 of the city.· These planning efforts developed appropriate zoning, 

heights, bulks, and densities in balance with infrastructure and funding strategies to support 

new growth. 

Table I-67 below details the estimated additional potential capacity with rezoning in .Planning 

initiatives currently underway. 

§~~~1~J.~~~!~~~~~~?~~~f~:;~~t~~~~~~~~~;:~~,~~~~i~ tP:rka0;:c:,;~-~~'=':< ='f-~-::~·:-{:<t~1l0 undevefoped--;~;- Jfo1tsifus:1~.1~1rofaf auma\e"'.:_:\[~~Jqta! N~w;;~-~:r:,; Pcoteµtfru. "-0 

~~i~~t?1~~i1:~;if,~~!fi~~:~~~'f-tdJ.i~~9~::0f~~i~::i ~~;*(~~~;~j{J ~f~~~;;41it~;~~;;l;/ 
Executive Park .114 97 211 1,600 1,389 

Transbay Terminal 44 78 122. 1,200 1,078 

Visitacion Valley* 885 466 1,345 1,200 

India Basil') 1,200 1,200 

Hunters Point Shipyard 1,500 10,500 2,500 .. 

Candlestick Point 7,500 7,500 

Treasure_ Isl and 8,000 7,000_ 

. TOTALS 1,043 635 3,178 31,200 20,667. 

'* RannlngofthcSchlagcloclcsitcten.tativcly.cffcctivc.August:lOl-4 

SOURCE: SF PbnnlngDopattmom 

3. Plans for Future Affordable Housing Construction 

Stable government support in the lasi: few years covered almost all of the affordable housing 

production. Public subsidies tend to fund very low and low-income housing, with very limited 

grants allocated for moderate-income home buyers. The revised and ex:panded indusionary 

affordable housing requirement is ex:pecred to improve the provision of new housing for 

households earning moderate incomes. For =mple, 1,045 inclusionary units were built from 

2004 to 2008, or an annual average of 209 units. However, the trend has slowed. An annual 

average of 88 inelusionari affordable ~ts were bcilt in the five years from 2009 to 2013 as a 

result of this change. 
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Tables I-56 and I-57 indicated that there are more than enough in-fill housing opportunity 

sites to meet the projected housing needs. Yet.historic. housing production trends, together 

with recent public financing flows, could mean only some of these sites would be devdoped. 

Capital subsidies needed to bridge this estimated shortfull can be enormous (Table 1-67). 
Fu_nd.s available for new affordable housing construction, rehabilitation and supportive service 

provisiop. in the 2013-2014 fiscal year totals just about $40 million. 1he estimated additional 

capital subsidies needed to meet the City's regional housing share would require over $7.3 
billion in funding. 

Low.Income (80% and 
below AMI)_ 

Moderate Income (81%.-
12D%AMI) .. 

· Above·Moderata Income 
(121% to 150% AMI)· 

Total. 

3,568 

.. 
.. 4,765. 

4,573. 

12,906 

$727,000 $2,593,936,000 

. $566,000' $2,696,990,000 

$445,000 . $2,034,985,000 

. $7,325,911,000 

SOURCE: SF Pknning, Ma.yor'$ Office ofHomlng. F-cdc~ Raecvc Bank. San Fnnclsco C.Ouiny ~',,Office. C:altfornia.HCD. Zlllowj 
&if el Comulthlg I= 

With the availability of future public subsidies impossible to predict at best, an optimistic 

assumption ~ould anticipate funding that would sustain the last decade's affordable housing 

production. Achieving the housing· production and affordab~ty targets set by HCD-ABAG 

is dearly very difficult. But setting the goals to be more "realistic" and "achievable'' could only 

weaken efforts at se~ and obtaining resources necessary to meet the city's urgent housing 

needs. 

A practical solution would be to uphold these long-term targets and annually assessing pri­

orities against the reality of available resources. The City, therefore, will take the production 

targets set by HCD-ABAG for its quantified housing production objectives. Each year, as 

resources are known to be, or reasonably expected to become available, shortfalls in achieving 

·goals can be assessed, program targets shifted aIJpropriatdy, and resources allocated efficiently 

and effectively. 

4. Opportunity Sites on Public Land 

Most San Francisco city agencies do not own large tracts of land that do not serve as part 

of their stated mission. 1here are occasional exceptions; for example, when new technology 

results in operational changes or when departmental objectives change over time. ·A few city 

agencies, notably the SF Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA, formerly Muni) and the 

· San Francisco Unified School District, have found over time that some of their parcels can be 

disposed of or can be utilized for a mixture of other uses (see summary, Table I-69 ). 
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• San Francisco Municipal '.fransportation Agency: The SFMTA, in particular, has 
been exploring new uses for its surplus sites where future housing development might 
be possible. 

JI 

• 

" 

.. 

" 

Phelan Loop and Balboa Parle Station area-Alternative use options are being 
explored for Muni property near Balboa Park as part of the Better Neighborhoods 
program. The 1.4-acre Phelan Loop (Ocean and Phelan Avenues) is currently the 
terminus for the 49-Van Ness-Mission, 9AX-San Bruno Express, 9BX-San Bruno 
Express, and 9X-San Bruno Express lines. This site has the capacity to accom­
modate ground floor commercial rues and some 80 dwelling units. In addition, 
SFMrA and Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) properties collectively called Upper 
Yard and BART Station area, with some in-fill development along San J oseAvenue 
can together have capacity for more than 400 new units. A transfer of the site to 
the Mayor's Office ofHousirtg is underway. 

Presidio 'Il:olley Coach Division (at Geary and Masonic) - Covers 5.4 acres 
and ser:vices about 170 trolley·coaches. It is an attractive location for retail, office 
and housing development. If rezoned from P (Public) to NC-3 (Neighborhood 
Commercial-Moderate Scale) like the a'djacent properties along Geary Boulevard, 
the site has a capacity of 392 units. 

Woods Motor Coach Division (adjacent to the 22nd Street Caltrain Station) 
-At the end of the Dogpatch's main neighborhood commercial street, this 3.9 
acre site is ideal for high-density; mixed use residential development. It lies within 
the Central Waterfront plan area and is estimated to have a housing potential 
capacity of about 1,000 new units. 

Potrero Trolley Coach Division Yard (Mariposa and Bryant) - Currently 
housing· about 180 trolley coaches on 4.4 acres. SFMTA is looking at a multi-story 
parking garage above the yard, or market-rate and affordable housing. If developed 
as a Planned Unit Development (PUD), this site could accommodate 318 units. 

18th & Castro Streets - The SFMTA is also in conversation with the AJDS 
Housing Alliance to develop the two parking lots in the Castro fur some 100 
housing units specifically for people with HIV/AlDS. 

• San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD): The SFUSD prepared a Facilities 
Master Plan that identifies possible surplus land tha~ could become available for hous­
ing development. The SFUSD's Seven/Eleven Committee for Long-Term Leasing and 
Property Sales has determined that approximately 20% of the District's current square 
footage is considered sw:plus. They have engaged Bay Area Economics to study the 
potential and viability of housing for sorrie of these areas. SFUSD concluded the study 
and its recommendations at th~ end of 2009. The following is a list of vacant land 
owned by the SFUSD: 

" 11001 Conneticut Street 

" 7th Avenue @ Lawton 

" Florence Martin CC (1155. Page Street) 

" Former Phoenix School (1950 Mission Street) 

" Former San Miguel Elementary School Campus (300 Seneca Avenue) 
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Golden Gate Annex (1601 Turk Street) 

The Former Gloria R Davis Middle School Crunpus (1195 Hudson Street) 

• San &ancisco Community College District (SFCCD )/ San Francisco Public Utili-
. ties Commission (SFPUC): Both the SFCCD and the SFPUC's Water Department 

share ownership of the 25-acre Balboa reservoir site. The reservoir is also within the 
Planning Department's Better Neighborhoods Balboa Park Station study area. Plan­
ning estimates between 575 to 1,000 new· housing units could be buUt on thinite. A 
planning process for this site is underway. 

• Central Freeway Parcels: Demolition of the Central Fr~way freed up some seven 
acres of public lands for residential development. The freeway parcels have an estimated 
housing development potential capacity of 900 units. About half of these public lands 
will· be dedicated to affordable housing. 

~~1it¥~~Jfif~~i¥~~~FtI~11~lt~~~~SlJl~~t}rf~~l,~J~~~~~f~N~11!!~~'1i01l~ 
MTA Phelari Loop Turnaround 1.4 80 .. 

.. MTA Green LRV Division Upper Yard 1.8 ... 200 

MTA Balboa Park Station Infill Housing on San Jose Averiue 7.7 222 

MTA Presidio Troiley Division Yard 
.. 

5.4 392 

· MTA Wciods Motor Coach Division Yard 3.9· 1,000 

· MTA Potr~ro TroUey Coaeh Division Yard ·4.4 318. 

SFCCD·Balboa Res.ervoir 10.0 575 

. PUC Balboa Reservoir .1s:o . 425 ' 

Central Freeway Parcels 7.0. 900 

TOTAL 56.6. 4,112 
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Evaluation of the 
2009 Housing Element 

AB part .of the Housing Element update process, California Government Code Sections 

65588(a) and (b) req~re an evaluation of San Francisco's existing Housing Element. This 
review consists of three parts: 1) a summary of San Francisco's housing production during the 

2007-2014 reporting period; 2) a review of the programs and analysis of the appropriateness 

o~ the 2009 Housing Element.goals, objectives and policies and the effectiveness of the hous­

ing clement in achieving .those goals and objectives; ~cl., 3) an evaluation _of the progress in 

implementation of the housing element. 

A review and evaluation of the 200.9 Housing Element objectives and policies i: essential to an 

effective housing element update. Reviewing housing targets and production measures, exam­

ining the appropriateness and effectiveness of objectives and policies as stated in the existing 

element, and ev"aluating implementation programs initiated. during the reporting· period will 

all serve to strengthen the revised Housing E[ement and. help address the city's ongoing housing 

challenges. An evaluation of the implementation programs is presented in a matrix at the end 

of this appendix. . . 

Housing Targets and Production 

The State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) and the&sociation 

of Bay AI.ea Goyernments (ABAG) set San Francisco's· fair share of the regional housing need 

for the 2007-2014 reporting period. at 31,193 units. This Regional Housing Needs Allocation 

(RHNA) process also established that 61 % of these units (18,878 units) be affordable to lower 

income households and the remaining 39% (12,315 units) could be met by market rate hous­

hig production. The 2009 Housing Element suggested that the total number of housing units 

allocated. to San Francisco by the RHNA process was not realistic given the national recession, 

funding constraints and impediments to housing production, but still accepted the allocation 

as its quantified housing production goal. 
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Although San Francisco is falling short of meeting its state mandated fair share housing targets, 

approximately 18,080 new housing units were built from 2007. to the first quarter of 2014 

(TabieA-1); this is about 600 units more than that built between' 1999 and2006. Furthermore, 

an additional 4,680 units were under construction at the end of March 2014. If these units 

are fully constructed by the end of 2014, it would represent 15% of the RHNA production 

targets. At the time of this report's writing, the City is about 300 units short of meeting is its 

market rat; production target. Given the number of.units under construction, San Francisco 

will meet its production targets for market rate housing. With increased production targets; 

San Francisco only met 41 % of its productio~ goal for low i.ncome housing, a noticeable 

decline .from the 74% produced in the previous reporting period. Shrinking federal and state 

subsidies have affected construction of units affordable to lower iricome households. ' 

Low(< 80%AMI) ._12,124 38.9% 4,978 '27.5% 

Moderate (80-120% AMI) 6,754 21.7% 1,107 6,1% 

700 41.1% 

206 16.4% 

Market (over 120% AMI) 12,315 39.5% 11,993 66.3%. a,n1 97.4% 

TOTALS 31,193 100.0% 18,078 100,0% 4,683 58,0% 

SOURCE: Hawing Inventory. Mayor~ Office ofHousins-. Office of Community lnvcrtmcnt wd Infnutructun: 

*Ac:quisition!Rdtabilitatlon units lndudcd to the extent allowed by Housing Element Jaw: Acquisition/Rehabilitation pm Jeer um.hen provided. by Mayor's 
Office of Housing and Office of Community lnvmmcnrand Infozscrucrurc 

The greatest deficiency for the reporting period continues to be i.n the production of moderate­

income. housing, where the city produced just 16% of its target. Nevertheless, this represents 

a significant increase iJi moderate-income housing - an. additioruil 53% from the 725 units 

produced during the 1999-2006 reporting period. The primary obstacle to the production 

of moderate-income housing in high land co.st markers such as San Francisco is profitability. 

ABAG's 2007 srudy; A Place Called Home, shows that other communities in the Bay Area 

with high land values have also failed to produce sufficient rr:oderate-income housing. Almost 

all of the moderate-income housing produced during the reporting period came from the 

inclusionary housing programs and, with increasing land and production costs, there is little 

reason to think this trend will change. 
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Housing Programs and Initiatives 

The 2009 Housing Element reorganized but retained the intent of the 2004 Residence Element. 

The 2009 Housing Elemenfrontinued to place greater emp~sis on identifying appropriate loca­

. tions for new housing citywide, especially increased density near downtown; on implementing 

area plans to build new neighborhoods in appropriate locations; on improving the livability of 

existing neighborhoods through good design, mixed-use development, increased density near 

transit, improved infrastructure and public amenities, and reduced parking +equirern~nts; on 

protecting the affordability of existing housing and building more new affordable housing; on 

streamlining the housing production process thiough program EIRs and Ar.ea Plan EIRs; on 

creating mixed-income communities; on providing more family housing; and on managing 

homelessness through supportive housing. 

New Area Plans 

Several new area plans were adopted during the 2007-2014 reporting period. These plans 

seek to capitalize on each .area's unique assets for current and future residents, and. strengthen 

neighborhoods by encouraging new housing in transit:-rich areas wb,ere neighborho~d shops 

and services are concentrated. 

• The Better Neighborhoods Program was started iir 2000 and used intensive commu­
nity-based planning to incorporate recognition of cieywide needs, including housing 
goals, into the planning process for each neighborhood. Three neighborhoods- Balboa 
Park, Central Waterfront, and Market and Octavia-were initially selected to serve as 
mod.els for similar future progran;i.s in other parts of the city. The Market Octavia Plan 
was adopted and approved in May 2008 and. Balboa Park in April 2009. The Central 
Waterfront Plan was iricludedin the Eastern Neighborhoods enviro~ental review and. 
plan adoptioO: process and. adopt_e~ Deceni.~cr 2008. 

• The Eastern Neighborhoods (EN) planning process is a large-scale community plan­
ning effort in several neighborhoods in the eastern portion of San Francisco originally 
including the South· of .Market, Mission, Potrero Hill/Showplace Square, Bayview, 
and Visitacion Valley neighborhoods. Eventually ·the Bayv-iew; (adopted by the San 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency in June 2006), and Visitacion Valley (adopted in 
Decedi.ber 2008, re-ad.opted in ·2014) neighborhoods underwent separate planning 
and plan adoption processes. The Central Waterfront was incorporated into the EN 
environmental review and plan adoption process. These EN plans were adopted in 
December 2008. 

• Treasure Islap.d, Parkmerced. and Hunters Point/Candlestick Point (Phase I & II) are 
three large developments that received entitlements through DevelopmentAgreements, 
approved bytlie City in 2010 and 2011. Together, they are expected to produce up to 
26,0.00 ·µnits, up to 6,300 of which will be affordable (23,700 net units and 5,400 net 
affor4able), over the· next s~eral.years. rn·each case, the developer has committed to 
funding ~d build.ing.significailt tr~it and transport'.ltion improvements, as well as 
parks and other amenities to serve future residents. 
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Program Environmental Impact Reports 

A major new policy in the 2009 Housing Element encouraged the preparation of detailed 

Program Environmental Impact Reports (EIR) and the use of subsequent community plan 

exemptions, where appropriate, for new planning areas in order to streamline environmental 

review by reducing duplication in die EIR process. The pilot project for this type of program 

EIR was the Market!.OctaviaArea Plan, which analyzed the area plan at a programmatic level 

while also providing project-level environmental review of former freeway parcels where the 

plan foresees specific residential growth. The Market/Octavia program EIR was completed in 

the summer of2008, and the first Community Plan Exemption (CPE) for a project was issued 

for a 25-unit mixed use building: Subsequent area plans, including the Eastern Neighborhoods 

and Transit Center District Plans, also approved programmatic EIRS. To date, over 40 projects 

have received CPEs from the Planning Department. 

Affordable Housing 

San Francisco faces a continuing shortage of affordable housing residents of all but the highest 

income levels. In response to the high projections of housing needs for San Francisco set forth 

in the 2009 and previous Housing Elements, San Francisco has instituted several strategies for 

producing new affordable housing units. These strategies seek to support affordable housing 

production by increasing site availability and capacity for permanently affordable housing, and 

to encourage the distribution of affordable housing throughout all neighborhoods, thereby 

offering diverse housing choices and promoting economic and social integration. 

• P!.anning Department - Inclusionary Housing Program. In 2001, San Francisco greatly. 
increased the capacity for affordable housing production through expansion of its 
Inclusionary Housing Program and increased fees to the Affordable Housing Fund. 
Between 2007-2013, the inclusiona.rf program produced 986 affordable units. This 
represents an annual average of 140 units compared to the average 112 units produced 
during the 1996-2006 reporting period. 1his is also more than a thirteenfold increase 
from the 73 units produced from 1992 (when the program first began) to 1998. 1he 
inclusionary program also contributed almost $28.4 million to the Affordable Housing 
Fund in in-lieu fees between .2007 and 2013. 

In 2006, the program was further modified as follows: expanded coverage with a lower 
threshold to include projects with .five or more new units; increased the percentage of 
affordable units required to 15% on-site and 20% off-site; increased the amount of 
in-lieu fees in order to cover the increasing costs of constructing affordable units; and 
required off-site affordable units to be rental affordable to households making up to 
60% of the San Francisco Area Median Income (SFAMI) - or if for ownership, units 
affordable to those making 80% to 120% of SFAMI - and be located within a mile of 
the subject development. Because median income for the City of San Francisco is lower 
-than area median income, program affordability levels are tied to the metropolitan 
median income or SFAMI. This better reflects local conditions and further enhances 
program affordability. The threshold reverted to IO units or more and affordability 
requirements were reduced to 12% for on-site inclusionary units in 2010. 

In late 2009, the Second District Court of .Appeal issued Palmer/Sixth Street Properties 
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vs. City ofLos Angeles, which held that the California Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing 
.Act pre-empts local municipalities from mandating that newly constructed dwelling 
units be rented at low-income rents. AB this case impacts future rental units provided 
through San Francisco's Inclusion:uy Program, the City is proceeding with amend­
ments to this legislation which would clarify the Program as fee-based, and retain the 
option of building the units on-site or off-site to for-sale projects only; yet offering 
rental projects the ability to take advantage of on,.-site or off -site options should they 
wish to waive their Costa-Hawkins rights. 

• Redevelopment Agency - Housing Participation Policy. Changes to the Redevelopment 
Agency's Housing Participation Policy also occurred in 2002, with required unit per­
centages and affordability requirements similar to the City's Indusiona.ry Affordable 
Housing Program. However, the San_ Francisco Redevelopment Agency was dissolved 
along the rest of redevelopment agencies in California in 2012: Nevertheless, prior 
to its dissolution, the agency produced 340 affordable units during the 2007-2014 
reporting period. . 

• Jobs Housing Linkage Program. In February 2001, the Office-Affordable Housing 
Production Program (OAHPP) was revised and expanded; it was also renamed the 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Program QHLP). 1he original OAHPP 'required office develop­
ment project sponsors to directly provide housing or to contribute land or in-lieu fees 
to a housing developer as a condition of approval for large-scale office development. 
The JHLP was expanded in scope and application to include all types of co=ercial 
development (e.g., hotels, entertainment, R&D, large retail etc.); monitoring and col­
lection of fees paid was also enhanced. 

From 2007-2013, J.HLP contributions to. the Affordable Housing Fund fell to under. 
$1 million, compared with over $42 n;i..illion collected during the previous reporting 
period of 1999-2006. 1bii was largely due to funds being returned to developers of 
projects canceled during the Great Recession. However, almost $6 million JHLP funds 
were collected in in fiscal year 2012-2013. as the development environment began 
to recover, and fee collections are. expected to increase substantially during the next 
reporting period, a:s the economy continues to grow. 

HOPE SF Program 

The City developed the 2006 HOPE SF program to increase affordable housing production. 

Modeled after the federal HOPE.VI program, HOPE SF will provide up to $95 millio·n in 

funding to replace existing public ho~sing and. add rnixed-ini;o"rue units, while planning for 

needed transit improvements, commtinity fucilities, and public amenities. HOPE SF will 

replace all publicly assisted. units (without displacing existing residents) in five public housing 

sites across the city; while. also creati.n,g up to 3;500 new !10.nies. The pilot project for HOPE SF, 

Hunter's View in the Bayview District, broke ground in 2010 and welcomed its first residents 

in January 2013. ,. 
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At-Risk Affordable Housing 

The number of affordable housing units at risk of converting to market rate, ·including Single 

Resident Occupancy (SRO) units, has been substantially reduced by the Mayors Office of 

Housing (MOH) and the Redevelopment Agency (SFRA). At risk units were transferred 

to non profits and provided operating subsidies, ensuring their long term affordability. As . 

called for in the 2004 Housing Element capital improvement projects were implemented 

for distressed public housing, and several public housing projects, such as Hayes Valley and 

Valencia Gardens, were rebuilt during the reporting peric;id using federal HOPE VI funds.· 

The Residential Conversion and Demolition Guidelines, the Condominium Conversion Or­

dinance (which limits the annual number of apartments that can convert to condominiums), 

and the City's Rent Control policies all continue ·to limit the demolition or conversion of 

existing affordable housing. 

Emergency Shelters and Supportive Housing 

The Department is currently drafting legislation that would allow emergency shelters as of 

right in at least one zoning district in the city; bringing San Francisco into compliance with 

California state law. Currently there are two Zoning Administrator interpretations that shape 

the City's definition of "homeless shelter." Per these interpretations, shelters operating on a. 

long-term basis (more than one month) are considered to be "group housing'' while those 

operating on a short-term basis (night-to-night) are considered to be "hotel uses" under the 

Planning Code. Group housing in principally permitted ("as of right") in several zoning dis­

tricts, including the C-2 and C-3 Zoning Districts. Hotel uses do not appear to be principally 

·permitted in any zoning district (where allowed, they are allowed with Conditional Use An­

thorization). The Department intends for the legislation to be adopted before December 2014. 

Density Bonus 

The City has continued the policy of establishing special use districts (SUDs) and height 

exceptions intended to support the development of affordable housing by allowing density 

bonuses for higher percentages of affordable ~r special needs housing. Almost all new Area 

Plans adopted during the 2007-2014 reporting period also include these policie.s, as well as 

additional affordable housing impact fees. Floor area ratio (FAR) limitations have been re­

moved in the downtown areas to encourage housing development. The Board of Supervisors 

is currently considering legislation to exempt on-site inclusionary units from existing density 

limits in certain districts, essentially giving developers who include affordable units within 

their projects a density bonus. 

In February 2014, the Department released an RFP for consultant support to develop a more 

. proactive program to implement government Code Section 65915. For example the proactive 

approach may follow the model of other municipalities which indicate which exemptions will 

be not be deemed as potentially having an adverse impact on health and safety. The Planning 

Department intends to dtafi: a proposal for a proactive program before De~ember 31, 2014. 
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ADA Reasonable Accommodations 

Thi! Department is working to adopt an ordinance that establishes a procedure for making 

requests for reasonable accomtncidation in land use, zoning and building regulations, policies, 

practices :ind procedures of the jurisdiction to comply fully with. the intent and purpose of fair 

housing laws. The Department is working with the Mayor's Office on Disability and other 

City .agencies to create a streamlined process for persons with disabilities seeking fair access to 

hmising .. Specifically; the process would =rapt applications for certain non-compliant park· 

ing facilities; ramps and elevators· from the standard variance prqcess, eliminating the need for 

the project to be approved at a hearing. Instead, applications would be approved through an 

adrniniStraciVe ·variaiice. The City passed this legislation December 2014. 

Accessory Dwelling Units 

Allowing an additional on-site unit in existing residential struc:tures is an effective and inex­

pensive way to realize greatei: housing potential Several measures seeking to create additional 

.housing opportunities through such a mechanism have been introduced in the last 20 years, but 

were dei:;med politically infeasible due to neighborhood opposition. In the past year, however, 

the Board of Supervisors has passed. several pieces of legislation. around. secondary dwelling 

units. One ordinance, approved in April 2014, waives sorne restrictions for homeowners in 

and arouii.a the Castro Neighborhood. Commercial District who wish to ad.cl. a dwelling unit 

within the existing building envelope. Another, passed soon after, created an amnesty program 

for illegal. cl.welling units that were built before January l, 2013. 

OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES • IMPLEMENTATION 
PROGRAMS EVALUATION 

The following review of past and current implementation p~ograms is organized. by the eight 

issues identified in the 2009 Housing Element: 1) Adequate Sites; 2) Conserve and Improve 

Existing Stock; 3) Equal Housing Opportunities; 4) Facilitate Permanently Affordable Hous­

ing; 5) Remove Constraints to the Construction and Rehabilitation ofHoi.ising; 6) Maintain 

the Unique and Diverse Character of San Francisco's Neighborhoods; 7) Balance Housing 

Construction and Community Infrastructure; and 8) Prioritizing Sustainable Development. 

i. ADEQUATE SITES 

Objective 1 details San Francisco's strategy for increasing the overall net supply of housing. 

Production of new housing and increasing density of development was the ·primary stra~egy. 
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. OBJECTlVE 1 

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES 
TO MEET THE CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

New Housing Production 

From 2007 - Q1 2014, net addition to San Francisco's housing stock was oved4,800 units. 

1his unit gain reflects the cumulative efforts of a range of public agency programs and private 

investment throughout the city. This total is the net balance of new construction, demolished 

units, alterations: 

1,960 2,418 . 2,056 11,979 15,057. . 2,750 2,552. 1,222. 

Units Issued 
3,281 2,197 752 1,203 2,033 3,888 3,168' 6,435 Buildin Permits 

U(lits Completed 2,567 3,263· 3,454 1,230 269 · 1,317 1,960 4,703* 

* Uni!er construction 

Major Plans and Developments 

A number of area and· community planning efforts were also adopted during the 2007~2014 

reporting period. Tue resulting plans and rezoning in these areas increase potential housing 

capacity: Ai shown in Table A-2 below, these programs created ~paciry fo~ growth estimated 

to be over 49,500 units. 

j}!i.~1?fti~~l~!il~1!iJ~~tt~}I~~2l~lP.~~~l~Jl1l~t~~i~~!~~I!~ 
.• 

Treasure Island· Project/Plan 8,000 

Candlestick Point Project/Pl ail 7,850 

Parkmerced Project/Plan· 5,700. 

Central SoMa . Area Plan 3,500 

Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan 3,200 

Western SoMa Area Plan 2,900 

EastSoMa .. Area Plan 2,900 

Hunters Point Shipyard Project/Plan 2,650 

Central Waterfront AreaPlan · ·2,000 

Mission Area Plan 1,700 

Visitacion Valley/Schlage Project/Plan .. 1,680 

Executive Par~ Area Plan 1,600· 

Transbay Area Plan .1.350 

·Glen Park Area Plan 150 

Total 45,180 
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In addition, there were several other initiatives pursued by the City from 2007-2014 to create 

more housing units. These include: 

• Housing Development on Public Land. Over the pru;t ten years, the City hru; en­
gaged in several major plaruiing efforts which include the identification of housing 
opportunities on public lands. In particular, the City seeks to take advantage of new 
and rehabilitated housing onforµier mUitai:yproperties in San Francisco -the Hunters 
Point Naval Shipyru:d and Treru;ure Island. 'Ilu:ough the Planning Department's Better 
Neighborhoods Program, the City is.pursuing the.development of afford.able housing 
on several significant public.sites. The Market-Octavia Plan cal1s for the development 
of up to 900 ·units of housing on the furmei: Central· Fre~ay parcels; .one-half of 
which could be affordable and/ or· senior unitS. The Balboa Park Plan.recominends the 
construction of affordable hous'ing .on portion~ .~f the Phelan Loop own~d by the San 
Francisco Community College District, on existing bus yards owned by the Municipal 
Railway; and on portions of the nn'used Balboa Reservoi~, o~ed by the Public Utilities 
Commission. The HOPE SF program will result in the creatlo11 of thousands of net 
new units of housing on existing public housing sites. 

• Surplus Public Lands. In 2004, the City adopted the Surplus City Property Ordi­
nance. This ordinance .requires that surplus public land. be identified and evaluated. for 
potential use ru; homeless housing. It also established a Citizens Advisory Committee 
to' eiplore affordable housing development· ar sites d".termined to be surplus, or, if 
identified ru; such, if this land should be sold to raise money for affordable housing 
d~velopment. The removal of the Central Freeway created a variety of surplus parcels 
in the Market-Octavia plan area thatwilibe developed ru; housing, and several publicly 
owned' sites in the Eastern Neighborhoods are aiso being considered for afford.able 
housing development. Table A-4 lists other sites that have been transferred to MOH 
fo~·consideratlon as.affordable housing. 

• Secondary Units. Allowing an additional on-site unit in existing residential structures 
is an effective and inexpensive way to realize greater housing potential. Several measures 
seeking to create additional housing opportunities through such a mechanism have 
been introduced in the last 20 years, but were deemed politically infeasible due to 
neighborhood opposition. However, in 2014 the Board. of Supervisors passed several 
pieces of legislation around secondary·dwelling units. One ordinance, approved in 
April 2014, Wa.iv_es some restrictions for homeowners in and around the Castro Neigh­
borhood Commercial District who .wish to add a dWelling unit within the existing 
buildini; envelope. Another, pru;sed soon aftei;. ·created a.ii. amnesty program for illegal 
dwelling. units that were created before January 1, 2013. Although 43 secondary units 

were legalized from 2007-2013, 154 were removed during the same period. 

InstitutionalMru;ter Plans. The City i:equires thatlarge institutions createlnstitutional 
MasterPlans(IMPs)whosepurposearetoprovidethepublicw~thinformationregard.ingin­

stitutionaloperationsincludingfutureexpansion,construction,andpropertyacquisition. 

Although IMPs are informational only and do 'not explicitly require that institutions 
provide housing for its students or workers, the process has directly contributed to 
increasing the amount of housing large institutions must plan to accommodate 
demand. For example, through the IMP process, San Francisco State University in­
creased the amount of student housing it planned to provide from 845 to 1,200 units. 

811 

A.9 



PART 1: 01\TA NEEDS & ANALYSIS 

A.10 

During the 2007-2014 reporting period, a total of 22 IMPs were completed, among 
which the following included residential components: 

1. The Art Institute of California - San Francisco 

2. University of San Francisco 

3. Academy of Art University 

4. University of the Pacific, Arthur A. Dugoni School of Dentistry 

5. California College of Arts and Crafts 

• 30K by 2020. On December 18, 2013, Mayor Ed Lee issued Executive Directive 
13-01: Housing Production & Preservation of Rental Stock, which directed all City 
deparunents to prioritize the construction and development of all net new housing, in­
cluding permanently affordable housing. In his 2014 State of the City address, Mayor 
Lee set a goal for the production of 30,000 new and rehabilitated housing units by 
2020, at least 30% of which would be permanently affordable. to lciw and moderate­
income families. 

2. CONSERVE AND IMPROVE EXISTING STOCK 

Objectives 2 and 3 focus on retaining the existing supply of housing, particularly rental hous­

ing, affordable units and residential units located in commercial and industrial areas, and 

main~ing existing housing in decent condition. 

OBJECTIVE2 

RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND 
MAINTENANCE STANDARDS, WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY. 

• The City has codified controls on applications that propose the loss of dwellings and 
live-work units by merger, conversion or demolition. Except in the case of unsound or 
unsafe housing, or the most expensive single family homes, dwelling removal requires 
a hearing before the Planning Commission, and applicants must meet a majority of 
the criteria for dwelling loss to be approved, in order to retain the ciry'.s existing sound 
housing stock. Roughly 950 units were demolished between 2007 and 2013, represent­
ing about 0.3% of the city's _housing stock. However, the City's one-to-one replacement 
policy requires almost all of the demolished units to be replaced with the same number 
of new units or more. Compared with the just over 1,000 units demolished during the 
1999-2006 period, the annual rate of demolitions.has increased slightly. 

• The City's d.weffirig unit merger policy was codified in 2008 to require Planning Com­
mission review of any proposal to merge dwelling units. ·Planning Code Section 317 
establishes criteria to evaluate such proposals, and emphasizes the importance of exist­
ing units to the city's housing stock. From 1999-2006, 315 .dwelling units were lost 
due to a merger with another unit, while_ &:om 2007-2013, 191 dwelling units were 
lost due to mergers. This represents a 40% decrease in the annUal average number of 
units lost due mergers. 
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· Demolitions 81 29 29· .170 04· 127 429 949 

Conversions ·1 ·12 10 3 0 28 

un1iS·merge_d· 16 28 42 22 22 23 sa· 191 

• The Residential Hotel Conversion Ordinance preserves the city's valuable supply of 
single room occupancy (SRO) residential units and restricts their conversion to com­
mercial uses. Originally adopted in 1980 and strengthened in 1990, this program 
is still in effect and. the loss of SRO units has been minimized.. The total nlliuber 

··of residential rooms held. steady during the 2007-2013 reporting period., increasing 
slightly to 19,380. However, the share of rooms owned and operated by non-profit 
organizations (which ensure permanent affordability) increased from 17% _in 2000 to 
28% in 2013. The SRO Hotel Safety and Stabilization Task Force continues to moni­
to·r ~RO units in the city. 

Several measures have been implemented to slow the loss of single-room occupancy 
(SRO) residential hotel units in San Francisco, such as increased. safety regulations, 
traosfer of residential hotel build.iogs to non-profit organizations, ensuring the long­
term afford.ability of these units, and. the reauthorization of the Single Room Occupancy 
Hotel Safety and Stabilization Task Force that was set to expire in 2009. Many SROs 
in the city have now been transferred. to non-profit ownership or management, helping 
ensure the continued. viability that these important afford.able housing resources pro­
vide, but operating and. rehabilitation subsidies are needed fur many of the properties 
acquired 10-15 years ago. New afford.able SROs are being b~iltwith supportive services 
for this population. 

• Legalization of existing illegal secondary units. Several attempts were made over 
the past 20 years to legalize some of the estimated 20,000 illegal secondary units s~t­
tered. throughout the city as a way to retain this supply of housing that is generally 
more afford.able. In .April 2014, legislation was enacted amend.iog.the Planning and. 
Building Cod.es .to provide a process for granting legal stat:Us to existing cl.welling units 
constructed. without the required. permits and. ternp9rarily suspending the code en-
forcement process fur units in the process of receivirig ~egal status. · 

• -Publidy Funded Rehabilitation. The City sponsored the rehabilitation of 969 units 
during the.last.reporting period.. Funding from these programs, ad.ministered by the 
Mayor's Office of Housing and. the San Francisco RedevdopmentAgency, enabled. the 
units to be revitalized. while retaining affordability. 

• HOPE-SF Program. Until the mid.-2000s, the Federal HOPE VI program provided 
funds for rehabilitating public housing projects throughout the country. & the amount 
of funds available through the HOPE VI program began to cl.wind.le, the· City began 
ex:ploring other funding options, and. launched ·the HOPE-SF initiative in 2006. 
HOPE-SF calls for using City funds to rebuild 2,500 units of public housing in several 
distressed sites across th~ city. These.devdopinents would. be rebuilt .at high~r density 
and. as rriixed.-income ?lmmunities with neighboiili.ood. services. An important part 
of the HOPE-SF program is the one-to-one replacement ,of subsidized. housing uni.rs 
and. the programs established. to ensure right of return for existing resid~nts. The first 
completed. HOPE-SF project welcomed its. fi;st residents in January 2013. 
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• Unreinforced Masonry Buildings. There are approxirnatdy 90· units in 30 unrein­
forced. masonry buildings that require seismic upgrading. The Department of Building 
Inspection is currently pursing abatement actions for these structures. This number is 
down from 11,850 units and 399 buildings in 2002. Most of these rehabilitated units 
are in residential hotels (SROs) and apartment buildings occupied by lower incom~ 
households. 

• Property Maintenance Assistance. The CERF/CHRP programs continue to assist 
low-income property owners in repairing code violations that might otherwise lead to 
abatement of housing units. New CERF loans average four to five per year, and new 
CHRP loans average 10-15 per year. 

OBJECTIVE3 

PROTECT THE AFFORD,11.BILITY OF THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK, 
ESPECIALLY RENTAL UNITS. 

Rent Control. The San Francisco Rent Ordina..µce was enacted effective June 13, 1979 
by the Board of Supervisors and signed by the Mayor to alleviate the City's affordable 
housing crisis. The Ordinance applies to most rental units built before June .1979, and 
places limits on the amount of rent increases which can be charged and on the reasons 
for evicting a tenant. Although the number of rent controlled. units continues to de­
cline, particularly in smaller two-unit buildings that are not subject to condominium 
conversion controls, approximatdy 170,000 rental units are protected by rent control. 
Tenants in thi;se units are safeguarded from excessive rent increases: 

• First-time Homeowner Assistance Programs. The Mayor's Office of Housing offers sev­
eral funding programs to assist nioderate and low-income households in purchasing 
their first property. These funds include the Downpayment Assistance Loan Program 
(DALP), City Second Loan Program, and Mortgage Credit Certificate Program (MCC) 
that assist with the funding of a down payment and increase a household's ability to 
qualify for a mortgage. The Office of Housing also ad.ministers assistance programs 
targeted specifically at police and first responders (First Responders DownpaymentAs­
sistance Loan Prograin and Police in the Community Program) and teachers (Teacher 
Next Door Program). 

• Community Land Trusts. The City established a Community Land Trust Task Force 
in 2001 to explore the feasibility of using land trust structures to enhance affordable 
housing opportunities in San Francisco, Land trusts and other limited equity owner­
ship models may be an effective way of retaining affordability in .tight housing markets. 

A pilot project sponsored by the San Francisco Community Land Trust (SFCLT) was 
approved in 2006 and opened in 2009 at 5 5 Columbus Avenue. The building cont:iins 
21 ·apartments housing 80-plus tenants, primarily elderly Chinese immigrant families. 
SFCLTwillretain ownership· of the land, but will sell the apartments to existing tenants as 
the Columbus United Cooperative. Resident-owners V:,m own a limited equity stake al­
lowing them tosdl their units in the future, but the tesalepricewill be controlled to ensure 
permanent affordability,. SFCLT has since acquired several other properties throughout 
the city, and is exploring a variety of tool.s to ensure permanent affordability for residents. 
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In May 20°12,. the SFCLT acquired its second property- a 10-unit property that was 
scheduled for public foreclosure auction in April 2012. This house became SFCLT's 
firsfresident op.erated non-profit cooperative in January 2013. In addition, the SFCLT 
ako purchased a five-unit'property that was at risk of Ellis Act eviction in January 2013 
through the SoMa Stabilization Fund. and community partnerships. More recently, in 
June 2014, the SFCLT assisted residents of the Merry Go Round. House to purchase 

· their 14-unit building. 

• Affordable Housing Monitoring Programs. The Mayor's Office of Housing manages 
a number of programs to set and impl~ment monitoring standards and procedures 
for projects receiving housing subsidies. Monitore~ subsidies include loans for 
owner-occupied single-family homes, multi-family rental units, aod the refinancing 
of affordable housing projects. Through an annual recertification process, MOH staff 
review management practices, income and rent levels, and occupancy status at subject 
properties to ensure compliance with affordability requirements. MOH significantly 
improved its Asset Management and. BMR and. Inclusionary monitoring programs 
near the end of the reporting period. through investments in technology and. process 
improvements. MOH and. the Planning Department regularly update the Inclusionaty 
Procedures Manual (most recently in 2013), which contains procedures for monitoring 
and enforcing the policies that implement the program . . . 

• Acquisition of At-Risk Affordable Housing. The acqriisition of affordable housing units 
at-risk of converting to market rate due to expiring HUD mortgages or other subsidies 
has been an important part of the City's efforts to increase the stock of affordable houi­
ing. Concerted efforts by MOH and SFRAhave resulted in' securing financing for most 
of these properties to come under non-profit ownership to ensure permanent afford­
ability. From 2007 to 2013, a total of 969. affordable units were preserved. through these 
effort:S. Assisted housing devdopments include multifamily rental housing complexes 
that receive government assistance from federal, State, and/or local programs (or any 
combination of rental assistance, mortgage insurance, interestreductions, and/or direct 
loan programs) which are eligible to change to market-rate housing due to termination 
ofa rent subsidy contract (e.g., Housing Choice Vouchers, Section 8) mortgage prepay­
ment (e.g., FHA), or other state or local programs with expiring use.restrictions. While 
most traditionally at-risk conversions have been averted, a new need has emergi;d. to 
·preserve affordability and community stability of rental housing stock' restricted by the 
City's rent stabilization ordinance. Because many such sites are too small for traditional 
local financing models (less than 20 unit:S) MOH is currently working on a "small site" 
program that could allow the acquisition and rehabilitation of smaller sites, requiring a 
creative mod.el addressing the specifics of these properties. 

• Single Room Occupancy (SRO). Residential hotels. in San Francisco are regulated by 
Adroinistrative Code Chapter 41 - the Residential Hotel conversion and Demolition 
Ord.ioance, enacted in 1981. This ordinance preserves the stock of residential hotels 
and regulates the conversion and demolition of residential hotel units. At the end of the 
2007-2014 reporting period, 19,382 residential hotel rooms existed in San Francisco;' 
71 % were in for-profit residential hotels ~d. 29% were in non-profit hotels. ' 

• Other Programs .. The Condominium Conversion Ordinance puts a cap on the number 
of rental units converted to ownership units at 200 per year in order to limit the loss of 
rental units, which are generally more affordable housing opportunities. These controls 
remain an important feature of the City's ability to retain its rental housing stock. The 
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Rent Control Board also continues to implement rent control as a measure to retain 
affordability in rental housing. However between 2007 and 2013, 2,718 units. were 
converted to condominiums in two-unit buildings, which continue to be exempted 
from the condominium conversion ordinance. From 2007-2013, a total of2,718 rental 
units were lost due to two-unit building condominium conversions. 

3. EQUAL HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES 

Both the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements called for increasing production of affordable 

housing, preserving affordable housing, encouraging economic integration in housing devel­

opment, and the expansion of .financial resources for pamanently affordable housing. Several 

objectives and pollcies fi:om the 2009 Hociing Element ~ade significant contributions to San 

Francisco's efforts to provide, retam, and fund affordable housing citywide. 

OBJECTIVE4 

FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF All 
RESIDENTS ACROSS l:.IFECYCLES. 

• Inclusionary Housing Program. The Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
adopted new code language in 2002 that placed a 10% affordable requirement on 
all housing projects over 10 units and a 12% affordable requirement on develop­
ments over 10 units that seek conditional use approval. Prior to this adoption, 
inclusionary housing was only encouraged, not required. A total of 869 units were 
produced by. the City's inclusio'nary policy during the 1999-2006 reporting period. 

The City modified and expanded the requirements again in 2006, eliminating the dis­
tinction for conditional use applications, and now requires 15% on-site inclusionary 
and 20% off-site. The program was also expanded to include projects containing five to 
nine units. Between 2007 and 2013, 986 inclusionary units were produced.· 

• Redevelopment Agency Housing Participation Policy. Changes to the San Francisco Rede­
velopment Agency's Housing Participation Policy also occurred in 2002, with required 
unit percentages and affordability requirements similar to the City's Inclusionary 
Affordable Housing Program in effect at that time. In September 2008, the Agency 
recommended adoption of new requirements similar to those adopted .by the City in 
2006. The Redevelopment Agency was dissolved along the rest of redeyelopment agen­
cies in California in 2012. Nevertheless, prior to its dissolution, the agency produced 
340 affordable mi.its during the 2007-2014 reporting period. 

• Density Bon~es and FAR limits. The City has continued the policy of establishing spe­
cial use districts (SUDs) and height exceptions intended to support the development . 
of affordable housing by allewing density bonuses for higher percentages of affordable 
or special needs housing. Almost all new Area Plans adopted during the 2007-2014 
~eportlng period also include these policies, as well as additional affordable housing 
impact fees. Floor area ratio (FAR) limitations have been removed in the downtown 
~eas to encourage housing development. The following SUDs were adopted during 
the 2007-2014 reporting period: 
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Laguna; Haight, Buchanana and Hermann Streets SUD 
Van Ness & Market Dowµtown Residential SUD 
1hird Street and Le Conte Avenue Affordable Housing SUD 

· Presidio-Sutter SUD · 

• The Board of Supervisors is currently cqnsideting legislation to exempt on-site· 
inclusionary units from existing density lµnits in certaiµ districts, essentially giving 
devdopers who include affordable units within their pr~jects a density bonus. In 
February 2014, the Department released an RFP for consultant support to develop 
a niore proactive program to implement government Code Section 65915'. For 
example, the proactive approach may follow: the nio.del of other muniCipalities which 
indicate which ex:emptlons will be not be deemed as potentially having an adverse 
impact on ·health and safety. The Planning Department futends to draft a proposal for 
a proactive program before December.31, 2014. 

• Famif; Housing. The construction of new family housing, especially affordable family 
housing, was a major goal of the 2009 Housing Element. Some 1,340 .units of desig­
nated affordable family housing, consisting of three or more.bedrooms, were produced · 
from 2007 to 2013. This represents roughly 30% of all affordable housing constructed 
in the city or 7% of total housing production during that time. In addition, 267 single­
fumily homes were.completed durmg the reporting period, representing 1.8% of all 
new construction. 

OBJECTlVE5 

ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HAVE EQUAL ACCESS TO 
AVAILABLE UNITS. . 

• Preventing Discrimination. The Fair Housing Unit of San Francisco's Human Rights 
Commission (HRC) investigates and mediates complaints of discrimination in hous­
ing based on race, religion, sexual orientation, and numerous other characteristics and 
qualities discrimination against fumilies with children. Protection from such discrimi­
nation stems from several local ordinances, including five sections of the Municipal 
Police Code that prohibit specific kinds of housing discrimination. HRC staff also 
provides counseling on fair housing and general housing rights, offers referrals to other 
agencies, conducts research on fair housing practices, 'and hosts training and educa­
tional sessions. 

• .Fair Housing. The product of a multi-agency effort coordinated by the Mayor's Office 
of Housing, the City regularly updates and releases an Analysis of Impediments to 
Fair Housing report, the latest of which covers 2013-2018. The report discusses the 
challenges of affordability, accessible housing, and alleged discrimination in the city's 
housing market. The paper also offers recommendations on increasing community au­
ceptance of affordable housing and the promotion of fair housing practices in public 
housing. These action items are incorporated into the City's 2010-2015 Consolidated 
Plan and its associated Action Plan. 

• Economic Integration. The City revised and expanded its inclusionary afford­
able housing policy in 2002 and again in 2006, as discussed in greater detail 

. under Objective 4 above. The. policy requires the provision of affordable units 
in development projects with five or more units and discourages the provision 
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. of off-site units to meet this requirement; moreover if the required affordable 
units 'are built off site, they must be located within one mile. Over time, this will 
lead to greater economic integration of units within housing developments. 

The HOPE-SF program, launched in 2006, will rebuild existing public housing proj­
ects as mixed-income· developments, at increased density and with additional public 
amenities. The pilot project .for HOPE SF, Hunter's View in the Bayview District, 

. broke ground in2010 and welcomed its first residents in January 2013. 

• Affordability Targets. Since adoption of the 1990 Residence Element, the Maypr's 
Office of Housing (MOH) and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (SFRA) 
have targeted their affordable housing programs to serve low and very low-income 
households to the .maximum extent feasible. For most rental housing units, house­
hold income may not exceed 60% of area median income (AMI). Most owner­
ship units can· range from 80% to 120% AMI, but must average 100% AMI. 

Changes to the City's inclusionary program in 2006 r~quire any off-site BMR units to 
be either rental units, or ownership units affordable to 80% AMI. These agencies have . 
also dedicated increasing resources to assistlng households at income levels below the 
maximum income levels for each program. For example, notices of funding availability 
for family rental housing currently require that units targeted toward households with 
extremely low incomes (i.e., at or below 20% of area median income) be included in 
the development. 

• Rent Control and Tenants' Rights. The San Francisco Human Rights Commission admin­
isters numerous programs to. investigate and mediate conflicts around alleged housing 
discrimination. The City's Rent Stabilization Board Commission - comprised of ten­
ant, landlord, and neutral representatives - oversee5 the Rent Stabilization Board, the 
City agency charged with monitoring and enforcing the city's rent control ordinance. 
The Rent Board offers counseling and referral services to tenants faced with property 
management problems or the threat of eviction. The City's Rent Control ordioance 
requires property owners to compensate tenants that are evicted due to a major capital 
improvement project or an owner move-in. The number of total evictions represented 
by Ellis Act and owner move-in evictions rose to 1,728 .frcim 2007-2013; this is a 
substantial increase from 531 reported for 1999 -2006. 

OBJECTIVES 

REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THE RISK o"F HOMELESSNESS. 

• JO-Year Plan to End Chronic Homelessness. Recognizing the need for an in­
tegrated service system, the City adopted the C~ntinuum of Care Plan in 
1995 in an effort to better coordinate housing, health, and human ser­
vices for homeless individuals and families. This plan was updated in 2001. 

In 2002, San Francisco pass~d Proposition N, the Care Not Cash initiative, the pri­
mary goal of which as to reduce homelessness and improve the health and welfure 
of homeless indigent adults receiving cash assistance through permanent housing 
opportunities and enhanced services. Under Care Not Cash, fundiog that would· 
have otherwise been used for cash aid to homeless individuals is instead used to 

expand permanent housing and services. The program emphasizes placement in 
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Jobs-Housing Linkage 

Fees, 2001...:.2Q14 

· 2001-2oos $(5.438, 12ei 

. 2008-2009 . . . $-

2009-2010 $(B, 775). 

2010-2011 $(9;122) 

2011-2012 . $567;229 . 

2012-2013 $5,717, 11)2 

· ·Total . $827,158' 
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permanent supportive housing, where individuals have access· to on-site case man­
agers an.d a menu of supp.ortive services that support ·housing stability. Under this 
plan, the City proposed a to.tal of 3,000 units in supportive housing by 2014. As 
. of 2009, almost 2,200 units of supportive, SRO housing are available through the 
City's master lease program. An April 2007 commitment to·double the production 
of family supportive housµig was made in response to the concern that the City's 
supportive housing programs over the last few years served primarily .single people. 

Under the program, the number of cash payments made dropped from 2,334 in 2004 
to 371 in 2014. The number of individuals who have moved into housing, as of April 
2014, is 4,351. 

• Master Lease Program. The City created a Master Lea,se Program in 1999 that provides 
housing with supportive services for persons leaving homeless shelters. This program 
was expanded significantly from 2003 t<.> 2007 to focus on providing supportive hous­
ing. To date, more than 95% of all individuakplac_ed in this program maintain housing 
stability from year to year. 

3. FACILITATE PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

OBJECTIVE 7 

SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING, INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY 
RELIANT ON TRADITIONAL MECHANISMS ·oR CAPITAL. 

• Permanent Affordability. Long-term or permanent affordability remains a priority for 
the programs of the Mayor's Office of Housing (MOH). For almost all programs, af­
fordability terms of 50 to 75 years ai:e now standard. The term of affOrdability is greater 
than the anticipated life of the developments funded by public funds. Where project 
sponsors have sought additional money from the City to extend the useful life· of the 
building, MOH requires an extension of the term of affordability. In addition, the lead 
role played by non-profit entities in sponsoring affordable housing has meant that, in 
practice, housing developments will r~ain affordable even after the expiration of the 
50 to 75 year term, since such assets must continue to be used for purposes consistent 
with the corporate purpose of the organization. 

• ]obs-Housing Linkage Program. The global financial crisis of2008 resulted in a substan­
tial drop in funds for affordable housing collected under the Jobs-Housing Linkage 
Program 0HLP) over the 2007-2014 reporting period. Not only did new development 
applications decline precipitously; but projects that were cancelled after already got- . 
ten entitlements and paid fees were ·refunded their JHLP contributions as well. The 
recovery of the economy has led to a dramatic increase in JHLP funds collected, with 
$5.7 million collected in fiscal 2012-2013 alone. Funds are expected to increase during 
the next reporting period due to plarll1.ed pipeline development.Inclusionary In-lieu 
Fees. The City's revised and expanded indusionary program; _and incre:u;ed in-lieu fees, 
rc:Sulted in payments of $23 million to the Affordable Housing Fund during the 1999-
2006 reporting period. Like the ·expected increase in JHLP revenue, dramatic increases 
in the payments to the.AHF are also expected from the inclusionary program, as in-lieu 
fee payments under the._revised program were almost $51 million in fiscal 2007-2008 
alone; 
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• Inclusionary In-lieu Fees. The City's revised and expanded indusionary program, and 
increased in-lieu fees, resulted in payments of $28 million to the Affordable Housing 
Fund between 2007 and 2013. Like the expected increase in JHLP revenue, dramatic 
increases in the payments to theAHF are also expected from the indusionary program 
as the economy continues to recover. 

• Affordable Housing Trust Fund. In 2012, San Francisco voters approved Proposition C, 
the Affordable Housing Trilst Fund, which should pro~ide up to $50 million annually 
to support housing affordability in the city. The impetus for Prop C was the 2011 
demise ·of die Redevelopment Agency, which had, up to that point, generated up to 
$50 million annually in funds for affordable housing. The funding comes from money 
that had already been allocated towards affordable housing, as well as a portion of the 
hotel tax and the city's reformed business tax. The Housing Trust Fund will receive $20 
million in its first year and increasing amounts thereafter, up to $50 million annually 
byyear Li. 

• Regional Grants. San Francisco was successful in advocating for language in the 2007-
2014 Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) process to direct more transporta­
tion money to jurisdictions that agree to take on greater housing growth. Recently, the 
Association of Bay Area Governments FOCUS program, which seeks to encourage 
growth near transit in the Bay Area, designated several neighborhoods in San Fran­
cisco as Priority Development Areas (PDAs). PDAs are regionally-designated areas 
prioritized for housing development, and therefore eligible for grant funding. Planned 
PDAs would be eligible for capital infrastructure funds, planning grants, and technical 
assistance while Potential PDAs would be eligible for planning grants and technical 
assistance, but not capital infrastructure funds. Currently, a number of neighborhoods, 
representing approximately 40% of the city's land area, have been identified as PDAs. 

OBJECTIVE 8 

BUILD PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR CAPACITY TO SUPPORT, 
FACILITATE, PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

• Non-Profit Support. The Mayor's Office of Housing continues to administer Housing 
· Program Grants from the federal Co=unity Development Block Grant program 

(CDBG), which amounted to $15.6 million between 2007 and 2014 (Table A-5). 
These funds are granted to local non-profit housing agencies to build local capacity and 
support housing activities consistent with the consolidated plan. 
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JhbleA-6 
lnclusionary Housing 
Fees, 2PD7-2013 

2007-2008 

2008--2009 

2009-2010 

2010-2011 

2011-2012 

2012-2013 

Tptal 

$37,617,828 

$(7,155,039) 

$(10,246,292) 

$(2.497,264) 

$1,536,683 

$9,130,671 

$28,386,587 

i~~'.iY~act~lt':'t~:l:;~~m®il~~~~-
2007 $2,141,360 

2008 $1,931, 198 

2009 $2,197,230 

'2010 $1,966,400 

2011 $2,102,332 

2012 $2,093,382 

2013 $1,536,000 

2014 $1,602,970 

Total $15,570,872 
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OBJECTIVE 9 

PRESERVE UNITS SUBSIDIZED BY FEDERAL, STATE OR LOCAL 
SOURCES.· 

• HOPE-SF Program. Until the mid-2000s, the Federal HOPE VI pr~gram provided 
funds for rehabilitating public housing projects throughout the country. As the amount 
of funds available through the HOPE VI program began to dwindle, the Oty began 
exploring other funding options, and launched the HOPE-SF initiative in 2006. 
HOPE-SF calls for using City funds to re~uild 2,500 units of public housing in several 
distressed sites across the city: These devdopments would be rebuilt at higher density 
and as mixed-income communities with neighborhood services. An important part of 
the HOPE-SF program is the one-to-one replacement of subsidized housing units and 
the programs established to ensure right of return for existing residents. 

Acquisition of At-Risk .Affordable Housing. The acquisition of affordable housing units 
at-risk of converting t9 market rate due to expiring HUD mortgages or other subsidies 
has been an important part of the City's efforts to increase the stock of affordable hous­
ing. Concerted efforts by MOH and SFRA have resulted in securing financing for most 
of these properties to come under non-profit ownership to ensure permanent afford­
ability: From 2007 to 2013, a total of969 affordable units were preserved through these 
efforts. Assisted housing developments include multifamily rental housing complexes 
that receive government assistance from federal, State, and/or local programs (or any 
combination of rental assistance, mortgage insurance, interest reductions, and/ or dire~t 
loan programs) which are eligible to change to market-rare housing due to termination 
of a rent subsidy contract (e.g., Housing Choice Vouchers, Section 8) mortgage prepay­
ment (e.g., FHA), or other state or local programs with expiring use restrictionS. While 
most traditionally at-risk conversions have been averted, a new need has emerged to 

preserve affordability and community stability of rental housing stock restricted by the 
City's rent stabilization ordinance. Because many such sites are too small for traditional 
local financing modds (less than 20 units) MOH is currently working on a "small site" 
program that could allow the acquisition and rehabilitation of smaller sites, requiring a 
creative model addressing the specifics of these properties. 

·5. REMOVE CONSTRAINTS TO THE CONSTRUCTION AND 
REHABILITATION OF HOUSING 

The 2009 Housing Element continued several 2004" Housing Element and 1990 Residence 

Element objectives that encompass citjrwide and regional concerns and priorities related to 

the production and allocation«:ifhousing~ including improving access to housing opportuni­

ties, adjusting affordability' standards,· preventing. discrixD.inatlon, minimizing or mitigating 

displacemeni:, increasing production of fatn.i)y-sized Units, creating mixed-income neighbor­

hoods, reducing homelessness and the risk of h.cimdessness, revitalizing neighborhoods to 

improve quality of life, increasing density neai: transit, providing .n.eighborhoods with adequate 

transit and amenities, increasing available funding for transit-oriented development, expanding 

regional transit system~ to discoutage co=uting by car, ~d promoting increased affordabk 

housing production across the region.· 

821 

A.19 



PART 1: DATA NEEDS & ANALYSIS 

A.20 

OBJECTJVE 1 O 

ENSURE A STREAMLINED, YET THOROUGH, AND TRANSPARENT 
DECISION-MAKING PROCESS. 

• Program EIRs. The Market & Octavia Area Plan was developed with a program EIR 
designed to include sufficient derail to avoid the need for additional project EIRs, and 
thus streamline the housing production process. The Market/Octavia program EIR 
was completed in the summer of 2008, and the first Community Plan E,cemption 
( CPE) for a project was issued for a 25-unit mixed us~ building. Subsequent area plans, 
including the Eastern. Neighborhoods and. Transit Center District Plans, also approved 
programmatic EIRs, aild to date over 40 projects have received CPEs from the depart­
ment. 

• Entitlement Process Improvements. In December of2013, San Francisco Mayor Ed Lee 
issued. Executive Directive 13-0 I, directing City departments with legal authority over 
the permitting or mapping of new or existing housing to implement process impr<we­
ments to facilitate the production of affordable housing units and preserve existing 
rental stock. In response, a number of Citj departments formed a Housing working 
group, releasing a memo recommending a number of process· improvements to meet 
the mayor's directive. Included among them are priority and concurrent review process­
ing for residential projects rkt include higher levels of affordable Units, inter-agency 
MO Us relating to the review and approval process for affordable housing projects, and 
expediting the hiring of City staff who review housing permits. 

The Planning Department and DBI have also been working to implement an online 
Permit & Project Tracking System (PPTS), which will allow the public to file certain 
types of applications and permits and track the status of planning applications and 
building permits online; The Planning Department launched PPTS in the fall 'of 2014, 
DBI is expected to follow in 2015. 

• . Consolidated Plan. The Mayor's Office of Community.Development (MOCD) Con­
solidated Plan identifies the specific housing needs of San Francisco's low-income 
residents, based on demographic and other infonnation. The 2010 Co~olidated Plan, 
which covers the 2010-201~ period, contains the following priorities which are used 
to allocate affordable housing funds: 1) ·create housing opportunities for the home­
less; 2) create affordable rental housing opportunities for ·individuals and families 
with incomes up to 60% of the area median income (AMI), and; 3) create home­
ownership opportunities for individuals and families with incomes up to 120% AMI. 

The Mayor's Office of Housing (MOH) continues to collaborate with the Department 
of Public Health and Human Services to develop supportive hC?using opportunities that 
directly and effectively addrc;ss theneeds of homeless persons. Additionally, MOH con­
tinues to develop high quality affordable rental housing opportunities for households 
at or below 50% AMI, along with administering new homeownership opportunities 
(most arising from San Francisco's inclusionary housing policy) for households gener-
ally ranging from 80% to 120% AMI. ' 
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6. MAINTAIN THE UNIQUE AND DIVERSE CHARACTER OF 
SAN FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS . 

OBJECTIVE 11 

SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF 
SAN FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS. 

• Residential Design Guidelines. In 1989, the Planning Department proposed a set of 
design guidelines to help ensure that new residential development respects the unique 
character of many of San Francisco's neighborhoods. These guidelines were refined and 
adopted as part of the 1990 Residence Element update, and were updated again in 2003 
as part of the 2004 Housing Element program. 

• New Area Plans. Through the Better Neighborhoods and ~ther area plan programs, the 
Planning Department continues to explore ways to develop and enhance the quality 
and livability of existing residential neighborhoods. The Eastern Neighborhoods new 
area plans initiated during the 1999-2006 reporting period and recently adopted in 
2008, identify core elements· that help create vibrant neighborhoods, such as walk-­
ability; availability of services, transit access, housing choices, and unique character. 
These new area plans incorporate these ideas into the development of co{IUD.unity goals 
and neighborhood improvements. 

• Housing Development in Residential Neighborhoods. Almost 3, 100 units of housing were 
developed in San Francisco'~ existing residential neighborhoods ..from 2007-2013, rep­
resenting 17% of all housing production in the city during that time period. This figure 
includes all new units constructed in the city's traditionally residential RH and RM 
districts (Residential House and Residential Mixed) .. The City has been able to locate 
this substantial amount of new housing in existing residential areas without significant 
adverse impacts to prevailing neighborhood character. The Better Neighborhoods and 
Eastern Neighborhoods programs provide for an increase in the number of housing 
units bcil.r in these districts near ttansit and other ~ervices. 

• Historic Resources. Several districts and buildings were designated landmarks during 
rhe 2007-2014 reporting period, including the Duboce Park Landmark District, the 
Market Street Masonry Landmark Disttict, Twin Peaks Tavern, Marcus Books and 
the Doelger homes' Sales Office. Historic Context St~tements were completed for all 
the Better Neighborhoods and Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas as iell Japantown 
and the Transbay District. As new plan areas are established, an evaluation of historic 
resources will be performed where appropriate. The Planning Department will also be 

· revising the histork context statement for the City; which provides a framework for the 
evaluation of rhe significance of potential historic resources. This work. is also expected 
to be completed in 2014. 
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A.22 

7. BALANCE HOUSING CONSTRUCTION AND COMMUNITY 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

OBJECTIVE 12 

BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT 
SERVES THE CITY'S GROWING POPULATION. 

• IPIC. A major feature of the various Area Plans adopted during the 2007-2014 report­
ing period are the inclusion of impact fees, levied on any new development taking place 
within the plan area. These fees are used to partially fund the various infrastructure 
improvements necessary to support new residents. A multi-agency group, the Inter­
agency Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) was formed to manage the collection 
of the fee and prioritize capital projects in coordination with Coinmunity Advisory 
Committees in each neighborhood. In each of the past two years (FY13 and FY14), 
IPIC collected roughly $6 million in impact fees. Fee collections are projected to grow 
dramatically over next reporting period, with a total of $70 million expected from 
FY2013-2017. 

Parking Require?n£nts. Neighborhood planning policies seek to reduce parking re­
quirements below one space per unit in areas near transit in order to increase density; 
discourage automobile use, and create more walkable neighborhoods. 

8. PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVE 13 

PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND CON­
STRUCTING NEW HOUSING. 

Green Building - Qualiry of Lift Improvements. The City has made a substantial effort to in­
corporate green building principles and green design into development projects during the 
last several years. In 2006, the Plauning Department and other permitting agencies began to 
expedite permits for Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certified gold 
buildings. Moreover, in 2008 the City adopted a Green Building Ordinance that requires all 
new residential and commercial construction, as well as renovations to certain buildings, to . 
meet green building standards. 

Table A-1 is a review of all the implementation programs of the 2004 Housing Element'. 
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TiiblcA-7 
Review of Implementation Programs from 2009 Housing Element 

'OBJECTIVE 1 . 
. Identify a,rid make available for 'qevelopm.ent adequate sites· to meet' 
the .city's housing needs, especially P,er.manen\ty affordable' housing. 

IP 1. Planning staff shall provide data to the Planntng Commission on 
the expected unit type and income leve\ of any,Proposed projects or 
area plans under review, Including how such units would address the 
City's fair share of the Regional Housing Needs. · 

IP 2 Plannln.g shBJI continue to make cjata on housing production 
available to the public through the annual Housing Inventory, and in­
crease tts. notification and distribution to neighborhood org.anizations:. 

IP 3 All agencies subject to the :surplus Property shall annually report 
surplus property to the DRE/Assessor's ·office, for use by MOH in 
land evaluation. MOH ·shall continue evaluating surplus publicty­
owned land for affordable housing development potential: To the ex­
tent that land is not suitable for development; MOH shall sell surplus 
property.and use the proceeds for affordable housing development 
for homeless people consistent with the Surplus Property Qrdinance 
(this should ail:be together and min::or the ordinance). 

IP 4 MOH shall continue.to actively pursue surplus or underused 
p4blicly-own.ed'land for housing potential, working wtth agencies 
not subject to the Surplus Property Ordinance such as the SFPUC, 
·SFUSD and MTA to Identify site opportunities early and quickly. Clfy 
agencies shall continue to s;frvey their properties for·affordable hous-
ing opportunities or Joint use potential. · · 

IP 5 Consistent with the SFMTA's Climate Action Plan, MTA shall 
continue Transit-Oriented Development efforts, Including identifying 
large MTA sites (rali, storage and maintenance yards) that can serve 
as potential housing sites and working with MOH and the private · 
sector towards their development. · 

Staff Includes a table in each commission approved case report indicating Continue. 
projects approved relative to RHNA targets. The Department updates this Planning Staff w!ll continue 
.data on a quarterly basis In coordination with the· quarterly pipeline report. See to provide RHNA targets in 
Table A-1 of the Housing Element Part 1 Appendix A. · commission reports. 

The Plarinlng Department releases the Housing Inventory on an ·annual basis. ConUnue •. 
The report· is posteq tb the department's website [ex: http://www.sf:planning. .Program effective, staff will 
org~ndex.aspx?page= 1663) and hard copies are distributed to public librartes : continue to produce the 
and other Interested parties. . Housing Inventory. 

A Budget and Legislative .Analyst's Office report completed in.Spring 2012 Continue. 
at the request of Supervisor Mark Farrell, found that required annual surplus Staff will continue to work· 
property reports have not been prepai:ed since 2007, The same report inven- with agencies on Surplus 
torJed City-owned properUes from ten City departments, 'finding just two of the property. 
15 properties transferred to MOH for affordable housing were being used for · 
. that'purpos.e. A subsequent Civil Grand. Jury report similarly concluded that. 
pubji9ty-owned surplus properties were not being optimized, and issued a set . 
of recommendations for putting ttiem towards gr.eater use. 
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2012 _2013/0ptimizing_ Use_ of_Publicly-
OWned_Real _Estate_ 5·29-13-3.pdf 

·The Planning Department, In coordination with OEWD, SFMTA and a nurpber 
of other.City agencies, is currently developing an inter-agency working group 
to holistically addfess public site development throughout the city. For.more 
Information: · · 
http:itcommisslons.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/Public_Sltes_Frarnework.pdf 

·Construction on the Phelan Loop & Public Plaza, a large SFMTA site !Mat will 
soon feature a 72-unlt affordable housing development; is currently underway. 
In addttlori, SFMTA's 'Real Estate and Facilities Vision forth~ 21st Century' 
report, published January 15, 2013, ide.ntifies three priority sites for TOD 
potential: Presidio South, Upper Yard and Pot.Tero. · 
http://archives.sfmta.com/cms/cmta/do6uments/1-29-13VislonReport.pdf. 

Continue. 
Staff will continue to work 
with agencies on Surplus 
property. 

Continue. 
Staff will continue work­
ing with the SFMTA on 
implementing the Climate 
Action Plan and support 
TOD efforts. 
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IP 6 To further smaller sc;~le TOD opportunities, Planning an.d MTA 
shall evaluate smaller surplus MTA-owned sites. (typically surface 
parking lots) and Identify barriers towards their redevelopment, such 
as Planning Code issues, neighborhood parking needs and com-
munjty·sentiment. · 

IP 7 The Redevelopment Agency shall continue to set-aside sites in 
redevelopment areas for affordable housing deyeiopment. 

IP 8 Planning, Redevelopment and MOEWD shal! complete long 
range plarinlng processes already undervyay: Japaritown, Glen Park, 
the Northeast Embarcadero Stu9y, Candlestick/ Hunters Point, India 

· Basin Shoreline Community· Planning Process, and Treasure Island. 

IP 9 Planning shall publish its work program annually, citing all com­
munity planning processes that are to be Initiated or are underway. 
This annual work program shall be located on the Department's 
website after it Is adopted by the Board of SupervisOrs. 

IP 1 o At the initiation of any community planning process, the 
· Planning Department"shall notify all neighborhood ·organizations who 
· have registered with the Planning Department on Its Neighborhood 
Organization Ust and make continued outreach effbrts will all .estab­
lished neighborhood and interest groups In that area of the city • 

. IP 11 At the conclusion of any community planning process, the 
Planning Commission shall ensure that the community project's 
planning process has entailed substantial public Involvement before 

._approving any changes to land use pollc::ies and controls. 

SFMTA's 'Real· Estate and Facilities Vision for the 21st Century' report, pub­
nsJ:ied January 15, 2013, Identifies and analyzes the agency's smaller surplus 
properties for potential development. . 

SFRA has been disbanded as of March 1, 2012. The Office of Community 
Investment and Infrastructure, the successor agency, continues to work with 
MOH to provide affordable housing In former redevelopment areas. 
http://sf-moh.org/index.aspx?page=952 

See table A-3 fn the Housing Element Part 1 Appendix A: 

Example: http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/Work_Program_ 
Memo_FY14-16_01-16-14.pdf · 

· The Department's Communications st12ff maintains a complete and. up-to-date 
list of neighborhood organizations throughout the city. For more information: 
http://IWM'.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=16B4 · 

For a recent example, see the SF Planning Commission's endorsement of 
the Japantown Cultural Heritage and Economlc Strategy (JECHESS), which 
Includes specific reference to the project's extensive public process, as well 
as the written support the document received from local stakeholders. 
http://W"ww.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/plans-and-programs/in-your-neighbor­
ho_od/japantown/JCHESS _SIGNED_ CPC _Resolution.pdf 

Continue. 
staff Will continue working 
with the SFMTA on smaller 
sc;ale TOD opportunities. 

Modify. 
The Offfce of Community 
Investment and Infrastruc­
ture, the successor agency, 
continue to work with the 
MOH to provide affordable 

·housing in former redevelop­
ment areas. 

Continue. 
Staff will continue to imple­
ment long range plans. 

Continue. 
Staff will continue to publish 
its work program annually. 

Continue. 
. Staff continue to utilize the 
Neighborhood Organization 
Usts for outreach efforts. 

Continue. 
Staff will continue plan for 
public Involvement before . 
any land use changes. 
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IP 12 Planning st)all ccintlnuS-tq require Integration ·of new tech- . 
nologies t)iat reduce space required for non-housing functions, 
·such a.S parking' lifts, tanqem cir valet. parking, into new zoning. 
districts, and shall also incorporate these standards as appropriate 
when revlsin'g exjstlng. zoning districts. · · · 

IP 13 When considering· legalization of secondary units within a 
community planning processes, Planning should develop design . 
controls that'il\ustrates how second111Y units can be developed.to 
be sensitive to the surrouni;!lng neighborhood, to ensure neig.hpor­
hood character Is maintained. 

. . . 
. IP 14 !'18\lning shall contlnµe'-to impose requirements under 
the ·Jobs Housing.Linkage Program, al'ld shall work with new or 
expanding commercl8.! arid lnstftutionai uses to plan for the related · 
hquslng need'they generate. T!ie fee'structure:should also be . 

, reviewed r9gular.1y to ensure that developers coritiriue. to contribute 
adequately to the costs. created by the. demand for housing caused 
by their projects, while not damaging project feasibility. · 

IP 15 Planning should.work with DPH to tailor the use of the 
Healthy Development Measurement Tool (HDMTJ. in development 
of. neighborhood or citywide plans to be e,ffective given the 
tradeoffs Inherent In aqhlev!ng afforaable_houslng, and utilize the 
Information recelved·in the development of policy and programs. 

IP 16 Planning sh.all cor:itinue to implement .City requiremerits for . 
Institutional Master'plans (Section 304:9 of the Planning Code) ... 
to ensure.that lnstl~utlons address housing and.other need?, with 
full participation by the Planning Commission, co.mmunity and 
neighborhood organizations', other public and private agencies 
and the general public. . · · 

Example: Planning Code Sec. 151.1 (g)(1) (B) (i): For projects with 50 dwell­
ing units. or more, all residential accessory parking in excess of o. 5 spaces 

· per unit snail be stored and accessed by mechanical. stackers or lifts, valet; 
or other 'space-efficient means that reduces sp_ace used for parking and 
maneuvering; and maximizes other uses. 

In 2014 the Planning Department Introduced a pilot program In the Castro 
·neighborhood, which ·allows an additional unit to be' added within the exist­
ing building envelope."The·pllot p~ograrn will be monlton:id to see ho:vv the 
additional units will impact.the reighborhood. AdditionaJ!y, the Department 
·Is hiring a consultantto study the feasib!lity of accessory dwelllng units 
depending on the bull ding space available, for example attics, soft stories, 
garages, etc. 

The Jobs-Housing Linkage Program Fee Schedule, last updated January 1, 
2014, ls.available here: http://www.sf-moh.org/index.aspx?page=1031 

The.Planning Department continues to consult SFD!'H on the Sustainable 
Communities Index for large plan.nlng processes that Include.large changes 
In infrastructure. Recent examples include the Western SOMA Community 
Plan and the Health Services Master Plan 

·See table A-4 In ~he Housing Element Part 1 Appendix A for a complete.Jist 
of completed Institutional Master Plans. . . 

Continue .. 
Program effective. 

continue .. 
The Department continues 
to study the feas!bll ity of 
secondary units. 

Continue • 
Program effective. 

Continue. 
Planning Staff are working · ' 
with DPH and other agen­
cies to refine metrics of the 
tool. 

Continue .. 
P.ro'gram effective. 
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JP 1 ?'The Planning Department shall require the preparation 
of an analysis that Includes a site survey to Identify potential 
nolse-genera~Jng uses within two blocks of the project site prior to · 
completion of the environmental review for all residential projects 
'located Jn areas exceeding 75 Ldn. The analysis shall Include 
at least one 24-hour noise measurement (with maximum noise 
level readlngs·taken at least every 15 minutes). The analysis shall 
demonstrate with reasonable certainty that Trtle 24 standards, 
where applicable, can be met. ff there are particular circumstances 
about the.proposed project site that appear to warrant heightened 
concern about noise levels in the vicinity, the Department may 
require the completion of a detailed noise assessment prior to 
th.a first project approval action, In order to demonstrate that 
accepfable.lnterior noise levels consistent with those In the title 24 
standards can be attained. · · · 

IP·1B.To.mfnfmize effects on development In Jiofsy areas, for n.ew 
residential uses 10019.ted Jri areas exceeding 75 Ldn, the Planning 

. Department shB.11, .through it!> building permit review process, in 
conjuhctlon with noise analysis, require that open space·required 
under the. Planning Code for s·uch uses be. protected, to the · 
ma,,imum feasible· extent, from existing ambient noise levels that 
could prove annoying or disruptive to users of the open space. 
Jmplementation·of.this measure could involve, among other things, 
site design that uses the building itself to shield on-site open space 

·from the greatest noise sources, construction bf noise barriers 
between noise sources and open space, and appropriate use of 
both common and private open space Jn multi-family dweUlngs, 
and Implementation .would also.be undertaken consistent with · 
other principles of.urban design. 

The Planning Department's Environmental.Planning division maintains a 
map layer of ambient noise levels throughout the city. Residential projects 
located Jn areas exceeding 75 Ldn (60 Ldn In Eastern Neighborhood Plan 
Ar~as) are required to complete noise surveys duling the environmental 
·review process to ensure Interior noise levels wHJ not exceed standards set 
by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. · 

The Planning Departmenfs Environmental Planning division maintains a 
· map layer of. ambient noise levels throughout the city. Residential projects 
.located In areas exceeding 75 Ldri (60 Ldh In Eastern Neighborhood Plan 
· Areas) are required to complete noise surveys during the eni/ironmental 
review process to ensure·lntelior noise levels will not exceed standards set 
by Title 24 of the Cafiforhla: Code of Regulations. · · · 

Continue. 
Program effective. 

Continue. 
Program effective. 
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OBJECT!VE2 
Retain existif\g housing units, and promote safety and maintenance 
standards, without jeopardizing affordability. . 

IP fa planning shall continue. to implement the recently adopted . 
. Planning Code Section 317, which codifies review criteria for allowing 
housing.demolition, conversion.and mergers, amend it when neces­
sary, and. shall continue. to apply Section 311.of the Planning Code to 
d.eny residential demolition permits unt!I approval of a new construe. 
tlon permit ls obtained. Planning shall also continue to require that all 
publicly subsidized housing units b.e r.eplaped one for one. 

IP 20 Planning shall continue to require Discretionary Reviey; (D.R) for 
all dwelling unit merger applications.. · 

·IP 21.The Department-of Bulidif)g Inspection (DBI) shall.qontinue its 
. earthquake preparedness programs, such as the UMB· Loan Pro­
gram, the Building Occupancy Resumption Program, which allows 
.san Francisco building ownE?rs to pre-cer)ify private post-earthql.lake 

. Inspection ·of their buildings, and the Community Action Plan for 
Seismic Safety, under.whlc:h DBI ls deyeloplng a program which 
mand.afes seismic upgrades for "soft-story" buildings •. · 

IP 22 The Mayor's Office, In cooperation with the Department of 
Building Inspection (DBI), shall pursue programs, both voluntary and 
mandatory, to promote seismic upgrades. for "soft-story" buildings. 

· IP 23 lhe Department of Building lnspectic>n (DBI) shall continue 
to proyide educational prqgrams fo assist property ov.iners. with. 
non-structural \mprovements that assist in. long-term safety, such as 
secucingwater heaters and developing h.ousehold emerg.ency plans. 

See table A-s· 1n the Housing Element Part 1 Appendix A for statistics on 
Demolitions, Conversions and Mergers since·2007; 
http;//www.amlegaJ.com/nxtfgateway.dll{Calrrornia{plannlng/article3zonln 
gprocedures?f=templates$fn=defaulthtm$3.0$vld=·am1egal:sanfrancis 
·co_ ca$anc=JD _ 317. · · 

See table A-6 In the Housing Element Part 1 Appendix A for statistics on 
Discretionary Review filings for dwelling unit merger applications since 2007. 

.SFDBl's Earthquake Preparedness page: http://sfdbl.org/earthquake­
preparedness-o 

San Francisco's Mandatory Soft story Program was signed into law on April 
1 Bth 2013. Details of the ordinance are available here: · 
http://sfdbi.org/mandatory-soft-story-program. 
To date, SFDBI has ac0epted over 630 screening forms from property owners, 
and has granted 23 tiullding permits for retrofitting work. 

._ SFDBl's ·educational lriformation is availqble here: http:/lsfdbi.org/brochures. 

·continue; 
Program effective. 

Continue. 
i:>rogram Effective. 

Continue . 
Program effective. 

Continue. 
Program effe9tive. 

Continue. 
Program effective. 
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IP.24 DBI shall continue to provide and improve public Information 
materials for residents and property owners about best practices and 
programs to maintain and enhance their home(s}, including advertis­
ing offunding sources. DBI shall provide.language translation of all 
m.aterials, and shall explore methods of working through·neighbor­
hood organizations fo expand knowledge about programs . 

SFDBl's educational Information Is avallable here: http://sfdbi.org/brochures I Continue. 

IP 25 The Mayor's Office of Nefghbortiood Services shall expand the I http://www.empowersf.org/ 
capacity of the Neighl:iorhood Empowerment Network (NEN}, a part-
nership of Clty'Agencies, local non profits and committed community 
leaders,·to 11hare lnforma:lion to prepare homeowners and residents 
for natural disasters. · 

IP 26 DBI shall continue to ensure that residential units meet building 
code standards by responding to complaints and through periodic 
inspection. 

·IP 27 The City shall continue to seek outside tundlng to help low 
p.nd moderate income homeowners to address building code Issues. 
related to accessibi!!ty, health and safety as we!! as fUnding for energy 
efflclen.cy and green en.ergy. · 

http://www.sfdbl.org/inspectlon-servlces 

The City continues to provide fUnding for low and moderate income homeown­
ers through the fo!fowlng programs: 
CalHome Loan Program (major rehabllitation) 
Code Enforcement Rehab!lltatlon(CERF) 
Loan program (minor rehabilitation) 
LEAD-Based Paint Hazards Control Grant Program 
Undergrou·nd Utility Grant Program - UUP 
CalHome Grant.Program · · 
Code Enforcement Rehabilitation Fund (CERF) Grant Program 
Federal grants,' including HUD's Healthy Homes and.Lead Hazard·Control; 
and local sources such as CERF and CHIRP and · 
GreenFinanceSF Property Assessed Glean Energy (PACE) Financing Program 

Program effective. 

Continue. 
Program effective. 

Continue. 
Program effective. 

Continue. 
Program effective. 
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OBJECTIVE3 
Protect.the affordability of the existing housing stock, especially' rentaf 
units · · 

· IP 28 DBI .and DPW shall continue to monitor. the conversion of 
tenandes· in common to condominiums. · 

IP 29 Planning shall contiriu.e to enforce the Residential Hotel Unit 
Conversion.and Demolition Ordinance •. 

IP. :lo :me Pepaitment of Health arid Human services (HSA) shall 
conttrwe to. fadlltate the trarisfer of residential hotels to effe.ctlve 
non-profit housing organizations;: and HSA, DPH. and MOH should. 
develop programs that further ·encourage non-profit operation of. : 

.SROs. · · . . · . . . . 

IP 31 MOH shall implement the Small Site Acquisition and Rehabllita- · 
tlon .Program using. incluslonary in-lieu fees to enable non-profits 
to acquire existing rental propertles·under 25 units for long-term . 
affordablllty; and shall explore other methods of.support, such as 

· low-in\erest rate financing and technical assistance for small site 
affordable development. · 

IP 32 MOH/ SFRA shall continue funding the acquisition and 
rehabilitation bf landmark and historic buildings for use as affordable 
housing. · · 

IP 33 MOH shall continue to monitor the sale, re-sale, rental and 
re-rental of all privately developed below-market-rate housing units 
originating from the City's lnctusfonary Housing Program to Insure 
that they are sold or rented at restricted prices. 

The condo conversion program is managed by SFDPW. Condo conversions 
are.trac~ed annually by the Planning Department Jn the H.ousing Inventory. 
Tenancies-In-common are not tracked separately, but comprise.the vast major-
ity of residential condominium conversions. . 
http://sfdpw.org(inc;lex:.aspx?page= 171 O#Condo.1 
:see.table A-7 ln the Housing Element Part 1 Appendix A. 

Residential Hotel Unit conversions and demolitions are tracked by SFDBI and 
reported annually in the Planning Department's Housing Inventory .. 

Sefftable A-B Jn the.Housing Element. Part 1 Appendix A for statistics reg.ard- · 
ing the city's For-Profit and Non-Profit Residential Hotel buildings and rooms. · 

MOH has begun to implement the Small Site Acquistion and Rehabilitation · 
Program using funding from the Housing Trust Fund. It expects to purchase Its 
first building by the end of 2014 .. 

In 2011, 2 out of the 3 buildings rehabilitated through MOH/SFRA funding were 
Category A historic resource buildings. 

http://sf-moh.org/index. aspx?page= 152 

Continue. 
?fogram effective. 

Continue. 
Program effective. 

Continue . 
Program in process. 

Continue. 
Program in process. 

Continue. 
Program Is ongoing. 

Continue. 
Progr.am ongoing, 
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. OBJECTiVE4 . 
Foster a housing stock that meets the needs of all residents across 
llfecycles. 

JP 34 The Mayor's Office of Housing shall develop, and City agen­
cies shall utilize, a common definition for famlly housing (2 or more 
bedrooms), to guide the provision of .family units Jn both private and 
public construction. · 

IP 35 Planlllng should evaluate the Impact of requiring minimum per­
centages of famlly units in new recently adopted community plans, 
by tracking ihe number of these tJnits ·proposed and produced w.ithin 
required monitoring.reports. Planning shall continue. the practice if 
this evaluation demonstrates that the requirement promotes family 
housing ·accessible. to residents, · ' · 

IP 36 The Mayor and the Board of Supervisors shall continue efforts 
to meet the goal of the Next.Generation SF agenda, including plan­
ning for and/or acquiring sites for 3,000 family units by 2011. Units 
.will be completed based on funding avallabillty. · 

IP 37 The Department of Aging and Adult Services (OMS), through 
the Community Living Fund, will continue to support home and 
community-based services that help individuals remain housed-

. either In their home In appropriate locations. 

Planning Code·section 207.6 defines family-sized.units as units containing at 
least 2 bedrooms. · · 

Area Plan Monitoring Reports are completed every 5 years. 
Market Octavia: 143 2+ BR units (out of 556 total;roughly 26%) produced 
between·zoo5-2009 · 
Central Waterfront: 123 2+BR units (104 out of 198, 53%) produced betWeen 
2006-2010 . . 
East Soma; 123 2+BR units (179 out of 975, 18%) produced between 2006-
2010 
Mission: 123 2+BR units (out of 284, 43%) produced between 2006-2010. 
Show.p.lace Square Potrero Hill: 142 2+ BR units (o.ut of 604, .24%) produced 
between 2006-2010 · 

Continue. 
Rrcigram effective. 

Continue: . 
Program ongoing,. 

At least 1,950 2+ bedroom units were completed in San Francisco in 2009 I Delete. 
and 201 o. Due to the significant downturn in the economy, only 348 total units 
were completed In 2011. 

http://WWW.sfhsa.org/388.htrn I Continue. 
Program ongoing. 
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JP 38 Planning shall continue to Implement Planning Code Section 
209, which allows a density bonus of twice the numbs~ of dwelllng 

. units otherwise permitted as a principal use In the district, when.the 
housing is specifically designed for and occupied by senior citizens, 
physically,. developmentally or mentally disabled persons. 

IP 39 Planning will develop a legislative ordinance' that will enable 
pers9ns With disab!lltles who require rea,sonable. accommodation' 
as exceptions !O the City's .Planning Code' to bypass the currently 
required Variance process, and to' access a streamlined procedure 
permitting special structures or appurtenances such as .access. 

·ramps of lifts and other non-ptiyslcal .accommodations. · 

Planning Cod~ Section 209;1 prlncfpally permits the followlng - Dwelling spe­
cifically designed for and occupied by senior citizens, as defined in Section 
102.6.1 and meeting all of the requirements Gf that S?ctlon, at a density ratio 

· or 'number of dWelling units not exceeding twice the number of dwelling units 
otherwise permitted above as a principal use in the district. - in all residential 
districts. 

Planning Code $ectlon 209.3 principally permits the following - Residential 
care facility providing lodging, board.and care for a period of 24 hours or more 
to six or fewer persons In n?ed of specialized aid by personnel licensed ~y 
the State of California Such facility shall display nothing on or near the facility 
which gives an outward Indication of the nature of the occupancy except for 
a sign as permitted by Article 6 of this Code, shall not provide outpatient ser­
vices and shall be located io a structure whicli remains residential in character. 
Such facilities shall include but.not necessarily be limited to a board and care 
home, family care home, long-term nursery, orphanage, rest home or home 
for the traatment of addictive, contagious or other diseases or psychological 
disorders. - in all reslciential districts. 

Continue. 
Program effective. 

Planning has developed a Jeglslat\ve.ordinance that will enable persons I Completed. 
with disabilities who require ,reasonab.le accqmmodatlon" as exceptions. to· · 

. the City's.Planning Code to bypass the currently required variance process, 
and to access a streamlined procedure permitting special structures or 
appurtenances such as access ramps of lifts and other non-physical accom­
modations andwlll be. lmpleme~ted Jn Fall of2014 
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IP 40 Planning will amend the San Francisco Planning Code.to Iden­
tify the appropriate districts, developmenf standards, and manage­
ment practices for as of right emergency shelters, per Government 
cede section 65583(a), which requlres·the City to Identify at least 
one zoning district where emergency shelters are allowed as of right. 
Emergency sheiters will oniy be subject to the same development 
and management standards that apply to other uses within the identi­
fied zone. The City will amend and aim to locate zoning for by-right 
sheiters close to neighborhood amenities & support services, which 
are generaliyfound in the City's Commercial (C) and Neighborhood 
Commercial (NC) districts, and which, per Appendix D-3, lnciude a 
significant amountof housing opportunity sites. 

· l.P 41 Through.its core staff of Historic Preservation Technical. . 
Specialists, Planning staff wll! continue to provide information about 
preservation incentives to repajr, restore, or rehabrlltate historic . 
resourceiS towards rental housing in lieu of demoiition, Including 
local Incentives, those offered through California Office of Historic 
Preservatior.i, Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credits that can help sub­
sidJze rental projects, and creative solutions. provided for within the 

.. California Hlstorlc Building Code (CHBC). · 

IP 42 MOH s.hall encourage economic lntegra,tion by locating new 
affordable and assisted housing opportunities outside concentrated 
low~lncome areas wherever possible, and by encouraging mixed­
incorrie development such as for-profit/non-profit partnerships. 
MOH ahall and regularly provide maps and statistics to the Planning 
Commission on the distribution of projects. This information shall be 
·included in the. annual Housing Inventory. · 

IP 43 Planning and MOH shall continue to Implement and update 
the Citywide lnclusionary Housing Program, which promotes the 
inclusion of permanently affordable ·units in housing developments of 
IO or more units. 

SF Planning has begun its initial outreach to key stakeholders and plans to 
Introduce legislatlon by the end of 2014. · 

Examples: 
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.a,spx?page=I 832#faq6 
http://www.sf-~lanning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?do~umentfd=5D7B 

See Housing Inventory Table A-2 
http://WWW.sf-plannlng.org/index.aspx?page=l663 

Ongoing: 
http://www.sf-moh.org/index.aspx?page=263 

Continue. 
Staff will adopt legislation by· 
Fall of 2014. 

Continue. 
Staff is planning to adopt· 
legislation by Fall of 2014. 

Continue . 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
Progr.am ongoing. 
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OBJECTIVE5 
.Ensure·th.at·all residents have equal access tci available units, 

·JP 44 An housing ·agen·61es-shall requlre associatedp~j~~t sp~ns~rs fhttp://sf--;;i~~.org/moi:luies/showdocument.aspx?documentid=6983 . 
to proyide the agency with an outreach program that includes special · · 
measures designed to attrnct those groups Identified as least likely 
to apply. 

l.P 45 The Mayor's Office on Housing (MOH) shall work With the· 
SFRA, SFHA, HSA, DPH, and nonprofit and private housing providers 
to· ~evelop a "one- stop" center providing. information on all afford­
able housing opportunities within the City, Including BMRs, providing 
specific Information about the availability of units and related· registra-
tion processes, and applications. · · 

IP 46 The City's Human Rights' Cqmmission. (HRC) will continue to· I http://yvww.sf-hrc.org/ 
sup·port and monitor the Fair Housing Acceils laws and advise the 
Mayor's Office of Housing and the Mayor's Office· on Disability on 
Issues of accessibility and impedim.ents to·Fair Housing. The HRC will 
Investigate and mediate ·discrimination complaints. When appropri-
ate, the HRC wlll provide referrals 1p other government agencies: 

·1p 47 The"HRCwill continue to assist in resolving landlord-tenant I http://www.sf-hrc.org/ 
problems In rental housing, including single room occupancy hotels. 

Continue .. 
Program .ongoing. 

·Modify. 
The Mayor'!> Office on 
Housing (MOH) shall 
work with SFHA, HSA, 
· DPH, and nonprofit and 
private housing providers to 
develop a website providing 
Information on affordable 
housing opportunities within 
the City, including BMRs, 
providing specific informa­
tion about the availability of 
units and related registration 
processes, and applicatlcins. 

continue. 
Program ongoing •. 

Continue. 
Prog\am ongoing. 
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IP 48 The Board of Supervisors shail .continue to uphold local 
measures prohibiting tenant harassment. Section Sec. 37.108 of the 
CitY's Administrative Code prevents landlords or their agents from 
dolng·speclfled acts, such as abusing the right of entry to the unit, 
threatening or attempting to.· c.oerce a \en ant to move, or interfering 
with \he tenant's rlgl:lt of privacy. · · 

IP 49 DBI shall enfor~e housing codes where such Infractions 
adversely affect protected resident categories, and shall monitor the 
cbrrection of such continuing code violations. to prevent the loss Of 
housing. · 

IP 50 The City and all of Its partners. shall conti,nue to provide transla­
tion of all marketing ·materials, registration processes, applications, 
etc. Such materials should be marketed broadly and specifically 
target underserved populations. 

IP 51. The Police Department will c;ontlnue to Implement San 
Francisco's Municipal Police Code under·Artlcle 1.2, which prohibits 
housing discrimination against families with minor chlldren. This law 
prohibits the most common forms of discrimination, such as restric­
tive occupancy standards, rent surcharges and restrictive rules. 

IP 52 The City will continue to promote access to housing by families · 
by enforcing ·section 503(d) of the City's Housing Code, and support­
ing amendments that increase equity. 

SF Administrative Code Section 37.1 OB: 
http://WWW.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter37res 
identialrentstabilizationand?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.D$vid=amlegal:sa 
nfranclsco _ ca$anc=JD _ 37 .1 DI;! 

http://sfdbl.org/lnspectlon-servlces-dlvislons#ces 

A recent example: 
http://WWW.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/plans-and-programs/in-your~nelghborhood/ 
ocean_ ave..:.. corrldor/09ean-Avenue-Corridor-Deslgn-Announcement-Final- · 
.Chlnese:pdf 

SF Police Code Article 1.2: . 
http://sf-hrc.org/sites/sf-hrc.org/files/migrated/FileCenter/Documents/Govern­

. lng_Laws/Police_ Code_Artlcle _ 1.2_9_24_12.pdf 

SF Housing Code .section 503: 
http://WWW.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/Californiai'stbu!idlng/houslngco,de-
2013edltion/chapter5spaceandoccupancystandards?f=templates$fn=default. 
htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco _ ca$anc=JD _H503 · · 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 
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OBJECTIVES 
Reduce homeless and the rlsk of homelessness. 

IP. 53 The· Department of Pub Ile Health, the Human Services Agency; 
the Mayor's Office of Community Development; the Department on 

. the Status of Women; the Department of Children, Youth and Their'. 
Famnfes.; the Mayor's Office of Housing;· and the San Franblsco 
Recjevelop(nentAgency.shall continue tci·lmplement the City's "10 
.Year Plan to End Chronrc·Homelessness" and' the "Continuum of· 
Care: Five-Year Str'ategic Plan ofSan Franciscb.;· 

IP 54 The San Francisco Local Homeless Coordinating Board 
(LHCB) will continue. to work with the Mayor's Office of Housing, 
the Human Service Agency and the Department of PubJic Health to 

· phase out ineffecilve shelter-based prograrns ·and to create 3,000 · 
new units according to a "housing first "model," , 

.JP 55 HSA will contim.ie to facllltate P.erinanen~ SRO hquslng through 
its Master.. Lease Program, which renovates hotels to be managed : 
'by· nonprofit ageni::Ies providing case management and· s,upportlve 
se'JVices·on-s\te, E?-nd.to fund non-profit agencies to provide on-site 
supportive servic\ls; as well as through programs such as Its transi­
tional housing partnership with alfordable housing developers. 

IP 56 DP!-\ shall continue to offer permanent supportive housing 
and shelter programs; as well as services and clinics which deliver a 
variety of health services to homeless persons; and to provide on-site 
case managers y;ho can help residents avoid'eviction. 

The Department of Publlc Health, the Human Services Agency;·the Mayor's 
Office of Community Development; the Department on the Status of Women; 

· 'the'Department of.Children, Youth'and Their Families; the Mayor's Office of 
.Housing continue to Implement the:1 o year plan to end the ··continuum of 
·care Five-Year Strategic.Plan of San Franc\sco.".The City has also created a 
. new Mayoral off\ce,:the Housing, Opportunity, Partnerships and Engagement 
(HO.PE), which find ways to iniprove ou\comes for lndivicjuals In all forms of 

· city sponsored housing-including shelters, supportive, publlc and.affordable · 
housing; · · 

The San Francisco Local Homeless Coordinating Board (LHCB) 'Nill continue 
tc;> work with the Mayor's Office of Housing, the Human Service Agency· and 
the Department of Public Health to maintain. and expand housing solutions to 
homelessness by focusing on· new housing, coordinated assessment to place 
the longest term homeless people In service enriched housing. The "1 o Year. 
·Plan to End Chronic Homelessness" ·opened 3,000 new units. · 

http://www.sfhsa.org/91.him 

The Department of.Public Health continues to provide the following programs, 
Direct Ai;:cess to Housing (DAH) Program (permanent supportive housing), 
Homeless Death Prevention (shelter), Winter Shelter Program (shelter) 
Community Housing Partnership (shelter) 

Continue • 
. Program ongoing. 

continue. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
. ·Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 
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OBJECTIVE7 
Secure funding and resources for permanently affordable housing, 

·Including Innovative programs that are not solely reliant on traditional 
mechanisms of capital. 

IP 57 The City shall continue to require that new development 
contributes towards the related affordable housing need they gener­
ate, either through financial contributions or through development 
of affordable housing units. The City shall continue to moriltor the 
lncluslonary housing program, including annually updating the nexus 
and feasibility analysis as appropriate. 

IP 58 The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency will continue to 
maximize lts·contrfbutlon towards permanent affordable housing con­
struction by exceeding the statutory 20% of tax increment.financing 
for· affordable housing, and aiming to devote 50% of tax Increment 
funds towards housing. It shall continue its practice of reauthorizing 
Tax Increment Financing in expiring redevelopment areas wherever 
possible tci eontihue revenue. for affordable housing pu'rposes. 

The Plarining Department's annual Housing Inventory tracks affordable hous­
.lng units created through the incluslonary housing program. 

SFRA has been disbanded as of March 1, 2012. The Office of Community 
Investment and Infrastructure, the successor agency, continues to work with 
MOH to provide affordable housing in former redevelopment areas. 
http://sf-moh.org/lndex.aspx?page=952 · 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 

Modify. 
The Office of Community In­
vestment and Infrastructure 
("OCll'), as the successor 
to the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency, will 
contribute to the develop­
ment of permanently afford­
able housing byfulfilllng 
Its enforceable obligations, 
which require OGll to fund 
and otherwise facllltate the 
con~truction of thousands 
of affordable housing . 
units. OGIJ will maximize Its 
contribution by continuing 
to leverage tax Increment 
funding with outside funding 
sources wherever ·possible 
to ensure timely delivery .of 
affordable units pursuant to 
thpse enforceable obliga­
tions. 
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.IP 59.HSA and DPH will continue to administer operating subsidies· 
for special needs housing through their supportive housin'g pro-

. grams. · · 

IP 60 MOH, SFRA, and SFHA will continue efforts to provide financial 
support to nonprofit and. o~her developers of affordi'jble housing, 

. through CD~G and other.funding sources .. 

IP 61 Under the oversight of the Cap,ital Planning_ Corrimittee, t_he CJ.ty 
shall formalize an interagency grant committee tasked with creating . 
a coordinated grant strategy for pursuing stimulus funds for housing 
and supporting infrastructure. 

· IP· 62 The ·city's housing agencies .shall.keep apprised of federal 
and state·affordilble housing funds and other grant opportynities·tci 
.fund affordable housing for the.City of San _Francisco, and shall work 
with federal Representatives to keep the abreast of the· specifics of 
·the housing crisis In· San Francisco. MOH, SFRA and other agencies 
shall continue to use such fUnds for housing at all AMI levels below· 
mai:ket 

... The Human Sef\'.ices Agency and the D~part~ent of Public Health continue to 
offer the Season of Sharing fund (rental subsidy); The Homeless Prenatal Pro­
gram (rental subsidy); Housing for Single Adults and Famllies with Disabilities 
(rental subsidy for designated sites) · 

SFR/\ has been disbanded as o{March-1,.2012. MOH continues this effort. 
http://sf-moh.org/.index.aspx?page=952 · 

.,See table A-13 of the Housing_ Element Part I Appendix A . 

The Transp~rtation Working Group is the grant committee that formed from the 
Capital Planning Committee. And meets regularly for transportation funding to 
support housing. · · 

Although the SFRA was disbanded in 2012, the Mayors Office of Ho\Jslng 
. continue to keep apprised Of federal an~ state affdrabJe housing funds, 

:Continue. 
Program ongoing . 

"Modify. 
MOH,, and SFHA Wiii 
continue efforts to provide 
financial support to nonprofit 
·and other developers of 
affordable housing,. through 
CDBG and other funding 
sources. · 

Delete. 
Program completed 

Contir_iue. 
·The CitY's housing agencies 
shall keep apprised of 
federal and state affordable· 
housing funds and oth_er 
mant opportunities to fUnd 
affordable housing for the 
City of San Francisco, and 
shall work wlth·federal 
Representatives to keep 
the abreast of the specifics 
of the housing-crisis In· San 
Francisco. MOH, MOCD 
and other agencies shall 
·continue· to use such fUnds 
for affordable housing 
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. IP 63 Planning shall monitor the construction of middle income 
housing under new provisions Included within the lncluslonary 
reql!iremerits of the Eastern Nei_ghborhoods Area Plans, and consider 
expanding those provisions Citywide if they meet Housing Element 
goals. · · · 

·IP 64 MOH shall continue to administer first time home buyer 
programs. ·· 

IP 65 Planning shall continue Implementing the City's requirement 
set forth in Planning Code Section 167 that units be sold and rented 
separately from parking so as to enable the resident the choice of 
owning· a car. · 

IP 66 The City shall pursue federal and state opportunities to 
Increase programs for limited equity homeownership; homeowner as- · 
slstance programs and. down payment assistance. Programs specific 
to the recent foreclosure trends sho.uld be pursued as appropriate. 
Upon Implementation, ·a11 programs have a significant pre-purchase 
counseling program; and that consumers are supported by a · 
post-purchase services ·network to assure access to Information and 
services to.prevent foreclosure .. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Plans include an option, restricted to infill sites In · 
the newiy created UMU district; for developers to provide a higher number of 
affordable units at a higher, "middle'incorne"· price as a way of satisfying the 
lncluslonary requirements. Eastern Neighborhoods defines 'Middle Income 
Households'as those making between 120-150% of median Income. Afford­
able units produced In the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Areas are tracked 
in the EN Monitoring reports; to date, no middle-income units have been 
completed in any of the Eastern Neighborhood Plan Areas. 

http://sf-moh.org/index.aspx?page=1 B1 

Planning Code Section 167: 
http://www.amlegal.com/nxtjgateway.dll/Califomia/planning/article15off-street 
parkingandloadlng?f=templates$fn=default.htrn$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancls 
co_ ca$anc=JD .J 67 

MOH has a section of: Its website devoted.to foreclosure-related concerns and 
programs: 
http://sf-moh.org/index.aspx?page=922 
MOH includes funding for pre- and post-purchase counseling in Its annual 
tiudget..MOH requires every adult household member applying for a City 

. administered hOmeownershlp assistance program, In connection with the pur­
chase of a.residential unit; to attend Pre-Purchase HOrneownershlp workshop; 
· and meet with a counselor for a one-on-one ·counseling session 

Continue, 
Program ongoing •. 

Continue .. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing_. 
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OBJECTIVES 
Build public and private sector capacity to support, facilitate, provide 
·and maintai.n affordable housing. 

IP 6'7 MOH shall continue to coordinate local affordable housing 
efforts and·set.strategiell and ·priorities. to addre~s the housing and . 
community development.needs, of loW-inc.ome San Franciscaris. 

IP.68 OEVVD.shall coordinate with institutions and·employer. 
organizations such a,s \he Chamber of Commerce, to facilitate · 
their advocation, sponsorship or even subsidization of affordable . 
housing, Including the organization of a collective housing trust fUnd. 
As part of this effort, ·aEVVD shall explore targets for construction of 
employer assisted housing, similar to the City of Chicago's program 
that created a goal that i 0% of all "Plan For Transformation" units be 
employer-assisted. 

IP as Moi:-i;. SFRA, and other h·ous(ng agencies shall continue to . 
provide support to nonprofit and faith-based organizations ln creating 
affordable housing, Jnchldlng both formal methods such as land 
donation,' technic;al assistance and training to subsidized hol.lslng 
cooperative .bo?rds, and Informal methods such as provldi_ng inj'or- . 
ma\jon abourprog~ams that-reduce operations costs, such as energy· 
efficient design.·. · · · 

IP 70 Planning, MOH, DBI and other agencies shall continue to 
provide informational sessions at Planning Commission, Department 
of Bulldlng Inspection Commission and other public hearings to edu­
cate citizens about affordable housln.g,:inoluding information about Its 
residents, its design, and its amenities. 

http://sf-moh.org/index.aspx?page='35 

The S.an Francisco Housing Jrust Fund was a ballot-initiative measure that 
.was passed in Nove111ber of 2012. The Housing Trust Fund begins in year 
. one with a general fund revenue transfer of $20 mlllion and· increases to $50 
million over time. The Housing Trust Fund will capture revenue from former 
Redevelopment Agency Tax Increment funds (an example of what is being 
referred to as "boomerang•. funds in post-redevelopment California), a small 
portion of the Hotel Tai which has .been appropriated yearly fQr affordable 
housing, plus an· additional $13 million in new General Fund revenue from. 
an Increase.In business license fees. The consensus business tax reform 
measure, Proposition E, which also passed on the November ballot, will 
generate $28.5 mllllon.ln the firstyear-$13 mlllion of which will go to fund 
affordable and workforce housing. It ls estimated that $1.5 billion will be 
invested In af!Ordable housing production and housing programs over the 
next thirty years .. 

· SFRA has been disbanded as of March 1, 2012. MOH continues this effort. 
· tittp"://sfcmoti.org/index.aspx?page=952 · · 

Planning Staff continues to present the Housing Inventory at the Planning 
Commission and engages the Community Advisory Committees ln Market 
Octavia and Eastern Neighborhoods on affordable housing Issues. 

Continue .. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue .. 
OEVVD shall continue to 
coordinate with institutions 
and employer organizations 
such as the Chamber of 
Commerce, to facilitate their 
advocation, of the housing 
trustfUnd. 

Modify. 
MO.H continues this effort. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing 
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IP. 71 Plarinlng s~aff shall support .affordable housing projects in the 
developinent review process, Including allowing sponsors of perma­
nently affordable housing to take full advantage of allowable densities 
provided their projects are consistent with nelghb_orhood character. 

IP 72 The City shall encourage manufactured home production, per. 
California law (Government Code 65852.3), and explore Innovative 
use of manutactured home construction that works within the urban 
context of San Francisco. 

· 1p (3 OEW[) and Planning shall continue to apply a3-yeartlmeJlmit 
to Condltlonal Use Authorizations, by tying approvals to building 
permits (which expire In 3 years). Planning shall work with DBI to 
ensure notil!catlon of Planning when building permits are renewed, 

.. and review the appropri.ateness of continuing the Condition~! Use 
Authorization along with building permit renewal. 

See Planning Director's Bulletin No. 2; 1ast updated in February of 2014, 
which states that affordable housing developments be prioritized ahead of 
all other applications. · 

. http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument 
·aspx?documentid=8460 

·2 pre-fabricated homes have been constructed In the city during the report­
ing period. 

Standard language in the Conditions of Approval for Conditional Use 
Authorizations: . . · 
''The Commission may also consider revoking the approvals If a permlffor 
the project has been Issued.but ls allowed to expire and more than three (3) 
years t]ave passed since the Motion was approved.• 
For a recent example: · 
http://commlsslons.sfplannlng.org/cpcpackets/201.2.0752C.pdf 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 
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OBJECTIVE 9 .. 
Protect the affordabillty of units at risk of losing subsidies or being 
converted to market rate housing. 

IP 74 SFRA shall continue monitoring of all "at risk" or potentially 
at risk subsidized affordable housing units, to protect and preserve 
federally subsidized housing. 

IP 75 SFRA shall continue to ensure relocation 'of all tenants wh·o 
are displaced, or who lose Section 8 subsidies, through housing 
reconstruction and f?referential consideration. 

· IP 76. MOH shall continue to lead a· citywide effort, in partnership with· 
SFRA, SFHA and other City agencif'!s to prioritize and facilitate· the 

·preservation.and redevelopment of the City's di~tressed public hous­
ing 'according to the recommendations of the HOPE SF task force. 

S FRA has been disbanded as of March 1, 2012: The Office of Community Modify. · 
Investment and Infrastructure, the successor agency, continues to work with SFRA has been disbanded 
MOH.to protect and preserve .subsidized units. = · ·as of March 1, 2012. The 
http://sf-moh.org/lndex.aspx?page,;,,952 · Office of Community Invest-

. ment and Infrastructure, 
the successor agency, con­
tinues to work with MOH 

SFRA has been disbanded as of March 1, 2012. The Office of Community . 
Investment and Infrastructure, the successor agency, continues to work with 
MOH to ensure.relocation of tenants who are displaced or who lose Section 
8 subsidies. · · · 
http://sf-moh.org/lndex.aspx?page=952 

http://lf{WW.hope-sf.org/ 

to protect and preserve 
subsidized units. 

Modify. 
SFRA has been disbanded 
as of March 1, 2012. The 
Office of Community Invest­
ment and Infrastructure, the 
successor agency, contin­
ues to work with MOH to 
ensure relocation of tenants 
who are displaced or who 
lose Section 8 subsidies. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 
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OBJECTIVE 1·0 
Ensure streamlined, yet thorough and transparent decision-making 
process, 

· 1p .77 Where conditional use authorization Is required, the Planning 
. Code should provide clear conditions for deliberation, providing 
project sponsors, the community, and the.Planning .Commission with 
certainty. about expectations. 

IP 78 Planning shall implement a Preliminary Project Assessment. 
phase to provide project sponsors with early feedback on the pro­
posed project, Identify issu~s that will may overlap among the variotjs 
departments, and increase the speed at Which the project can move 
through all City review and approval processes. 

IP 79 Planning shall. continu·e to utilize, and explore ways to Increase 
the benefits of Community Plan e/(emptions and tiered environmental . 
reviews. As a part of thJs proce~_s, Planning shall prioritize projects 
which comply with CEQA requirements.for infill exemptions by as­
signing planners immediaiely upon receipt of such applications. 

IP BO·The Department of the Environment, Planning and other agen- · 
cies shall coordinate City efforts to update tne Climate Action Plan, 
create climate protection amendments to the San Francisco General 
Pian, and develop other plans for addressing greenhouse gases 
necessary per AB 32 and SB 375. 

The process for obtalning Conditional Use Authorization, Including the 
Plahning Commission's conditions for deliberation, is .deta!led In the CUA 
appllcatlon packet, ava!lable at the Planning Information Center and on the 
department's website: 
http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument. 
aspx?documentld=481 

On February 1, 2011, the department begah requiring any project propos­
ing to add 6 or more.dwelling units, or to construct more than 10,000 
square.feet of non-resldentlal space to stjbmit a Preliminary f'roject 
Assessment (PPA). To date, over 200 PPA applications have been filed with 
the department, at least half of which involved proposed residential uses. 
Completed PPA letters are posted on the department's website as well as 
on the SF Property Information Map: 
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=2786 

The first Community Plan Exemption .(CPE) for a project was issued for a 
35-unit mixed use building in the Market-Octavia Plan Area In July of2009. 
·since then over 40 projects have.received CPEs from the department. A 
current list of CPEs is avallabie here: 
http:f(Www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=2780 

·Cllmate Action Strategy updated 2013: http://WWW.sfenvlronment.org/sites/ 
defauit/fiies/engagement_files/sfe _ c::c _ ClimateActionStrategyUpdate2013. 
pdf . . 
Each department required to produce and update a Department Climate 
Action Plan annually. 

Continue. 
Pr~gram ongoing. 

Continue. 
Program developed and is 
ongoing. · 

Continue: 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 
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IP a1 Planning shBil implement toois tci decrease.EIR production· · Eiwironmental"Piannlng has knplememted several fools to decrease·EIR 
time, sucti as cre!j]:lng an estaqiished pool ·for consultant selection production time, including creating an established pool for qcinsultant. 
for prbject.appilcatlons to streamline environmental review processes i:;eJectlon for project applfcations. to streamllne·environmentai qivJew. 
for project applicants; screening applications. upon·1ntake to identify.·. processes, adding staff for transportation review, and providing a screening 
necessarf special studies and the likely level of review required for · · of appiications·through the established Preliminary.Project Application·. 
the pro]ec~ which will allow project sponsors to initiate any requlrea .process. In addition, Planning wlll continue tci implement streamlined · 
special st\idies while.the application Is waiting to be assigned tci. a . P.rocesses, in?luding bl!i not limited IC?: Communi:y Plan. f?<emP.tions that 
planner· and adding Piannirig staff·to Increase in-house resources for · . tier from.Prev1ousl~ c~rt1fied Community Plan EJR s; part1c1pate 1n the; · . 

' · . · . · ·· · ' · · preparation. of Preliminary Pro/eel Assessments .that outline .the anticipated 
. transportatlon-env1ronmental review. requirements for CEQA comp lance, including necessary technical studies; 

and Implement recent and pending· updates to the CEQA Guidelines that 
provide mechanisms for streamllnlng -tbe environmental assessment of Infill 
development projects • · 

Modlfy. 
·Planning shall continue to 
implement tools and processes 
that streamline CEQA compll­
ance;.thereby re~uclng the 
time required for production of 
environmental documents and 

· CEQA processes.· 
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OBJECTIVE 11 . . 
Recognize the diverse and distinct character of San Francisco's 
neighborhoods. 

IP 82 Planning staff shall c;oordinate the ·city's various· design 
guidelines and. standards, including those in the General Plan, Plan­

. nlng Code, and Residential Design Guidelines into a comprehensive 
set of Design Standards.: This effort shall include de\'.eli.Jpment of 
Neighborhood Commercial Design Standards as well as updates to 
ex)sting standards: · · 

IP.63 Planning staff sball reform the Planning Department's Internal 
design review process to ensure consistent application of design 
standards, establish a "Residential Design Team".who shall oversee 
application of the standards on small projects, and continue the 
"Urban Design Advisory Team" to oversee design review for larger 
projects. 

IP 84 Planning staff shall·continu~ to work with.the design community 
to provlde·inforinational sessions at the Planning Commission, . 
Departnient of Building Inspection Commissiqn and In public forums· 
to educate. decision makers 'arid citizens about architectural design. 

IP 65 Planning staff shall continue to use community planning 
processes to develop policies, zoning, and design standards that 
are tailored to neighborhood character; and shall include design 
standards for mixed use, residential arid commercial buildings in 
development of new community plans (if not covered by the City's 
comprehensive Design Standards desciibecl above). 

The City Is currently starting an outreach process for the Neighborhood 
Commercial Design Guidelines . 

The Residential Design Advisory Team (RDAT) meets three times a week 
to ensur.e smaller residential projects. are consistent with the department's 
Residential Design Guidelines. The Urban Design Advisory Team (UDAT) 
meets once a week to provide design review on larger projects. Both teams 
are comprised of planners from the department's Current and Citywide 
dlVlslons. 

ongoing. 

Recent example: 
Centrai SoMa Plan 
.h.ttp://WWW.sf-plannlng.org~ndex.aspx?page=2557 

· iP 66.Pl.annlng Department staff shail cohtii:iue project review and I http://www.sf-planning.org~ndex.aspx?page=1825 
historic preservation survey work, in coordination with the Historic 
Preservation· Commls!'llon; and shall coi'itlnue to Integrate cultural and 
historic ;;urveys Into community planning projects: . 

Continue. 
Program in proc~ss. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. · 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
Progr~m ongoing. 
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jp 07 Planning Department staff shall develop a process for: 
Neighborhood Design Guideline review and approval. Staff shall 
ensure any new guidelines facilitate certainty in the pre-development 
iJrocess,. and d.o ~ot add undue burden on planners or developers. · 

IP. 88 Planning Department staff shall research .mechanisms to 
help preserve the character of certain distinctive neighborhoods 
and unique an:ia~ which are worthy of recognition aqd protecti.b{l, 

·but w~lch may not· be appropriate as historic?] districts. i3uch 
mechanisms should recognize the particular qualities of. a neighbor-

. hood and.encourage th.eir prot\)ction, ·maintenance and organic.· . 
. growth, while providing flexibility of appro.ach and .style ~o as not to 
undermine architec\ural creativity, ex!Sting zoning, or create an undue 
burden on homeawners. . 

IP 89 Planning shall·complete and adopt the Preseivation Element of : 
the General Plan. 

Onoging; 

Onoging. 

Currently in draft: 
"http://www.sf-planning.org/ModuJes/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=3928 
Preservation Element will be presented to the HPC in Spring ·2014 for review 
and comment. Fundlnd Is set aside for FY 2015-16 for CEQA review. 

Continue. 
· Program In process. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
. Program ongoing. 
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OBJECTIVE 12 
Balance housing growth with adequate Infrastructure that serves the 
city's growing population. · 

IP 90 Planning shall cooperate with infrastructure agencies such as 
SFMTA and DPW to plan for .adequate transportation to support the 
needs of new housing; and with.In each community planning process 
shall develop clear standards for transit and transportation provision 
per unit 

IP 91 Planning shall ensure con:ununity plans for growth are accom­
panied by:capltal plans and programs to supp0rt both the "hard' and 
"soft' elem.ents of infrastructure needed by new housing; · 

IP 92 Planning shall formalize an ''.Implementation Group" iri the 
Planning Department, to manage the Implementation of planned 
growth areas after Plan adoption, including programming impact tee 
revenues and coordinating with other City agencies to ensure that 
needed infrastructure improvements are built. 

IP 93 Planning shall update CEQA review procedures to account for 
trips generated, including all modes, and corresponding transit and 
infrastrLicture·demands, with the goaJ of replacing La's \:Vith a new 

·tn.etrlc measuring.total ·number bf new.automobile trips generated 
(ATG). · . · · 

IP 94 Planning shail update other elements of the City's General 
Plan, such as the Open Space, Transportation and Community Facl,li­
ties Element to plan for infrastructure to support projectecl growth. 

The Jnteragency Plan and Infrastructure Committee (IPJC) , meetings on 
monthly basis to coordinate infrastructure Improvements in the Plan Areas. 

The lnteragency Plan and Infrastructure Committ~e (IPIC) , meetings on 
monthly basis to coordinate Infrastructure Improvements in the Plan Areas. 

http:/jwww.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page:"'2893 

Environmental Planning ls refining the metrtc which· uses person trips ancl 
vehicle miles traveled. · 

Open Space Element- Final Draft, schedule~ for adoption in March 2014. 
Transportation Element - Preliminary assessment of existing plan and update 
need completed, in workf,ilan for FY14-16. 
Urban Design Element- ln.workplan for FY14-16. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
Program in process •. 

c~ntlnue. 
The Recreation Open Space 
Element was adopted in 
Summer of 2014 and staff 
is working on updating the 
Transportation Element. 
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. IP 95 Planriln~rand.SFMTA shall coordinate housing development 
with linplementati.on .and next phases of the ongoi.ng Transit Effective­
ness Project '(TEP), which adjusts transJt ro1,11es to Jncree.Se.servlce, 
Improve rellabllity, .and reduce travel. delay to .better meet current and. 
project travel patterns throughout.the City. 

IP 96 Planning and other relevant agencies shall maintain consis- . 
tency of development fees, whlle updating such fees through regular 
indexing EJ.Ccording to construction cost Index to maintain a correct 
·relationship.between development and Infrastructure costs. Fees 
to be updated include the Transp'ortatlon Impact Development Fee, 
Area Plan specific impact fees, downtown impact fees, and other 
citywide impact fees. 

. IP .97 Ttie PUC wiil continue.to ensure.charges for system upgra9es 
are equitably established, so that new \:)rowth will pay its way for . 
Increased demands placed on the system, while all residents pay for 

. gener.al system upgrades and routine an_d deferred maintenance. 

IP 98 The PUC wUI continue to implement conservation regulations 
and incentives such the City's Green Building Ordinance ai:id the 
Storrnwater Design Guidelines. 

· Ttie DEIR for the. Transl! Effectiveness Project (TEP) was released In July 2013 . 
The project is currently 1.Jndergoing an extensive publlc outreach· process to 

. collect reedback and make EJ.dj~stments t\:) route change pr~posals. ,• 

The current schedule of fees, updated regularly, Is available to the public here: 
http://www.sf-plannlng.org/Moqules/ShowDocument.aspx?document!d=513 

The SFpUC's rates pollcy Is avallable here: 
· littp://www.sfwater.org/modules/stiowdocument.aspx?document!d=3236 

The SFPUC's website Includes a page .devoted to Conservation which 
Includes tips, resources, Information about rebates and Incentives. 
http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=136 

Contin.ue. 
Program is ongoing and Is 
now called Muni Forward. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
·program ongoing. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. · 
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OBJECTIVE 13 
Prioritize sustainable development In planning for and constructing. 

. new housing. 

IP 99 Regional planning entities such as ABAG shall continue to 
prioritize regional transportation decisions and funding to "smart" 
local land use policies that link housing, jobs and other land uses, 
Including focusing on VMT reduction. The City shall encourage · 
formalization of state policy that similarly prioritizes transportation and 
infrastructure dollars transit infra,structure for "smart growth" areas 
such as San Francisco, rather than geographlc'aJJocation. 

.JP 100 Th·e City shall coordinate with regiona1·entltles to complete the 
necessary planning document for SB 375, including a "Sustainable 
Communities Strategy" (SCS) which promotes sustainable growth; 
and corresponding updates to the Housing, Recreation and Open 
Space, and Lan.d Use Elements of the General Plan, 

IP 101 The City shall advocate at the federal level for the Federal 
Transportation Reauthorization Act to include sustainable growth lan­
guage that links transportation and land use, and create strong links . 
between transportation funding and transit-oriented .development, 
such as mixed-Income housing. 

,_,._: 

IP ·102 On a local level,.·the City shall. prioritize planned groWth areas 
such as designated Priority Development Areas (PDAs), Area Plaris 
or Redevelopment Areas for regional, state and federal bond and 
grants, especially for discretionary funding application processes 
such as the State's prop 1 C. . 

IP 103 The San Francisco Transportation Authortty shall Implement 
.regional traffic ·solutions that discourage con:imuting by car, such as 
cong(!stion pricing, parking pricing by d.emand, and shall continue 
to work with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) on 
fun9ing strategies. 

In July of 2013 Plan Bay Area was adopted by MTC and ABAG. The Plan 
includes the region's Sustainable Communities Strategy and the 2040 Re­
gional Transportation Plan. Regional planning entities MTC and ABAG con­
tinue to prlorlt(ze regional transportation decisions and funding to "smart" 
local land use policies that link housing, jobs and othei: land uses, including 
focusing on VMT reduction. The City shall encourage formalization of state 
policy that similarly prioritizes transportation and infrastructure dollars 
transit Infrastructure for "smart growth" areas such as San Francisco, rather 
than geographic allocation. 

Plan Bay Area, the nine-county Bay Area's Jong-range integrated transpor­
tation anad land-use housing strategy through 2040, was jointly approved 
by ABAG and MTC on July 18th, 2013. . . . . 

The San Francisco County Transportation Authroity (SFCTA) was sup­
portive of MAP-21 the latest Federal-Transportation Reauthorization Act and 
continues to play an active role In federal transportation dollars that support 
transit-oriented c:jevelopment. In March of 2014 the SFCTA lead staff as well 
as SFCTA commissioners traveled to DC to speak to federal transportation 
officials about Bay Area transportation priorities. SFCTA will continue to 
advocate at the federal level for transit-oriented .development 

Ongoing. The City continues to prioritize planned growth areas.such as 
designated Priority Development'Areas {PDAs), Area Plans or Redevelop­
ment Areas for regional, state and federal bond and:grants, especially for 
discretionary funding application processes SL!ch as the State'.s. Prop 1 C. 

The SFCTA's efforts in this area Include the Parking Management Study 
completed Fall 2009 and Mobility, Access and Pricing Study in Winter 201 o. 
·The SFCTA also manages the distribution of MTC's One Bay Area Grant 
funds to Jodal transportation-related projects:· 
http://www.sfcta.org/funding-opportunities/onebayarea-grant 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue~ 
The City will continue to 
advocate at the federal 
level for transit oriented 
development 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue . 
Program ongoing. 
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'IP 1.04·The CitY shall .continue to .support efforts to use.siate or 
reg{onaJ f!.inds to give.hOU?{ng subsidies orincome tax cred~sJo 
iemployees who Jive close to the.lr.'A'.orkplaces, and shall consider 
offering housing suosidies or income tax credits to employees who 

·live.close to their workplaces. 

IP 105 The' City Wtll continue to support transit-related income tax 
credits to encourage employees to commute to work via. transit. The 
City shall also require master developers to proVJde transit passes 
as a cond.ition of approval in major development.projects, such as 
Visitacion Valley, Executive Park and Bayview;'and shall explore·local 
requirements· that require new developments to provide residents 
with.a MUNI Fast Pass as part of condominium association benefits 
.t9 promote local transit Lise., 

IP 106 OEWD wlll facilitate employer-supported transit and transpor­
tation demand management (TDM).P.rograms, including rideshare 
matching, ·transit improvem·ents, bicycle an.d pedestrian' facility 
Improvements, parking management and restriction of free par15ing; 
, and continue to requi~e that employers.offer commuter benefits per 
Sectlori 421 of the Environment Code to encourage employees to " 
use trahsit or carpool. · 

IP 107· DBI, Pi'anning, and the Department of Environment shall con­
tinue to implement the City's Green Building Ordinance, mandating 
that new!Y. constructed residential buildings must meet a sliding. scale 
of green building requirements based on the project's size In order to 
increase. energy and Y1fater efficiency in new buildings and significant 
alterations to existing buildings. · 

Ongoing. 

The City continues to support these efforts. 

The SF!ylTA, In coordination with several other City agendas, Is leading an 
effort to codify a citywide TOM framework, towards 'the goal of achieving 
50% of.all. trips· made by '.sustainable modes' by 2018. . . 

. · http://sfmtacom/projects-planning/plannlngitranspcirtation-demand-
. inana,gement · · 

http://sfdbi.org/green-building-ordinance 

IP.1.0B Th~ Ci~ shall continue local and state. in.centive ·programs for · 1 ,.http://www.sfenvironment..org/bulldings-envlronmei:its/green-buildlng/ 
green upgrades. · . · · . . · policy-lhcentlves-and-resources. 

http://www.sfwater.org/lndex.aspx7page=129 

Continue. . 
Program ongoing. 

Continue. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue .. 
Program ongoing. 

Continue, 
Program ongoing. 

.continue. 
Program ongoing 
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DRAFT PROPOSED FOR ADOPTION HOUSING ELEMENT 2014 

Public Participation 

Information for General Public (Ongoing) 

• Housing Element included in Department work program, San Francisco Planning 
Conunission and Board of Supervisors public hearings 

• Planning Depar~ent Website and other media 

Public hearing on Housing Inventory, Plauni~g Commission - annually 

Focused Outreach to Stakeholders Oanuary-throughAu.gust 2014) 

• Individual meetings with key stakeholders to scope the Housing Element (Fall 2013) 

~ Affordable Housing Advocates, Housing Advocates, Development Community 

City Agencies 

• Citywide Housing production goals - convened by the Mayor 

Affordable Housing Advocates, Housing Advocates, Development Community, 
Non-profit Housing Developers, Architects 

Business community; finance community 

• Inclusionary Housing Program updates 

Affordable Housing Advocates, Housing Advocates, Development Community 

u City Agencies 

• Density Bonus Legislation 

Affordable Housing Advocates, Housing Advocates, Development Community, 
Non-profit Housing Developers, Architects 

a City Agencies 

u Community members - Invest in Neighborhoods, 
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• Emergency Shelter Legislation 

" Shelter Operators 

Mayor's Office on Homelessness 

" City Agencies 

• Reasonable Accommodation Legislation 

.. Advocates 

City Agencies 

Public Hearings and Proceedings 

• Planning Commission Initiation and.{\.doption (2 hearing minimum), Land Use Com­
mittee, Board of Supervisors (minimum 2 hearings) 

• Emergency Shelter Legislation 

Reasonable Accommodation Legislation 

Inclusionary Housing Program updates 

Housing Element 2014 

Process Improvements Legislation 

Density Bonus Legislation 

854 



DRAFT PROPOSED FOR ADOPTION l:iOUSING ELEMENT 2014 

Implementing 
Programs 

ADEQUATE SITES 

OBJECTIVE 1: 

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES 
TO MEET THE CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

1. Planning staff shall provide data to the Planning Commission through the Quarterly 
Residential Pipeline Dashboard on the expected unit type and income level of any proposed 
projects or area plans under review; the cumulative ratio of affordable and iiidusionary 
housing to markei: rate housing, including how such units would address the City's fak 
share of the Regional Housing Needs, 1he Department will also add a link to the Office of· 
the Assessor's data to i:he Quarterly Residential Pipeline Dashboard ~o help the Planning 
Commission, planning staff and the public understand real-time trends in housing prices of 
new construction. 

LeadAgmcy: l Planning Department 

Funt#ng Source: j Annual Work Program 

Schedule: j 0 ngoing . 

2. Planning shall continue to make data on housing production available to the public 
through the annual Housing Inventory, including breaking out housing production trends by 
income level for all Planning Districts and adopted Area Plans, and increase its notification 
and distribution to n:eighborhood organizations. 

LeadAgency: Planning Department 

Funding Source Maintain in annual Work Program 

Schedule: Continue existing efforts 

3. All agencies subject to the Surplus Property shall annually report surplus property to the 
DRE/Assessor's Office, for use by MOH in land evaluation. MOH shall continue evaluating 
surplus publicly-owned land for affordable housing development potential. To the extent that 
land is not suitable for development, MOH shall sell surplus property and use the proceeds 
for affordable housing development for homeless people consistent with the Surplus Property 
Ordinance (this should all be together and mirror the ordinance). 
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LeadAgency: j Mayor's Office of Housing 

Suppor#ngAgende.r: ! All City Agencies 

Funding Source: : Maintain in annual Work Program 

Schedule: ! Continue eristing efforts 

4. MOH shall continue to actively pursue surplus or underused publicly-owned land for housing 
potential, working with agencies not subject to the Surplus Property Orciinance such as the 
SFPUC, SFUSD and MTA to identify site opportunities early and quickly. City agencies shall 
continue to survey their properties for affordable housing opportunities or joint use potential, and 
OEWD and MOH will establish a Public Sites Program that will assist in identifying opportunity 
sites and priorities for affordable housing development. 

LeadAgency: ~ Mayor's Office of Housing 

Suppor#ngAgendcs: i San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, San Francisco Unified School 
i District, Municipal Transportation Agency 

FundmgSource: i Maintain in annual Work Program 

Schedule: ; Continue eristing efforts 

5. Consistent with the SFMT.A'.s Climate Action Plan, MTA shall continue Transit-Oriented 
Development efforts, incluciing identifyirig large M'IA sites· (rail, storage and maintenance yards)" 
that can serve as potential housing sites and working with MOH and the private sector towards 
their development. 

LcadAgency: : Municipal Transportation Authority 

SupportingAgendcs: Mayor's ~ffice of Housing 

Funding Source: Annual Work Program 

Schedule: ; Ongoing 

6. To further smaller scale TOD opportunities, Planning and MTA shall evaluate smaller surplus 
MTA-owned sites (typically surface parking lots) and identify barriers towards their redevelop­
ment, such as Planning Code issues, neighborhood parking needs and community sentiment. 

LcadAgencics: ~ Municipal Tiansport;ition Authority, Planning Department 

SupportingAgmdcs: : Mayor's Office of Housing 

Funding Source: ~ Annual Work Ptogram 

Schedule: i Ongoing 

7. The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCH) continues its efforts in former 
redevelopment areas as planned. 

LeadAgmcy: j Office of Community Investment and Infra;;tructure 

Funding Source: ~Maintain in annual Work Program 

Sched1Je: 1 Continue existing efforts 

8. Planning, OCII and MOEWD shall implement long range processes. 

LeadAgency: ; Planning Department 
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Suppor#ng.Agencies: Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure, Office of Economic and 
Workforce Development, San Francisco Housing Authority 

Funding Sourrz: Maintain in annual Work Program 

Schedule Implement long range planning processes for: 

CnadlesticldHunters Point Shipyard 

Japantown 

Glen Park 

Parkmerced 

Trans bay 

9. Planning shall publish its work program annually, citing all community planning processes that 
are to be initiated or are underway. This annual work program shall be located on the Depart­
ment's website after it is ad.opted by the Board of Supervisors. 

LendAgenry: j Planning Department 

F11nding Source: ! Annual Work Program 

Schedule: j Ongoing 

10 . .Ar the initiation of any community planning process, the Planning De.parl!nent shall notify 
all neighborhood organizations who have registered with the Planning Department on its Neigh­
borhood Organization List and make continued outreach efforts will all established neighborhood 
and interest groups in that area of the city. 

Lend.Agency: j Planning Department 

F11nding Source: j Annual Work Program (part of outreach for co=unity planning process 
. I 

\budget) 

· Schedule: \ Implement at the beginning of every community planning process. 

11. At the conclusion of any community planning process, the. Planning Commission shall ensure. 
that the community project;s planning process has entailed substantial public involvement be.fore 
approving any changes to land use policies and controls. · 

LeadAgency: l Planning Commission 

Fumting SflUrce: i Annual Work Program (part of oqtreach for community planning process 
j budget) 

Schethde: I Implement at the beginning of every community planning process. 

12. Planning shall continue to require integratlon of new technologies that reduce space required 
for non-housing functions, such as parking lifts, tandem or val,et parking, into new zoning 
districts, and shall also incorporate. these standards as appropriate when revising existing zoning 
districts. 

Lend.Agency: Planning Department 

Funding Source:. ~ual Work Program 

Schedule: Ongoing 
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13. When considering legalization of secondary units within a community planning processes, 
Planning should develop design controls that illustrates how secondary uriits can be developed to 
be sensitive to the surrounding neighborhood, to ensure neighborhood character is maintained. 

LeadAgmcy: ; Planning Department 

FtmtbngSourc•: \Annual Work Program 

Schedule: ! Ongoing 

14. Planning shall continue to impose requirements under the Jobs Housing Llnkage Program, 
and shall work with new or expanding commercial and institutional uses to plan fm; the related 
housing need they generate. The fee structure should also be reviewed regularly to ensure that 
developers continue to contribitte adequately to the costs created by the demand for housing 
caused by their projects, while not damaging project feasibility. 

foidAgmcy: : Planning Department 

SupportingAgmde.r: Mayors Office of Housing 

Funding Source: Annual Work Program 

Schedule: Ongoing 

15. Planning continues to consult SFDPH on the Sustainable Communities Index for large plan­
ning processes that include large changes in infrastructure. Recent examples include th~ Western 
SoMa Community Plan and Health Services Master Plan. . 

Li!adAgmcy: j Planning Department 

SupportingAgencirs: \ Department of Public Health 

Funding Source: ! Annual Work Program 

Schedule: j Ongoing 

16. Planning shall continue to implement City requirements for Institutional Master plans 
(Section 304.5 of the Planning Code) to ensure that institutions address housing and other needs, 
with full participation by the Planning Commission, commnnity and neighborhood organiza­
tions, other public and private agencies and the general public. 

LeadAgmcy: Planning Department 

FttndingSottm: Not required 

Schedule: Ongoing 

17. The Planning Dep'!frrnent shall require the preparation of an analy;is that include.5 a site 
survey to identify potential noise-generating uses within two blocl<-s of t;he project site prior to 
completion of the environmental review for all residential projects located in areas exceeding 75 
Ldn. The analysis shall include at least one 24.-hour noise measurement (with maximum noise 
level readings taken at least every 15 minutes). The analysis shall demonstrate with reasonable 
certainty that Title 24 standards, where applicable, can be met. If there are particular circum­
stances about the proposed project site that appear to warrant heightened concern about noise 
levels in the vicinity; the Department ~y requirl! t4e completion of a detailed noise assessment 
prior to the first project approval action, in order to demonstrat'" that acceptable interior noise 
leveis consistent with those in the Title 24 standards can be attained. 
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fouf,Agency: Planning Departnient 

Ftmding Source: Not required 

Schedule: Ongoing, subject to change with EIR 

18. To minimize effects on development in noisy areas, for new residential uses located in areas 
=eeding 75 Lin, the Planning Department: shall, through its building permit review process, in 
ronjunction with noise analysis, require that open space required under the Planning Code for 
such uses be protected, to the maximum feasible extent, from existing ambient noise levels that 
could prove annoying or disrupl;ive to users of me open space. Impl~mentation of this measure 
could involve, among other things, site design that uses the building itself to shield on-site open 
space from the greatest noise sources, construction of noise barriers between noise sources and 
open space, and appropriate use of both common and private open space in multi-family dwell­
ings, and implementation would also be undertaken consistent with other principles of urban· 
design. 

LeadAgtncy: f Planning Department 

Funding Source: j Nol: required 

. Scheduk: I Ongoing, subject to change with EIR 

Strategies for Further Review 

• MOH shoul~ explore programs that promote donation ofland for affordable housing 
development to the City, including conim.unity land trust programs. One possibility 
may be the review of programs that could allow the donation of real estate as a charitable 
contribution, similar to the Conservation Tax Incentive promoted by the Trust for Public 
Land for open space purposes, where taxpayers ~ deduct up to 50% of adjusted. gross 
income (AGI) for donations or bargain sales of qualified conservation-easements. 

• Planning should continue to explore area-specific strategies to maximize opportunities for 
affordable housing, such as identifying affordable housing site opportunities, or developing 
additional inclusionaty measures that are tailored to particular neighborhoods, within 
community planning processes, 

• Planning should explore methods fur promoting increased mixed uses, including the 
consideration of requiring conditional use authorization for single-use development projects 
in mixed use zoning distticts, (such as Neighborhood Commercial zoning districts). 

• Planning and MOH should explore incentive5 for student housing. Student housing 
is already exempt from the City's Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, but additional 

modifications may assist in increasing the feasibility and.supply of student housing. 

CONSERVE AND IMPROVE EXISTING STOCK 

OBJECTIVE 2: 

RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND 
MAINTENANCE STANDARDS, WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY. 

19. Tue City should develop an effective enforcement program for short teim. rentals. The 
enforcement program should serve the existing laws goal in protecting the honsing supply from 
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conversion to commercial hotels. The Planning Depamnent should coriduct a study on the 
impact of short term rentals on the broader housing supply in the city; focusing especially on 

· neighborhoods with greater levels of short term rentals. Based on this study and evaluation of the 
enforcement program, the City shall revisit the law as understanding of these impacts expand . 

.LeadAgenr:y: ! Planning Department 

Funding Source: i Not required 

Schedule l The Planning Department will aim to have study completed by 20XX. 

20. Planning shall continue to implement the recently adopted Planning Code Section 317, 
which codifies review criteria for allowing housing' demolition, conversion and mergers, amend it 
when necessary, and shall continue to apply Section 311 of the Planning Code to deny residential 
demolition permits until approval of a new construction permit is obtained. Planning shall also · 
continue to require that all publicly subsidized housing units be replaced one for one. 

LeadAgenr:y: ~- Piar;ning Department 

Funding Source: l Not required 

Schedule:·! Ongoing 

21. Planning shall continue to require Discretionary Review (DR) for all dwelling unit merger 
applications. 

LeadAgenr:y: ; Planning Department 

FundingSourcc ~ Not required 

Schedule) Ongoing- existing process 

22. The Department of Building Inspection (DBI) shall continue its earthquake preparedness 
prog=s, such as the UMB Loan Propram, the Building Occupancy Resumption Program, 
which allows San Francisco building owners to pre-certify private post-earthquake inspection of 
their buildings, and the Community Action Plan for Seismic Safety; under which DBI is devel, 
oping a program w.\llch mandates seismic upgrades for "soft-story'' buildings . 

.LeadAgency: ~Department of Building Inspection 

Supporting Agenda: Planning Department 

Programs: Unreinforced Masonry Building (UMB) Loan Program 
Building Occupancy Resumption Program (BORP) 
Community Action Plan for Seismic Safety (CAP SS) 
City Policy Concerning Seismic Retro.fit Upgrades for Soft-Story, 
Wood-Frame Construction 

Funding Source: . Bond Reallocation 

Schedule: ~ Ongoing 

23. The Mayor's Office, in cooperation with the Department of Building Inspection (DBI), shall 
pursue programs, both voluntary and mandatory, to promote seismic upgrades for "soft-story'' 
buildings. 
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Lead.Agency. Mayor's Office 

Supporting Agencies: Department ofBu~ing Inspection 

FundingSoura: Not Required 

Schedule: Ongoing 

24. The Department of Building I~pection (DBI) shall continue to provide educational 
programs to assist property owners with non-structural improvements that assist in long-term 
safety, such as securing.water heaters and developing household emergency plans. 

LeadAgmcies: ) Department of Building Inspection, Mayor's Office of Housing 
' Programs: ! "What You Should Know" Publication Series 
! Br6wnbag Lunch Seminars and Video-On-Demand 
i MO H's Homeowner's Resource Information website 
' F11nding Sourre: ) Annual Work Program 

Schedule: j Ongoing (existing program) 

25. DBI shall continue to provide and improve public information materials for residents and. 
property owners about best practices and. programs to maintain and. enhance t):i.eir home(s), 
including advertising of funding sources. DBI shall provide language translation of all materials, 
and shall explore methods of working through neighborhood organizations to expand knowledge 
about programs. 

Lead.Agency: ! Department of Building Inspection 

Programs: ! Code Enforcement Outreach Program 
·j "Meet the DBI Pros" Summit 
l J;>articipation in the "Big Rumble" Resource Fairs and other community . 
i events. Recent events include Chinatown Community Street Fair, Cinco de 
! Mayo, Excelsior Festival, Fiesta on the Hill, Bernal Heights Street Fair, Sunset 
! Community Festival and West Coast Green Conference & Expo 

Funding Source: ) Annual Work Program 

Schedule: l Ongoing (existing program) 

26. The Mayor's Office of Neighborhood Services shall expand the capacity of the Neighborhoqd 
Empowerment Network (NEN), a partnership of City Agencies, local non profits and. committed 
comm.unity leaders, to share information to prepare homeowners and residents for natural 
disasters. . 

I.eadAgency: j Mayor's Office ofNeighborhood Services 

Programs: ) NEN Empowerment Summit 
j NEN Clean and Green Summit Community Challenge Grants 

SupportingAgmdu: ! Member organizations of the Neighborhood Empowerment Network 

FundingSourre: ! Annual Work Program 

Sc/leduk: ! Ongoing 

27. DBI shall continue to ensure that residential units meet building code standards by 
responding to complaints and through periodic inspection. 
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LeadAgency: [ Department ofBuilding Inspection, Building Inspection Division 

FundingSourr:e: ! Annual Work Program 

Schedule: \ Ongoing 

28. The City shall continue to seek outside funding to help low and moderate income home-
. owners to address building code issues related to accessibility, health and safety as well as funding 
for energy efficiency and green energy. · 

LeadAgency: Mayor's Office of Housing 

Programs: CalHome Loan Program (major rehabilitation) 
Code Enforcement Rehabilitation( CERF) Loan Program (minor rehabilitatlon) 
LEAD-Based Paint Hazards Control Grant Program 
Underground Utility Grant Program - uuP 
CalHome Grant Program 
Code Enforcement Rehabilitation Fund (CERF) Grant Program 

Funding Source: Federal grants, including HUD's Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control; 
and local sources such as CERF and CHIRP 

Schedule: Ongoing 

Strategies For Further Review 

• DBI should consider additional programs that support voluntary home maintenance and 
~eisilic retrofitting, including expedited plan review and fee rebates. 

• MOH and DBI should explore methods to, and seek funding for, programs that can increase 
maintenance and safety standards while not unduly increasing rents or displacing low-income 
households, such as a City-funded loan program aimed at meeting the needs oflower-income 
owners, similar to Chicago's H.O.M.E.'s Upkeep and Repair Services Program. 

• The BIC should evaluate the current uses of the Code Enforcement Rehabllitation Fund 
(CERF) and determine whether the program could be improved or expanded. 

• As a part of the CAPPS Program, DBI should evaluate the ~eed for revisions to the San 
Francisco Building Code; the need for the retrofit of designated shelters or the determination 
of alternate seismically safe locations; and the need for mitigation programs for critical non­
ductile concrete buildings. 

DBI should evaluate alternative uses of the Seismic Safety Loan Program, and consider 
making it available for use in rehabilitating properties for conversion to limited-equity 

housing cooperatives. 

OBJECTIVE 3: 

PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK, 
ESPECIALLY RENTAL UNITS. . 

29. DBI and DPW shall continue to monitor the conversion of tenancies in common to condo­
miniums. 
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LeadAgency: Departmep.t of Building Inspection 

SupptmingAgencia: Departtnent of Public Works 

Funding Source: Annual Work Program 

Schedule: Ongoing 

30. Planning shall continue to enforce the Residential Hotel Unit Conversion and Demolition 
Ordinance. 

LeadAgency: \ Planning Department 

Funding sourc,, i Not required 

Schedule: ! Ongoing 

31. The Department of Health and Human Services (HSA) shall continue to facilitate the transfer 
of residential hotels to effective non-profit housing organizations; and HSA, DPH, and MOH· 

· should develop programs that further encourage non-profit operation of SROs. 

LeadAgency: \ Health and Human Services 

SupportingAgendes: \ Deparunent of Public Health, Mayor's Office of Housing 

Funding Source: J. San Francisco General Fund 

Schub.le: ( Ongoing 

32. MOH shall continue to implement the Small Site Acquisition and Rehabilitation Program 
which formally launched in July 2014 using indusionaiy in-lieu fees and other public funds, to 
enable non-profits to acquire· existing rental properti_es under 25 units for long-term affordability: 
ihe City will explore additional funding sources to expand the program to sclae, as well as other 
methods of support, such as low-interest rate financing and in-kind technical assistance for small 
site acquisition and property management. 

LettdAgency: j Mayor's Office ofHousing 

Funding Source: \ Inclusionary Housing ~rograrn 

Schedule: \ Implemented and ongoing 

33. MOH shall continue funding the acquisition and rehabilitation oflandmark ~d historic 
buildings foi: use as affordable housing . 

. L.ttdAgency: l Mayor's Office of Housing 

Supporting Agenda: j Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 

Funding Source: j State grants, Historic Preservation Tax Credit programs and in lieu funds from. 
j the Indusionary Housing Program 

Schedule: l Ongoing 

34. MOH shall continue to monitor the sale, re-sale, rental and re-rental of all privately deveJ... 
oped below-market-rate housing units originating from the City's Inclusionary Housing Program 
to insure that they are sold or rented at restricted prices. 
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LettdAgency: j Mayor's Office ofHousitig 

Ftmt{ingSource: i Inclusionary Housing Program 

Schedule: ; Ongoing 

Strategies For Further Review 

• The City should evaluate the role of rent-controlled units in meeting affordable housing 
needs, in order to develop policies that effectively continue their protection, and possibly 
implement requirements for their replacement. As part of this work, the City should consider 
pursuit of state legislative efforts that eliminate housing displacement pressures. 

• The Rent Board should explore requiring proof of full-time residency for rent controlled 
unit..i, to ensure they are fully o~upied and not used as a second home, pied-a-terre or 
executive housip.g. 

• The City should continue to monitor the effectiveness of current condominium conversion 
restrictions intended to moderate conversion and mamtain suppiy of affordable rental 
housing in the City. 

• MOH, SFRA HHS'and DPH should explore how to expand the creation of permanently 
affordable units for single person households, particularly outside of well-served locations 
such as the Tenderloin and SOMA. 

• MOH, SFRA and DBI should work cooperatively with affordable housing groups to identify 
and develop tools that would facilitate rehabilitation of at-risk rental units on an ongoing 
basis. 

EQUAL HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES 

OBJECTIVE 4: 
, 

FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS 
ACROSS LIFECYCLES. 

35. The Mayor's Office of Housing shall develop, and City agencies shall utilize, a common defi­
nition for family housing (2 or more bedrooms) and consider standards for minimum unit sizes 
and bedroom sizes, to guide the provision of family units in both private and public construction. 

LettdAgmcy: ! Mayor's Office of Housing 

StpportingAgencies: ; Planning Department~ Department of Building Inspection 

FundingSoufce:; Annual Work Program 

Schedul.: \ Ongoing 

36. Planning should study the relationship between unit sizes and household size and types, 
including evaluation of units built as a result unit mix requirements in recently adopted commu­
nity plans. This study should also evaluate older housing stock. Outcomes shall .lnform future. 
policies and regulations related to minimum unit and bedroom sizes for both affordable housing 
and market-rate housing to accommodate larger households and/or families in San Francisco. 
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!Lad.Agency: Planning Department 

FttndingSourcc: Annual Work Program 

Schedule: The Planning Department will aim to have study completed by 2016. 

37 The Department of Aging and Adult Services (DAAS), through the Community Living 
Fund, will continue to support home and community-based services that help individuals remain 
housed- either in their home in appropriate locations. 

LeadAgency: ! Department of Aging and Adult Services 

Supporting Agencies: j Community Living Fund Linkages Program 

Funding Source: ! San Francisco General Fund 
' Schedule: j Ongoing 

38a. Planning shall continue to implement Planning Code Section 209, which allows a density 
bonus of twice the number of dwelling units otherwise permitted as a principal use in the district, 
when the housing is specifically designed for and occupied by senior citizens, physically, develop­
mentally or mentally disabled persons. 

!Lad.Agency: j Planning Department 

Funding Source: j Not required 

Schuluk: j Ongoing 

38b. Planning will develop a density bonus program with the goal of increasing the production of 
affordable hoU.Sing. The program will be structured to incentivize ,mark~t rate projects to provide 
significantly. greater l~vels of affordable housing than required by the existing City Programs. 

uad.Agency: i Planning Department 

Funding Source: l Not required 

Schedule: [ 2015 
' 

39. Pl;mning has developed a a legislative ordinance that will enable persons with disabilities 
who reqllire reasonable accommodation'' as exceptions to the City's Planning Code to bypass. 
the currently required variance process! and to acc~s a streamlined procedure permitting special 
structures or appurtenances such as acceSs ramps· of lifts and other non-physical accommodations 
and will be implemented in Winter 2015. 

LeadAgency: l Planning Department 

Ftmdi~gSource: i Not required 

Schedule: / Completed 

40. Planning will amend the.San Francisco Planning Code to Identify the appropriate districts, 
development standards, and management.practices for as of right emergency shelters, per_ Govern­
ment i:Qde section 65583(a), which requires the City to identify at least one zoning district where 
emergency shelters· are allowed as of right. Emergency shelters will only be subject to the same 
development and management standards that apply to other uses within the identified zone. The 
City will amend a,nd aim to locate_ zorung for by~i:ight shelters close to neighborhood amenities 
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and support services, which are generally found in the city's Co=ercial (C) and Neighborhood 
Commercial (NC) districts, and which, per Appendix D-3, include a significant amount of 
housing opportunity sites. 

LeadAgency: Planning Department 

FundingSource: Not required 

Schedule: Completed 

41. 1hrough its core staff of Historic Preservation Technical Specialists, Planning staff will 
· continue to provide information about preservation incentives to repair, restore, or rehabilitate 
historic resources t_owards renral housing in lieu of demolition, including local incentives, those 
offered through California Office of Historic Preservation, Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credits 
that can help subsidize rental projects, and creative solutions provided for within the California 
Historic Building Code (CHBC). ' 

LeadAgency: Planning Department 

FundingSource: Annual Work Program 

Schedule: Ongoing 

42. MOH shall encourage economic integration by locating new affordable and assisted housing 
opportunities outside concentrated low-income areas wherever possible, and by encouraging 
mixed-income development such as for-profit/non-profit partnerships. MOH shall and regularly 
provide maps and statistics to the Planning Commission on the distribution of projects. This 
information shall be included in the annual Housing Inventory. 

LeadAgendes: j Mayor's Office of Housing 

Progmms: ~ Mayors Office of Housing Annual Report 

Funding Source: ! Not required. 

Schedule: j Present to Planning Commission on an annual basis. 

43. Planning and MOH ·shall continue to iniplement and update the Citywide Indusionary 
Housing Prag=, which promotes the inclusion of permanently affordable units in housing 
developments of 10 or more units. The City shall evaluate the clfectivencis of this program 
including; on-site, off-site, in-lieu fees, and land dedi~tion options, and develop modifications 
to enhance the delivery of affordable housing units and mixed-income development in San 
Francisco neighborhoods through this program. 

ua4Agencies: ~ Planning Department, Mayor's Office of Housing, Office of Community 
· Investment_ and Infrastructure 

Programs: Citywide Inclusionary Housing Program 

Funding Source: Not required. 

Schedule: Ongoing 

866 



DRAFT PROPOSED FOR ADOPTION HOUSING ELEMENT 2014 

Strategies For Further Revitrw 

• The Tax Asse5sors Office should evaluate the primary inhibitors to downsizing, and examine 
the incentives offered by Prop 60, which allows senior owners to move into "equal" or 
"lesser" value units while retaining their previously established Prop. 13 taxable values. 

• Planning staff should review the Planning Code's incentives for senior housing development. 

• MOH, OCII and other housing e~tities should explore methods of collaborating with special 
needs advocacy groups to increase outreach to historically socio-economically disadvantaged 
populations. · 

• Supportive housing providers should explore ways to increase design and program elements 
in supportive housing which increase safety and inclusion, and provide trainings for housing 
staff to increase understanding of residents and reduce bias. 

• DAAS should explore the potential for partnerships with RSA, MOH and nonprofit 
developers interested in developing adult residential care fucilities to increase supportive 
housing options for tlie elderly, particularly people with dementia. 

DBI should study ways to encourage inclusion of "Universal Design" elements in.to new 
projects, especially small-scale, cost-effective measures such as installation of appliances 
and countertops at accessible heights; flat light switches, and levers and grab bars; resulting 
programs should balance the benefits of physical accessibility with the benefits of housing 
affordability. 

• DAAS should work with MOH and OCII to explore ways to implement the GreenHouse 
model, a small-scale living environment of 6 to 10 seniors with nursing care needs that can 
be integrated into existing neighborhoods as infill development. 

• DAAS, HSA, and/ or MOH should actively work towards the development of sites for 
residential care facilities that are close to existing services - one promising option is to 
develop affordable residential care settings dirr:ctly on the Laguna Honda Hospital campus. 
They should also work towards acquisition of housing that could be rehabilitated towards the 
Green House model in the Bayview district, which is particularly underserved. 

• During community planning processes, Planning should explore partnerships with agencies 
such as RPD, OEWD, MOH and DCYF for cross-discipline efforts 'that may improve 
conditions in disadvantaged neighborhoods and increase access to housing, jobs, and public 

s~rvices. 

• Planning should exaroine incentives such as density bonuses, or other zoning related 
mechanisms that encourage long-~erm (i.e. deed-restricted) permanently affordable rental 
housing. 

OBJECTIVE 5: 

ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HAVE EQUAL ACCESS TO AVAILABLE UNITS. 

44. All housing agencies shall require associated project sponsors to provide the agency with an 
outreach program that includes special measures designed to attract those groups identified as 
least likely to apply. 
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LeddAgenr:i"': Mayors Office of Housing, Office of Community Investment and Infrastruc­
ture, San Francisco Housing Authority 

FundingSoun:e: Not required. 

Schedule: ; . Ongoing (part of project review) 

45. The Mayor's Office on Housing (MOH) shall work with SFHA, HSA, DPH, and nonprofit 
and private housing providers to develop a website providing information on affordable housing 
·opportunities within the city, including BMRs, providing specific information about the avail­
ability of units and related registration processes, and applications. 

LeadAgency: Mayor's Office of Housing 

SupportingAgencier. San Francisco Housing Authority, Human Services Agency; Department of 
Public Health 

Funding Source: Program funding 

Schedule: Online by the end of2010. Pursue a physical location following the comple­
f tion of the online version is up and running. 

46. The City's Human Rights Commission (HRC) will continue to support and monitor the 
Fair Housing Access laws and advise the Mayors Office of Housing and the Mayor's Office on 
Disability on issues of accessibility and impedim~ts to Fair Housing. The HRC will investigate 
and mediate discrimination complaints. When appropriate, the HRC will provide referrals to 
other government agencies. 

LeadAgency: Mayor's Office of Housing 

Supporting Agencies: Mayor's Office Disability, Human Rights Commission 

FundingSoun:e: Annual Work Program 

Schedule: t Ongoing- existing program 

47. The HRC will continue to assist in resolving landlord-tenant problems in rental housing, 
including single room occupancy hotels. 

LeadAgency: i Human Rights Commission 

SupportingAgeru:ies: j Mayor's Office of Housing 

FundingSoun:e: ~Annual Work Program 

Schedule: i Ongoing- existing program 

48. The Board of Supervisors shall continue to uphold local measures prohibiting tenant harass-
. menL Section Sec. 37.1 OB of the City's Administrative Code prevents landlords or their agents 
from doing specified acts, such as abusing the right of entry to the unit, threatening or attempting 
to coerce a tenant to move, or interfering with the tenant's right of privacy. 

LeadAgmcy: Board of Supervisors 

Supporting Agencies: Human Rights Commission, Rent Board 

FundingSoun:e: Annual Work Program 

Schedule: Ongoing 
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49. The City should continue to ·evaluare the effectiveness of.existing programs to discourage 
displacemc:nt and to provide evicted tenants with sufficient relocation accommodations .. Rdoca­
tion ~ervices .including counseling, locating replacement housing, and moving expenses should be 
provided to. match the needs of displ:ic:ed tenants. The City and the Board of Supervisors should 
continue to pursue necessary legislative modifications at local and State levels to minimize the 
adverse effects of evictions on tena,nts. 

LeadAgem:y: j Board of Supervisors 

Funding Source: l Annual Work Program 

Schdufe: i Ongoing 

50. DBI shall enforce housing codes where such infractions adversely affect protected resident 
categories, and shall monitor the correction of such continuing code violations to prevent the loss 
ofhousiri.g. 

Lead.Agency: / Department ofBuilding Inspection 

Funding Source: ! Annual Work Program 

Schedule: I Ongoing 

51. The City and all of its partners shall continue to provide translation of all marketing materials, 
registration processes, applications, etc. Such materials should be marketed broadly and specifi­
cally targ~t underserved populations. 

LeadAgency: l Mayor's Office of Housing 

SupportingAgemie.r: j Office of Community Investment and Infrastrucrure, San Francisco Housing 
j Authority, Human Services Agency 

Funding Somr:e: / Annual Work Program 

Schedule: 1. Ongoing. 

52. The Police Department will continue to implement San Francisco's Municipal Police Code 
under Article 1.2, which prohibits housing discrimination against families with minor children. 
This law prohibits the most common forms of discrimination, such as restrictive occupancy 
standards, rent surcharges and restrictive rules. . 

LeadAgency: j Police Department 

SlfpportingAgendes: i Rent Board 
' FimdingSollJ'C<: j Annual Work Program 

Schedule: i Ongoing 

53. The City will continue to promote access to housing by families.by enforcing Section 503(d) 
of the City's Housing Code, and. supporting amendments that increase equity. 

·Lead.Agency: Mayor's Office of Housing 

Supp_orting Agellfi.s: Office of Community Investment and Infrasrructure,, San Francisco Housing 

Authority, Human Services Agency; Rent Board. 

FundingSource: Annual Work Program 

Schedule Ongoing- existing prog!fl!Il 
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Strategies For Further Review 

• MOH should explore methods of partnering with community service providers and housing 
rights advocates to expand community knowledge of, and access to, the "one-stop" center 
above. 

• All housing agencies should work together to explore how to expand assistance for residents 
transitioning from supportive services to rental housing, by.providing credit help, clean slate 
programs, and security deposit assistance. 

• The Board of SuperVisors shall explore ways in which the City can support housing rights 
advocates, to assist in disseminating information to the widest possible audience. 

OBJECTIVE 6: 

REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THE RISK OF HOMELESSNESS 

54._The Department of Public Health, the H.uman Services Agency; the Mayor's Office of 
Co=unity Development; the Department on the Status of Women; the Department of 
Children, Youth and Their Families; the Mayor's Office of Housing continue to implement.the 
10 year plan to end the "Continuum of Care Five-Year Strategic Plan of San Francisco." The City 
has also created a new Mayoral office, the.Housing, Opportunity, Partnerships and Engagement 
(HOPE), which find ways to improve outcomes for individuals in all forms of city sponsored 

. housing-including shelrers, supportive, public and affordable housing. 

uadAgmcy: Hilman Services Agency 

StepportingAgmcies: San Francisco Local Homeless Coordinating Board, San Francisco 10 Year 
Plan Implementation Council, Department of Public Heath, Mayor's Office of 
Community Development; Department on the Status ofWomen; Department 
of Children, Youth and Their Families; Mayor's Office ofHousing; Office of 
Community Investment and Infrastructure 

FundingS01m:e: San Francisco General Fund; private donations, government grants, CDBG 
and HOME funds 

Schedule: Ongoing 

55. The San Francisco Local Homeless Coordinating Board (LHCB) will continue to workwii:h 
the-Mayor's Office of Housing, the Human Service Agency and the Department of Public Health 
to maintain and expand housing solutions to homelessness_ by focusing on new housing, coordi­
nated assessment to place the longest term homeless people in service enriched housing. The "10 
Year Plan to End Chronic Homelessness" opened 3,000 new units. 

LedAgmcy: San Francisco Lo_cal Homeless Coo~dinating Board 

Programs: Local Operating Subsidy Program 
Care Not Cash 
Project Homeless Connect Local Outreach Team 

Fimding Sourr:e: San Francisco General Fund; private donations, 
government grants, 
CDBG and HOME funds 

· SchedUle: Completed and ongoing 
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56. RSA will continue'to facilitate permanent SRO housing through its Master Lease Program, 
which renovates hotels to be managed by nonprofit agencies providing case management and 
supportive services on-site, and to fund non-profit agencies to provide on-site supportive services; 
as well as through programs such as its transitional housing partnership with affordable housing . 
developers. 

LeadAgency: J Human Services Agency 
I 

Programs:! Master Lease Program (SRO units) 
j Permanent Supportive Housing for Families (nonprofit partnership) 

Funding Source: I Program funding 

Schedule: / Ongoing 

57. DPH shall continue to offer.permanent supportive housing and shelter programs; as well as 
·services and clinics which deliver a -variety of health services to homeiess persons; and to provide 
on-site case managers who can help residents avoid eviction. 

· Lead Agency:\ Department of Public Health 

SupportingAgencles: j Human Services Agency 

Programs: \ Direct Access to Housing (DAR) Program (permanent supportive housing) 
i Hqmeless Death Prevention (shelter) 
\ Winter Shelter Program (shelter) 
j Community Housing Partnership (shelter) 

Funding So11rce: J San Francisco General Fund, State dollars targeted toward mentally ill adults 
\ who are homeless I at-risk of homelessness; Federal grants; Reimbursement 
j through the Federally Qualified Health Center system, and revenue from 
j tenant rent. 

Schedule: !. Ongoing 

58. The Plauning Department will ensure that transitional and supportive housing is a residential 
use through code and/ or policy ·changes. 

LeadAgency: Planning Department 

Funding Soure<: Annual Work Program 

Schedule: Ongoing 

Strategi.es For Further Review · 

• HSA should eiplore new ways to provide permanently affordable and service-enriched 
housing to reduce the need fqr temporary homeless shelters, and to place homeless people in 
housing directly off the streets, without first going through a "readiness process; 11 shelter, or 
transitional housing program. 

• RSA should explore the potential to create or set aside publicly constructed housing for 
homeless families with children, with supportive services for residents. 

• RSA should continue to work with Redevelopment and MOH, and nonprofit partners such 
as the Coalition on Homdessness to expand ways to move homeless people currently within 
the shelte:r system toward permanently affordable housing. . 
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FACILITATE PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

OBJECTIVE 7: 

SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING, INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY 
RELIANT ON TRADITIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL. · 

59. The City shall continue to require that new development contributes .toW.U:ds the related 
. affordable housing need they generate, either through .financial contributions or through develop­
ment of affordable homing units. The City shall continue to monitor the inclusionary housing 
program, including annually updating the nexus and feasibility analysis· as appropriate. 

Lead.Agency: Planning Department 

Programs: Inclusionary Housing Program (applied to residential development) 
Jobs Housing Linkage Program (applied to nonresidential development) 

FzmdingSourre: : Self-funded (above programs) 

Schedule: ~ Ongoing 

60. The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure ("OCII"), as the successor to the 
San Francisco RedevelopmentAgency;·will contribute to the d~velopment of permanently afford­
abl.e housing by fulfilling its enforceable obligations which require OCII to fund and otherwise 
facilitate the construction of thousands of affordable housing units. OCII will maximize its 
contribution by continuing to leverage tax incremeiit funding with outside funding sources 
wherever poss~ble to ensure timely delivery of affordable units pursuant to those enforceable 
obligations. 

Lead.Agency: j Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 

Programs: \ Mayors of Housing ~d Community Development (MOHCD) 
; Housing Opportunities for Persons With AIDS Program 
i. Limited Equity Homeownership Program 

Funding Source: ~ Tax increment funding 

Schedule: l Ongoing 

61. HSA and DPH will continue to administer operating subsidies for special needs housing 
·through their supportive housing programs. 

LeadAgency: l Human Services Agency 

Programs: ; The Season of Sharing Fund (rental subsidy); The Homeless Prenatal Program 
~ (rental subsidy); Housing for Single Adults and Families with Disabilities 
; (rental subsidy for des.igp.ated sites) 

SupportingAgmder. : Department of Public Health 

Funding Sourre: San Fi:ancisco General Fund;· state and federal grants. 

Schedule: Ongoing 

62. MOH, and SFHA will cpntinue efforts to provide financial support to nonprofit and other 
developers qf affordable housing, through CDBG and other fundillg sources. 
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LeadAgency: Human Services Agency 

StpportlngAgencies: San Francisco Housing Authority 

Funding Sourre: Annual Work Program, Community Development Block Gran!S 

Scheduk: Ongoing 

63. The City's housing agencies shall keep apprised of federal and state affordable housing funds 
and othei: grant opportunities. to fund affordable housing for the City of San Francisco; and shall 
work with federal Representatives to keep the abreast of the specifics of the housing crisis in San 
Francisco. MOH, MOCD and other agencies shall continue to use such funds for affordable 
housing 

Lead.Agency: ! Mayor's Office of Housing 

Suppor#ngAgenciw ! San Francisco Housing ~uthority 

Funding Soum: l Local, state and federal grant programs. 

Stheduk: ! Ongoing 

64. In accordaii.ce with the Proposition K Affordable Housing Goals ballot- initiative measure 
passed in November 2014, ·me City shall strive to achieve thirty-three percent of new residential 
units affordable to low- and moderate-income h_ouseholds in new Area Plans and Special Use 
Districts with significantly increased development potential or those amended to significantly 
increase development potential. MOH and Planning shall consider, within the context of a 
co~unity planning process, zoning categories which require a higher proportion of afford­
able housing where increased density or other benefits are granted. Options includ~ Affordable 
Housing Only Z.Ones (SLI); Affordable Housing Priority Zones (UMU) or Special Use Districts 
on opportunity sites. 

Lead.Agency: ! Mayor's Office of Housing 

S1tpportlngAgmaes: l Platining Department 

FtmdingSowce: l Annual w~rk: program 

Schedule: ! Ongoing 

65. Planning shall monitor the construction of middle income housing under new provisions 
included within the inclusionary requirements of the Eastern Neighborhoods Aiea Plans, and 
consider expanding those provisions Citywide if they meet Housing Element goals. 

LtadAgency: I Planning Department 

S1ipportingAgendes: I Mayor's Office of Housing 

FundingSowce: j Annual work program (part of existing reporting requirements) 

Scheduk: l Ongoing 

66. MOH shall continue to administer first time home buyer programs. 

LeadAgency: Mayor's Office of Housing · 

Programs: City's Down Payment Assistance Loan Program, City Second Loans, Teacher 
Nex;t Door Program (TND), Police in the Community Loan Program Inclu­
sionary; .Affordable Housing ~rogram. 

Funding Source: CalFHA, participating lenders. 

Schedule: Ongoing 
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67. Planning shall continue implementing the City's requirement set forth in Planning Code 
Section 167 that units be sold and rented separately from parking so as to enable the resident the 
choice of owning a car. 

bad.Agency: Planning Department 

Funding Source: Not required 

Schedule: Ongoing 

68. The City shall pursue federal and state opportunities to increase programs for limited equity 
homeownership, hom~owner assistance programs and down payment assistante. Programs specific 
to the recent foreclosure trends should be pursued as appropriate. Upon implementation, all 
programs have a significant prepurchase counseling program, and that consumers are supported 
by a post-purchase services network to assure access to information and services to prevent 
foreclosure. 

Lead.Agency: : Mayor's Office of Housing 

Supporting Agencies: ; Office of,Coirununity Investment and Infrastructure 

Progmms: MOH's Homebuyer Education Counseling Program 
"Don't Borrow Trouble'' Campaign 

FuwlingSource: : Annual Work Program 

Schedule: j Ongoing 

Strategies for Further Review 

• MOH should explore federal an:d state stimulus opportunities to increase programs for 
limited equity homeo~ership, homeowner assistance programs and down payment 
assistance; ensuring all programs have a significant prepu~chase counseling program, and that 
consumers aie supported by a posl:'-purchase services network to assure access to information 
and ·services to prevent foreclosures. 

• The Board of Supervisors should explore the creation of a permanent local source of 
affordable housing funding for the City; such as a housing trust fund. The City should also 
support efforts at the state level to establish a similar permanent state source of funding for 
affordable housing. 

• Planning, in cooperation with other agencies, should explore the use ofTax Increment 
Financing outside redevelopment areas to further the development of affotdable housing and 
supportive infrastructure. 

• MOH and Planning should continue to consider, within the context of a community 
planning process, zoning categories which require a higher proportion of affordable housing 
where increased density or other benefits are gnµited. Options include Affordable Housing 
Only Zo~es (SLl); Affordable Housing Priority Zones (UMU) or Special Use Districts on 
opportunity sites. 

• DBI should review Building Code requirements to examine ways to promote "affordable by 
design" housing, including pre-built housing, affordable by design, construction types that 
allow housing at the ground floor of podiums, and other low cost construction types. 
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OBJECTIVE 8: 

BUILD PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR CAPACITY TO SUPPORT, FACILITATE, 
PROVIDE AND MAINT/\IN AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

69. MOH shall continue to coordinate local affordable housing efforts and set strategies and 
priorities to address the housing and community development needs oflow-income San.Francis-
cans. 

uadAgcncy: l Mayor's Office of Housing 

Programs: i Citywide Loan Committee, San Francisco's 2010-2015 Consolidated Plan, 
l 2010-2011 Action Plan. 
' Funding Source: l Annual Work Program 

Schedule: l Ongoing 

70. The City shall continue to implement the Housing Trust Fund. The San Francisco Housing 
Trust Fund was a ballet-initiative measure that was passed in November: of 2012 .. The Hoi.tsing 
'frust Fund begins in year one with. a general fund revenue transfer of $20 million and increases to 
$50 million over time. The Housing Trust Fund will capture revenue from former Redevelopment 
Agency'Tax Increment funds (an example of what is being referred to as "boomerang" funds in 
post~redevelopment California), a small portion_ of the Hotel Tax which has been appropriated 
yearly for affordable housing, plus an additional $13 million in new General Fund revenue from· 
an increase in business lieense fees. The consensus business tax reform measure, Proppsition E; 
which als~ passed o~ the November ballot, will generate $28.5 million in the first year-$13 
million of which will go to l:imd affordable ~d workforce housing. It is estimated that $1.5 
btllion.will be invested in affordable housing. In addition to the Housing Trust.fund, City Agen­
cies ~d other institutions will continue tp work on additional funding sources for affordable 
housing in accordance with.the Proposition KAffordahie Housing Goals ballot-initiative.measure. 

uadAgency: l Office of Economic and Workforce Development 

Funding Source: j Donations from private institutions, organizations· and businesses with.in 
j San Francisco 

Schedttle: ! Completed ~d. ongoing 

71. MOH, OCII, and other housing agencies shall continue to provide support to ·nonprofit and 
faith-based organizations in creating affordable housing, including both formal methods such as 
land dpnation, technical assistance and training to subsidized housing cooperative boards, and 
informal methods such as providing information. about programs that reduce operations costs, 
such as energy efficient design. 

. UlidAgency: Mayor's Office of Housing 

Supporting Agencies: Office of ColIUl;lunity Investment and lri.foi.structure San Francisco Housing 
Authority; Department ofBnilding Inspection 

FtmdingSource: Annual Work Program 

Schedule: Ongoing 
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72. Planning, MOH, DBI and other agencies shall continue to provide informational sessions 
at Planning Commission, Department of Building Inspection Commission and other public 
hearings to educate citizens about affordable housing, including information about its residents, 
its design, and its amenities. 

LeadAgency: i Planning Department 

SupportingAgencm: ~ Department of Building Inspection, Mayor's Office of Housing, Office of 
j Community Investment and Infrastructure, San Francisco Housing Authority 

Programs: i Planning's "Basics of Good Design' program (presentation by Planning staff 
i and SFAIA); MO H's "In the Field: Best Practices in Consrruction and Design 
! of Affordable Housing" 

FundingSottrce:; Annual Work Program 

Schedule: : Ongoing 

73. Planning staff shall supp0rt affordable housing projects.in the development review process, 
including allowing sponsors of permanently affordable housing to take full advantage of allowable 
densities provided their projects are consistent with neighbo.thood character. 

Lena'Agenry:! Planning pepartment 

FundiizgSourte: j Annual Work Program 

Schedule: ! Ongoing 

7 4. The City shall encourage manufactured home production, per California law (Government 
Code 65852:3), and explore innovative use of manufactured home construction that works 
within the urban context of San Francisco. · 

LeadAgency: l Planning Department 

SupportingAgenci<s: ~·Department of Building Inspection, Mayor's Office of Housing 

PundingSourcc ! Annual WorkPr~gram 

Schedule: : Ong0ing 

75. OEWD and Planhing shall continue to apply a 3-year time limit to Conditional Use 
Authorizations, by tying approvals to building permits (which expire in 3 years). Planning shall 
work with DBI to ensure n'otification of Planning when building permits are renewed, and review 
the appropriateness of continuing the Conditional Use Authorization along with building permit 
renewal. 

Lena'Agency: Planning Department 

Suppor#ngAgendes: Department ofBuildinginspection 

Funding Source: Annual Work Program 

Schedule: ! Ongoing 
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Strategies for Further Review 

• Planning, OEWD and MOH should explore the option of allowing expired entitlements 
to continue if the site is sold to an affordable housing developer, if project sponsors agree to 
increased affordability requirements. · . · 

• OEWD and MOH should explore partnerships between developers and employers, such 
as master lease programs that ensures that a given number of units will be rented by the 
employer or their a sub lessee (the employee); or purchase guarantees to accompany the 
construction of for-sale housing, where an employer agrees to purchase a given number of 
units in a development if those units are ncit otherwise purchased, in exchange for price 
discounts for employees. 

• MOH and Planning should explore expansion of the land donation alternative included in 
the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans as a way to fulfill IncfusionaryZoning requirements, 
and should work with the Tax.Assessors office to explore tax incentives that could facilitate 
the donation of land from private property owners to the City or.non-profits for the 
development of affordable housing. 

OBJECTIVE 9: 

PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF UNITS AT RISK OF LOSING SUBSIDIES OR 
BEING CONVERTED TO MARKET RATE HOUSING. 

76. MOH and MOCD shall continue monitoring of all "at risk" or potentially at risk subsidized 
affordable .housing· units, to protect and preserve federally subsidized housing. 

uadAgmcy: l Mayor's Office ofHousing 

Program: j Assisted Housing Preservation Program .(HPP) 

FundingSource: \Annual Work Program 

Schedule: j Ongoing 

77. MOH shall continue to ensure relocation of all tenants who are displaced. or who lose Section 
8 subsidies, through housing reconstruction and preferential consideration. 

fou/Agmcy: i Mayors Office of Housing 

Program: j Certificate of Preference Program 

FtmdingSource: \ Tax i~crement funding 

Schedule: J Ongoing 

78 .. MOH shall conti.I).ue to lead a Citywide effort, in partnership with SFHA and other City 
agencies to prioritize and facilitate the preservation and redevelopment of the City's distressed 
public housing according to the recqmmendations of the HOPE SF task force. 

LeadAgmcies: San Francisco Housing Authority; Mayor's Office of Housing Program: 
HOPESF . 

Funding Source: Local public funding, private capital, HOPE VI and other federal funding 
Schedule: Ongoing 
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Strategies for Further Review 

~ MOH and the SFHA, shall explore. the creation of a residents and/or non-profit ownership 
and management program to acquire existing "at risk'' buildings. 

REMOVE CONSTRAINTS ro THE CONSTRUCTION AND 
REHABILITATION OF HOUSING 

OBJECTIVE 10: · 
ENSURE A STREAMLINED, YET THOROUGH, AND TRANSPARENT DECISION­
MAKING PROCESS · 

79. Where conditional use authorization is required, the Planning Code should provide clear 
conditions for deliberation, providing project sponsors, the community, and the Planning 
Commission with certainty about expectations. 

Lead.Agency: ; Planning Department 

Funding Source: i Annual Work Program 

Schedule ~ Ongoing as community plans are completed and/or amended 
. . . 

80. Planning shall continue to implement a Preliminary Project Assessment phase to provide 
project. sponsors with early feedback on the proposed project, identify issues that will may overlap 
among the various departments,' and increase the speed at which the project can move through all 
City review and approval processes. 

LeadAge1Jl)I: ; Planning Department 

Supporting Agencies: ! Department of Building Inspection, Department of Public Worh, 
Fire Department 

Funding Source: Planning Department Application· Fees 

Schedule Completed and ongoing 

81. Planning shall continue to utilize, and explore ways to increase the benefits of Community 
Plan exemptions ahd tiered environmental reviews. As a part of this process, Planning shall priori­
tize projects which comply with CEQA requirements for infill exemptions by assigning planners 
immediately upon receipt of such applications. 

Lead.Agency: j Planning Department 

FundingS011rce: ~Annual Work Program 

Schedule: ! Implemented/ongoing 

82. The Department of the Environment, Planning and other agencies shall coordinate City 
efforts to update the Climate Action Plan, create climate protection amendments to the San 
Francisco General Plan, and develop other plans for addressing greenhouse gases necessary per AB 
~2 and SB 375. 

LeadAgency: Department of the Environment 

Supporting Agencies: Planning Department, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
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Funding Source: Annual Work Program, state grants 

Schedule: Ongoing 

83. Planning shall continue to implement tools and processes that· streamline CEQA c6mpliance, 
thereby reducing the time required foi; production of environmental documents and CEQA 
processes. In addition to contracting with previously established pools of qualified consultants 
to produce necessary technical studies {e.g., transportation) and environmental documents {e.g., 
EIR.s), Planning will continue to implement .streamlined processe5, including but not limited. 
to: Community Plan Exemptions that tier from previously .certified Community Plan EIR's; 
participate in the preparation of Preliminary Project .ASsessments that outline the anticipated. 
requirements for CEQA compliance, including necessary technical studies; and implement recent 
and pending updates to the CEQA Guidelines that provide mechanisms for streamlining the 
environmental assessment of infill. devdopment p~ojects . 

Lead.Agency: l Planning Department 

Funding Sourct: ! Annual Work Program 

Schedult: f Ongoirig 

Strategies for Further Review 

• Planning should continue to examine how zoning regulations can be clarified, and design 
guidelines developed through community planning processes. Planning staff should adhere to 
such controls in reviewing and recommending approval of projects. 

MAINTAIN THE UNIQUE AND DIVERSE CHARACTER OF 
SAN FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS 

OBJECTIVE 11: 

RECOGNIZE THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF 
SAN FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS. 

84. Planning staff shall coordinate the City's various design guidelines and standards, including 
those in the General Plan, Planning Code, and Residential Design Guidelines into a comprehen­
sive set of Design Standards. This effort shall include development ofNeighborhood Commercial 
Design Standards as well as updates to existing standards. 

LeadAgmcy: 1 Planning Department 

FundingSource: i Annual Work Program 

· Schedule: ! 0 ngoing 

85. Planning staff shall reform the Planning Department's internal design review process to 
ensure consistent application of design standards, establish a "Residential Design Teruii' who shall 
oversee application of the standards on small projects, and continue the "Urban Design Advisory 
Teruii' .to oversee design review for larger projects. 

LeadAgmcy: Planning Department 

Funding Sourct: Annual Work Program 

Schedult: 0.ngoing 
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86. Planning staff shall continue to work with the design co~unity to provide informational 
sessions at the Planning Commission, Department of Building Inspection Commission and in 
public forums to educate decision makers and citizens about architectural design. 

LeadAgency: : Planning Department 

Programs: : Planning's "Basics of Good Design'' program (presentation by Planning staff 
and SFAIA); Planning's "Good Design" Brown Bag Lunch Series; MO H's "In 
the Field: Best Practices in Construction and Design of Affordable Housing" 

Funding Sourct: Annual Work Program 

Schedule: Ongoing 

87. Planning staff shall continue to use community planning processes to develop policies, 
zoning, and design standards that are tailored to neighborhood character; and shall include design 
sta:ndards for mixed use, residential and commercial buildings in development of new community 
plans (if not covered by the City's comprehensive Design_ Standards described above). 

LeadAgency: Planning Department 

Funding Source: Annual Work Program 

Schedule: Ongoing (community planning processes will be identified in the Department's 
work program on an annual basis). 

88. Planning Department staff shall continue project review and historic preservation survey 
work, in coordination with the Historic Preservation Commission; and shall continue to integrate 
cultural and historic surveys· into community planniog projects. 

LeadAgency: : Planning Department 

Funding Source: Annual Work Program and grants from the Historic Preservation Fund 

Schedule: Ongoing (community pl~ning processes will be identified in the Department's 
work program on an annual basis). 

89. Planning Department staff shall continue to develop a process for Neighborhood Design 
Guideline review and approval including developing next steps for public dissemination. 

LeadAgency: j Planniog Department Legislative Division 

FundingSource: ~Annual Work Program 

Schedule:: Ongoing 

90. Planning Department staff shall research mechanisms to help preserve the character of certain 
distinctive neighborhoods and unique areas which are worthy of recognition and protection, 
but which may not be appropriate as historical districts. Such mechanisms should recognize the 
particular qualities of a neighborhood and encourage their_ protection, maintenance and organic 
growth, while providing flexibility of approach.and style so as not to undermine architectural 
creativi!f> existing zoning, or create an undue burden on homeowners. 

LeadAgency: Planniog Department, Citywide Division 

Funding Source: Annual Work Program 

Schedule: Ongoing 
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91. The Planning Department has a completed draft of the Preservation Element and the final 
document Will undergo Environmental Review in 2~15. 

LeadAg<ncy: Planning Department 

Funding Soum: Annual Work Program and grant from the Historic Preservation Fund 

Schedule: Ongoing 

Strategies for Further Review 

• Planning should explore ways to encourage property owners to use preservation incentives 
and federal rax credits for rehabilitation of qualified historical resoutces, Mills Act property 
tax abatement programs, the State Historic Building Code, and tax deductions for 
preservation easements. 

• Planning should explore ways to assist in federal environmental revieyv and review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for historically significant local 
buildings receiving federal assistance. 

• All agencies should explore ways .to incorporate design competitions and peer review on 

major projects. 

BALANCE HOUSING CONSTRUCTION AND 
COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE 

OBJECTIVE 12: 

BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT 
SERVES THE CITY'S GROWING POPULATION. 

92. Planning shall cooperate with mfustructure agencies such as SFMTA and DPW to plan for 
adequate transportation to support tht:; needs of new housing, and within each community plan­
ning process shall develop clear standards for transit and transportation provisi:on per unit. 

LeadAgency: Planning Department 

Supporting Agencies: San Francisco Municipal Transpomtion Agency, Department of Public Works, 
Bay Area Rapid Transit 

FundingSource: Annual Work Program 

Schedule: Ongoing (community planning processes will be identified in the Department's 
work program on an annual basis). 

93. Planning shall e.nsure community plans for growth are accomp.anied by capital plans and 
programs to support both the "hard" and "soft" elements of infrastructure needed by new 
housing. 

LeadAgency: Planning Department 

Funding Sour«: Annual Work Program (funded unde~ the Implementation Group) 

Sch.duk: Ongoing (community planning processes will be identified in the Department's 
work program on an annual basis). 
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94. The Planning Department's "Implementation Group" shall continue to n'ianage the imple­
mentation of planned growth areas after Plan adoption, including programming impact fee 
revenues and coordinating with other City agencies to ensure that needed infrastructure improve­
ments are built. 

LeadAgency: \ Planning Deparonent 

Funding Source: ! Annual Work Program . 

Schedule: ; Ongoing 

95. The Planning Department continues to update CEQA review procedures to account for trips 
generated, including all modes, and corresponding transit and infrastructure demands, with the 
Goal of replacing LOS with a new metric measuring the total number of new automobile trips 
generated.. The Planning department is currently refining the metric to be consistent with'State 
Guidelines. 

LeadAgency: ! Office of Economic and Workforce Development, San Francisco County 
i Transportation Authority (TA), Planning Department · 

Supporting Agencies: \ City Attorney, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

FundingSource: ! Annual Work Program 

96. Planning should maintain and update as necessary other elements of the City's General Plan. 

LeadAgency: j Planning Department 

FundingSource: i Annual Work Program 

Schedule: : Ongoing 

97. Planning and the SFMTA continue to coordinate housing development with implementation 
and the Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP). The TEP adjusts transit routes to increase servi~e, 
improve reliability; and reduce trayel delay to better meet current and project trav~l patterns 
throughout the City. · 

LeadAgency: ~ San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

SupportingAgende.r: \ Planning Department 

FundingSource:; San Francisco Proposition Kfunding; outside grants 

Schedide: i Ongoing 

98. Planning and other relevant agencies shall maintain consistency of development fees, while 
updating such fees through regular indexing according to construction cost index to maintain a 
correct relationship between development and infrastructure costs. Fees to be updated include the 
Tiansportation Impact Development Fee, Area Plan specific impact fees, downtown impact fees, 
and other citywide impact fees. 

LendAgency: ! Planning Department 

Supporting Agencies:~ San Francisco Municipal Transportation.Agency; San Francisco Unified School 
. ! District; Deparonent of Children Youth & Families; Recreation and Parks. 

! Department, etc. 

FundingSource:; Annual Work Program 

Schedule: l Ongoing 
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99. Tii:-e PUC will continue to ensure charges for system upgrades ;i;e equitably established, so 
that new growth will pay its way for increased demands placed on the system, while all residents 
pay for general system upgrades and routine and deferred maintenance. 

uadAgency: ! San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

Funding Source: : Not requiied 

Schedule: l Ongoing 

100. The PUC will continue to implement conservation regulations and incentives such the City's 
Green Building Ordinance and the Stormwater Design Guidelines, 

LeadAgrncy: ! San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

Sitppor#ngA~enci;,, I Department of the Environment, Planning Department 

Funding Source: j Annual Work Program 

Schedule: I Ongoing '· 

Additional Strategies for Further Review 

• Planning shall consider incentive programs such as requiring larger new housing 
developments to provide transit passes to their residents as a part of association dues or 
monthly rent; or requiring new developments that include car-sbar.tfig parking spots to 
encourage catshare memberships to their residents. 

• Planning shall explore the creation of a definition of neighborhood serving uses th:ir reflects 
use categories which clearly serve the daily needs of adjacent residents, perhaps.modeled 
on North Beach SUD requirements which restrict to "neighborhood-serving retail sales 
and personal services of a type which supplies commodities or offers personal services to 
residents," (Planning Code Section 780.3). 

PRIORITIZING SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVE.13: 

PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND 
CONSTRUCTING NEW HOUSING. 

101. Regional planning entities such as ABAG shall continue to prioritize regional tr~sportation 
d~cisions and funding to ttsmart" local land use policies that l.mk housing, jobs and ot~r land 
uses, including focusing on VMT reduction. The City shall encourage formalization of state 
policy that similarly prioritizes transportation and infrastructure dollars transit infrastructure for 
"smart growth" areas such as San Francisco, rather than geographic allocation. 

LeadAgency: Association of Bay Area Governments 

SupportingAgrncieJ: Metropolitan Transportation Council 

Funtbng Source: Proposition 84, other grants 

Scheduk: Ongoing 
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102. Plan Bay Area, the nine-county Bay Areis long-range integrated transportation and land-use 
housing strategy through 2040, was jointly approved by .ABAG and MTC on July 18th, 2013. 
The Planning Department will continue to coordinate with regional entities for implementation 
of the Plan. 

LeadAgency: : Planning Department 

Supporting Agencies: ~ Department of the Environment, San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
i Agency, Mayor's Office 

Funding Source: (Annual Work Program, with Proposition 84 grants 

Schedttle: ! Completed and ongoing 

103. The San Francisco CouqtyTransportationAuthority (SFCTA) was supportive ofMAP-21 
the latest Federal Transportation Reauthorization Act-and continues. to play an active role in 
federal transportation dollars that support transit-oriented development. In March of2014 the 
SFCTA lead staff as wdl as SFCTA commissioners traveled to DC to speak to federal tr.ansporta­
tion officials about Bay Area transportation priorities. SFCTA. will continue to advocate at the 
federal level for transit-oriented development 

LeadAgency: ~ Mayor's Office 

Supporting Agencies: ' Planning Department, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

Funding Source: Not required. 

Schedule: Completed and ongoing 

104. On a local level, the City shall prioritize planned growth ar~as such as designat~d Priority 
Development Areas (PDAs), Area Plans or Redevelopment Areas for regional, state and federal 
bond and grants, especially for discretionary funding application processes such as the State's 
Prop lC. 

LeadAgencier. Mayor's Office, Board of Supervisor's 

Supporting Agencies: Planning Department, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency; other 
agencies as necessary 

Funding Source: ! Annual Work Programs 

Schedul.: l Ongoing 

105. The San Francisco Transportation Authority· shall implement regional traffic solutions that 
discourage commuting by car, such as congestfon pricing, parking pricing by demand, and shall 
continue to work with the Metropolitan Transpor~tion Commission (MTC) on funding strate- · 
gies. 

LeadAgency: San Francisco Tunsportation Authority 

SupportingAgmcie: Metropolitan Tunsportation Commission 

Programr: On-Street Parlting Management and Pricing Study 
Congestion Pricing Program 
Van Ness Bus Rapid Tunsit (BRT). 
Geary· Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 

Funding Source: Proposition K Funding; state and Federal grants 

Schedule: Ongoing; Geary BRT to begin construction TBD, with service potentially 
beginning in 2015. 
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106. 1he City shall continue to support efforrs to use state or regional funds to give housing 
subsidies or income tax credits to employees who live dose to their workplaces, and shall consider 
offering housing subsidies or income tax credits to employees who live close to their workplaces. 

Lead.Agency: j Mayor's Office 

Funding Source:\ Not required 

&heduk: j Ongoing 

107. 1he City will continue to support tra.nSit:-related income tax credits to encourage employees 
to commute to work via transit. 1he City shall also reqllire master developers to provide transit 
passes as a condition of approval in major deveiopment projects, such as Vlsitacion Valley, Execu.­
tive Park and Bayview; and shall explore local requirements that require new developments to 
provide residents with a MUNI FastPass as part of condominillIIl association benefits to promote 
local transit use. 

LeadAgency: I Planning Department 

SupportingAgencUr. \ San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, 
( San Francisco Transportation Authority 

Funding Source: ! Annual Work Program 

Schedule: j Ongoing 

108. OEWD will facilitate employer-supported transit and transportation dema~d management 
(TDM) programs, including rideshare matching, transit improvements, bicycle and pedestrian 
facility improvements, parking management and restriction of free parking; , and continue to 
require that employers offer. commuter benefits per Section 421 of the Environment Code to 
encourage employees to use transit or carpool. 

LeadAgency: i Office of Economic ind Workforce Development 

SupportfngAgendes: ! San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, 
l Department of the Environment · 

Programs: / .Commuter Benefits Program (Environment Code Section 421, requires all 
j employers with at least 20 full-time employees to provide transit benefits) 

Funding Source: l Not required. 

SchediJe: l Ongoing 

109. DBI, ·Planning, and the Department of Environment shall continue to implement the City's 
Green Building Ordinance, mandating that newly constructed residential buililings roust meet a 
sliding scale of green building requirements based on the project's size ill order to increase energy 
and water efficiency in new buildings and significant alterations to existing buildings. 

LettdAgendes: Planning D'epartrnent, Department' of Building Inspection, 
Department of the Environment 

Program: Green Building Ordinance (B~ding ~ode, Chapter 13) 

FundingSource: Annual WorkProgram 

Schedule: Ongoing 
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110. The City shall continue local and state incentive programs for green upgrades. 

LeadAgencie: : Department of Building Inspection, Department of the Environment, 
~ San Francisco ·Public Utilities Commission 

Programs: ~ Green Financing Programs to Fund Energy and Water Conservation Improve­
. ments {allows building owners to fund these improvements with the :financing 

attached to the property and paid back through a special line item on the 
property tax bill over the life of the improvements); GoSolarSF (pays for 

. approximately half the cost" of installation of a solar power system, and more to 
l qualified low-income residents) 

Funding Source: j Annual Work Program 

Schedule: ~ Ongoing 

Additional Strategies for Further Review 

• DBI should work with the Rent Board and other building-owner organizations 
to explore incentives that can be offered to landlords to promote "green" capital 
improvements, such as enabli.rtg restricted tenant pass-throughs when such 
improvements will result in a tangible financial benefit to the tenant. . 
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Estimating Potential 
Development Capacity 

INTRODUCTION 

The Planning Department faces many policy questions relating to the-future development, 

its location. and type, within S.an Francisco. To inform this discussion, the Department relies 

on a number of data sources compiled into key databases to analyze existing and future land 

ilse trends an.d potential. The "build out'' database is a collection of parcel-based dara which 

quan.tifies existing land use conditions and, given zoning an.d height information, estimates 

for each parcel the potential for additional devdoP.ment. The database is set up :with a series of 

scripts {see Attachment D--1) enabling testing of possible rezoning scenarios with relative ease. 

The result is a cumulative estimate ofvacan.t and )lnderdeveloped sites' potential development 

at less than the theoretical maximum capacity allowed under current zorung. This estimate 

is necessarily conservative as it takes into account n.eighborhood character wherein. existing 

residential structures typically fall below: building densities an.d heights allowed by zoning. 

TERMS 

The tenns use4- in the tables and Housing EJement Part I: Data an.d Needs Analysis are ex-­

plained below: 

• Housing Potential Sites: These are sites suitable for ~esidential development based 
on criteria and site analyses of each district in the city. They consisr of vacant or "un­
developed" parcels and "soft sites," which are determined appropriate for residential 
development based chiefly on database analysis including screening based on existing 
uses an.d preliminary surveys. 

• Vacant or Near Vacant and U1µieveloped Lands: A parcel is considered "vacant" or 
"near vacant" ·and undeveloped if development is 5% or less of the potential devel­
opment. This criterion thus includes unimproved or undeveloped lots used for open 
storage, surf.ice parking, or other open air uses. Large lots with very small stnicrures, 
for example _a one-level grocery store with a relatively large parking lot, also fit under 
this description. These sites theoretically could be readily developed for residential use. 

• Underdeveloped Sites or "Soft Sites": A second category of housing potential sites 
includes parcels which exceed 5% but not 30% of potential development square foot-
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age but were considered reasonable candidates for redevelopment. These include sites 
with building uses that significantly underu,tilize the site such as. These sites may have 
structures that could be reused or rebuilt for residential use. 

GENERAL APPROACH TO ESTIMATING 
POTENTIAL CAPACITY 

The build out database uses zoning information to estimate the potential development for each 

of more than 150,000 parcels in San Francisco. Given .the number of parcels in the city, it is 

not feasible to calculate capacity for parcels individually. Accordingly, a batch treatment, and 

thus larger datasets of information, is needed. 

Potential development is counted in residential units and in commercial gross square feet. A 

parcel m~y have residential, commercial or residential and commercial development capacity 

depending on the specific combination of zoning and height. district. Attachment D-2 sum­

marizes permitted land uses and general development standards for the city's zoning districts. 

These development standards include density and open space requirements relevant to esti­

mating potential capacity of each parcel. Setbacks, where appropriate [largely in residential 

districts, but mainly in the RH-l(detathed) dist:tjct), are built in the "buildable envelope" of 

the parcel. 

Once the development potential for residential and commercial space is calculated, informa­

tion on existing housing units and commercial square footage can be used to calculate the net 

potential for each parcel. For example, for a parking lot or a one-storey building in an 80-foot 

height zoning district, most of the potential capacity remains unused' or underdeveloped; for 

two-storey homes in most residential neighborhoods, however, the potential capacity would 

be considered built out. 

The ciegree to which a parcel is considered built out is measured ::is its development "softness". 

and expressed as a percentage of how much of the parcel's potential development capac!ty is 

utilized, aggregating residential and non-residential uses. The softness categories in use are 5% 

and 30%; the categories are mutually exclusiv1=, and a parcel's softness is counted in the cat­

egory it fulls immediately beneath. For example, a parcel that is developed to 20% ofits zoned 

capacity will fall in the 30% softness bracket. The total remaining potential is measured in' the 

£eld Netsqft, while remaining.housing potential is recorded hi Netunits. Netsqft 

is total potential square feet minus total existing square feet. Netunits", similarly; is total 

potential units minus total existing units. Rather.than being mutually exclusive measures, or 

Netunits being c~ntainedin Netsqft, they measure different things.1 

i .... -N~~ef;·d~:::i~~dl~rl~~~i:h·b;.;:;,:·~~~··=~~-~d":~d·~·~-i~:-~iidi;;b~~-~;:;~;-~·=;;·;fh;;,t;;·ili:·h~di~~·k·~d;;i:.:·-;;·ili~ 
iestimaccd po1cncia1 givc.n thc20ning andhdghtcombina.tion. Nctunhs 1n tum only comparer cxls:ting and pote:nd:il .rerldcntfa:l unln. If che existing unit 
count hap pois to be small relative to non.-resldcntial uses in a building ,.the spao: for the additional, or nee units could cml up consuming more space 
than the nci:rcmilnlng buildahlc31111.a:. lnonlcrfor-du: ntttesidcntfal units ro hedevdoped, there would, apart: from an expansion of the buUding. also 
11eed to he 11. conversion of C'dstingcom~cn:ial uses to residentbl. This principle,. ifunC?nunon 111practice,b:1IJ1JScrucd ht Plgurc.D-1. 
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For the purpose of determining remaining developmen~ potential capacity; the Planning De­

partment does not consider any parcel developed to more th.an 30% of its capacity as a "soft 

site," or a candidate for additional square footage or intensification. However, as net units 

are tallied sep~rely as the difference between potential and existing units, a parcel is only 

considered soft if the actual buUding size ~ small enough to warrant a softness ~sification. 

In oi;her words, a building could conceivably have a potential for more residential. units per 

existing density controls, but if it is already built to capacity in terms of square footage, it is 

not considered "soft" as an increase in residential units ~ould need to come at the expense of 

existing uses in the building (whether as a split of existing units, or conversion of commercial 

sp~) and not through building expansion. 

SPECIFIC·APPROACH BY ZONING DISTRICT TYPE 

Different development assumptions were applied to parcels based on general zoning designa­

tions. In addition to development standards specific to zoning, these .assumptions are based on 

existing development patterns including commercial and residential mix. 

• Downtown: In all 02, C-3 and C-M districts, it is assumed that the primary use will 
be commercial and this is th.us assigned 90% of the square fuotage with the remaining 
10% going to residential use. This ls a conservative estimate as recent developments 
in these districts have far higher residential shares. For example, a 140,640 sq ft of­
fice building was converted into a 100% ~esidential building with 104 units. Another 
example is a low-rise tourisr hotel was demolished and redeveloped. into a 43-storey, 
495-unit rmtal building with just the ground floor for commercial/retail uses. 

• Industrial and South of Market districts: It is asswned· in these districts that a certain 
proportion of the lots will be developed as residential and the remaining will be de­
voted to commercial use. This is also a conservative assumption as industrial buildings 
have been converted to 100% residential use as is the case in live/work or loft-style 
developments. 

• FDR.Districts: Envelope is determined as FAR times lot area. FAR varies by height 
district. No residential uses assigned to.preserve remaining viable industrial uses in San 
Francisco. 

• Downtown Residential Districts: For these districts, bulk controls play a significant 
role in determining i:he amount of developahle sp~ce, so floor plates was varied for 
different portions of the building depending on the height district. Residential to com-
mercial uses was assigned in ratios 6: 1. . 

• Eastern Neighborhoods Residential Districts: For Mixed-Use-Residential and Down­
town Residentia1-South Beach, residential to commercial uses were assigned in a 3:1 
ratio and 6: 1 ratio, respectively. Buildahle area is stories times 80% oflot area. 

• Muhi-Use: This covers all Residential-Mixed (RM) districts. It assumes one primary 
US\! - residential - with no secondary use. Residential density limits determine the 
number of units, constrained by the height limit and rear yard requirements. 
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• Residential: 'Ihis assumes housing as the sole use in all residential (RH) districts. 'Ihis 
scenario also assumes one unit for each RH-I lot, two units for RH-2, and three units 
for RH-3. For larger lots, the conditional use density limits apply. 

• Residential-Transit Oriented: As no residential density is specified, an average unit 
size of 1,000 sq ft plus 20% circulation/building inefficiency was used. The buildable 
envdope was calculated using 55% lot cover for each floor. No .commercial uses as­
sumed. 

• Mixed: All neighborhood commercial districts and the Chinatown Mixed Use districts 
are assumed to have commercial as the primary use, built-out based on the FAR, with 
residential as a secondary use, built-out to residential density limits. Residential devel­
opment, however, is trimmed down based on the height limits. 

• Neighborhood Commercial Mixed, No Density Limits: A new, more flexible class of 
neighborhood commercial districts has been introduced not nominally constraining 
residential density; except for a requirement that 40% of units be two-bedrooms or 
larger. Height limit, rather than FAR was used to determine the built-out envelope. For 
these districts we divided evenly C\pacity between residential and commercial space. 

• East:ern Neighborhoods Mixed Districts: A number of new zoning districts in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods emphasize use.flexibility and are less prescriptive in terms of 
allowed density for residential uses. For these districts, FAR determines the buildable 
area, and FAR in turn varies depending on building height. In these districts, com­
mercial uses are given priority; ranging between 50% to 75% ofbuildable space. · 

By taking into account existing development patterns including commercial and residential 

mix, these assumptions are by design on the conservative side. Recent residential develop~ents 
in downtown, for example, have far exceeded the 90% commercial and 10% residential mix. 

Similarly, 100% residential projects have occured in indus.trial and South of Market districts. 

DATA 

The Department relies on a numb'<! of sources to provide rhe key informarion that forms 

the basis for the capacity calculations (Table D-1). While each data set is subject to errors in 

substance and time, we are confident that the method is meaningful in the aggregate assuming 

that errors are geographically randomly distributed. We have not found evidence that errors 

exhibit clustering. 
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TablcD-1 
Data Inputs and Sources 

Housing U_nits. 

Zoning Districts and Deyelopment 
Standards 

Height Limifa' 

Building square Footage 

co;nrnercii8l square Fo.otage 

. Historlc .survey Rating Status 

· Pub.lie Facilities 
.. ,. 

,. · ·. AsseSsor1S ·office.:oePartrnent of Building 1risP~ctian·,. 
Mayor's 'office .. of Housing, PIC!llning Department, San. 
Francisco Housing Authority, San Francisco Redevelopment 

.:Agency · · 

Planning Department· 

·Pl~ning DepartiTient 

Assessor's ,Office, LIDAR* 3D dataset 

Dun & Bradstreet: UDAFl* ·sci data .set·· 

Planning Departmen.t 

Depart~~nt of Teleccim.munications and Information 
Servic~s. ".-."· :: · · · · · ·· 

Transfer of Development Right stattis Planriing Department 

Development pipeilne. Departinent·of B_ulldlng Jnspe~tion, Planning Department, 
San Francisco Re~evelopment Agency . . · 

Notes:* Ltght l>cteedon and B:mging. a remote sensing l)'Stem used. to c:olla:t thKC-dimcnsloml topographic cl:u:i1 was- used to cstlxmm: existing bu\lding 
square footage. 

CALCULATING CAPACITY 

Table D-2 summarizes tht; algorithm for calculating residential and commercial square footage, 

respectively, for each district. For practical reasons, districts were grouped in general zoning 

district classes; for example, .the over·20 distinct, named neighborhood commercial districts 

were grouped with general neighborhood commercial districts. Assumptions also include: the 

height ~f one floor or one storey was considered on average 10 feet; square footage of a new 

dwelling unit was estimated at a gross 1,200 square feet, including circulation space, building 

inefficiencies, parlting etc. 

The purpose of the build out has been to determine buildable capacity. Given the variety of 

land uses allowed in most districts, buildable capacity is categorized at the roost basic level: 

residential or non-residential/ co!IlIIlercial use. Accordingly, commercial space is treated as a 

generic category for the purposes of calculating potential non-residential space.2 

Umitations 

For reasons of data architecrure, Special Use Districts (SUDs) overlaid on zoning districts were 

generally not included for build out calculation, with the exception of the Van .Ness Market 

Downtown Residential Special Use District, which could readily be mapped and treated as a 

downtown residential district. All occurrences of this Special Use District/C-3 zoning combi­

nation could thus be treated the same way.. 
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Another shortcoming of the build out script is that it does not at this time estimate the pos­

sibility of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) option available to parcels larger than 1,2 acre 

in single ownership. While PUDs allow slightly greater density; they allow less than the density 

allowed by a district one class denser in order to not qualify as a rezoning. Capacity; this way, 

for sites eligible for PUD is estimated on the conservative side. 

Finally, inaccuracies crop up where lots are split into multiple zoning and/or height districts. 

'IJ:ie lot proportions in each district cannot be determined at the database level5 In most of 

these cases, the more cons.ervative zoning or height district was picked, and capacity calculated 

accordingly. For some larger sites, the height to be used by the script was assigned manually to 

better re.fleet actual conditions. 

It is importa~t to note that the buildout dataset lacks a time dimension and makes no assump­

tions or claims about economic or political conditions. Construction on sites may or may 

not happen depending on economic conditions, and would need to go through the normal 

review channels prior to realization. Moreover, this exercise of estimating the city's remaining 

potential development capacity should not be taken as an identification of sofi: sites or parcels 

that will tum over and be developed. Market pressures can push development in parcels that 

may have existing land uses that exceed 30% or even 50% of its zoned capacity. 

TableD-2 
·Buildout CaJcula!ion Algorllhm by Zoning Dlslrlct . 

~~!r§~J~l}!;!.~oJitriQ(~a~f.,"fr-~;J~~(Q~riif!c~t.~;,:,.,::}.i~~iij~-'.~~~:'iJl:ir~·,,,~;~~-::'q0~1~g'PAs~ilitl'~~~lfliJ~1'"~.~~~3.::t~.~~,:~~~ti5'~~ 

RH-1, 
The suffix. of the district determines m1mber of 

RH-1 (D), 
possible units, A.test is performed to see if lot· If average .. unit size times units is larger 

Residential is large eno.ugh for Conditional. Use additional· · thari .buildable envelope, subtract one unit RH-2, units. No commercial allowed. No non-residen- until units fit In envelope. RH-3 tial assumed for these districts. . . . 

RM-1, The suffix of the· district determines the allowable . If average unit size times units ii; larger RM-2, Residential- ·d~nsity>Rlyh for.exampfe, allows one unit'per ·, 
thii.n buildaole envelope, subtract one unit RM-3, Multi· BOO squBJ:e feet of lot area, No non-residential 

RM-4 ·. assumed for. these districts .. · Ur)til units lit in envelope. 
. . .. 

Calculate buildable envelope by taking 55% of .. 
If average unit size times units iS larger 

RTo· Resldenilal lot area time$ stori13s. Divide envelope by-aver- . than buildable envelope, subtract one unit. . age uni.t size. No nop-residentiaJ·uses assumed _ 
until units lit in envelope. for these cjlstrlcts. 

. . .. .. . If the number of .units at the average. unit · RC; Con;mer~lal uses. gf~en. a FAA.of 1 by default: size:j:Jlus thid FAR· commercial yields". 
CRNC, Mixed Rest of e~velope.gi~en to residenti8J uses,.wit~in ·113ss tlicin tl)e total p(itentiai envelope, . CVR, the limits of the density cap. ' add commercial space up to ihe ailoWed· CCB .. 

' · c;ommercicil FAR., 

e-a; . Envelope is determined by FAR. Assign 90% to. Lots smaller than 7,500 square feet are powntown commercial, 10% to "residential. Divide residen- ·· 
C-2 tial.space by avera.ge. unit size to get unit count.. .. assigned only half FAR. 

. . . . . . 
- . -. 

892 



DTR 

MUO, 
UMU; 
MUR 

MUR,· 
··DTR-s· .. 

. M:1,. 
M-2 

NG+,· 
NC-2, 
NC.:3,: 
named 
NC's,. 
RED, 
RSD·· 

NCT 
districts 

PDR-1, 
. PDR-2 

SU,. 
SLR,· 
SPD, 
sso· 

High Denieity · 
. J=les!dentia! . 

Eastern. 
Neighborhood 
Mixed 

Eastern 
Neighborhood 
Mixed. 

lndustr}i. · 

Mixed 

Mixed, no 
density limits 

PDR 

South of Market 
Mixed Use 
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.. Because flopr ·plate. for ttiis.zohe type Is . 
. .. E~velop· e is ciete.rrriineid.i:Jy height, not by FAR.:· · constral(led regardl~s of lot size, a check 

was incilucied)o aiJow ei<tra towe. rs. on,ver)i · . Height ie?s then 24 stqrles results In floor plate 
of 7;500 ·sf, less than·so, 8,500, less than 35',. large lots to approximate square footage 
9;ooci; ;36 and higher,.10,0DO sf floor plate. Upper .. if iotwas iiplit:Tue-constanf usei:l was 4, · 
third.qtt9wer has: ii red).iced'floor plate by·10%; ·meaning that lots mo(e thai:i four times, 

· · ttie floor plate would oe cani:lidate.s for a · 
: ::~~idential _to' corrirriercial s~ace is assigned· . seceind tower, thereby ensuring thBt bulk 

controls· in. these diStricts wouid not be·· 

Envelope Is set td. storie.s times FAR. FAR in 
turri varies by height distiict. (Portion ~1) FAR Is 
used, resf is residential. If four stories, set retail, 
office=:1 FAR. each. If five-six stories; set retail 
=1 FAR; office=2 FAR. If 8 stories or ·more, set 
retail ·=1, office,,;3 FAR: 

. Enveiope Is .storiks times lof area We assign 
most-space to" residential use here. 25%.()Jm~. 

'm_ercial, _75%. resideniial. . . . . 

Assign residential square footage based on 
half of residenHal density allowed for district. 
Commercial use is FAR times commercial share 
.of development. 

. Commercia! us~s given ~FAR of 1 by default. 
Rest of .envelope. gjvei:i to resid.ential uses; within 
the limits' of the densi.ty cap. · · · · 

. Most districts capacitY shared evenly betwe~n 
residential and· commercial development.As nci 
residential ·density is specified, an average gross 
unit size _of~ ,200 sq.ft. was used, 

Envelope. ls FAR times. lot a(ea. FARvaries by° 
h_eighf dist(ict No. .. resideintlal. sp13.Ce. · · · · .. 

Multiply it]e codJm\)rcial shar\l of the lot by FAR 
to arrtve at comm1;Jrc!al squar_e footage:Tue FAR 
varied for sso lots depending on ~~igtit limit. 

Divide the product of the residential share, 
number of buildable.stories (limited by FAR) and 
• 75 lot cover by the average_ size of a unit; this 
yields the number of units. Multiply this number 
by the average unit l?iZe to arrive at reisidenti!ll 
square. footage.· 
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artHiclally Hmiteid OT] ·oversl_ze !ots. · 

lftlie.numbe/of ~nitS ~t the av~rage.unjt .. 
size plus the 1 FAR comnierc;ial yields 
less than.the tot8.i potential envelope, 

. add commercial space_.up IQ the allowed 
commercial FAR. •. · · · · 
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Exceptions 

There were sites which would qualify for a softness label on metrics alone, but for a number of 

reasons were excluded from the overall softness tally. These cases.are lisred in Table D-3. These 

exceptions have been taken largely for practical reasons. For example, fire stations, schools and 

other public community' facilities may be in strucmres that do not fully utilize the parcels' 

potential capacity based on undetlying zoning standards. These buildings, however; serve a 

public function and may not likely be turning over for additional development. Similarly; 

freeways and other dedicated rights-of-way; even if these parcels are zoned for residential uses, 

are not considered as land suitable for development. Also underutilized parcels that may have 

residential or mixed uses with at least 10 units are not considered soft for this exercise. It 

is assumed for the purposes of estimating land inventory that such sites will not likely be 

demolishi:d and rebuilt. These exemptions, as well as"the assumptions and limitations cited 

in previoius sections, therefore make this a very conservative estimate of the city's remaining 

capacity. 

Tnb!eD-3 
Solt Sile Exceptions 

Lot functions as· open space tor or oth­
erwise connected to adjacent property 

Public or other large facility not likely to 
change · 

. Historic-design_ation or otherwise· 
significant 

Incorrect (too low) base data 

ID_R.Used 

Residential units 

Pipeline 

ROW 

. . . . 

Lot is deeded open sp~ce for adjacent deveiopment. 

Fire stations, museums, school? etc. 

. EXCJusior\from the softsite "taily includes CategoiY I ... 
arid Category JI buildings ·as well as California Historic 
Resource Stati.is 0cides 1 thru 5, all su.ffiXes: 

If existing.square footage information is ·deemed to be on 
the low side, the net capacity figure cari be overstated.­
For example, the square footagernported represents only 
one condominium in a multi-unit structure. 

If a Certificate ofTransfer was is.sued; !0twoo. ~arked as « 
not.soft as. capaciiy Jias_ been trilrisferr~~ qnd13r §128. ·· · 

If more than 1 o residential units w~re on site, the site was 
considered not sol\. · 
A development event ls in. the pipeline: _Site is assumed 
not soft .if constructior:i. ha.s already started or if the. · 
proposed project has r(!Ceived "planning entitlements ahd/ 
-or· builaing ·permits Ii ave been approved or issued. · 

Freeway or oiher dedicated rights-of-way. 
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FigurcD-1 

Relationship Between Building Envelopes, Net Sq~are Feel, and Net Unils4 

Building 
Envelope· 

Net Square Feet 
Potential envelope -
Existing erwelope 

Existing 
non-residenUal 

~-
;· i 

- --.-.-, - --·- - ., 

'.. :·: -· E~i~ting ~nit~ -. ·_; ~ 
·-· ..:---.-= - '"--=~--::--

Existing Potential 

Net Units: 
Potential Units -
Existing Units 

........ -····-··--·-·-··· .. ········ .. --···--.. ··----·····-· ......... _,,_ .. , ......... -................................... _ ............. --···-··-·· ......................... .-.......... _,_,,, ......... . 
4 As. net units ls the nnrnin;ll diffcrena: hmvccn ddstlngand proposed units. the ncrunJc estimate wlll in .snmcascs-prcsuppnsc: that,. in nrdcr to real he the 

nctunlt figun; ~cing non-residcntJ:U. building ~will ncal ru be convcncd. lntu residential we.. 11u:: 6gur.: shows this: Jn the unc::ummun situation 
wher~ a building~ &r more non-w;idcnti:U than midcnt:aillip~ and thw. o.n add a rdativdy large numhernfunitlr-mnrc than could. i:ypic:ally fit. in 
the net squacc feet available h,c~ the c:xirting bu1ld1ng slze :md. what oould. be built. if fullydcv:cloped.. 
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Attachment D-1 

Main Build-Out Functions 

Note: These functions were used for the buildout calculations 1n Microsoft A=ss's Visual 

Basic for Applications interface. 

Option Compare Database 
Option Explicit 
'---------------------------------
'CJ.ass MixedUsecapacity 
'---------------------------------

Function MixedGeneral(inStories As Integer, inLotArea As Double, 
inresdensity As Integer, inF.AR As single, rearYard As Double, flag As Byte) 

Dim varunits As Integer 
Dim varressqft.As Double 
Dim varcommsqft As Double 
Dim vartotsqft As Double 
Dim check, potEnvelope, farOverride As Single 

'If infar > inStories Then 
'telllpFAR = inStories 
'End If 

farOverride = l 'set a commercia.I far at 1 as a defau.It. 
varunits ~ Int(inLotArea I inresdensity) 
varressgft = varunits * grossrrnitSize(l) 
varcommsgft = inLotArea * farOverride 
vartotsgft = varressgft + varcommsqft 

'this compares totalsqft to the theoretical enve.Iope given res/com mix. If 
.Iaxge.r than 1, subtract units. 

potEnvelope = ((farOverride * inLotArea) + (inStories - farOverride) * 
(inLotArea * (1 - rearYard))) 
check = (vartotsgft I potEnvelope) 

Select Case check 'if envelope is not iil..Ied, add commercia.I 
Case Is > 1 

•varressqft ~ potEnvelope - inLotArea 
'varunits = varressqft I grossUnitSize(l) 

varcommsgft = potEnvelope - varressgft 
Case Else 

Do While potEnvelope > vartotsqft And varcommsqft < (inLotA.rea * inFAR) 

'varunits = varunits. - 1 
'potEnve.Iope = ( (faroverride * inLotArea) + (inStories - farOverride) 

* (inLotArea * (1 - rearYard))) 
varcommsqft = varcommsqft + lOOO 
'varressqft = varunits * grossUnitSjze(l} 
vartotsqft = varressgft + varcorornsgft 

Loop 
End Select 

Select Case flag 
case 1 

MixedGeneral = varunits 
Case 2 

MixedGeneral = varcommsqft 
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End Select 

End Function 

Function C3General(ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea AS Double, 
ByVal inFAR As Single, ByVal inZoning As String, flag As Byte) 

.'returns residential square feet for c3 districts by designating envelope 
'as FAR ti.mes lotsize (when height limit allows) and distributing 90% to 

commercial. 
'Limits potential for lots smaller than 7500 sqft to half the FAR . 

otherwise used •. 

D:im varunits As Integer 
Dim varressqft As Double 
Dim varcommsqft As Double 
Dim vartotsqft As Double 

vartotsqft = inLotArea * inStories 
If inLotArea <= 7500 And (inZoning 

Then 
Select Case inStories < 9 

Case True 

"C-3-0" Or inZoning 

varcommsqft = inLotArea * inStories * 0.9 
varressqft'= inLotArea * instories * 0.1 

"C-3-0 (SD)") 

Case Else 'buildings taller than 10 stories will use 'only half the 
possible FAR 

varcommsqft = inJ,otArea * (0.5 * inFAR) * 0.9 
varressqft = inLotAreq * (0,5 * inFAR) * 0.1 

End Select 
Else 
If instories > inFAR Then 
varconunsqft = (inLotArea * inFAR * 0.9) 
varressqft = {inLotArea * inFAR * 0.1) 

Else 
varcommsqft = inLotArea·* instories * 0.9 
varressqft inLotArea * inStories * 0.1 

End If 
End If 

Select Case flag 
Case 1 

C3General = varressqft 
Case 2 

C3General = varconunsqft 
End Select 

End Function 

Function SOMGeneral(ByVal inZoning As String, Byval inLotArea As Double, 
ByVal inStories As Integer, 
ByVai inFAR As Single, Byvai:-inShare As Single, ByVal rearYard As Single, 
flag As Byte) As Long 
'works on soma districts; uses average unit size rather than units relative 
to lot area. Since these districts 

'are very permissive density-wise (1 per 200 sf lot area) 1 using average 
size yields an estimate OD the conservative side. 

'leave out the rearyard usage for now; go with FAR. 

Dim varcoromsqft, varressqft As Long 
Dim varfar As Single 
Dim lotCoverage As Single 

'lotCoverage = 1 - rearYard 
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varfar = D 

If InStr(l, inZoning, "SSO") > 0 Then 
Select Case inStories 

Case 4, 5 
varf ar 3 

Case 6, B 
varfar 4 

case 13 
varfar 4.5 

Case Else 
varf ar = inFAR 

End Sele.ct 
End If 

If varfar = 0 Then 
varf ar = inFAR 

End If 
varressqft = inLotArea * (1 - inShare) * varfar * (1 - rearYard) 

If instories <= varfar Then 
varressqft = inLotArea * (1 - inShare) * inStories * (1 - rearYard) 
'varcommsqft inLotArea * inShare * inStories 

Else 
varcommsqft inLotArea * inShare * varfar 
varressqft = inLotArea * (1 - inShare) * varfar * (1 - ~earYard) 

End If 

Select Case flag 
Case 1 

SOMGeneral = varressqft 
Case 2 

SOMGeneral = varcommsqft 
End Select 

End Function 

Function ENMixed(ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As Long, flag 
As Byte) 

Dim retail AS Long 
Dim office As Long 
Dim resSf As Long 
Dim FAR As Single 
Dim envelope As Long 
Dim tdtComSf As Long 
'***returns commercial square footage for eastern neighborhood zoning 

districts. Allocates commercial primarily based on 
'***FAR (variable by height district) and leaving the rest to residential. 
envelope = inStories * inLotArea 

Select Case inStories 
Case Is <= 4 

FAR= 3 
retail = inLotArea * 1 
office = inLotArea * 1 
totComSf = retail + qffice 
resSf = FAR * inLotArea - totComSf 

case Is = 5 
FAR = 4 
retail.= inLotArea * 1 
office = inLotArea * 2 
totComSf = retail + office 
resSf = FAR * inLotArea - totComSf 

Case Is = 6 
FAR= 5 
retail = inLotArea * l 
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office = inLotArea * 2 
totComSf = retail + office 
resSf = FAR * inLotArea - totComSf 

Case Is = 8 
FAR = 6 
retail = inLotArea * 1 
office = inLotArea * 3 
totComsf = retail + office 
resSf = FAR * inLotArea 

Case Is > 8 
FAR= 7.5 
retail = inLotArea * 1 
office = inLotArea * 3 
totComSf = retail + office 

totComSf 

resSf = FAR * inLotArea - totcomSf 
End Select 

Select Case flag 
Case 1 

ENMixed = resSf 
Case 2 

ENMixed = totcomsf 
End Function 

Function NCTGeneral{ByVal instories As Integer,' 
ByVal inLotArea As Double, ByVal rearYard As Single, ByVal comshare As 
Single, flag As Byte) As Long 

'***Projects number of units on NC lots without density control. 
Dim envelope As Double 
Dim varunits As Integer 
Dim varressqft As Double 
Dim vartotsqft As Double 
Dim . varcomsqft 

envelope = inLotArea * (1 - rearYard) * inStories 
varunits =envelope* {1·- comShare) I grossUni~Size(0.5) 
varcomsqft = envelope * comshare 
vartotsqft = varressqf t + varcomsqft 

Do While ceil{vartotsqft I (inLotArea * (1 .- rearYard))) > Nz(inStories, 
0) 

varunits = val:units - 1 
varressqft = varunits * grossUnitsize(0.5) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 

Loop 

Select Case flag 
Case 1 

NCTGeneral varunits 
.Case 2 

NCTGeneral varcomsqft 
End Select 
End Function 

'---------------------------------
'Other functions 
'---------------------------------

Function grossUnitSize(parkingperunit As Single) As Long 
Const parkingSqft As Integer = 300 
Const circulationPercent As Single= 0.15 
Dim circulationSqft As Integer 
Const baseSize As Integer = 713 

Const usableOpenspace As Integer = 80 
circ~lationSqft = baseSize * circulationPercent 
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grossunitSize = basesize + parkingperunit * parkingSqft + circulationSqft 
+ usableOpenSpace 

End Function 

Function C2_resunits(ByVal.inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As Double, 

ByVal inFAR As Single) As Integer 
'returns residential units for C2 districts. Full FAR is given to 

commerciai, 
'any remaining square footage given to residential. Residential rear yard 

requirement 
'NOT implemented in this function. 

Dim varressqft As Long 
Dim. varresunits As Long 
Dim. envelope As Long 
Dim varcommsqft As Long 

varcommsqft = inLotArea * inFAR 
envelope = inLotArea * inStories 
varresunits = Int{inLotArea I 800) 
varressqft = varresunits * grossUnitsize{l) 

If ceil{varcommsqft./ inLotArea) > inStories Then 
varcommsqft = inLotArea * instories 

End If 
Do While varcoromsqft + varressqft > envelope .And varresunits > 0 
varresunits = varresunits - l 
varressqft = varresunits * grossunitSize{l) 

Loop · 

CZ resunits = varresunits 
End-Function 

Function C2 sqft(ByVal instories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As Double, _ 
ByVal inFAR-As Single) 

Dim. varcoromsgft As Double 
varcommsqft = inLotArea * inFAR 
If ceil(varcommsqft I inLotArea) > instories Then 

varcommsqft = inLotArea * inStories 
End If 
C2 sqft = varcommsqft 

End-Function 

Function C3_ressqft{ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As Double, 

ByVal inFAR As Single, ByVal inzoning As String) 

Dim xy As New MixedUseCapacity 
C3 ressqft = xy.C3General(inStories, inLotArea, inFAR, inZoning, 1) 

End-Function 

Function C3_commsqft(ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As Double, 

ByVal inFAR As Single, ByVal inZoning As String) 

Dim xy As New MixedUseCapacity 
C3 commsqft = xy.C3General(inStories, inLotArea, inFAR, inZoning, 2) 

End-Function 
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Function DTR_Commsqft(ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As 
Double, ByVal inShare As Double, ByVal rearYard As Single) 

Dim varTowerEnvelope As Long 
varTowerEnvelope = towerEnvelope(inStories, inLotArea, inShare, rearYard} 

DTR Commsqft = (varTowerEnvelope * (1 - inShare)} 
End Function 

Function DTR_ressqft(ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As Double, 
ByVal inShare As· Double, ByVal rearYard As Single) 

Dim varTowerEnvelope As Long 
varTowerEnvelope = towerEnvelope (inSto"ries, inLotArea, inShare, ·rearYard) 

DTR ressqft = (varTowerEnvelope * (inShare)) 
End Function 

Function towerEnvelope(ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As 
Double, ByVal inShare As Double, ByVal rearYard.As single) As Long 

Dim varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft As Double 
Dim varLowerTowerStories As Byte 
Dim varlowertowersqft As Double 

Dim varTowerstories As Byte 
Dim varTowerEnvelope As Double 

Dim varUpperTowerFloorPlateSqft As Double 
Dim varUpperTowerStories As Double 
Dim varOpperTowerSqft As Double 

Dim varPodiumstories As Byte 
Dim varPodiumsqft As Double 

Dim varTowers As Integer 
Dim·varNextTower As Double 

Const areaFactor As Byte 5 

If instories <= 12 Then 
varPodiumStories = inStories 
varPodiumSqft = varPodiumStories ·* inLotArea * (1 - rearYard) 

Else 
If inStories <= 24 Then 
varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft = 7500 
varPodiumStories = 8 
varLowerTowerStories 
varUpperTowerStories 

inStories 
0 

Elseif inStories <= 30 Then 
varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft = 8500 
varPodiumStories = 8 
varLowerTowerStories 
varUpperTowerStories 

instories 
0 

Elseif inStories <= 35 Then 
varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft = 9000 

varPodiumStories 

varPodiumStories 

varUpperTowerFloorPlateSqft = varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft - (0.1 * 
varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft) 

·varPodiumStories = 12 
varTowerstories = inStories - varPodiumStories 
varUpperTowerStories (1 I 3) * varTowerstories 
varLowerTowerStories = (2 I 3) * varTowerstories 

Elseif inStories > 35 Then 
varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft 
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varUpperTowerFloorPlateSqft = varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft - (O.l * 
varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft) 

varPodiumstories = 12 
varTowerstories = inStories - varPodiumstories 
varUpperTowerStories (1 I 3) * varTowerstories 
varLowerTowerStories = (2 I 3) * ·varTowerstories 

End If 

varNextTower = (varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft * areaFactor) 
varTowers = Int(inLotArea I varNextTower) 
If varTowers < 1 Then 
varTowers = 1 

End If 

'***podium envelope 
varPodiumsqft = (varPodiumStories * inLotArea) * (1 - rearYard) 

'***lower tower envelope 
Select Case inLotArea 
case Is >= varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft 
varlowertowersqft = (varLowerTowerStories * 

varLowerTowerFloorplateSqtt) * varTowers 
Case Else 
varlowertowersqft = (varLowerTowerStories * inLotArea) * varTowers 

End Select 

'***upper tower envelope 
Select Case inLotArea 

Case Is >= varUpperTowerFloorPlateSqft 
varUpperTowerSqft = (varUpperTowerStories * 

varUpperTowerFloorPlateSqft) * varTowers 
Case Else 

varUpperTowerSqft = (varUpperTowerStories * inLotArea) * varTowers 
End Select 

End If 

varTowerEnvelope varPodiumSqft + varlowertowersqft + varUpperTowerSqft 
towerEnvelope = varTowerEnvelope 

End Function . 

Function EN_com(ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As Long) 

Dim xyz As New MixedUseCapacity 
EN com = xyz.ENMixed(inStories, inLotArea, 2) 
End Function 

Function EN res(ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As Long) 
Dim xyq As New MixedUseCapacity 
EN com = xyq.ENMixed(inStories, inLotArea, 1) 
End Function 
-~-----------~-------------------------------------------------~~--------

'Function EN PDR com(ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As Long) 
Dim retail-As Long 
Dim office As Long 
Dim resSf As Long 
Dim PDR As Long 
Dim FAR As Single 
Dim totComSf As Long 
'***Returns commercial square footage for eastern neighborhoods PDR 

districts. 

If inLotArea < 2500 Then 
Select Case instories 
Case Is <= 4 

FAR= 3 
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retail = inLotArea * 1 
office = inLotArea * 1 
PDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totCo!llSf = retail + office + PDR 

Case Is = 5 
FAR = 4 
retail = .inLotArea * 1 
office = inLotArea * 1 
PDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totcomsf retail + office + PDR 

Case Is = 6 
FAR= 5 
retail = inLotArea * 1 
office = inLotArea * 1 
PDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail +·office + PDR. 

Case Is = .lJ 
FAR= 6 
retail = inLotArea * 1 
office = inLotArea * 1 
PDR = FAR * inLotArea - {retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

Case Is > 8 
FAR= 7.5 
·retail = inLotArea * 1 
office = inLotArea * 1 
PDR = FAR * inLotArea ~ (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

End Select 

Elseif inLotArea >= 2500 And inLotArea < 5000 Then 
Select Case inStories 

Case Is <"' 4 
FAR = 3 
retail = 2500 
office = inLotArea * 1 
PDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf retai~ + office + PDR 

Case Is = 5 
FAR = 4 
retail = 2500 
office = inLotArea * 1 
PDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

Case Is = 6 
FAR"' 5 
retail = 2500 
office = inLotArea * 1 
PDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

Case Is = B 
FAR= 6 
retail = 2500 
office = inLotArea * 1 
PDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) · 
totComSf =retail +·office+ PDR 

Case Is > 8 
FAR= 7.5 
retail = 2500 
office = inLotArea * 1 
PDR = FAR * inLotArea .- (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + office + FDR 

End Select 

Elseif inLotArea >= 5000 Then 
Select Case inStories 
. Case Is <= ·4 

FAR= 3 
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retail = 2500 
office = 5000 
PDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totColllSf retail + office + PDR 

Case Is = 5 
FAR= 4 
retail = 2500 
office = 5000 
PDR ·= FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf retail + office + PDR 

Case Is = 6 
FAR == 5 
retail = 2500 
office = 5000 
PDR = F.l\R * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf retail + office + PDR 

Case Is = 8 
FAR= 6 
retail = 2500 
office = 5000 
PDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

Case Is > 8 
FAR=7.5 
retail = 2500 
office = 5000 
PDR = FAR * inLotArea (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

End Select 
End If 

EN l?DR com = retail + office + PDR 
End - FurWtion 

Function SOM commsqft(ByVal inZoning As String, ByVal inLotArea As Double, 
ByVal instories As Integer, 
ByVal inFAR As Single, ByVal-inShare AS Single, ByVal rearYard As Single) 
As Long 
'works on soma districts; uses average unit size rather than units relative 
to lot area. Sine~ these districts 

'are very permissive density-wise (1 per 200 sf lot area), using average 
size :yields an estimate on the conservative side. 

Dim xz As New MixedUseCapacity 

SOM~co:inmsqft = xz.SOMGeneral(inZoning, inLotArea, inStories, inFAR, 
inShare, rearYard, 2) 
End Function 

Function SOM ressqft(ByVal inZoning As String, ByVal inLotArea As Double, 
ByVal inStories As Integer, _ 
ByVal inFAR As. Single, ByVal inShare As Single, ByVal rearYard As Single) 
As Long 

Dim pz As New.MixedUseCapacity 
SOM_ressqft = pz.SOMGeneral(inZoning, inLotArea, inStories, inFAR, 

inShare, rearYard, 1) 
End Function 

Function Mixed Comml(inStories As Integer, inLotAX:ea As Double, 
inresdensity As Integer, lnFAR As Single, rearYard As Double) 

Dim tempUnits 
Dim xx As New MixedUseCapacity 

Mixed_Comml = xx.MixedGeneral(inStories, inLotArea, inresdensity, inFAR, 
rearYard, 2) 
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End Function 

Function Mixed Units{inStories As Integer, inLotArea As Double, 
inresdensity As ~nteger, inFAR As Single, rearYard As Double} 
'***Projects number of units on mixed-zoned lots •. Maximizes residential per 
density limit, assigns rest to commercial up to FAR• 
Dim tempUnits 
Dim xx As New MixedUseCapacity . 
Mixed Units = xx.MixedGeneral(inStories, inLotArea, inresdensity, inFAR, 
rearYard, 1l 
End Function 

Function MUR DTR S Comsqft{ByVa1 instories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As 
Double, ByVal inShare As Single, ByVal rearYard As Single) As Long 

Dim varcomsqft As Double 
Dim vartotsqft As Double 

'***companion function to MUR_Ressqft. Com share set in separate lookup 
table and passed in. 

vartotsqft = inLotArea * instories * (1 - rearYard) 
varcomsqft = (vartotsqft * (1 - inShare)) 
MUR_D;I'R_S_Comsqft varcomsqft 

End Function 

Function MUR DTR S Ressqft(ByVal inStories As.Integer, ByVal inLotArea As 
Double, ByVal inShare As Single, ByVal rearYard As Single) As Long 

Dim varressqft As Double 
Dim vartotsqft As Double 

'***companion function to MUR_comsqft. Com share set in separate lookup 
table and passed in. 
vartotsqft inLotArea * instories * (1 - rearYard) 

·varressqft (vartotsqft * inShare) 
MUR_DTR_S_Ressqft = varressqft 

End Function 

Function NCT_ComBqft(ByVal inStories As Integer, 
ByVal inLotArea As Double, ByVal rearYard As Single, ByVal comShare As 
Single) As Long 

'***Projects number of units on NC lots without density control. 
Dim klm As New MixedUseCapacity 
NCT_ComSqft = k.1nL.NCTGeneral{inStories, inLotArea, rearYard, comShare, 2) 

·End Function 

Function NCT Units{ByVal instories As Integer, 
ByVal inLotArea As Double, ByVal rearYard As single, ByVal comShare As 
Single) As Integer 

'***Projects commercial use based on set share 
Dim kl As New MixedUseCapacity 
NCT_Units = kl.NCTGeneral{inStories, inLotArea, rearYard, comShare, 1) 

End Function 

Function RH_units{ByVal inzoning As String, ByVal instories As Integer,_ 
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ByVal inLotArea As Double, ByVal rearYard As Single) 
'***Projects number of units on RH-zoned 1-ots 

Dim varunits As Single 
Dim varressqft As Double 
Dim vartotsqft As Double 
Const rhlnxt As· Integer 
Const rh2nxt As Integer 
Const rh3nxt As Integer 

· Dim rhzoning As Integer 
Dim rhnumber As Integer 

3000 
1500 
1000 

rhzoning = InStr (1, · inZoning, "RH-") 

If rhzoning = 1 Then 
rhnumber = (Cint(Mid(Nz(inZoning, O), 4, 1))) 

End If 
'first of three b1-ocks testing whether 1-ot is 1-~rge enough for CU units 

Select Case inLotArea 
case Is >= 1500 

If rhnumber = 1 Then 
If inLotArea >= 1 * rhlnxt And InStr(l, inZoning, "RH-l(D)") 0 Then 
varunits = Int (inLotArea I (rhlnxt)) 
varressqft = varunits * grossUnitsize(l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 
Do While ceil(vartotsqft I (inLotArea * (1 - rearYard))) > inStories 
varunits = varunits - 1 
varressq£t = varunits * grossUnitSize(l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 

Loop 
RH units var~ts 

Els°B" 
varunits rhnumber 
varressq£t = varunits * grossUnitsize(l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 
Do While ceil(vartotsqft I (inLotArea * (1 
varunits = varunits - 1 
varressqft = varunits * grossUnitSize(l) 
vartotsqft. = varressq£t 

Loop 
RH_units = varunits 

End If 

rearYard))) > inStories 

'second of three b1-ocks testing whether 1-ot is 1-arge enough for CU units 
Elseif rhnumber = 2 Then 
If inLotArea >= 2 * rh2nxt Then 
varunits = Int(inLotArea I rh2nxt) 
varressqft = varunits * grossUnitsize(l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 
Do While ceil(vartotsqft I (inLotArea * (1 - rearYard))) > inStories 
varunits = varunits - 1 
varressq£t = varunits * grossUnitSize(l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 

Loop 
RH_units = varunits 

Else 
varunit:, rhnumber 
varressqft = varunits * grossUnitSize(l) 
vartotsqft = varressq£t 
Do While ceil(vartotsqft I (inLotArea * (1 - rearYard))) > inStories 
varunits = varunits - 1· 
varressqft = varunits * grossUnitSize(l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 

Loop 
RH_units = varunits 

End If 
'third of three b1-ocks testing whether lot is large enough f9r CU units 

Elseif rhnumber = 3 Then 
If inLotArea >= 3 * rh3nxt Then 

906-



DRAFT PROPOSED FOR ADOPTION HOUSING ELEMENT.2014 

varunits = Int{inLotl\.rea I {rh3nxt)) 
varressqft ~ varunits * grossUnitSize(l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 

. Do While ceil(vartotsqft I (inLo~ea * (1 - rea~Yard))) > inStories 
varunits = varunits - 1 
varressqft = varunits * grossUnitSize(l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 

Loop 
RH_units = varunits 

Else 
varunits = rhnumber 
varressqft = varunits * grossUnitSize(l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 
Do While ceil(vartotsqEt I (inLotArea * (1 - rearYard))) > inStories 
varunits = varunits - 1 
varressqft = varunits * grossUnitSize{l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 

Loop 
RH_units = varunits 

End If 
Else 

RH units 0 
End-If 

Case Else 
RH_units 0 

End Select 
End Function 

Function RM Units{ByVal inStories As Integer, 
ByVal inLotArea As Double, ByVal inresdensity As Double, ByVal rearYard As 
single) As Long 

'***Projects number ·of units on RM-zoned iots 
Dim varunits As Integer 
Dim vardensity As Double 
Dim varressqft As Double 
Dim vartotsqft As Double 

vardensity = inLotAXea ./ inresdensity 
varunits = Int_{vardensity) 
varressqft = varunits * grossUnitSize{l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 
Do While {vartotsqft I (inLotArea * (1 - rearYard))) > inStories 

varunits = varunits - 1 
varressqft varunits * grossUnitSize(l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 

Loop 

RM_Units = varunits 

End Function 

Function RTO Units(ByVal inZoning As String, ByVal inStories As Integer,_ 
ByVal inLotA;ea As Double, ByVal rearYard As Single} 

'***Projects number of units on R-zoned iots 
Dim· envelope As Double 
Dim varunits As Integer 
Dim varressqft As Double 
Dim vartotsqft As Double 

If InStr(l, inZoning, "RTO") Then 
envelope= inLotArea * 0.55 * inStories 
varunits =envelope I grossunitSize{0.75) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 

Do While ceil(vartotsqft I (1nLotArea * {1 - rearYard)}) > Nz(inStories, 
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0) 
varunits = varunits - 1 
varressqft = varunits * grossUnitsize(l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 

Loop 
RTO_Units = varunits 

Else 
RTO_Units = Null 

End If 

End Function 

Function RTO MixUnits(ByVal inStories As Integer, 
ByVal inLotAl;ea As Double, ByVal rearYard As single) 

'***Projects number of units on RED-Mixed-zoned lots in West Soma 
.Dim resenvelope As Double 
Dim varunits As Long 
Dim varressqft As Double 
Dim varcomsqft As Double 
Dim vartotsqft As Double 

If Lotarea >= 1200 Then 
varcomsqft 

Else 
varcomsqft 

End If 

1200 

inLotArea 

resenvelope = inLotArea * (l - rearYard) * inStories - varcomsqft 
varunits = resenvelope I grossunitsize(l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 

Do while ceil(vartotsqft I (inLotArea * (l - rearYard)}) > Nz(inStories, 
0) 

varunits = varunits - 1 
varres·sqft = varunits * grossUnitSize (1) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 

Loop 
RTO_MixUnits = varunits 

End Function 

Function height stories(ByVal in limit As String) 
'***Returns nulnber of stories allowed given the height limit 
Dim varstring As String 
Dim varheight As Integer 

If (InStr(l, in limit, "OS/") = 1) 
And (InStr(l, in limit, "-") > 0) Then 
varstring = Mid(In limit, 4, InStr{l 1 in_limit, "-") - 4) 
varheight = Cint(varstring) 

Elseif InStr(l,. in limit, "-") > 0 Then 
varstring = Left{in limit, InStr(l, in limit, "-") - 1) 
varheight = Cint (vaX:string) . -

Elseif InStr(l, in limit, "X") > 0 Then 
varstring = Leftffn_limit, InStr(l, in_limit, "X") - 1) 
varheight = Cint(varstring) 

Else · 
varheight 0 

End If 

height stories = Int(varheight I 10) 
End Fun';tion · 

Function ceil(ByVal innumber As Double} 
'***Returns the next integer up; used for calculating number of stories 
'***given the lot area and building square footage 
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If Int(innu:rnber) > innumber Then 
ceil ~ Int(innurober) + l 

Else 
ceil = Int(innumber) 

End If 
End Function 

Function old unit size() 
'***Used for ass~tions about sqiiare footage of existing units 
old unit size = 765 * 1.2 

End Function 

Function new_unit_size(ByVal in_option As Boolean) 
'***Use for calculating square footage of new residential units. 
'***Case true for live-work, case false for everything else. 
If in option Then 

new_;nit..:_size 1000 
Else 

new unit size 
End If -

End Function 

1000 * 1.2 

Function calc softness(ByVal intotsqft As Double, ByVal insqft As Double) 
Select Case Nz(insqft, 0) 

Case,O To (intotsqft * 0.05) 
calc softness = 5 

Case (intotsqft * 0.05) To (intotsqft * 0.3) 
calc softness = 30 

Case (intotsqft * 0.3) To (intotsqft * 0.4) 
calc softness = 40 

Ca~e (intotsqft * 0.4) To (intotsqft * 0.5) 
calc_softness = 50 

Case Else 
calc softness Null 

End Select 
End Function 
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Attarb111e11t D-2 . 
Summary of Residential Development Standards by Zoning District 

RH-1 (D) House, One-Family 
(Detached Dwelnngs) 

. RH~1 House, One-Family 

RH-1 (S) House, One-Family 
with Minor Second Unit 

RH-2 Hou,se, Two-Family 

: RH-3 House, Three-Family . . 

· RM-i Mixed (Apartments and 
Ho_uses), Lciw Density_. · · 

One dwelling unit per lot. 
(11 du/acre) 

. , One dwelling unit per lot; up to 
· on.e unit per 3000 sq.ft. of lot area 
(maximum of 3 units} with conc;!itlonal 
use approyal. · 
(17 du/acre) 

Same as RH-!; or 2 dwelling units 
per lot with second unit limited to 600 
sq.ft. of net floor area. 

. (35 du/acre) 

· Two dwelling units per lot; up to one 
. unit per 1500 sq.ft. of lot area With 
. conditlorial .use approval. 
. :(35 du/acr.e) 

Three dwelling units piiJrlot; up to one 
unit per.1 ooo sq.ft. of Jot area with 
conditional use approval.· 
(52 du/acre) 

. . . 

Three· dwelllnci ~nits per"iot or on~ 
dwelling unit per 800 sq.ft. Of lot area 
(54 du/acre) · · · · · 

· Residential care facility for 6 
or fewer. 

Residential care facility for 6 
or fewer. 

Residential care facility for 6 
or fewer.· 

·Residential care facility for 6 . 
.or"fewer. 

· ResldentiaJ care fac!llty for 6 
or fewer.· 

; Residential care facility for .. 
· 6.brfewer; group-housing, 
. boarding; group housing,. 
religious orders. · · 

Residential care _facility for 7 or more. 

Residential care facility for 7 or more. 

Residentiiil care facility for 7 or more. 

Residential .care facility for:? or more; 
group housing, boarding; group hous- . 

-. Ing, religious orders; group- housing, · 
. m~dlcal and educati.cinal Jr:istltutions. 

Residential care facility for 7 or more; 
group housing, boarding; group hous­
ing, religious orders; group housing,. 
medical and educational Institutions. 
. . . . . . . . 

. Residential care f~cllity fa~ 7 o~ more; 
.·.group .housing, ·medical and educe-
·. !Iona! Institutions." ' · · 

300 sq, ft. per unit If private; 
400 sq.ft. per unit if com- · 
mon • 

300 sq:ft. perunit if private; 
400 sq.ft. per.unit if com­
mon, 

. 300 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
400 sq.ft. per unit If com­
mon . 

125 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
16p sq.ft. per unit if cqm-
mon. · 

100 sq.ft. per unit If private;. 
133 sq.ft. per unit if com­
mon, 

100 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
· 133 sq. ft. per unitlf com­
_mon ,· · 
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. ·RM-2 Mixed (Apartments and 
·Houses)~ Moderate Dei:isity · 

. R~-a Mi~eci (A.partme'Dts and· 
• House.sJ •. tviedium. Density .. " 

·RM,4 Mixed (Apartments and 
Houses); High Density 

... : 

RC~a Residential-Commercial·· 
· C~mbii:ied, Mediui-ii Density_· 

·Rc~4·ResideniiB1:commercial 
Combined, High Density 

. . . 
R;_-q Residenti8.! Transit.· 
One~ted,Development 

Thr'ee dwelling units per.lot or one 
dyv!llling unit per 600 sq.ft. of lot area . 
(77 du/acre) · 

Residential care facility for 
6 cir fewer; group:houslng, 
boarding; group t:iousing, 
religious orders: 

. " "" . Residential. care facility for 
. Three dwelllng ·units per.Jot or one. . 6 or fewer; group housing, 

Residential ?are faclUtY for 7 or.. m~r~; .. , .:80 sq~ ft per, unit if private;. 
group housing, medical \).nq educa- . 106 sq.ft. per unit If com-
tional institutions. · mon. · 

ctwelllng unit per 409 sq.ft; of 1.ot area. · ·boarding; :group housing,. 
. (1 o9 du/acre)' · · · : rel,lgfous 'Orders. : 

: Resfdehtial care fa~ilit; for 7 or·rr;are;. 
gr.cup tiouslng; medical' and educa- " '," 

· ''.t!ona) Institutions. · · · 

60 sq.ft p~r u~ii If prlva~; 
80 sq.ft. per unillf com": ,' 
mon. · 

Three dwelling units per lot' or one 
dwelling unit per 200 sq.ft of iot aiea 
(2'18.du/acre)'. · 

. Residentif1,1 care facility for 
6 orfewer: group housing, .. 
boarding; group housing, · 
rellgjou!J orders. · 

.. Thr(le:d~eilihg units .'per lot or ohe .". . I Reslgerii!ai' care f~c·llJfy.for 
.. .J: dwelling unit perAOO:sq.ft.'of lot'area .. :· . .,6 .or fewer; group bouslng,. 

. ·(109 du/acre) · . ' '. ". · ; · · . . boarding; group housing; 
· · · · religious orders ... " . · " 

:r}lreei dwelllng units per lot or one 
dwelling unit per-2oo·sq.ft. of lot area. 

· (21 B du/acre) . 

: Fiesldenti~l care faclllty for 
"6 ar:fewer; group housing, 
. boarding; group housing, 
religious orders. 

" '. Permltted.1 .. cjwelllrig unit per 600 
square feet of lot area;· may exceed 

""t)lis limitfo,r BMR.qnlts, affqrdable. . . .. . 
'.rousing, .or'othEir·spe,qial'uses:. · . Residential care:faclllty.f(Jr 
· With· a. conditional use permit den!!lty · : 6 qr f~wer;. group housjng, 
· r;i.ay exceed i. unit per 600 and ls.then • bo.a~d1f1g;·group housing; .. · 

)1mlted by height, bulk and unit' mix . re11g1ous orders: . 
requirements. · · 
(77 du/acre) 

Residential care faciliiy for 7 or more\ . · 1·36 sq.ft. per unit if private;. 
group housing, medical and educa- 48 sq.ft: per unit if com-· 
~onal institutions. mon. . 

Resldenti~ care' facllitY for.Tor more;'. 
:.group.h.ouslrig;:medical .and. educa- " 
tional.lnstltutlon,s'. · · 

Residential 'care.facility for 7 ormore; 
group housing·, medical and educa: 
tlonal Institutions. 

. R·~sldentlai care f~cility for-7 or more; 
· group housing, n:iedlcal and educa-
tioi)al institutions •. · " 

60 sq.ft. per unit if private;· 
:80 1>q.ft. per unit if com­
mon.· 

. 36 sq.ft. per. unit if private; 
48 sq.ft. per unit if com-· 
man. 

1'00 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
: 133 sq. ft. per unit if com-
mon. · 
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RTO~M Residentfai Transit . : 
Oriented Development,· 
Mission 

Pacific Nco. 

Nc~i NC Cluste(Disirict; 
. Nc~2 Small-Scale NQD; ·.. .: 
NC-S NC Shopping Genter.: 

· Inner Stinset NC01·· . . 
sacram~ota· NCO, 

. ·w!')st Pprtal NCO . 

· NC-3 Moderate-Scale.NCO, 
·.Ca~tro NCO, 
·Inner Clement NCO, 
·outer Clement NCO, · 
Upper Fillmore NCO, 
Haight NCO, .. 
Union NCO, 
24th-Noe.Valley NCO 

· Permitted 1 dwelling unit per 400 
square feet of lot area; may exceed 
this limit for BMR. units, affordable · 
housing, or other special uses; 
Density may .exeeed .1 unit per 400 
and is then [irnited by height, bulk and 
unit ml~ requirements. 
40% required to contain at least 2 · . 

. bedrooms ·or 30% requJfed to contain 
at least 3· bedrooms: 
(io.9 tlU/E!cre)· 

One. dwelling unit per 1,000 sq.ft. of 
lot area. 
(44.du/acre) 

Residential care facility for 
6 or fewer; group housing, 
boarding; group fJouslng •. · 
religious orders. 

~roup housing 

: L 'o~e..c:!~elli~g unit per apo sq.ft. of lot · ·1: Group housing; residential 
· area . care facility for 6 or fewer .. 
· (54du/acre) · 

one dwelling unit per 600 sq.ft. of lot 
area · 
(J7 du/acre). 

Group housing; residenti<1I 
care facility for 6 or fewer. 

Residential care facility for 7 or more; 
group housing, medical arid educa­
tional lnst.ltutlons. 

Residential care facility for 6 or fewer. 

·.Residential care.faclllty for 7 or more • 

Resl.dential care facility for 7 or mor\;l. 

1 oo sq. ft. per unit if private; 
133.sq.ft. per unit If com­
mon. 

1 oo sq.ft. per unit if private; 
133 sq.ft. per unit If com~ · 
man. 

100 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
133 sq. ft: per tiniflf com-

. mon. 

80 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
1 oo sq.ft. per unit If com­
mon. · 
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. Hay~.Gough ·NCTD, ·· 
·upper MarkB;t _NCTD ·. ·· 

·.:.. '! •• 

NCT-2 Small~Sc~e NCTD 

. •,,. 
:·. 

··NCT.3 ivloderate-Scale.NCTD, 
. Mission.NCTD :. ' . 

...... 

Valencia NCTD, 
24th-Mission NCTD, 
SOMANOTD 

··No density limit; denslty"°controll~d by··. 
.. physicaJeny$!ope controls of helgl:lt •.. ·\ · Gr.oup .. housing; rl'sidential . 

setbacks, ·.open space; .arid exposure:·. care facility for 6 or.fewer:· 
(N/A). . . . 

· No density limit; :density controlled by 
ptwslcal envelope controls of height, . 
setbacks; open space, and exposure. 

· 40% required to cont.ajn at lea,st 2: 
·bedrooms or 30% required to contain· 
at lea8t s bedrooms. · · 

. (N/A) 

No dens1£; limit; density c~ntrolled by': 
pt:Jyslcai envelope contrCiJs of height,:·. 
setbacks, open space, and exposure_. 
4P.% required to contaifcl"at leas! 2.·· ·.' 
bedroqms or 30%.requlred.tq contain 
at least 3 bedrooms. · · 
(N/A) . .. 

No density limit. 40% required to. 
contain at least 2 bedrooms or 
30%-required to contain at least 3 
bedrooms.· 
(N/A) 

Group housing; residential 
care facll!ty for 6 or fewer. 

· Group housing, residential 
. care f_acillty; . . . . . . . 

Group housing; residential 
care facility for 6. or fewer. 

ResJden_ti8! qare facility for 7 or more. 

_Residential care facility for 7 c;i_r more. 

Not-applicabl~.: · 

Residential care facility for 7 or more. 

so i:iq.ft. per unit If private; 
··so sq.ft. per unit If com-
. mon. · · ·. 

1 oo sq.ft. per unit If private; 
133 sq.~ per unit If com-
.man. · 

BO sq.ft. per. unjt if private; 
.100 sq.ft. per uniHf com~ 
mon:·· · · 

BO sq.ft .. per unit If private; 
too sq.ft. per unit if.com­

·mon. 
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ccs Chinatown community 
Business, · · 
·CVR Chlnato-ivn Visitor Retail, 
·CRNC ChinatoWn Residential 
Neighborhood Commercial,. 

·RED .Residential E:nclave 

SPD South F'.ark 

. · RSD.,J'lesicleritlal/Servlce 

·SLR Ser'vi!Je/ Light industrial/ 
Resl.dentia/ · · 

: sl.i ser:;icei ught industrt~: · 

SSO Seryice( Secondary Office 

one dwelllng unit per 200 sq.ft. of lot 
area 
(218 du/acre} 

One dwelling unit per 400 sq.ft. of iot 
area. . "... . 
(:109 du/acre) 

No density limit. 40% required to 
contain' at least 2 bedrooms or 
30% required to contain at least.3 
bedrqoms. · 
(N/A) 

Group housing, residential 
care facility .. 

SRO units. :·. 

SRO units. 

Ohe .ciwelling unit per 200 sq.ft. of 1.ot . 
arep. for projects' below 40 ft; aoove.40 

. ·ft., density detetmined by conditiona[ [ 'SRO units. 
use process. 
·(218 du/~cre).. . 

One dweliing"tinit'per 200 sq.ft; of jot· 
area. 

· (21'8 du/acre) 

By conciltlonal use only if low Income; 
otherwise, not permitted; cine dweiling . 
unit per 200 sq.ft: of fol area. 
(218 du/acre) · 

By cor:iditlonal use onlyi one dwelling 
· unit per·200 sq.ft. of lot area. 

(218 du/acre) · 

SRO.units. 

·Nofapplicable •. 

SRO units, 

Not applicable. 

. Residential .care faciltt.y ... 

Group housing; residential care 
facillty. 

Group hotislng; .residential care 
·facility.. · 

Group i')ousing; residential care 
facility, 

SRO u~it~, if low income; gr~up.h'~us-
ing; resjdentla/ care facil!ty. · · 

Group housing; residential care · 
facility. 

48 sq.ft. 

60 sq.ft. per unit If all . 
·P~Vate; BO sq.ft. if commor:i 
spac·e. 36 sq.ft. per unit for. 
live/Work units. 

80 sq.ft. per unit; 54 sq.ft. If 
publicly accessible. 

3B sq.~. per. unit If private; 
48 sq.ft. per unit if com-

" mon .. 

60 sq.ft. per unit if private; 
80 sq.ft .. per unit If com­
mon. 

36 sq.ft, 

36 sq.ft. 
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·. RH~DTR Rlricon Hll( D~town . . No deAsitY limit 40% required fo 
Residential · · · · · ·.. . · . contain at least 2 bedrooms or · 

· SB .I?TR s;uth Be~~h (i;~t~wrr 30% required to cbntfiin at i~ast:3 
·Residential·., " · ·· · · ·": f~JXJ°°~s, : .:-.· · :: · . .' · 

MUG"MlxedJJl:!e - Gener~. · 
Ml,JR.Mlxed Use - Residential', 
MUO Mixed Use-'Office 

· UMU. Urban Mixed Use . .. ... ···: 

·TB DTR Transl::iay Downtown 
·Residential (Redevelopment . · 
P.rqJl?ct Area) 

C-2·Cornmunity.Buslness 

C.·M .. Heavy Commercial 

No:denslty. limit:'4P% required to 
contain at least 2 bedrooms. or 
30% required to contain at least 3 
bedrooms. 
JN/Ai 

No ciensity°limit 40%requirect tp. 
·" contain at le'ast.2 bedrooms.or 
· · ·303 required to contain at least 3 

bedroom.~.... · · · : , " ·" 

'• .. 

·(N/A) "· .. · 

No density limit. (N/A) 

. . . g·at aderisityonhe-closest 
R district; but In no case less be less: 
than on.e ctWelling .unit per BOO sq.ft. 
of lot area, 
5 . 

. By conditional use only; ·dwelling: at a 

. d1?nsfty of the closes.t 8 district; buUry · 
no case less be fess· than one dwelllng 

.... unit per.125 sq.ft. of lot ar.ea 

· (348 dufacre) ' 

Nat applicable. 

SRO units: 

Notapplioabie .. .... ·: .·· . 

Group housing, residential · 
·care. facility .. 

Group housing; residential 
:care facility. · 

·Group housing; residential · 
· care faClliiY:. 

. F1esi.dentiaI:.car13 fCJ,cility .. 

:student housing; residential care 
·.faclHtY.. ·. · · · 

Student housing; residential care· 
:facnity. · · ·, ... 

Not applicable. 

·Not applicable •. 

Not applicable. 

/t' 

75 sq.ft per unit; up to 
· 50% may tie provide.d off- . 
Site i~ pUblicly.accessible; 

BO sq.ft. per unit; 54 sq.ft. If 
publi9ly accessible. 

sci sq.it. per unit; 54 sq.ft: if 
publicly accessible:, . . 

16.sq.ft. per unit plus com­
mon space located in the 
center of each block 

Same·as the requirement 
·tor the nearest R district. 

. . . 
. 35. sq.ft:. per unit If prtvate; 
48 sq.ft. per unit if.como. · 

. n.iqn:. 
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i>a~o Do~town ~.Office, 
c;a.R Downtown - Retilil, · 
C-3-.G Dqwntov\in -.Geni?ral 

C~3~5· Downtown Support 

M-1 ·Light. Industrial 

·.M·.2 Heavy Jn.d_ustrJal. 
,. 

P.DR·1~B PDR -Light Industrial 
'.Buffer, · · 
:PDR·1·D. PDR. ~·Design, 
PDR·1-G PDR- General; . 

'.PDR·2 pore PDR-Ba)'View 

. Dwelling at a densit)i·of the closest 
R district; but Jn no case'less be less· 
than one dwelling unit per 125 sq.ft.of ·I Group housing; residential 
!qt area Higher density perrn.Jtted with" care facJllty. 
. conditional use; · · · 

'348 du/acre · 
·Dwelling at a density of the closest 
R district, but In no case less be less 

,than one dwelling unit per 126 sq.ft. of I G h 1 . 
"lot area Higher density permitted with roup ous ng. 
conditional use. 
348 d 

Dwelling.at a density of the closest· 
R district, but lri no case less be less 
than one dwelling unit per 800 sq.ft. . I Residential care facility. 
of Jot area 
(54 du/acre) 

". DweUing at a density ·of the closest 
R district, but in no case Jess qe less· 

· than one dwelling unit per 800·sq.ft. 
'cifl.ot.11rea· · · 

(54 du/acre) 

Dwelling ·units or group housing not 
·permitted. (N/A) 

Not .. applicab/e. 

Neil applicable. 

·Not applicai:ile. 

R_esidentiaJ care facility .. 

Group· housing; 

Group housing;· 

Not applicable .. 

·3s sq.ft. per unit if private; 
· 48 sq.ft. per unit if com­
. mon .. 

·35 sq.ft. 'per unit if private; 
48 sq.ft. per unit If com­
·mon. 

· 36 sq.ft. per unit if private; 
.4~ sq.ft. per unit If com-. 
mon . 

36 sq.ft. per unit if.private; 
48 sq.ft. per unit If <;;om~ 
·inon .. 

Not applicable. 
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SP~c:;1'~~ USE:°DIS~RIC~~· (SUD) 

Van Ness SUD 

Dwelling 'units or group· housing not 
permitted. (N/A) · · 

No density. limit; density controlled by 
physical envelope controls of height, 
setbacks, open spaqe; and e)(posure. 
(N/A) . 

Residential care facility for 
·5 or fewer; group .housing', 
'boarding; group housing, · 
religious· orders • 

.- . . . Nodensitylimft;densitycontrolledby:·:i · : · ".- - " 
F.olsom ·and"Mai~ Residential/ . ·1 ·phys1cai erive.lo~e controls. ?f height!.: · ·eroup h.~usinQ: Jeslden.tlal 

_Commercial.SUD · · · .. : setbacks; open space,. and•exposure" . care·tac1l1ty. : . -- . · · 
.. (N/A) · · · . . . . · .. 

Residential care facility for· 7 or more; 
group Mousing, medical.and educa­
tipnai institutions. · 

Not apfii1cab1e. 

North of Market Residential· 
suo Subarea.No. 1 · · · 

One 'dwellln.9. unit per: 125 sqJt.' ofl.ot. . 
area; double det.lsity .provisions do not. 
apply. · · · · 
(348 du/acre) 

·Residential care facility for. I Resfdentlal care faciUt/for 7 or more; 
6 or fewer; group, hou~ing, " . group housing, medical and educa· . 
boarding; group housing, . · tional fnstitutioris .. 
religious.orders. 

. . .. . . ·one-dwemng i:init.per2oo sq.tt. of 1at ... Fiesidentia1 cate-iac1111Y tor. .. 
_-North of Ma_r~t Residential.;. · area; double· density,:provlsfons qo not" . 6'br_fe"'.Ver;,groupJiou.s!hg, 
•_SUD.S.ubar9a No. 2 · .. .-._ .. - _. apply.. . · ·" · · :board_inQ;.group.,housing,-

.. · . · (218 du/acre) .. _religious orders: : 

.va·n Ness and Market Down­
town Residential SUD· · 

No de(lsity limit; densltj controlled by .. 
physical envelope controls- of height, 

· setbacks, open space, and exposure. · 
(N/A) . . . 

Groµp housing;' residential 
care facility; · 

. Reslde(ltial care 'faC;i.lity for 7 or more; 
·: groµp':hpuljl!ng, medical and .eaui:Ja:: • 
tional iri_stltutiof!s;- · · · 

Not applicable. 

36 sq.ft. per unitlf private; 
48 sq.ft. per unit if com­
mon. 

36 sq.fl. per unit if private; 
: 1--48 _sq.ft,. per unit if com-

.man. "" · 

36 sq.ft. per unit if private; 
48 sq.ft.: per unit if com-
mon. · · · 

. 36 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
48 :sq.ft.' per unit if COTT\- . 

··mori.·· · · 

.36 sq.ft per unit if private; 
48 sq. ft: per unit If com­
,mon; up t9 40% may be. 
provided off-site if within 
the SUD or'within 900 feet 
. of the project site. 
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Lake·sh9re plaia SUD 

By conditional use only; one dwell/ng · 
unifper"3,000 sq.it. of/at area cin firs\. 
anct.second.stories only; group hous- ·\ Not applicable. 
ing /s·riot pemiitted. 
(15 du/acre) · 

Residential care facility. 
300 sq.ft. per unitif private; . 
400 sq.ft. per unit If com~ 
man:.· · 
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!. SUMMARY OF OBJECTIVES & POLICIES 

ISSUE i: 
ADEQUATE SITES 

OBJECTIVE1 

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE 
FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE 
SITES TO MEET THE CITY'S HOUS­
ING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMA­
NENTLY ~FFORDABLE HOUSING. 

POLICY1.1 

Plan for the full range of housing needs 
in the City and County of San Francisco, 
especially affordable housing. 

POLICY1.2 

Focus housing growth and infrastructure~ 
necessary to support growth according 
to community plans. Complete· planning 
underway In key opportunity areas. stteh­
as Treasure Island, Gandleeliek Park and 
I !unter's Point Ship~ard .. 

POLICY 1.3 

Work proactlvely to Identify and secure 
opportunity sites for permanently 
affordable housing. 

POLICY1.4 

Ensure community based planning 
processes are µsed to generate changes 
to land use controls. 

POLICY1.5 

Consider secondary units in community 
planning processes where there is 
neighborhood support and when other 
neighborhood goals can be.achieved, 
especially if that housing is ma.de 
permanently affordable to lower-income 
households. 

POLICY 1.6 

Consider greater flexibility in number and 
size of units within established building 
envelopes in community based planning 
processes, especially if it can increase the 
number of affordable units in mutti-family 
structures. 

POLICY1.7 

Consider public health objectives when 
designating and promoting housing 
development sites. 

POLICY1.8 

Promote mixed use development, and 
include housing, particularly permanently_. 
affordable housing, in new commerc\al, 

institutional or other single use 
development projects. 

POLICY1.9 

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 and students. 

POLICY 1.10 

Support new housing projects, especially 
affordable housing, where households 
can easily rely on public transportation, 
walking and bicycling for the majortty of 
daily trips. 

ISSUE2: 
CONSERVE AND IMPROVE 
EXISTING STOCK 

OBJECTIVE2 

RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, 
AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAIN­
TENANCE STANDARDS, WITHOUT 
JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY. 

POUCY2.1 

Discourage the demolition of sound 
existing housing, unle5s the demolition 
results in a net increase in affordable 
housing. 

POLICY2.2 

Retain existing housing by controlling the 
merger of residential.units, except where a 
merger clearly creates new family housing. 

POUCY2.3 

·Prevent the removal or reduction of 
housing for parking. 

POLICY2.4 

• Promote improvements and continued 
maintenance to existing units to ensure 
long term habitation and safety. 

POLICY2.5 

Encourage and support the seismic 
retrofitting of the existing housing stock. 

POUCYZ.6 

Ensure housing supply ls not i:onverted. 
to. de facto commercial use through short­
term· rentals. 
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OBJECTIVE3 

. PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF 
THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK, 
ESPECIALLY RENTAL UNITS. 

POUCY3.1 

Preserve rental units, especially rent 
controlled units, to meet the City's 

' affordable housing needs. 

POLICY3.2 

Promote voluntary housing acquisition and 
rehabilitation to protect affordability for 
existing occupants. 

POUCY3.3 

Maintain balance in affordability of existing 
housing stock by supporting affordable 
moderate ownership opportunities. 

PQLICY3.4 

Preserve "naturally affordable" housing 
.types, such as smaller and older 
ownership units. 

POUCY3.5 

Retain permanently affordable residential 
hotels and single room occupancy (SRO) 
units. 

ISSUE3: 
EQUAL HOUSING 
OPPORTUNITIES. 

OBJECTIVE4 

FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT 
MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESI­
DENTS ACROSS LIFECYCLES. 

POLICY 4.1 

Develop new housing, and encourage the 
remodeling of existing housing, for families 
with children. 

POLICY 42 

Provide a range of housing options for 
residents with special needs for housing 
support and services. 

POLICY4.3 

Create housing for people with disabililles 
and aging adults by including universal 
design principles in new and rehabilitated 
housing units. 



POLICY 4.4 

Encourage sufficient and suitable rental 
housing opportunities, emphasizing 
permanently affordable rental units 
wherever possible. 

POLICY 4.5 

Ensure that new permanentiy affordable 
housing is located in all of the city's 
neighborhoods, and encourage integrated 
neighborhoods, with a diversily of unit 
types provided at a range of income levels. 

POLICY 4.6 

Encourage an equitable distribution of 
growth according to infrastructure and site 
capacity. 

POLICY 4.7 

Consider environmental justice issues 
when planning for new housing, especially 
affordable housing. 

OBJECTIVES 

ENSURE THAT ALL RESloENTS 
HAVE EQUAL ACCESS TO AVAIL.­
ABLE UNITS. 

POLICY 5.1 

Ensure all residents of San Francisco have 
equal access to subsidized housing units. 

POLICY 5.2 

Increase access to housing, particularly 
for households who might not be aware of 
their housing choices •. 

POLICY5.3 

Prevent housing discrimination, particularly 
against immigrants and households with 
children. 

POLICY5.4 

Provide a range of unit types for all 
segments of need, and work to move 
residents between unit types as their 
needs change. 

POUCY5.5 

Minimize the hardships of displacement by 
providing essential relocation services. 

POLICY5.6. 

Offer displaced hous~holds the right of first 
refusal to occupy replacement housing 
units that are comparable In size, location, 
cost, and rent control protectiol\. 

OBJECTIVE 6 

REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THE 
RISK OF HOMELESSNESS. 

POLICY6.1 

Prioritize permanent housing and service­
enriched solutions while pursuing both 
short- and long-term strategies to ellmlnate 
homelessness. 

POLICY6.2 

Prioritize the highest Incidences of 
homelessness, as well as those most in 
need, including families and immigrants. 

POLICY6.3 

Aggressively pursue other strategies 
to prevent homelessness and the risk 
of homelessness by addressing its 
con\ributory factors. 

POUCY6.4 

Improve coordination among emergency 
assistance efforts, existing shelter 
programs, and health care outreach 
services. · 

ISSUE4: 
FACILITATE PERMANENTLY 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

OBJECTIVE? 

SECURE FUNDING AND RE­
SOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING, INCLUDING 
INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE 
NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON TRADl-
Tl ONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL 

POLICY7.1 

Expand the financial resources available 
for permanently affordable housing, 
especially permanent sources. 

POLICY7.2 

Strengthen San Francisco's affordable 
housing efforts by planning and 
advocating at regional, state and federal 
levels. 

POLICY7.3 

Recognize the importance of funds for 
operations, maintenaAce and services 
to the success of affordable housing 
programs. 
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POUCY7.4 

Facilitate affordable housing development 
through land subsidy programs, such as 
land trusts and land de.dication. 

POUCY7.5 

Encourage the production of affordable 
housing through process and zoning 
accommodations, and prioritize affordable 
housing in the review and approv~I 
processes. 

POUCY7.6 

Acquire and rehabilitate .;xisting housing 
to maximize effective use of affordable 
housing resources. 

POUCY7.7 

Support housing for middle income 
households, especially through promams 
that do not require a direct public subsidy. 

POL1CY7.B 

Develop, promote, and improve ownership 
models which enable households to 
achieve homeownership within their 
means, such as down-payment assistance, 
and limited equity cooperatives. 

OBJECTIVES 

BUILD PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SEC­
TOR CAPACITY TO SUPPORT, FA­
CILITATE, PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

POLICY B.1 

Support the production and management 
of permanently affordable housing. 

POLICY 8.2 

Encourage employers located within San 
Francisco to work together to develop 
and advocate for housing appropriate for 
employees. 

POLICYB.3 

Generate greater public awareness about 
the quality and character.of affordable 
housing projects and generate community­
wl?e support for new affordable housing. 

OBJECTIVE9 

PRESERVE UNITS SUBSIDIZED BY 
THE FEDERAL, STATE. OR LOCAL 
SOURCES. 
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I. SUMMARY OF OBJECTIVES & POLICIES 

POLICY9.1 

Protect the affordability of units at risk of 
losing subsidies or being converted to 
market rate housing. 

POLICY9.2 

Continue prioritization of preservation of 
existing affordable housing as the most 
effective means of providing affordable 
housing. 

POLICY9.3 

Maintain and imprcive the condition of the 
existing supply of public housing, through 
programs such as HOPE SF. 

1SSUE5: 
REMOVE CONSTRAINTS TO 
THE CONSTRUCTION AND 
REHABILITATION OF HOUSING 

OBJECTIVE 10 

ENSURE A STREAMLINED, YET 
THOROUGH, AND TRANSPARENT 
DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 

POLICY 10.1 

Create certaintY in the development 
entitlement process, by providing clear 
community parameters for development 
and consistent application of these 
regulations. 

POLICY 10.2 

Implement planning process 
improvements to both reduce undue 
project delays and provide clear 
information to support community review. 

POLICY 10.3 

Use best practices to reduce excessive 
time or redundancy in local application of 
CEQA. 

POLICY 10.4 

Support state legislation and programs 
that promote environmentally favorable 
projects. 

·ISSUE 6: 
MAINTAIN THE UNIQUE 
AND DIVERSE CHARACTER 
OF SAN FRANCISCO'S 
NEIGHBORHOODS 

OBJECTIVE 11 

SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DI· 
VERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER 
OF SAN FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBOR­
HOODS. 

POLICY 11.1 

Promote the construction and. 
rehabilitation of well-designed housing 
that emphasizes beauty, flexibility, and 
innovative design, and respects existing 
neighborhood character. 

POLICY 11.2 

Ensure implementation of accepted design 
standards in project approvals. 

POLICY 11.3 

Ensure growth is accommodated with,out 
substantially and adversely impacting 
existing residential neighborhood 
character. 

POLICY 11.4 

Continue to utilize zoning districts which 
conform to a generalized'residential land 
use and density plan and the General 
Plan. 

POLICY 11.5 

Ensure densities in established residential 
areas promote compatibility with prevailing 
neighborhood character. 

POLICY 11.6 

Foster a sense of community through 
architectural design, using features that 
promote community interaction. 

POLICY11.7 

Respect San Francisco's historic fabric, 
by preserving landmark bundings and 
ensuring consistency with historic districts. 

POLICY 11.8 

Consider a neighborhood's character 
when Integrating new uses, and minimize 
disruption caused by expansion of 
institutions into residential areas. 

POLICY 11.9 

Foster developmentihat strengthens local 
culture sense of place and history. 
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ISSUE7: 
BALANCE HOUSING 
CONSTRUCTION AND 
COMMUN!1Y INFRASTRUCTURE 

OBJECTIVE 12 

BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH 
ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT 
SERVES THE CITY'S GROWING 
POPULATION. 

POLICY 12.1 

Encourage new housing that relies 
on transit use and environmentally 
sustainable patterns of·movemenl 

POLICY 12.2 

Consider the proximity of quality of life 
elements, such as open space, child 
care, and neighborhood services, when 
developing new housing units. 

POUCY12.3 

Ensure new housing Is sustainably 
supported by the City's public · 
infrastructure systems. 

ISSUES: 
PRIORITIZING SUSTAINABLE 
DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVE 13 

PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVEL­
OPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND 
CONSTRUCTING NEW HOUSING. 

POLICY 13.1 

Support "smart" regional growth that 
locates new housing close to jobs and 
transit. 

POLICY13.2 

Work with localitles across the region to 
coordinate the production of affordable 
housing region wide according to 
sustainability principles. 

POLICY 13.3 

Promote sustainable land use patterns that 
Integrate housing with transportation in 
order to increase transit, pedestrian, and 
bicycle mode share. 

POLICY 13.4 

Promote the highest feasible level of 
"green" development in both private and 
municipally-supported housing. 
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!INTRODUCTION 

Housing element law mandates that. local governments 

adequately plan tci meet the existing and projected housing 

needs of all economic segments of the comm.unity. The City 

of San Frari.cisco has embraced this requirement as an op­

portunity for a community based vision for San Francisco's 

futur~ Part 2 of the Housing Element sets forth objectives, 

policies, aiid pr~grams to address the housing needs identi­

fied in J?art i. The Housing Element is intended. to provide 

th~ policy background for housing programs and decisions; 

and to provide broad. direction towards meeting the City's 

housing goals. As with other elements of the General Plan, 

it provides the policy framework for future planning deci­

sions, and. illd.icates the next steps the City plans to take to 

implement the Housing Element's objectives and policies. 

Adoption of the Housing Element does not modify land 

use, sp~cify areas for increased. height. or density; suggest 

specific controls for individual neighborhoods, and. imple­

ment changes to the Zoning Map or Planning Code, nor 

d.oes it direct funding for housing development. Any such 

changes would require significant community and. related. 

legislative processes, as well as review and. public'hearini?;s 

before the Planning Commission and. Board. of Supervisors. 

Why is Housing an Issue? 

San Francisco's population continues to grow; now with 

over 808,000 residents. As a hub for the region, San Fran­

cisco hosts a·signi.6.cant proportion of the Bay Ards jobs, as 

well as the core of local transportation infrastructure. De­

spite the recent ecoriomic impacts of the crash of dot-com 

ventures and. 2008 recession, industries in. San Francisco 

are continuously growing, particularly in the categories of 

professional, managerial, health and. educational services. 

With new employment opportunities comes the increased. 

demand. for a variety of housing types. 

Afford.able housing is the most salient housing issue in San 

Francisco and. the Bay Area. ABAG projects that at least 

38% of new housing demands will be from low income 

households (households earning under 80% of area med.ian 

income), and. another 19% affordable from households of 

moderate means (earning between 80 and 120% of area 

median income). The policies and programs offer strategies 

to address these specific housing demands. · 

Based on the growing population, and. smart growth goals 

of providing housing in central areas like San Francisco, 
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near jobs and transit, the State Department of Housing 

and Community Development (HCD), with the Assoda-. 

tion of Bay Area Governments (AEAG), estimates that San 

Francisco must plan for the capacity for roughly 29,000 

new units, 60% of which should be suitable for housing 

for the =remely low, veiy low, low and moderate income 

· households, in the next Housing Element period to meet 

its share of the region'.s projected housing demand.. Because 

San Francisco also shares these state and regional objectives 

to increase the supply of housing, improve. the regional 

jobs-housing balance, protect the environment, and pro­

mote a more efficient development pattern, this Housing 

Element works to meet. those targets. 

The City's Housing Value·s 

In developing the 2014 Housing Element Update, the City 

worked closely across agencies and'broadlywith San Fran­

cisco neighborhoods, co=unity organization members, 

housing advocates, and elected officials. 

DRAFT PROPOSED FOR ADOPTION HOUSING ELEMENT 2014 

1. Prioritize permanently affordab!.e housing. Across 

the city, participants acknowledged that the cost of 

housing in San Francisco was an issue affecting ev­

eryone, from working families to the very poor. Thus 
the Housing Element focuses on creating the right 

type of housing, to meet the financial, physical and 

spatial needs of all of our residents who cannot afford 

market-rate housing. This requires not only creating 

new housing, but addressing the numerous housing 

types needed for San Francisco's diverse population, 

and preserving and maintaining the existing housing 

stock, which provides some of the city's mo.st afford­
able units; 

2. Recognize and preserve neighborhood character. 
Residents of San Francisco, from its wealthiest neigh­

borhoods to its lower income ar~, prioritized their 

own neighborhoods' physical and cultural character. 

Therefore the Housing Element recognizes that any 

plans for housing, from individual projects to com­

munity plans, need to acknowledge the unique needs 

of individual neighborhood which they ate located. 

No individual strategies proposed in this Housing 

Element ate appropriate universally; each needs to be 
considered within the neighborhood context. By us­

ing community planning processes that ate driven by 

the input of the community itse1£ the City can ensure 
that the best qualities of neighborhoods are· not only 

maintained, but strengthened. 

3. Integrate planning of housing, jobs, transportation 
and infrastructure. Participants stressed that housing. 

does not occur in a vacuum- that successful housing 

must be considered as a part of a whole neighborhood, 

one that includes public infrastructure such as transit, 

open space and community facilities; and privately 

provided infrastructure s_uch as retail ~d neighbor­
hood services. As one considers the needs of various 

household types, steps must be taken to encourage 

amenities required by families, such as child care, 
schools, libraries, parks and other services. · 

4. Cultivate the ciry ns a sustainable model of devel­
opment. The city's residents recognized the City's 

social, practical and legislative responsibility to address 

housing needs from both the local and the regional 

perspective, given San Francisco's role as a job center 

and a transit nexus. Thus, the Housing Element pci-

.r.:·:..::;:·:. 
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oritizes increasing transit availability and accessibility; 

and priorltizing housing development where transit 
and othc:,r mode options are improved, to reduce the 

· impacts of greenhouse gas emissions. It promotes 

. '.'green" development in both new and reconstruction. 
It does not, however, promote growth at all costs: the 

Housing Element recognizes that a truly sustainable 
. San Francisco bal_ances housing production With other 

major values discussed above, i~ the c:Ontext of afford.­
ability needs, fufrasrructure provision, and neighbor­

. hood culture and character. 
•. 

Challenges Ah~ad: Balancing Goals 
with Resources and Realities 

· In. an effo~t to plan for and respond to growing housing 
demands,_ the Planning .Department has engaged several 

neighborhoods in specific community planning efforts. 
Three large developments -. Treasure Island, Parkmerced 

· and . Hunttrs Point/Candlestick Point. (Phase I & m .:. 
·received entitlements through Development Agreements, 
'approved by the· Cit}' in 2010 and 20ll. Together, they 
are ~ected to produce up to 26,000 units, up to 6,300 of 

. whicli. will be affordable, over the next several y~ars. 

Implementation of these plans, both on the honsing and 
. infr~trUcture side still requires significant planning and 

support. The City has m~de strides. in developing new 

housing to serve its· growing population - about 18,080 

new housing units were added to the city's housing stock 

since 200'7 and housing was produced at an average rate of 

637. ilnits per year (2004-2013), an aii-tlme high. How­

ever, housing affordability continues to be a major policy 
issue-_ Between 2007 and the third quarter of 2014, San. 

Francisco achieved only 44% of its horniing. goals for low 

income production, and a total of 35% of all affordable 

hous_ing production of the RHNA targets. 

To address housing affordability; Mayor Ed Lee convened. a 

H~ming Working Group in December of2013. This task 

force is comprised of City agencies. and key stalceholders. 
The woiking . group pioduced final r~commendatlons in 

December of 2014. The report ~ddruses many of the chal­

leuges facing affordable housing produ~tion, financi~g and 

provides next steps that are consistent With the Housing El­
eme~t policy framework, incli"iding the. density.bonus and 

smail. sites programs, and updates to the City's uiclusionary 

. housillg program. 

This Housing Element addresses residential development 

during a period of recovery from the crash of the dot-com 

ventures and 2008 recession. Working within this context, 

the Housing Element stresses stabilization strategies. 

Ongoing context specific strategies include: 

• Small-site acquisition ~d rehabilitation, where the 
City takes an active role in securing and stabilizing 
existing units as permanently affordable housing. 

• Owner-initiated rehabilitation, where the City sup­
ports- financially or ~therwise - owner or landlord 
initiated improvements to exiiting housing, par­
ticularly at-risk rental units. 

• Project partnerships, fustering relationships be­
tween affordable and market rate developers on 
new sites, or on projects which may have stalled, to 
expand affordable housing opportunities. 

• Providing assistance iµ foredosuies, including as­
sistance to existing homeowners and working to 
secure foreclosed units as affordable opportUnities. 

There are adequate sites to meet projected housing needs, 

and the policies of this Housing Element support further 

housing development. However, realizing the City's hous­

ing targets requires tremendous public and private financ­

ing - given the state and local economy and private finance 

conditions is not likdy to be available during the period of 
this Housing Element: 

For the City is to be truly successful in achieving the 

type and amount of housing targeted by the RHNAs 

and mandated by lcical and regional sustainability goals, 

a full partnership with the state and the region is requir~d.. 
Funding at the state and regional levels need to continue 

to consider - and prioritize - San Francisco's share o~ the 
statewide housing, particularly its affordability challenges, 

when allocating funding .for affordable housing and for 

public infrastructure. Only through this partnership, and 
if infrastructure and housing funding priorities are coor­

dinated with regional growth objectives, can the City truly 

move towards these housing production targets. 
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Acknowledging Tradeoffs 

The Housing Element is intended to be an integrated, 
internally consistent and compatible statement of policies 
for housing in San Francisco, based upon the goals of the 
citizens of the city. However, many of these goals have a· 
natural tension between them. For example, the relation­
ship between market rate and affordable houi;ing can often 
seem competitive, even oppositional. Yet increased levels of 
affordable housing cannot be achieved without the private . 

development sector, which bririgs significant funding to­
'wards affonlable housing and its needed services through 

tax revenues, inclusionary requirements and other fees. In 
balancing this relationship, the City needs to consider how 
all types of housing contribute to overall goals. 

Another tension exists between the demand for more hous­
ing in San Francisco and the impact - real or perceived 
- that new development can have on neighborhoods. To 
meet local and regional sustainability goals, more housing 
and greater density is required, but growth needs to be 

. shaped so that it does not ~ccur at the expense of valued 
San Francisco neighborhood qualities. Community plans 
balance these factors to increase housing equitably while 
still preserving what people love about their. neighbor­

hoods. 

Another major issue to balance is the relationship between 
ho.using and infrastrucrure. The City's goal is to locate 
housing in areas that already have access to infrastructure 
and services, many sites large enoiigh for affordable hous­
ing are often found in transitioning. areas that require ad­
ditional .i.nfrastructure. The City needs to seek equilibrium 
for housing opportunities by prioritizing increased infra­
structure or services. to these transitioning areas. 

The purpose of this Housing Element is not to resolve all of 
those tensions, but to provide a framework the City can use 
to highlight concerns that should be balanced by decision 
makers, to achieve the City's stated housing goals. 

DRAFT PROPOSED FOR ADOPTION HOUSING ELEMENT 2014 

The Document 

The objectives and policies that follow are intended to 
address the State's objectives and the City's most pressing 
housing issues: identifying adequate housing sites, con­
serving and improving existing housing, providing equal 
housing opportunities, facilitating permanently affordable 
housing, removing government constraints to the con­
struction and rehabilitation of housing, maintaining the 

unique and diverse character of San Francisco's neighbor-' 
hoods, balancing housing construction with community 
infrastructure, and sustainability. Each set of objectives 
and related policies is accompanied by implementingpro­

grams - a detailed schedule of actions that will implement 
the h.ousing element, including timelines, steps, projected 
outcomes and entities responsible for each action. Also, 
each set of objectives and policies is followed by a series of 
strategies for further review - ideas which were raised over 
the course of the Housing Element development and out­
reach, which require further =ruination, and potentially 
long-term study, before they can be. directly implemented. 

These strategies will be examined in more detail with the 

appropriate agencies over the course of the draft Housing 
:Element's review, to determine if such strategies are pos­
sibie and can be pursued as implementation programs. 

5 
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Issue 1: 
Adequate Sites 

OBJECTIVE 1 

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR 
DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET 
THE CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY 
PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

Housing demand in San Francisco continues to be strpng 

across booms and bustli in 'the economy. .Families continue 

to grow, life expectancy has increased, 3.1!-d more people 

seek to live closer to wherf? they work. The need for hous­
ing comes from households of all income levels. 

In an. effort to manage the regional growth and accommo­

date projected housing needs throughout the Bay Area, the 

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) allocates a 

number of housing units at various income levels to each 
community .in the region based on projected job growth. 

ABAG has allocated about 29,000 new housing units in 

City and County of San Francisco through the year 2022, 
with over 5·7% of those units required to be affordable to 

· households of moderate income (defined as 120% of Area 

Median Income) or below: 

Reaching these ABAG goals will require the implementa­

tion of a number of strategies, including planning and con­

structing new permanently affordable housing, for which 

land must be identified. Housing sites must be con~idered 
carefully in order to make the most of a limited.land sup­

ply while ensuring that new housing i~ in keeping with 
existing neighborhood character. Specific criteria should 

be considered when planning for, and securing, sites for 

housing. To enable easy access and movement throughout 

the city; housing should be located close to transit, and 

to other necessary .public infrastructure such as schools, 

parks and open space, as well as q,uasi-public or privately 

provided services such as child care and health facilities. 

To enable access to· retail and services, new housing should 

be located throughout the city in a mixed-use fashion. To 

ensure the health of residents, housing should be located 

away from concentrations of h~th-impacting land uses. 

New housing is not the only answer to addressing housing 

needs in San Francisco. Other strategies, such as retention 

of existing units, and making existing units permanently 

affordabl~, as discussed in Objectives 2 and 3 , enable the 

City to meet many of its housing affordability goals. 

POUCY1.1 

· Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City 
and County of San Francisco, especially affordable 

·housing. 

San Franciscans are a diverse population, with a diverse set 

of hOusing needs. Futuie housing policy and planning ef­
forts must take into account the diverse needs for. housing. 

The RHNA projections indicate housing goals for vari­

ous income levels, these provide basic planning goals for · 

housing affordability. San Francisco's housing policies and 

programs should proVide strategies that promote housing 

at each income level, and furthermore identify sub-groups, 

such as middle income and extremely low income house­

holds that require specific housing policy. In addition to 
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planning for affordability, ~e City should plan for housing 
that serves a variety of household types and sizes. 

POLICY 1.2 

Focus housing growth and infrastructure-necessary 
to support growth according to community plans. 
Complete planning underway in key opportunity 
areas. such as Treasure lslaRd, Gamflestlelc Parle 
and Hunter's Point Shipyard. 

In orde~ to increase the supply and affordability of housing, 
the City has engaged in significant planning for housing 
through Area Plans (portions of the General Plan which 
focus on a particular part of 'the city), Redevelopment 

Plans (community revitalization plans authorized and 
organized under the provisions of the former California 

Community Redevelopment Law); and major develop­
ment projects created in partnership with private sponsors. 
Recently adopted conimunity plans inclade Balboa· Park, 

Glen Park," Market and Octavia, Japantown, Rincon Hill 
and the Central Waterfront neighborhoods; the Eastern 

Neighborhoods program including the Mission,. South of 

Market, Showplace Square and Potrero Hill; Candlestick, 
and Hunters Point Shipyard; and former Redevelopment 
Areas including se1eral Rede1elopment :&ea: P1ins, most 
recently Visitacion Valley/Schlage Lock and the Transit 

Centei: District Plan. Other adopted major projects in the 
dty include Tieasure Island· and Parkmerced. 

Plans and projects ·unde~ay include }:tpa:nto'!lft, Glen 
Pru-le, "Western: SoJ>.fa a:nd Exeettth e Pru-k Central SoMa, 

4th wd King Railyard site, .and smaller community plan­
ning efforts. Other majo·r projects in development with the 
city include 'TI:easure Island, Parkmerced and the Transbay 
Transit Center. These ongoing community planning efforts 

should continue. These projects could result in a com­
munity accepted housing vision for the neighborhood, 

related zoning changes and neighborhood specific design 
guidelines that will encourage housing development in 

appropriate locations. 

Together, these planning efforts could provide capacity 
for significantly more than the 29_,000 units allocated for 

this planning period (2014-2022). However these plans 
will require significant investment fa infrastructure and 
supporting services in order to support tbis growth. Each 

adopted plan contains related programs for affordable 
housing (directing the mix ofhousing types, tenures and af-

DRAFT PROPOSED FOR ADOPTION HOUSING ELEMENT 2014 

fordahility needs), infrastructure and community services, 
they also contain design guidelines and community review 
procedures. The City should prioritize public investment 
in these plan areas, according to each plan's infrastructure 

and comrnunity improvement program. These plans will 
also require diligence in their application: each plan con­
tains numerous policies and principles intended to ensure 
neighborhood consistency and compatibility, and it is up to 
Planning Department staff and the Planning Commission 

to uphold those principles in project review and approvals. 

~ 
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Plan Areas 
O MD es 1 I.._..,.,. .. _ .. I 

I 1 · Pending Adoption 

1111 Adopted Plan 

11111 Plan Areas in Coordination with Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure or Other Groups 
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· Balbba:-Park Area Plan 1,800 

. M~ef/b~i.avi~_Areii..~liin· .. · : 6,(>0d .·:, .· ... ··. 
Central Waterfront Nea Plari . 2,000 

: Missio[l Ar~a Pian · ·. . :'1.700'. ·.' ... . . 

Eas.t SOMA.Area f'lan . 2,900 

· .!3b9vvP.l~ei ~quareiPotrero Hill. Ne.a ··. · 
. plan: .. :· . . . . ... . . .. . . . _3;2~? 

Rincon. Hill Area Plan · 4,ioo· 

·: v1sitacionVailey Redeveld~meiit Plan .· ·d,ilao· · . . . · 
Transbay Redevelopme~t Plan . i ,350 

' Mfssiaii .. $ayFiedeve1ofiinent Plan... · . . 6,090 .· 

H·unters. Point Shipyard/ Candlestick 
Paint... · · 10,50(:) 

. Exequtjve f'ark 1,600 

. ··• Gleri Park.· 

5,600 

: Traii~li CeriteY District 1,200 

West SOMA . 2,700. 

: treasure lsf aric:i ..... . 8,000 

ViiO.tM~1~~~::~i~~MgA1¥5;J~.~¥rW*i~!?·kW :;;2~;~44~g~:t/ii·:'i}~:':>: 
TOTAL 70,164 

•From individual NOP lnd EIR, rounded. 

POLICY 1.3 

Work proactively to identify and secure opportunity 
sites for permanently affordable housing. 

While ia pw. iow years land priees have dramatieilly in 
creased, ettrrent l8:f1d priees seem te have stabilized. The 

City should aggressively pursue opportunity sites fur per­

manently affordable housing development. 

Publicly-owned land offers unique opportunity for devel­

opment of affordable housing. The City should regularly 

review its inventory of surplus, vacant or underused public 

property, through an annual reporting process that pro­

vides such information to the Mayor's Office of Housing. 

Public property no longer needed for current or fon;seeable 

future public operations, such as public offices, schools or 

utilities should be considerefl. for sale or lease for develop­

ment of permanently affordable housing. The City should 

DRAFT PROPOSED FOR ADOPTION HOUSING ELEMENT 2014 

ensure that future land needs fur transit, schools and other 

services ~ill be considered before public land is repurposed 

to support affordable housing. -where sites are not appro­

priare for affordable housing, revenue generated from sale 

of surplus lands should continue to be channeled into the 

City's Affordable Housing Fund under the San Francisco 

Administrative Code Sections· 23A9 - 11. 

The City's land-holding agenci~ should also look for cre­

ative opportunities to partner with affordable housing de­

velopers. This may include identifying buildings where air· 

rights may be made available for housing without interfer­

ing with their current public use; sites where housing could 

be located over public parking, transit fadlities or water 

storage facilities; or reconstruction opporrunities where 

public uses could be rebuilt as part of a joint-use affordable 

housing project. Agencies should also look for opportuni­

ties where public facilities could be relocated to other, more 

appropriate sites, thereby making such sites available for 

housing development. For example, certain Muni B.eet , 

storage sites located in dense mixed-use or residential areas 

could .be relocated, thereby allowing in-fill mixed use or 

residential development. The City should proactively seek 

sites for affordable housing development by buying devel­

OP.ments that are no longer moving towards completion. 

Th.is may include properties that'have received some or 

all City land use entitlements, properties that have begun 

construction but cannot continue , or properties that have 

completed construction, but whose owners must sell. 

POLICY 1.4 

Ensure community based planning processes are 
used to generate changes to land use controls. 

Community plans are an opportunity for neighborhoods 

to work with the City to develop a strategic plan for their 

future, including housing, services and amenities. Such 

plans can be used to target growth strategically to increase 

infill development in locatiorui dose to transit and other 

needed services, as appropriate. Community plans also 

develop or update neighborhood specific design guide­

lines, infrastructure plans, and historic resources surveys, 

as appropriate. As noted above, in recent years the City has 

undertaken significant community based planning efforts 

to accommodate projected growth. Zoning changes that 

involve several parcels or blocks should always involv~ sig­

nifi=t community outreach. Additionally zoning change5 
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that involve several blockS should always be made as part of 

a community based planning process. 

Any new community· based. planning processes should. 

be initiated in partnership with the neighborhood, and 

involve the full range of City stakeholders. The process 

should be initiated. by the Board of Supervisors, with the 

support of the District Supervisor, th.rough their adoption 

of the Planning Department's or other ove~eeing agency's 

work program; and the scope of the process should. be ap­

proved by the Planning Commission. To assure that the 

Planning Department, and other agencies invol~ed. in land. 

use approvals conduct adequate community outreach, any 

changes to land use policies and controls that result from the 

community planning process may be proposed only after 

an open and publicly noticed process, after review of a draft 

plan and environmental review, and with comprehensive 

opportunity for community input. Proposed. changes must 

be approved by the Planning Commission and Board. of 

Supervisors at a duly noticed. public hearing. Additionally, 

the Department's Work Program allows citizens to know 

what areas ate proposed for community planning. The 

Planning Department should. use the Work Program as a 
vehicle to inform the public about all of its activities, and. 

should publish and post the Work Program to its webpage, · 

and -make it available for review at the Department. 

POLICY 1.5 

Consider secondary units in community plan°i'liflQ 
processes where there is neighborhood support and 
. .when other neighborhood goals can be achieved, · 
especially if·that tiousing is made permanently 
affordable to lower-income households. 

Secondary units (in-law" or "granny units") are smaller 

dwelling units within a structure containing another much 

larger unit(s), frequently in basements, using space that is 

surplus to the primary dwelling. Secondary units represent. 

a simple and. cost-effective method of expanding the hous­

ing supply. Such units could be developed. to meet the 

needs of seniors, people with disabilities and others who, 

because of mod~t incomes or lifestyles, prefer or need 
small units at relatively low rents. . 

Within a community planning process, the City may =­
plore where secondary units can occur without adversely 

affecting the exterior appearance of the building, or in the 

case of new construction, where they can be accommodated. 

within the permitted building envelope. The process· may 

also examine fuither.enhancing.the existing amnesty pro­

gram where existing secondary units can be legalized. ~ 
exfil!lple th:ro~h fr!1 amru:sty program that reqttires Such 
enhancements would ·allow building o"".'ners to increase 

'l'hefr.safety and habitability of their units. Secondary units 

should be limited in size to control their impact. 

POLICY1.6 

· Consider greater flexibility in number and size 
of. units within established building envelopes in 
community based planning processes, especially 
if it can increase the number of affordable units in 
multi-family structures. 

In San Francisco, housing density standards have tracJ.i... 

tionally been set in terms of numbers of dwelling units in 

· proportion to the size of the building lot. F~r example, in 

~ RM-1 district, one dwelling unit is permitted for each 

800 square feet oflot area. This limitation generally applies 

regardless of the size of the unit and the number of people 

likdy to occupy it. Thus a small studio and. a large four­

bedroom apartment both count as a single unit. Setting 

density standards encourages larger units and. is particularly 
tailored for lower density neighborhoods consisting pri­

marily of one- or two~family dwellings. However, in some 

areas which consist mostly of taller apartments and which 

are well served by transit, the volume of the building rather 

than number of units might more appropriately control 
the density. 

Within a community based planning process, the City 
may consider.using the building envelope, as established 

by height, bulk, set back, parking and other Code require­
ments, t~ regtilate th~ maximum residential square footage, 

rather than density controls that are not consistent with ex­

isting patterns. In setting allowable residential densities in 

established neighborhoods, consideration should be given 

to the prevailing building type in the surrounding area 
so that new development does not detract from existing 

character. In some a:reas, such as RH-1 andRH-2, existing 

height and bulk patterns should be maintained to protect 

neighborhood character. 

933 



POLICY 1.7 

Consider public health objectives when designating 
and promoting housing development sites. 

A healthy neighborhood has a balance of housing and the 
amenities needed by residents at a neighborhood level, such 

as neighborhood serving retail, particularly stores offering 
fresh J.Ji:oduce, childcare and medical services. Community 
planning efforts should include requirements, incentives or 

bonuses to encourage necessary amenities as appropriate. 

Land use and transportation planning decisions are directly 
related to environmental health and justice issues in San 

Francisco. For example, SFDPH environmental health 
inspectors frequently observe that families live in buildings 
that cause a variety of health outcomes such as asthma and 

lead poisoning. Understanding the impacts of past uses on 
the soil, the· proximity to currently operating heavy indus­
trial uses, and the surrounding air quality are critical when 

developing housing. 

In 2007 the San Francisco Department of Public Health 

completed the Healthy Development Measure Tool 
(HDMT), a system to evaluate health impacts of new de­

velopment. The HDMT proposes a checklist for evaluating 
a range of project types from smaller housing developments 
to neighborhood wide community plans. The HDMT cov­
ers six topics: environmental stewardship, sustainable and 

safe transportation, public infrastructure (access to goods 
~d services), social cohesion, adequate and healthy hous­
ing, and a healthy economy, with over 100 benchmarks 

in total. The. level of analysis the tool provides can be very 
useful in developing housing policy and programs for 
a large area, as it can aide in identifying gaps in services 
and amenities to be addressed at a policy level. Because of 
HDMT tool's breadth, it is important that it be used in the 

appropriate context. Therefore the HDMT should be used 
to provide a general review of overall context, particularly 

in the development of community plans. Currently the San 
Francisco Department of Public Health is. updating the 

HDMT- now called the Sustainable Comrimnities Index­
to refine .. and create.new indicators as appropriate. 

POLICY 1.8 

Promote mixed use development, and include 
housing, partlcularly permanently affordable 
housing, In new commercial, institutional or other 
single use development projects. 

DRAFT PROPOSED FOR ADOPTION HOUSING ELEMENT 2014· 
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San Francisco has a strong tradition of mixed-use neigh­

borhoods, allowing residents to take advantage of the city's 
rich mix of services and amenities on foot and by transit. 
Mixed-use buildings in San Francisco allow residents to 

live above street-front commercial space, services or insti­
tutional uses. Housing should continue to be considered as 

a joint use with all compatible non-residential uses. While 
separation of some uses will always be required to protect 

public health, the majority of the city's non-residential 
uses, such as retail, services and workplaces, are compatible 

with, and can be improved: by, the inclusion of housing. 

POLICY1.9 

_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 and students. 

New commercial or other non-residential development 

projects increase the city's employment base, thereby in­
creasing the demand for hous.ing. Similarly, institutions of 

higher education provide needed services and contribute 
to the intellectual and cultural life of the city, whil~ at the 

same time create a demand for housing by students, which 

~ pressure on existing housing stock. 

The City's Jobs-Housing Linkage Program, which collects 
fees for affordable housing production from commer-

~ 
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cial developments, should continue to be enforced and 

monitored. Higher educational institutions should assist 

in the provision of additional housing, j.ncluding afford.­

able housing, as well. The City should use the institutional 

master plan (IMP) process required by the City's Planning 

Code to encourage institutions to provide housing, should 

support new construction of student housing that could 

reduce pressure on the existing housing stock, and should 

consider ince~tives for student housing development. · 

POLICY1.10 

Support new housing projects, especially affordable 
housing, where households can easily rely on public 
transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority 
of daily trips. 

San Francisco enjoys an extensive network of transit lines, 

including a number of major ~sit lines that provide 

nearby residents with the opportunity to move about the 

city without need of a car. Because of proximity to transit 

and bicycle networks, neighborhood serving businesses 

and job centers, s?me 29% of the city's households do not 

own cars and 33% of San Franciscans take public transit 

· to work, with higher rates for households in transit-rich 

areas. Infill housing in transit-rich areas can provide lower 

income households, affordable unsubsidized housing op­

portunities. Housing with easy access to transit facilitates 

the City's efforts to implement tb.e . City's Transit First 

policy. Additionally housing near transit can provide site­

efficient and cost effective housing. 

In reviewing reliance on public transportation, it is impor­

tant to distinguish areas that are "transit-rich," and located 

along major transit lines, from those that are simply served 

by transit. For the purposes of this Housing Element, "ma,. 

jor t~ansit lines" are defined as those that have significant 

ridership and comprehensive service - meaning almost 

24-hour service with minimal headways. This network of 

major transit lines includes BART's heavy ra,il lines, MUNI 

Metro's light rail system including ;the F, J, K, L, Mand N 

lines, and Muni's major arterial, high-ridership, frequent 

service local network lines. These lines are defined and 
prioritized in Muni's Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) as 

the "Rapid Network." pcndia.g emiren:menta:l re, ie ;v. The 

Department should support housing projects along these 

major transit lines. provided they are consistent with cur­

rent zoning and design guidelines. 
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Issue 2: 
Co~serve and Improve Existing Stock 

OBJECTIVE2 

RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, AND 
PROfy'IOTE SAFETY AND MAINTENANCE 
STANDARDS, WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING 
AFFORDABILITY. 

The majority of San Francisco's housing stock is over 60 
years. old - it is an important cultural and housing asset · 

that the City must protect for future generations. Nearly 
all of San Francisco households will make their home in 

existlrig housing- ·RHNA goals for new housing represent 
less than one percent of the existing housing stock. There­

fore, conserving and improving the existing stock is critical 
to San Francisco's long term housing ~trategy. Retaining 
existing housing reduces the needs for resources to build 

new housing. Policies and programs under this objective 
facilitate conservation and improvement of the.variety of 

unit types physical conditions. 

Housing maintenance includes routine maintenance, ma- . 
jor repair projects, and preventive care - especially seismic· 

work. The health of the existing housing stock requires that 
all types of maintenance. be pursued to the extent possible, 

while not overburdening low-income groups. The seismic 
sustainability of the existing stock is of particular local 
concern. 

POLICY2.1 

Discourage the demolition of sound existihg 
housing, unless the demolition results in a net 
inqrease in affordable housing. 

Demolition of existing housing often results in the loss of 
lower-cost rental housing units. Even if the ex;isting hous­

ing is replaced, the new units are generally more costly. 
Demolition can result in displacement of residents, causirig 

personal hardship and need to relocate. Older housing stock 
should only be considered for demolition and replacement 

when the resulting project results in a significant increase 
in unit affordability. 

There are environmental and natural resources consid­
erations when demolishing housing stock that is physi­
cally sound. Therefore, a determination of 'sound housing' 
should be based on physical condition, not economic value. 
San Fr.ancisco's Planning Code and Planning Commission 
guidelines require public hearing and deliberation for 
demolition of units, disc~urage the demolition of sound 
housing stock, especially historically significant structures, 
and require that replacement projects be entitled before 
demolition permits are issued. The City should continue 
these policies. 

. POLICY2.2 

R.etain existing housing by controlling the merger 
of resi~ential units, except where a merger clearly 
creates new family housing. 

San Francisco is vulnerable to both subdivisions and unit 
mergers in response to short term market trends. The City 
must protect the existing units and their relative afford­
ability while recognizing the need for some flexibility to 
support family housing. Merging of two units, especially 
small units, can allow a family to grow without leaving 
their co=unity. Yet mergers also result in a net loss of 

. housing units in the city; where the resulting unit is often 
less affordable, thus amplifying both problems of hous­
ing supply and affordability. All proposals to merge units 
should be carefully considered within the local co~text and 
housing trends to assure that the resulting urut responds to 
identified housing.needs, rather than creating fewer, larger 
and more expensive units. 
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POLICY2.3 

Prevent the removal or reduction of housing for 
parking. 

Maintaining existing space in buildings that is dedicated 

to ho_using reduces the need for the production of new 

housing to support existing and furure households. The 
more habitable space in a structure, the greater the abil­

ity of the structure to· adapt to a variety of lifecycles, and 

the more flexibility provided for the growth of families. 

Space i:urrently dedicated to housing people should not 

be converted into parking. Furthermore, the City should 

encourage the conversion of ground floor space to housing, 

provided such a conversion does not impact the long term 

seismic sustainability of the existing structure. 

POLICY2.4 

Promote improvements and continued maintenance 
to existing units to ensure long term habitation and 
safety. 

As the city's housing stock ages, maintenance becomes 

increasingly important. The majority of San Francisco 

~using is more than 60 years old. Property owners should 
be encouraged· and supported in efforts to maintain 

and improve the physical condition of housing units. 

Maintenance is generally the responsibility of property 

owners, with the City enforcing appropriate seismic and 

safety standards. But in some circumstances such as low 
income homeowners, senior homeowners, or neglected or 

abandoned property, the City should !Rke a more active 

N~ighJ~qrh()Q.d Pres(3ryat.iq_n: 
Mandatory ~oft Story.Program ... . 

role through funding and programs in order to facilitate 

maintenance and improvements and ensure the long term 

habitability of the housing stock. 

Although code enforcement should be actively pursued, 

flexibility should be granted to low-income households 

where Code violations do not create a public safety hazard 

or a serious household safety' concj.ition. The City program 

that allows certain unit:S.:ccinstructed withoµt permits to 

be legalized should· De C:op.tinued aud.. updated to enoure 

units without public safefy hazards_ can reinain in the hous­

ing· stock legally. Lega±itttien ef exiscittg seeendary units 

shemd be eemiclered, where Ce& 1iel:tciens de net create 

a pahlie safctyh~, iii exehmge fuf desjgmcing the lifiit 

perffl:a:!ieHtly for sen:ief M aifareable he!iBlng. 

POLICY2.5 

Encourage and support the seismic retrofitting of 
the existing housing stock. 

A major earthqu:Jre could jeopardize 8,600 to 100,000 

housing units. Seismic retrofitting of the existing housing 

stock increases the possibility of sound. housing after a 

seismic event. 

The City should prioritize public resources to address the 

most itnminent risks: 1) structures at high risk of collapse 

and therefore pose the highest public safety risk, such as 

soft-story buildings; 2) structures that house low income or 

vulnerable populations; and 3) structures that are vuker-

A~ reside.nts ·a9e it:oft:en bec~mes.harcterto upkeep a home .. 
. In an.effort to preseiVe .soft'story apartment.buildings, .some .. 
ofthe citY's'rnost.vullnerabie structures: the cify has signed: 
into law' a program'.for t~e hi~ndatoiY retrofit for aif'wocii:I : 

. frame tiuiidirigs permitted for construction prior to January 1, . 
. 1978 0itii-1Wo .or mark. stories. ovar·a.·50ft: or v.ieak.stoiY that·• · 
contain five 'or'more c:jwe'lling units. . .. . . 

This program is parrdthe City's i;artiiquake Safety lniple- ... ,:."•-: .... , . · , .. " ~. 
· mefitatioq pr~grarn: (~S.IP), a thirty-year plarli:o reduce the impact e~litjuak~s.wiif~av~ on SanFrand.scb. The . 
program's' soft 'story'prcigrartl'website! inqludinifinformaticin ?bout'fiiiancing; soft:' story buildlngs~ 'and pitier ..... 

·progian1s .. cari bef(iunci.:at~:sfC:apps.,org/sottstor)I .. :· :_'.. . · . · · . ·. ·: .· ··:, :: : · ·•r: :- · 
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able due to construction type. DBI should focus seismic 

upgrade programs towards vulnerable geographies and soils 

types (as identified by CAPPS), populations (areas with 

low median incomes or high population of seniors) and 

building types (older, rent-controlled and soft story). 

_The- City. should also continue to educate and assist prop­

erty owners in their efforts to make seismic safety improve­

ments. Currently property owners can find information on 

DBI's earthquake preparedness website, attend lunchtime 

talks, or reference the Seismic Safety FAQ for building 

owners sheet. 

. POLICY2.6 

Ensure housing supply Is not converted to de facto 
commerci~I use through short-term rentais. 

Historically;. some households have elected. to rent or 

sublease their homes on a short term basis while they 

are out of town. Recently short term rental of housing 

units, especially to travelers and _visitors, has increased in 

volume, in part due to recent technological innovations. 

Short-t~rm rentals i:nay generate m~re revenue bec~use 
travelers generally can afford a higher per night rent than 
resid_ents. Tiie growing short-term rental market may have 

the unintended impact of inflating the costs and reducing 

supply ofhous_ing for San Francisco residents. 

In some cases short term rentals can enable San Francisco 

residents to cover the costs of their housing (ie, rent or 

mortgage payment) while they are on vacation or travel; 

and enable them to_ maintain permanent resideney m. their 

home. The City should, with abundant care in crafting 

allowruices .and with strong enforceability to prevent the 

"allowinces from being abused, supp~rt such· short term 

rentals that stabilize residents whhout impacting .the hous­

ing Illarket. 

In other cases, resideqts may C:c:inunit to higher housing 

prices beeaus_e they assume additional iµccime froni renting 

their home on a short. term basis~. which .could inflate ho us~ 

ing. values in the city. Of most" concern; some property 

owners ha~e-chos~ "to rent ex:d~ively .to short"term visi-­

tors, removing the units form die housirig market. These 

forms ot short term rental could be considered_ de facto . . . 
commercialization of housing,· le. conversion . to a hotcl 

use~ Commercialization would reduce the overall supply 

of housfo.g available to San Francisca residents and drive 
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up housing prices. The City should protect the permanent 

housing stock from de facto conversion t~ commercial use 

through short-term rentals. 

OBJECTIVES 

PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF THE 
EXISTING HOUSING STOCK, ESPECIALLY 
RENTAL UNITS. 

San Francisco is a city of renters - which enables incredible 

diversity of age, income, and household type. Students, 

young professionals, artists, new families, low income 

households, and many others rely on the availability ~f 
reutal housing to live in San Francisco. The city's market­

rate rental units generallj- provide moderately priced hous­

ing options, while rent controlled units and permanently 

affordable rental units meet needs at lower income levels. 

Thus the availability of sound and affordable rental housing 

is. of major importance to meet the City's housing needs. 

Regulations protecting the affordability of the- existing 

housiug stock have traditionally focused on rental housing, 

. such as rent control and its associated tenants rights laws, 

and condominium conversion limits. Both rent control 

and condominium conversion limits evoke an impassioned 

public discussion around housing rights; private property 

rights, and quality of life in San Francisco, and property 

owners continue to emphasize the negative effects of rent 

control policies on the supply of housing. This discussion 

warrants continued public engagement in the ongoing 

effort to provide a balance of housing opportunities to sup­

port San Francisco's diverse population. 

.POLICY3.1 

Preserve rental units, especially rent controlled 
units, to meet the City's affordable housing needs. 

Sixty-two percent of San Francisco's residents are renters. 

In the interest of the long term health and diversity of 

the housing stock the City should work to preserve this 

approximate ratio of rental units. The City should pay 

particular attention to rent control units which contribute 

to the long term existence and affordability t?f the city's 

rental housing stock without requiting public subsidy, by 

contllluing their protection and supporting tenant's rights 

laws. Efforts to preserve rental units from physical dete­

rioration include programs that support landlord's efforts 
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to maintain rental housing such as: maintenance assistance 

programs, programs to support and enhance property 
management capacity, especially for larger companies, and 

programs to provide financial advice to landlords. 

POLICY3.2 

Promote voluntary housing acquisition and 
·rehabilitation to prot.ect affordability for existing 
occupants. 

AB the majority of San Francisco's housing units are over 60 

years ~Id, maintenance issues, particularly in rental proper­

ties, often impact the overall livability of some housing. 

The le.vel of investment required for significant mainte­

nance can jeopardh:e the affordability of the unit, putting 

low income tenants at risk. To balance the need for afford­

able, yet safe, housing, affordable housing funds should 

be invested into rehabilitation of existing stock. AB a cost 

effective way for the City to secure permanently affordable 

housing, this strategy roust occur with full participation of 

the property owner, and roust not result in displacement of 

existing tenants. 

POLICV3.3 

Maintain balance in affordability of existing housing 
stock by supporting affordable moderate ownership 
opportunities. 

1he intent of maintaining a balance of housing opportu­

nities is to maintain housing for a diversity of household 

types and income categories. 

Units in limited· equity cooperatives remain affordable 

because they are deed-restricted to an affordability level, so 
that the owner can sell his/her unit for a .price up to that 

maximum affordability level. Opportunities to create af­

fordable homeownership opportunities through programs 

such as limited equity cooperatives should be s~pported. 

Limited conversions of. rental stock to condominiums 

also help achieve affordable homeownership, providing a 
category of housing stock for moderate income housing 

needs. Thus, while the City needs to consider the impact 

of conversion of rent;il units to ownership status, as it will 
impact preservation of rental units, this issue should be 
balanced with the need for a diversity of housing choices. 

Conversion of rental housing to time shire or corporate 

suite use should be prohibited. 

POLICY3.4 

Preserve "naturally affordable" housing types, such 
as smaller and older ownership units. 

A review of current sales prices reveals that new homes are 

gep.erally priced oonsidetably higher than existing, older 
housing stock. 1his is particularly true of smaller units, such, 

as the mid-century construction in certain lower density 

residential neighborhoods. 1hese housing units provide a 

unique homeownership opportunity for .neW- and smaller 

households. While'higher density housing generally results 
in more shared costs among each unit, the pre-existing 

investme;t in lower density housing generally outweighs 

the benefits of higher density in terms of housing afford­

ability. To the extent that lower density older housing units 

respond to this specific housing need, without requiring 

public subsidy; they should be preserved. S_tr~tegies detailed 

under Objective 2, to retain existing housing units, and 

promote their life-long stability, should be used to support 

this housing stock. 

POLICY3.5 

Retain permanently affordable residential hotels and 
single room occupancy (SRO) units. 

Residential or single-room occupancy hotels (SROs) offer 

a unique housing opportunity for lower income elderly; 
disabled, and single-person households. The proximity of 

most SROs to the downtown area has.fueled. pressure to 

convert SRO's to tourist hotels. In respoi:'ise to this, the City 

adopted its Residential Hotel Ordinance, which regulates 

and protects the existing stock of r~idential hotels. 1his 

ordinance requires permits for conversion of residential 

hotel rooms, requires replacement on a 1 to 1 level, and 
requires 80% of the cost of replacement to be provided to 

the City in the case of conversion or demolition. 

Residential hotels located iri predominantly residential 

areas should be protected by zoning that does not permit 
commercial or tourist use; in non-residential areas, con­

version of units to other uses should not be permitted or 

should be permitted only where a residential unit will be, 

or has been, replaced with a comparable unit elsewhere. For 

those hotels that are operated as mixed tourist/permanent 

resident hotels, strict enforcement is needed to ensure that 

the availability of the hotel for permanent residential oc­

cupancy is not diminished. City programs should. support 
the retention. of residential hotels, restrict conversions and 

demolitions, and require mitigations to any impacts on the 

affordable. housing stock. 
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Issue 3: 
Equal Housing Opportunities 

OBJECTIVE4 

FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS 
THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS 
LIFECYCLES. 

Population diversity is one of San Francisco's most im­
portant assets; San Francisco's residents span ethnicities, 
income levels, household types and sizes. Supporting 
household diversity requires the City support a variety of 
hou8ing opportunities, so that everyone has the opportu­
nity to live in a suitable home that they can afford. 

A diverse housing stock provides housing for people 

thr~mghout their lifecycle, as they move from being a single 
household, to families with children, to aging and elderly. 
It accommodates different types of households, from tra-­

ditional married couples to cooperative living households, 
from female-headed households · i:o multigenerational 
families with adult children who live at home. It provides a 

range of hoU:..ing options for people's varying needs, which 
. might span illness, disability; or unique supportive service 

needs. Designing housing that can accommodate all physi­
cal abilities is critical to maintaining housing diversity. 

A diverse housing stock provides .unit types that span 
financial abilities as well as personal choice, in diverse, 

economically integrated neighborhoods that offer a posi-
. tive quality of life. Households should be able to choose 

the form of tenure most suited to their needs, from either 

a rental or an ownership housing stock. And they should 
be able to find suitable, affordable places to live in healthy 
neighborhoods, free from concentrations of pollutants 
such as aging industrial uses, power. plants, and sewage 
treatment facilities. 
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POLICY 4.1 

Develop new housing, and encourage the 
remodeling of existing housing, for families with 
children. 

Families with children are very much part of the city's vi­

tality and diversity. While currently f.unilles with children 

constitute a small portion of San Fi:ancisc:O households, 

with only 12% of the cit:js total population being 14years 

old and younger, the changing demographics of the city 

illustrate that the need for family housing is growing, as 

larger, extended families increase and as more and more 

households desire to stay in the city as they have children. 

Mu~ of the new housing constructed in the last decade 

was smaller studios and one-bedroom units. New multi­

bedroom units are ofi:en too expensive for the average San 

Francisco family. Many large families, especially those 

newly immigrated to the United States, are crowded into 

units designed for much smaller households. As a result, 

San Francisco's families with children are leaving or are 

q:periencing overcrowded conditions. 

While all :tgencies in the City •'tel.mm. ledge the need for 
howiag fur fanzilles with children, p8:1'tfoakffy low and 

very lo'" family needs, there still is no a:eeepted defi.nition 

of family hoasing. The Department of G!ilidren Youth 
and Families has de,doped a number ofrecommencbttioru; 
fur action ta'Mt.rds family housing, filclud:ing a proposed 
definition offamily friendly hoasing.1his werk should be 

codified into a furmal city ckfill:ition that can: be med to 

shape housing requirements, and infoi:m housing construe 

tlon itppre·, als. 

Recent community planning efforts promote the construo­

tion of new hous).ng for families by requiring that a mini­

mum 40% of nevi units constructed have two-bedrooms 

or more. This practice ~hould be continued where ap~ 
propriate. Existing units can also offer opportunities. for 

"family-sized" housing through expansion and in some 

c;ases unit mergers. A number .of existing units are already 

sized for family households, especially single family homes. 

1he City should offer support for elderly people who seek 

to downsize their homes, and encourage people who tnay 

be better served by alternatives, particularly in term of size, 

upkeep and budget, to downsize.· 

For family sized units to work for families the City needs 

to look beyond the provision of hous~ to ensure that the 

other amenities critical to families are provided. Proximity 

to schools, to open space, and to affordable child care are 

critical for the :well-being of families. 

POLICY 4.2 

Provide a range of housing options for residents 
with special needs for housing support and 
services. 

There are a n~mber of groups in the city in need of special 

housing consideration. Populations in need of support in­
clude the physically and mentally disabled; those suffering · 

from mental illness, cognitive impairment; or dementia; 

or those suffering from severe illness such as AIDS. They 

also include people undergoing transitions, such as those 

trying to exit homelessness, aging out of foster care, leav­

ing a hospital or institutional care; or populations in need 

of special security; such as transgender individuals. M;my 

of these groups need housing with supportive services 

provided either on-site or nearby; many face bias in their 

existing housing situations, and many are at risk of losing 

housing due to disruptive behavior, deteriorating medical 

conditions, or an inability to afford rent. · 

Another categoty of at-risk individuals includes the cit:js 

recent immigrants, particularly refugees and undocument­

ed workers, including day laborers and domestic workers. 

Many of these new arrivals need low cost housing and 

support services including multicultural and multilingual 

assistance. Many have families whom they support, and are 

stressed from overcrowding and substandard living condi­

tions; many are homeless. 

The City should take an active role to encourage the con­

struction ~f new facilities, and the expansion of the avail­

able housing mi.its, in appropriate locations suited to needs 

of these grc;mps. 1he City should also support efforts by 

potential sponsors to,identify and develop sites for special 

users and work cooperatively with social service agencies 

and housing providers. The City should also seek to reduce 

institutional barriers to development .of innovative forms 

of housing that would better serve these individuals, from 

'group housing to supportive housing to residential treat­

ment facilities. One category of need th.at is expected to. 

increase dramatically in coming years ' due to a reduction 

in custodial care for older adults at hospitals and in nurs­

ing facilities,is dementia care. Also, there will be a grow­

ing population of people with cognitive impairment and 
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dementia in San Francisco between 2010 to 2030. A broad 
range of residential care facilities will be needed to provide 
step-down 24-hour care. A range of care settings, from 
Residential Care Facilities for the Elderly or Residential 
Care Facilities for the Chronically Ill to new; more .flexible 
models, such as the GreenHouse model, a group-home 
facility for seniors, should be explored. 

Of particular importance are the ancillary social and medi­
cal service facilities,. employment or advocacy services that 
enable positive living for members of in-need populations. 
The link to services is critical- in some cases, intensive 
case management and availability of services can make the 

difference betw= someone becoming institutionalized 
or homeless, or remaining in their oWn home. Therefore, 
support facilities need to be located on-site, or integrated 
into neighborhoods within close pedestrian or transit ac­
cess from residences. In particular, board and care facilities, 
group homes, and services that allow at-risk or disabled 
persons to live at home while still receiving daily support, 
should be permitted to locate close to their clients. Where 
new residential care facilities are constructed, they should 

be located dose to existing services, and in underserved 
neighborhoods to allow clients to remain meaningfully 
engaged in their community. 

POLICY 4.3 

Create housing for people with disabilities and 
aging adults by including universal design principles 
in new and rehabilitated housing units. · 

Despite the cost of howiing, San Francisco remains attrac­
tive to seniors and people with disabilities becaus'e of the 
city's transportation, health services, and other resources. 

While some of the disabled and elderlywill require housing 
that provides supportive, long-term care arrangements as 
discussed above, many will remain largely independent for 
longer periods of time, needing only physical accommoda­
tions to enable active living. Yet people with disabilities and 

aging San Franciscans often have difficulty finding hous­
ing constructed to. meet their physical accessibility needs. 
While the current San Francisco Building Code requires 
a11·new construction except one and two-family dwellings 
to comply with the Code's disability access requirements, 

much of the city's existing stock is inaccessible, and existing 
privately funded multi-family dwellings are not required to 
include accessibility upgrades when completing alterations. 
Those with physical disability issues are further at risk in 
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obtaining housing because they often have lower than aver­
age incomes. 

The City's community pfanning processes should foster 

private and publicly supported housing designed according 
. to universal design principles, meaning that it is accessible, 
or can be made adaptable, to the disabled or elderly. "Ac­
cessible" means that the housing presents no physical bar­
riers to handicapped or elderly people, "Adaptable" means 
housing whose entry and circulation are designed qnd 
constructed so that relatively minor adjustments and addi­
tions can make the unit fully accessible. Existing housing 
may be more difficult to retrofit, and more costly, when it 
is being rehabilitated as permanently affordable housing, so 
accessibility and adaptability design requirements should 
be made .flexible for reconstruction projects. 

Similar to the discussion above regardlng housing for 
·people with supportive needs, of particular importance 
are the everyday services and activities that sustain h~althy, 
independent living for those with cognitive impairments; 
physical constraints and low mobility. Community plan­

ning processes should also foster direct, walkable access to 
recreational facilities and open space, to commercial areas 

and shopping, and to community services. They should go 
beyond physical access to ensure that people with cogni­
tive impairment, dementia, other disabilities and aging 
adults feel comfortable and 'safe. Inclusion of public realm 
features that promote security, such as clearly-visible sig­
nage, bright lighting and surveillance features that improve 
public safuty, can go a long way towards creating age and 
disability. friendly commwtlties. 

POLICY 4.4 

Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing 
opportunities, emphasizing permanently affordable 
rental units wherever possible. 

In recent ye;µs the production of new major housing 
projects has yielded primarily r.ental ev.·Rership units. 

Moreover, this trend may shift with market conditions, as 
low vacancy rates and high rents indicate a strong demand 
for rental housing, and as lending practices shift in favor 

of projects with a long-term source of income (rents). The 
City should make a concerted effort to do what is within its 

control to encourage the continued development of rental 
housing throughout the city, including market-rate rentals 
that can address moderate and middle income needs. · 
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Recent community planning efforts have explored incen­

tives such as fee waivers, or reductions in inclusionary 

housing requirements, .[n return for the development of 

deed-restricted, long-term rental housing. Thi; City should 

also seek new ways to promote new; permanently afford­

able rental housing, such as by looking.to existing sites 

or buildings for acquisition by the City as permanently 

affordable units; this would reqllire a local fund that is 

structured to act quickly to enable such purchases as they 

become available. 

POLICY 4.5 

Ensure that new permanently afforctable housing 
is located in all of the city's neighborhoods, and 
encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a 
diversity of unit types provided at a range .of income 
levels. 

Econoruically-integrated, diverse neighborhoods provide 

residents with a number of benefits. Crime levels, school 

attendance and graduation rates, employment opportunity 

and. health status of residents tend. to be markedly improved. 

in integrated neighborhoods, as compared to exdusivdy 

lower-income areas. 

While San _Francisco's neighborhoods are more.' econorni­

·cally integrated. than their suburban counterparts, con­

centrations of low-income households still exist. Special 

efforts should be rnad.e to expand housing opportunities 

for households of lower-income levels in other areas of 

the city; and .community planning efforts should include 

policies and programs that foster a diverse, . integrated. 

housing stock These planning effor~ should als.o include 

protections against the displacement of existing low- and 

moderate-income households by higher income groups. 

The Cicys Inclusionary Housing Program, which requires 

that affordable housing units be provided on-site, provides 

one method for on-site integration (Map II-2: Below 

Market Rate Housing Projects). Construction of new af­
fordable housing proj'ects should likewise be distributed. 

throughout the city; to ensure equitable neighborhood.s as 

· well as equal access to residents living in dillerent parts of 

San Francisco (Map II-3:Afford.ahl~ Housing Projects). For 

example, the homeless population lives in many neighbor­

hoods throughout the city and would benefit from having 

housing resources in the neighborhood in which they work 

and live. All neighborhoods of the city should be expected 

to accept their fair share of affordable housing, whether 

it .is through the City's inclusionary affordable housing 

policies, construction of new 100% affordable projects, or 

rehabilitation projects. 

POLICY 4.6 

Encourage an equitable distribution of growth 
according to infrastructure and site capacity. 

Equitable growth brings economic opportunity to all 
residents,_ provides fur intdligent infrastructure investment 

and offers a range of housing choices. Distributing growth 

equitably means that each part of the city has a role in plan­

ning for growth, and receives an equitable distribution of 

growtl1s benefits. It is as much about revitalizing and rede­

veloping transitioning parts of the city such as the Eastern 

Neighborhoods, as it is about guiding new communities in 

areas such as Treasure Island. 

Whether in existing or new neighborhoods, all of the cicys 
·resident's should have access to public infrastrncture, ser­

vices and amenities. In ideal circumstances, infrastrucrure 

w.ill be available before or in concert with new housing. 

Therefore growth should be directed through community 

planning to areas where public infrastrucrure exists and 

is underutilized.; or where there is significant ~ite capa_i;ity 

and new infrastructure is planned in cooperation with new 

development. 

POLICY 4.7 

Consider environmental justice issues when 
planning for new housing, especially affordable 
housing. 

The term "environmental justice» was born out of a concern 

that minority and low-income populations bear a dispro­

portionate share of adverse health and. environmental im­

pacts because of where they live. Proximity to undesirable 

land uses, substandard housing, housing discrimination, 

personal safety in housing, and community displa=ent 
are environmental justice issues that need to be addressed 

in many 9f the cicys neighborhoods. 

Housing is an important component of addressing en­

vironmental justice. The City should promote new; and 
rehabilitated, low-income housing on sites that do not 

have negative health impacts, near services and supplies so 
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that residents have access to transit and healthy fresh food, 

jobs, child care and youth programs. The City needs to also 

ensure that the costs of housing do not lead to other en­

vironmental justice impacts, such as sacrificing nutrition, 

healthcare, and the needs of their children. 

OBJECTIVES 

ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HAVE EQUAL 
ACCESS TO AVAILABLE UNITS. 

Previous poli~ies have discussed the need to maintain and 

add new housing to meet San Francisco's identified needs; 

the policies that follow under this Objective are intended 

to make sure that all residents have access to those units. 

Governmental 'red tape', including byzantine application 

i;ystems and disparate housing application processes, can 

· make accessing the supportive housing system extremely 

difficult, particularly for people already burdened by lan­
guage or other social barriers. Social and economic factors 

can discrirn:inate against certain population groups and 

limit their access to· housing opportuniti~; leading to pat­

terns· of economic and racial segregation. And even when 

people. have succes.sfully entered the supportive housing 

. system, options seldom provide an exit strategy towards 

independence. 

POLICYS.1 

Ensure all residents of San Francisco have equal 
access to subsidized housing units. 

Federal fu.ir housing laws prohibit discrimination against 

p"rotected classes of people as described below in Policy 

6.4; they also prohibit most types of preference so as to 

avoid discrimination. Many communities, including San 

Francisco, have adopted some form of local preference, 

providing priority for people who live and/or work in 

the municipality to affordable and/or workforce housing 

. sponsored and/ or supported by the City. However, smaller 

geographic preference areas, or any specific racial or other 

preference, put local governments at risk of violating fu.ir 

housing laws and constitutional law. To ensure all residents 

have access to housing, pµblic agencies should make special 

efforts to attract cultural, racial or ethnic groups who might 

not normally be aware of their housing choices, particu­

larly those who have suffered discrimination in the past. 

Marketing and outreach efforts should encourage applica-

tion by households who are least likely to apply because of 

characteristics protected by fair housing law. 

POLICYS.2 

Increase access to housing, particularly for 
household.s who might not be aware of their housing 
choices. · 

Currently, subsidized housing is offered through a number 

of City agencies, including the San Francisco Housing 

· Authority; the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency; the 

Mayor's Office of Housing, and the Department ofHealth 

and Human Services; by nonprofit entities managing their 

own housing developments; and even by market-rate 

developers in the case of the City's Inclusionary Housing 

Program. The result of so many programs, with different 

administrating entities, creates difficulty in navigating the 

City's affordable hoi:ising placemen:t system, and places a 

high burden on housing advocates and service providers. A 

comprehensive, single-stop source of all available housing 

is needed to link residents to prospective homes in a timely 

matter. 

Efforts to improve access should focus particularly on 

groups who might not be aware of their housing choices, 

including those with lower incomes, language and com­
prehension barriers, .and those who have suffered dis­

crimination in. the past. The City should therefore partner 

with community providers already serving those groups. 

Available housing should be advertised broadly, with tar­

geted outreach to at-risk populations and communities, 
in multi-lingual media to ensure fuir marketing practice, 

And infurmation about housing rights; such as saf.i:guards 

against excessive rent increases, should_ be given the same 
marketing and outreach, 

POLICYS.3 

Prevent housing discrimination, particularly against 
immigrants and households with children. 

Housing discrimination is defined as the denial of rights 

to a group of persons by direct P!oviders of housing whose 

practices making housing unavailable to certain groups 
of people. Discrimination can be based on race, color, or 

national origin; religion; sex or gender; fu.milial status; and 
disability; and furthermore on factors such as RN/AIDS 

status, weigh,t or height, source of income, and economic 
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discrimination. Discrimination in housing is governed pri­

marily by the federal Fair Housing Act. To ensure housing 

opportunities for all people, the City should as~ist in the 

implementation of fair housing and anti-discrimination 

laws. The Human Rights Commission enforces the City's 

Fair Housing. Law and handles complaints of housing 
discrimination. 

Households with children are one group that is often cited 
as having difficulty finding suitable. housirig because some 

landlords discriminate against dilldren as tenants. The 
City should continue enforcement of the 1987 ordinance 

prohibiting residential apartment owners from discrimi­

nating against families based on household. size unless the 

Building Code does not permit occupancy of the dwelling 

by a family of that size. In publicly subsidized. housing, 

households with dependent children should have multiple 

bedroom wiits. 

The State and City have developed numerous tenants' 

rights laws and. fair housing statutes. Education of residents 
and tenants is critical to ·ensure implementation of these 

laws, and the City should work not only to uphold. such 

laws, but to broaden their affect by partnering with com­

munity service providers and. housing rights advocates to 

·expand. both knowledge and. .protections. 

POLICY5.4 

Provide a range of unit types for all segments of 
need, and work to move residents between unit 
types as their needs change. 

Changes in life stage or household type, such as a personal 

need, illness or disability; the birth ofa dilld; or a change.in 

economic simation or job oppormnity, can affect the type 
of unit a household requires. Once reside.nts do achieve 

housing, they are also challenged in movirig beyond that 

unit to another housing unit that may be more appropriate 

for their current life stage. To meet the diversity of need 

demanded by the residents of San Francisco, a range of 

housing types must be provided, and. the ability to move 
between these types - often referred. to as "moving up the 

housing ladder" must be available. 

Supportive housing. or housing for the formerly homeless, 

is often the first step on the ladder for many individuals. 

However, much of the housing aimed at meeting this need 

is temporary, renting by the week or month, and intended 

only to provide short-term housing until another option 

can be found. Other options, and support service that 

help move people between these options, is required. To 

make such movenient possible, the City needs to make a 

concerted effort to link its various programs, and provide 

counseling fur residents in aspects of those programs so 

they.have the ability to move between them. The City also 
needs to provide financial support needed. to start at the 

· next level, whether that is a rental deposit for an apartment 

or a down payment for a first home. The City should. also 
look to helping people on the other side. of the housing lad­

der, such as those who might be downsizing, particularly 

from single family homes into either small~ unitsfcond.os 
or rental units. 

POLICV5.5 

Minimize the hardships of displacement by 
proitidi.ng essential relocation services. 

Because of the econoJ:nk and social hardships inv:olve.d 

when a household is forced. to move, and .the difficulty of 

funding replacement housing· at comparable rents; every 

effort should be niade. tci ffiinim~ displ.:i.cernent. The 
City' should pursue· pa'licy and· programmatic interven­

tions .. When displacement .does occur, reloc~tion servkes 
including counseling, .locating replacement housing, and 

moving expenses, .s!.iollld be provided to match the n,eed.s 
of displaced tenants. 

POLICY5.6 

Offer displaced hot.iseholds the right. offirst refusal 
to occupy replacement'hou$ing units that are 
comp!Jrable in size, location, cost, and rent control 
protection.. · 

Persons in private .. or publicly owned housmg· displaced 
by 'fire and other· acts shoiild ·be restored. to their j:irevi­

ous residentiaJ. position to the maximum extent' feasibl~. 
Where eXisting units are converted ·to condominium or 

cooperative ownership, existing tenants should_ be given 
opportunities. to pu~chase converted unitS. 
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OBJECTIVE6 

REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THE RISK OF 
HOMELESSNESS: 

Over the last Howing Element period dec.ade, San Fran­

cisco has made strides in addressing homelessness, with 
documented decreases in population. living on the street. 

The policies of the 1980s that regarded temporary shelter 

as an acceptable housing plan for homeless households . 
has been superseded by an increased focus on permanent 

supportive housing programs, as well as programs such 
as Project Homeless Connect (where volunteers connect 

homeless individuals tci services), Care Not Cash (which 

redistributes general relief support in the form of housing 
& other services), and eviction prevention services that 

attempt to stem the onset of homelessness before it starts. 

However, homelessness continues, and recent :figures show 

that homelessness :figures have increased as unemployment 
has risen. Statistics show that the category at most risk 

for homelessness is Hli:thlle aged: ifid:i • idttah, parliettla-rly -
males, of all rnees, immigttnts attd: families families with 
children und~ the age of 6. Special categories of risk in­

clude vet~, those with substance abuse problems, arid 

transgendered individuals. 

POLICY6.1 

Prioritize permanent housing and service-enriched 
solutions while pu(suing both short- and long-term 
strategies to eliminate homelessness. 

While shelters can provide an alternative to sleeping on the 

streets, they do little to address the underlying causes. A 
pe~manent solution to homelessness requires permanent 

affordable housing. San Francisco has focused homeless 
housing· efforts on providing very low-income homeless 

singles and families a range of supportive options that are 

intended to stabilize their housing situation for the long 
term. Programs sponsored by the Human Services Agency 

include Permanent SRO Housing for Single Adults th.tough 

the Master Lease Program, Rental Housing Subsidies for 

Single Adults and Families With Disabiliti~s including 

mental health, substance abuse and/or HN/AIDS, and 

Permanent Supportive Housing for Families; 

In addition to permanent housing, temporary shelters and 

services are still needed, particularly services that provided 
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in an unbiased, multi-lingual and multicultural context. 
Immediate housing will be needed to serve socio-economic 
groups that will be particularly impacted by the feeeirt 

economic trends. In particular, more home-improvement 
workers and day laborers, facing more competition ~d 
a dwindling number of construction jobs, are becoming 
homeless. Yet few flexible options for housing - meaning, 
housing that is not already reserved for a specific program 
- exist in the neighborhoods they call home, resulting in 

people shuttling from neighborhood to neighborhood to. 
find an open bed. 

The City's "Continuum of Care: Five-Year Strategic Plan," 
created by the San Francisco Local Homeless Coordinating 

Board (the primary City policy board responsible for plan- .. 
ning and coordinating homeless programs in the city), is 

intended to provide a comprehensive roadmap for policy 

and services directed towards people who are homeless 
and at risk for homelessness. Its "priority'' sectors of action 
include permanent, subsidized housing; transition from 
incarceration, foster ~e and hospitals as well as avoiding 
evictions; interim housing in shelters ~ a stopgap until 

permanent housing is available; improvement of access to 
housing and support services; increased economic stability 
through emplo~ent services and education; and respect­
ful~ coordinated citywide action dedicated to individual's 
rights. The City's "10 Year Plan to End Chronic Home­

lessness'' focuses more deeply upon permanent supportive 
housing for the chronically homeless including families, 
which make up an estimated 20% of San Francisco's home­
less population. Borh plans should continue to be executed 
and implemented, and creation of the housing types they 

promote - both permanently affordable and necessary· ad­
ditional shelters - should be located equitably across the 
city according to need. 

POLICY6.2 

Prioritize the highest incidences of homelessness, 
as well as those most in need, including families and 
immigrants. 

Bet:Vieen 60 to 80% of a:l:l More. than 60% of _homeless 
individuals in San Francisco may suffer from physical dis­
ability, mental illness, or substance addiction. The City's 

"Continuum of Care". plan prioritizes stable, permanently 
housing for this group. 

n-= 
25 
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Families, while not the highest incidences of homelessness, 

aast year's count 'by the H™a:n Serviees Ageacy fol:l:ll:d 
that 91% of the homeless ~•ete siagle adults, aad 9% il'"e!'e 

lit.families) are an important category of need.. Homeless 

fun.ily housing is extremely limited; focusing on the city's 
chronically homeless oft<7n leaves out families, who tend 

to become homeless situationally, based on current job or 

economic conditions. 

Refugees and immigrants also face housing hardship. 
Language barriers and., fi:~quently; the additional hurdle 

of illegality can create unique barriers to housing access. 

Homeless people who are undocumented can face prejudice. 

in trying to secure beds or units, inability to communicate, 

and frequently have difficulty accessing beds on a regular 

basis, or the more stable, long-t= forms of housing 

that might enable them to move up the housing ladder. 

Both families and immigrants should be given particular 

consideration in the City's homeless policies and housing 

creation. 

POUCY6.3 

Aggressively pursue other strategies ~o prevent 
homelessness and the risk of homelm;sness by 
addressing its contributory factors. 

Measures that go beyond shelter are needed to address the 

root causes of homelessness.. These include stable sources 

of income a~d health and social.s~pport services for short 

or long pei;iods of time to· assist people with special needs 

.to live with the greatest degree of independence ·possible: 

POLICY6.4 

Improve coordiriation among emergency m;sistance 
efforts, existing shelter programs, and health care. 
outreach services.. · · 

White the emphasis should be on provision of permanent 

housmg, the City should provide an emergency sheltet 

program that provides temporary shelter and links home­

less· people to more cemprehensive services. · _The City 

should 'also· continu~ to.~upport the Depar.tm~nt of Public 

Heaitlis Direct Acc:eSs to Hoi.isillg Program, which has 

helped households transition fi:om shelters into permanent 
. homes. 

Homeless people often hav~ difficulty gaining access to the 
'health care system. There is need for outreach services and. 
multi-service centers. that provide health care and other. 

services to homde.ss people, in a mann.er that gains their 

_trust and with a goal of integrating them into the larger 
health care arid services systems. 
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Issue 4: 
Facilitate Permanently Affordable Housing 

OBJECTIVE? 

SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR 
PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING, 
INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT 
ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON TRADITIONAL 
MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL. 

Responding to the needs for affordable housing is the most 

critical housing objective in San Francisco. San Francisco's 

projected.affordable housing needs far outpace the capacity 

for the City to secure subsidies for new affordable units. A . 
successful funding strategy will require a range of resotirces 

including federal, state, and regional partners, and the City. 

First, the City must continue to proactively pursue addi­

tional federal, State and regional affordable housing and 

infrastructure dollars to· support projected housing needs. 

Second, the City must continue to aggressively develop 

local programs to fund afford.able housing, including strat­

egies that more efficiently use existing subsidies to work 

towards the desired mix of.afford.able housing options. 

1hird, the City needs to look beyond dollars for creative 

ways to facilitate affordable housing development that 

make sense in the current economic climate, such as land 
subsidy programs, process and zoning accommodations, 

and acquisition and rehabilitation programs. 

POLICY7.1 

Expand the financial resources available for 
permanently affordable housing, especially· 
permanent sources. 

San Francisco should continue to be a leader in identifying, 

securing and mandating funding for permanently afford­

able housing. Building on a good track record' for securing 

federal and state funds, the City shall continue to lobby for 

necessary funding in coordination with regional entities. 

Local programs such as HOPE-SF, inclusionary housing 

and 50% set asides efRedevelepmeat,~eal 'Thxlncremeat 

Financing ool!a£s the Hou;ing 1l:ust Fund (approximately 

$1.($ billion over the course of thlrtY years) demonstrate 

a strong dedication to·provi~g local funding to afford­

able housing. These programs should be continued and 

expanded as feasible. 

The Stare should also consider methods of increasing fund­

ing for afforda],le housing. Ballot measures do not promote 

long-term security for affordable housing, and given recent 

ballot-trends, asking voters to go further into debt every 

four years is a risky proposition. The City should support 

state efforts to identify a permanent state fund that would 

finance housing for low- and middle-income households. 

Iri 2012, San Francisco· voters support!!d a dedicated, 

permanent source of local funding for affordable housing, 

known as the Housing Trust Fund. The Hou5ing Trust 

Fund provides a permanent .source of revenue to fund the 

creation of afforhble housingfor low and middle income 

households for the next 30 years. progfllffiS will also help 
address the need fur affor-ckbillry ever ~e long term. Cur 

~ Dedicated local funding fo1 :dfo1dablc lroLlliitig 1s 
dcpendeat Bfi annual budgeting, whieh makes will help 

with long-term planning for affordable housing. ~ 

ereates a situM:ien v.-here affordable heusiag fnndlng is 

4-tkaliy effected by dtiv.'fltl:tfflg i:a the economy, .,hidt 
further exacerbates issues already faced 'ay lo VV' i:aeome 

famill= The City should pursue expanding permanent 

sources of fundi.Ilg for affordable housing programs, to 

address· affordable. housiilg funding _gaps not. met· by the 

Housing Trust Fund. Ultimately San Francisco's afford­

able housing programs should have a permanent funding 

source. 
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POLICY-7.2 

Strengthen San Francisco's affordable housing 
efforts by planning and advocating.at regional, state 
and federal levels. 

Housing affofdability in San Francisco is not an issue that 

may be addressed in isolation from other municipalities in 

the region. Because the region's growth forecast ls based 

on increased housing development that supports altern:c­

tive transportation modes, the State and region's policies 

project that a largt< proportion of the region's growth will 
continue· in San Francisco. Thus, the City needs to advocate 

strongly for a coordinated regional strategy that takes into 

. account the planning and capital required to accommodate 

the household growth in a sustainable way. 

Also, because the RHNAs originate from state allocations, · 

state funding sources need to program funding for afford­

able housing and infrastructure.according to growth fore­

casts. Senate Bill 375, California's landmark smart groWth 

bill adopted in 2008, legislates the reduction of greenP.ouse 

gases through regional and local planning efforts, and re­

quires that any transportation projects and programs that 
receive state funding must be consistent with these green­

house gas reduction plans. However, the State should seek 

to go further in tying funding to smart growth allocations, 

by directing housing and infrastructure funds towards ju~ . 

risdictions accommodating that smart growth; and federal 

·stimulus fund efforts sh~uld foll.ow this same model. The 

City needs to use its planning and redevdopment efforts, 

which outline a land. use and. infrastructure framework for 

growth, to more strongly advocate at the state and federal 
funding world. . 

POLlCY7.3 

Recognize the importance of funds for operations, 
maintenance and services to the success of 
affordable housing programs. 

A holistic approach to affordable housing indudes careful 
consideration of the operation, services and maintenance 

programs necessary to maintain the housing once it is built. 

As the income level of households decreases, the income 

subsidy needed to cover the gap between eligible operating 

costs and project income becomes deeper. 

Operations and maintenance costs should be considered as 

a necessary aspect of publicly subsidized affordable housing 
projects. One potential strategy is the developmentofafund 

earmarked for operations and maintenance costs affordable 

to very low-income persons, based on the supplement to 

rent revenue required to cover ongoing operating expenses. 

Services plans should include re.sident placement and sup­

portive services, including job placement, as needed. 

POLICY7.4 

Facilitate affordable housing development through 
land subsidy programs, such as land trusts and land 
dedication. 

Land costs are a considerable portion of affordable housing 

development costs. Land trusts and land dedication pro­

grams can reduce those costs - thus reducing the overall 
subsidies required to build new affordable housing units. 

The City shall support and encourage land based subsidies, 

especially when land is well suited for affordable housing 

development. 

Land trusts rely on individuals or groups to purchase the 
land and later devote that land to affordabie development 

entities; this model is appropriate for public agencies or 
larger employers as a way of supporting affordable housing 

development. The San Francisco Community Land Trust 

is one example of how a nonprofit can purchase land and 

maintain permanent affordability by creating long terms 
gr~und leases that include re-sale restrictions. 

Land dedication allows property owners to designate their 

land for an ~ffordable housing project; this modd could 

most likely be used by private citizens or private develop­

ers wishing to provide community benefits. The Trust for 

Public Land has a program whi~h promotes dedication for 
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open space purposes by providing major tax deductions; a 
similar program could be developed for charitable contri­

bution ofland for housing purposes. 

POLICY7.5 

Encourage the production of affordable housing 
through process and zoning accommodations, 
and prioritize afford.able housing in the review and 
approval processes. 

. Public processing time; staffing, and fees related to City 
approval make up a considerable portion of affordable 
housing development costs. Tue City should expedite the 
review process and procedures as appropriate; to reduce 

overall development costs and increase the performance of 
public investment in affordable housing. 

Local planning, zoning, and building codes should be 
applied to all new development, however when quality of 
life and life safety standards can be maintained zoning ac­

commodations should be made for permanently affordable 

housing. For example exceptions to specific requirements 
including open space requirements, exposure requirements, 

or density limits, where they do not affect neighborhood 
quality and meet with applicable design standards, includ­

ing neighborhood specific design guideline, can facilitate 
the development of affordable housing. Current City 

policy allows affordable housing developers to pursue these 
zoning accommodations through rezoning and application 

of a Special Use District (SUD). 

City review and approval of affordable housing projects 
should be improved to reduce costly delays. Affordable 
housing projects already receive Priority Application 

Processing through coordination with the Planning 
Deparrrnent, Department of Building Inspection, and 
Department of Public Works. This process could be further 

enhanced by designating a planner(s) to coordinate govern­

mental activities related to affordable housing. 

POLICY7.6 

Acquire and rehabilitate existing housing to 
maximize effective use of affordable housing 
resources. 

. The city's existing housing stock provides a resource which 
can be used to fulfill a number of affordable housing needs. 
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The City should pursue and facilitate programs that en­
able households to better acces~ existing housing stock. 
By acquiring and rehabilitating such units, the City can 
use affordable housing funds in a cost-effective way that 
provides stability in existing low-income neighborhoods, 
where units may be at risk of poor safety or conversion. 
Such housing acquisition and rehabilitation should happen 
only on a voluntary basis, and must not displace occupants. 

San Franciscc;i should also explore· opportunities to take 
advantage of projects that are delayed, abandoned or are 
on the market. Having a readily accessible pool of fund­
ing available for purchase of such projects would enable 
affordable housing developers to take over the land and 
entitlements. of such projects. The City should explore a 

number of options to assist in securing these opportunities 

for permanen4y ~rdable housing, co-ops or land-trust 
housing, including subsidies, affordable housing programs, 

new tax incentives or government intervention. 

POLICY7.7 

Support housing for middle income households, 
especially through programs that do not require a 
direct public subsidy. 

Market rate housing in the City of San Francisco is gener-· 

allyavai:lahlc affordable to households making at or above 

180% of median income or above. Affordable housing 
programs, including <:;ity subsidized affordable housing 
arid inclusionary housing, are provided to households at 

urbdow making 120% of median income cir below. This 
leaves a gap of housing options for households in between 
those two categories, referred to as "middle income" house­
holds and de.fined for the purposes of this Housing Ele­
ment as housh1g a£fo1dablc to households making between 
120 and 150% of median income. Unfulfilled demand for 

middle income housing impacts the supply and pressure 
on housing stock for lower income households. 

San Francisco prioritizes federal, state, and local subsidies 
for lower income households; therefore the City should 

support innovative market-based programs and practices 
that enable middle income housing opportunities. Creating 

smaller and less expensive unit types that are "affordable by 
design" can assist iri providing units to households falling 
in this gap. Development strategies that reduce construc­
tion costs, such as pre-fub'ricated housing 'and other low 

cost construction types can decrease overall housing costs, 
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making it affordable to middle income households without 

subsidy. Industrialized wood construction techniques used · 

in lower density housing and light-weight prefabricated, 

pre-stressed concrete construction in moderate and high 

density housing also have the potential ofproducing great 

savings in construction time and cost. 

POUCY7.B · 

Develop, promote, and improve ownership 
models which enable households to achieve 
homeownership within their means, such as 
down-payment assistance, and limited equity 
cooperatives. 

Affordable homeownership opportunities are part of pro­

viding a diversity of ho~sing opportunities in the city. 

San F~cisco sho.uld continue homeownership assistance 

programs including counseling, down payment assistance, 

silep.t second mortgages and programs that support teach­

ers. Other programs that reduce the burden ofhomeowrr­

eri>hip such as limited equity cooperatives, which can be 

created through community land trusts and are discussed 

in Polley 3.2, should be supported by the City. 

Recent homeownership and foreclosure trends have resulted 

in potential opportunities for affordable homeownership 

programs. To the =ent that San Francisco experiences 

foreclosures, San Francisco should provide assistance to 

existing }iomeowners and work to secure foreclosed units as 

affordable ownership opportunities. Where larger, multi.­

unit buildings become available via foreclosures, the City 

should look to acquire· them as permanently affordable 

units; this would require the ability to reformulate related 

programs to access funding, or a designated local fund that 

is structured to act quickly to enable such purchases as they 

·become available. 

OBJECTIVES 

BUILD PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR 
CAPACITY TO.SUPPORT, FACILITATE, 
PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING. 

The development of affordable housing is critical to the 

long term health, sustainability and diversity of San Fran-

cisco. ·In order to successfully deliver affordable housing 

the City and private sector mu.st have the tools they need 

to develop and rehabilitate affordable housing. It is in the 
interest of the City to ensure that both public and private 

entities that ·participate in the delivery and maintenance 

of affordable housing have resources and materials, in ad­

dition to funding that are necessary to deliver affordable 

housing. Key functions include technical support and 

services, and political support and development of public 

awareness. 

POLICYB.1 

Support the production and management of 
permanently affordable housing. 

Non-profit housing development corporations develop 

most of San Francisco's subsidized affordable housing. The 
City should continue to provide technical and financial 

assistance to support continued operations and enhanced 

capacity of these entities. One strategy is to facilitate part­

nerships, such as linking nonprofits with private developers 

for joint development opportunities, or with lenders to 

expand funding options. Another is providing information 

and advice, such as training on design, green building and 

energy efficient remodeling, and information about con­

struction products. 

Additionally the City should invite partnerships towards 

affordable housing development with market rate develop­

ers, major employers, religious organizations, other phil­

anthropic organizations and trade unions. These organiza-­

tions may. offer development or organizational capacity; 

funding or land resources. 

POLICVB.2 

Encourage employers located within San Francisco 
to work together to develop and advocate for 
housing appropriate for employees. · 

Local employers, particularly larger . employers; have a 

vested interest in .securing housing necessary to support 

t):icir work force. The City should foster stronger housing 

advocacy among employers, who could advocate for hous­

ing projects and types. The City should also connect major 

employers to both market-rate and. affordable devdopers, 

especially those with a vested interest in workforce hous­

ing; such partnerships could provide developers with a 

953 



funding resource, or a pool of committed residents, which 

could reduce the risk of developing a project, while secur-· 
ing housing for employees. 

POLICYB.3 

Generate greater public awareness about the 
quality and character of affordable housing projects 
and generate community-wide support for new 
affordable housing. 

Affordable housing projects are sometimes delayed or with­
drawn because of community opposition. Greater public 
awareness of affordable housing challenges and potential 
solutions would generate broader long-term support for 

housing. San Franciscans, faced with one of the most =­
pensive housing markets in the country, generally support 
the notion of providing more affordable .housip.g options 
and understand the range and severity of affordable hous­

ing needs in the city. However when individual projects are 
presented, the macro understanding of the affordable hous­
ing crisis gets lost in fears about changes to an individual 

neighborhood or block. The City, in coordination with 

affordable housing providers, should work to showcase 
successful affordable housing projects that improve neigh­
bo~hoods, help householdS, and provide much needed 
workforce housing. 

OBJECTIVE9 

PRESERVE UNITS SUBSIDIZED BY THE 
FEDERAL, STATE OR LOCAL SOURCES. 

In 1997, in response to a.change in federal. guidelines that 
allowed the affordability provisions on subsidized housing 
to expire, San Francisco created a program to preserve af­
fordable housing. Through this program the Mayor's Offia; 
of Housing .and the San Francisco Re.development Agency 

have acquired and transferred a number of at-risk develop­
ments to non-profit entities for permanent affordability. 

Continuing to maintain the existing stock of subsidized 

units is a critical component of San Francisco's affordable 
housing strategy. AB units provided by the Redevelopment 

Agency and MOH, which currently apply life-long afford­

ability restrictions to their projects, are not particularly at 
risk, efforts need to focus on properties not financed by 
these entities. Additionally, the City should continue to 

provide long term funding strategies to new ·subsidized 

DRAFT PROPOSED FOR ADOPTION HOUSING ELEMENT 2014 

units, to protect the public's investment in affordable hous­

ing and maintain housing stability. 

POLICY9.1 

Protect the affordability of units at risk of losing 
subsidies or being .converted to market rate 
housing. 

Existing affordable housing units should be maintained 

and preserved at their current levels of affordability. 
Through the Housing Preservation Program (HPP), the 

City's housing agencies work to restructure funding terms 
of Community Development Block Grant funds and hous­

ing office bonds to extend affordability terms of subsidized 
developments. In most cases, the land is purchased by the 

R~cle.clepment .Af:.crtet Mayor's 'Office of Housing and 

Community Development (MOHCD), wi~ long-term 
affordability Contracts required for the units. The City 

should continue these efforts to ensure that subsidized 

units remain affordable when a specific subsidy expires. To 

protect affordability, preservation program efforts need to 
begin .early, prior to the contract's expiration date, so care­

ful tracking of existing subsidized housing and coordinated 

planning among various agencies should be continued. 

The City also has additional ordinances that limit profit 
from market-rate conversions of restricted units, thereby 

motivating HUD contract renewals. These include the 

Rent Control Ordinance (Administrative Code, Chapter 
37), the &sisted Housing Preservation Ordinance (Ad­

ministrative Code, Chapter 60), the Source of Income 
Ordinanc;e (City Police Code, Article 33, Section 3304), 
and the Just Came Eviction Ordinance (Residential. Rent 

Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance,_ Chapter 37.9). 
The implementation of these ordinances should be con­
tinued. 

POLICY9.2 

Continue prioritization of preservation of existing 
affordable housing as the most effective means of · 
providing affordable housing. 

Financial support is required to continue to support the 

preservation of existing a.'.fordable housing. The HPP 

program has used tax-exempt bond financing, low income 

tax credits and federal funds to finance acquisition and 
rehabilitation costs. In addition, the Agency MOH CD has 
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engaged tenants and built organizing capacity to support 

acquisition negotiations with owners of such develop­

m~ts. The City should continue these mechanisms to 
complete acquisitions of existing, at-risk subsidized units. 

Additionally; other agencies in the City should look to 

retain existing affordable housing stock with supportive 

programs and policies. Privately owned.and operated rental 

housing is under continuing pressure to convert to. market 
rate housing, and ·programs such as the acquisition and 
rehabilitation model discussed. previously can aid in their · 
retention. 

POLICV9.3 

Maintain and improve the condition of the existing 
supply of public housing, through programs such. as 
HOPE SF. 

The San Francisco Housing Authority is the largest land~ 

lord in San Francisco, with over 6,200 units, and is one 

of the most important sources of permanently affordable 

housing for low-income households. The devolution of re­
sponsibility for public housing from a federal to local level 

requires increased local responsibility for public housing 

developments. The City should continue to p!f!sue innova­
tive local financing techniques, energy efficiency measures, 

and creative property management and customer service. 

Innovative programs such as HOPE SF, which distinguish 

San Francisco as a leader in public housing redevelopment 

should be continued. with City investment and support. 

· Small Site Ac.quisition and Rehabilitation: 
· Arl_irigfon Apartments: · · · · · '. ·· · · · . · : -·-·· .. 

Mercy Hou~ing Caljf~rnia•s ·mission is to cr~at~ vibr~ri~ 
. stable, 'and healthy'corrimunities. :rtiey do this' by preserving: 

and developing affordable tiousinti in piaces like.the ten­
deri'ain. Among 'arie ot tlie"first bLildings to be co~structect · 
atter th.e i 9ci6 earthquai<e;· the Arli~Qton. is now horn~ to · ... 
iow~ihcome resident$ .. ' . . ;·. .. ... ... . . ... . . " . 

ttie '/\rii~gtori: rec~nt1y" r~h~brnfatecj, ·h~s 1'53 ~~art~ents:' 
tliat tiotise furmerly homeless individuais; most of whom 
·are' single adults, an'd' provides.kiiored ~ii~sifo re'sident. 
'programming and couriseiing. During the renovation ottlie . · · . . 
i:iliiiding, many Cif'ttie.tesiderits were relocated temporariiy ahd have now returned to thefr ii~;n~s No~'tiie ' .· . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' . :- ~ .' , . .· . . ... ·' . • .· . ; . 
residents have access to .their own personal restrooms and kitchens - all important for independent living: : ·. . .· . . . . . . ; . . . . . ... ..· . . 
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Issue 5: 
Remove Constraints to the Construction and 
Rehabilitation of Housing 

OBJECTIVE 10 

ENSURE A STREAMLINED, YET THOROUGH, 
AND TRANSPARENT DECISION-MAKING 
PROCESS. 

Many factors can constrain the development, maintenance, 

and improvement of the housing stock. Market conditions, 
such as the cost of land,' the availability of materials, and 
the rate of labor, are difficult to affect through goverru:Ilenr. 
actions. Local requirements, such as noticing procedures, 

review periods and public comment periods, are necessary 
to ensure opportunities for neighborhood participation .. 
Ifowever, providing clarity of planning and permitting 
requirements, proGessing time, application and review 
procedures, and environmental review requirements, can 
reduce unnecessary delays. 

POLICY10.1 

Create certainty in the development entitlement 
process, by providing clear community parameters 
for development and consistent application of these 
regulations. 

There is a dear public benefit to creating, and applying, a 
strict approach to regulatory land use controls. Certainty 

in the development regulations simplifies the process for 
applicants, and allows neighbors to understand and antici­
pate the likely outcomes of changes in their neighborhood. 
It also reduces misunderstandings between developers and 
communities before proposals have been designed to. a 

level of detail where change can be very costly or time­
consuming. The ultimate goal of a "certain" development 

entitlement process is to create greater transparency and 
accountability in the process for all parties, empowering 

both the public and developers. 

A goal of recent Planning Department comm unity planning 
processes is to use the intensive neighborhood-based plan­
ning process to coordinate citywide goals with the needs 
of individual neighborhoods. Tue resulting adopted are:;i. 
plans have directed both land use and urban form to create 

development that is of a character and quality specified by 
the community; through clear Planning Code provisions as 
well as neighborhood specific Design Guidd.ines. 

It is critical that the spirit and letter of these adopted 
area plans are implemented. Full implementation of the 

Community's vision requires consistent application of 
plan policies and project review. Once such controls are 

in place, it is the responsibility of planning and permit­
ting staff to adhere to consistent and dear application of 
Planning Code, Design Guidelines, and other adopted 
requirements, Monitoring reports adopted as a part of each 
area plan should be used to improve consistency and results 
of the regulatory process. 

Affordable housing projects ate often granted exceptions to 
general requirements to further the City's ability to meet 
affordable housing objectives. Often simple exceptions 
raise confusion and concern .among community members. 
'Where additional support may be required for projects 
which meet th~ City's targeted h~using needs, such as 

·permanently affordable housing for very-low and 10Y17-in­
come households, the City should explore methods such as 
designating Planning staff, or talcing an active role in medi­
ating disputes with neighbors. Such a function could either 
be provided within the City or contracted with an outside 
non-profit entity to provide free mediation services. 
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POLICV10.2 

Implement planning process improvements to both 
reduce undue project delays and provide clear 
information to support community review. 

As part of the Action Plan, the Planning Department ~ 

expleriag has been implementing a number of procedural 

and operational reforms intended to reduce project delays 

and increase community review. 

To provide a more efficient review process that also provides 

the potential for earlier eommunity review; the Planning 

Department is implementing a proces~ called "Revised 
De'\elepment Review Proeess," "Preliminary Project As­
sessment," based on the concept that earlier input and 

coordination by all divisions of the Planning Department 

on larger, more complex projects results in a more efficient 

review overall. The efficiency is gained by identifying 

and addressing significant project issues, and providing 

developers more comprehensive procedural information 

early in the review process. This approach also improves 
the likelihood that.communities surrounding potential de­

velopment projects will be more aware early in the review 

process. Together, these features reduce the overall review 

time for a project, allow- for earlier c~mmuniry awareness, 

and-perhaps mqst importantly-ultimately result in bet­

ter projects being approved and built, 

To initiate neighbor communication early on in the 

development process, and provide the project sponsor 

the opportunity· to address neighbor concerns about the 

potential impacts of the project prior to submitt:iD.g an ap­

plication, the Department has also implemented a required 

Pre-Application Process that requires eligible project 

sponsors to conduct community. meetings prior to filing 

any entitlement, inviting all relevant ·Neighborhood As­
sociations, abutting property owners and occupants. This 
process allows the community access to planned projects, 

and allows the project spons?r to identify; and address, is­
sues and concerns early on. 

In December 2013, i niulti City-agency effort began in 

resp.onse to a mayoral initiative to streariJ.lirie processiilg 

and permitting 9f .an ·new housing ·consti:Uctiori., inc).ud­

ing permanently affordable ho.using. This effort aims. to 

streamline the permitting. process for new housing. t:cil!-­

stniction and facilitate ·preservation of existing housing 

stock. In addition; Cit}r agencies have been directed to: giye 

first priorlty to 106%. affo~dable horn;ing projewi; f~llowed 

by market rate projects which include at least 20% on-site 

Below Market Rate units or 30% off-site Below Market 

Rate nnits. 

POLICV10.3 

Use best practices to reduce excessive time or 
redundancy in local application of CEQA. 

The Cilifornia Environmental Quility kt was initiated to 

open development decisions so that action could be taken 

to offset negative environmental effects, and as a mecha­

nism for community review of projects. Ar. its basis, CEQA. 

offers~ tool to balance environmental values with concrete 

development decisions, and as such, was one of the early 

tools citizens ¥1d agencies had to promote environmentally 

favorable projects, and reject, or reduce the impact of, nega­

tive ones. However, its provisions have cre.ated numerous 

concerns about delay and misuse of CEQA; policymakers 

have recently started discussing reform of CEQA to help 

address concerns about misuse and delays to good hous­

ing projects. Reform should be pursued in a way that does 

not unduly limit neighborhood participation in review of 

development proposals. 

Using best practices, Community Plan exemptions and 

tiered environmental reviews can help enable CEQA to be 

more closely tuned to its initial intent, and to become a 

strong mechanism for smart growth planning and develop­

ment. In particular, the City should explore mech:µllsms 

that will maintain the strength of CEQA and its use as 

a tool for environmental protection while eliminating 

aspects of its implementation that are not appropriate to 

the city's context. One such improvement underway is the 

recent Board of Supetvisors direction to study the updat­

ing of automobile "Level of Service' (LOS) with Auto 

Trip Generation (ATG) as a more meaningful measure 

of traffic impacts in an urban context. The City should 

ensure best practices do not impact any community's abil­

ity to understand, and provide input towards, impacts of 

proposed projects. Residents should continue to have due 

process available to them to participate in future of their 

neighborhoods. 
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POLICY10.4 

Support state legislation and programs that promote 
environmentally favorable projects. 

Senate Bill 375 legislateS the reduction of greenhouse gases 

through regional and local planning efforts, to achieve state­

wide sustainable development goals. SB 375 provides some 

regulatory relief for "sustainable projects" to reduce project 

costs, processing time and legal risks, i~duding reducing 
some CEQA provisions. It also hints at linking future State 

infrastructure funding, speci£cally transportation funds, to 

achievement of smart growth goals, including lower vehicle 

miles traveled. Allocation of affordable housing resources, 

particularly for new production, should be consistent with 

smart growth principles. 

SB375, and future regional and state efforts, should be ac­

companied by the kind of funding that will enable growth to 

truly be "smart". Linking funding directly to efficient land 

use, rather than to population or regions, would encourage 

smart land use patterns. The implementation of SB375 

should be monitored, and addressed with amendments if 

necessary, to ensure it successfully provides the tools neces­

sary to meet its smart growth goals in San Francisco. 
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Issue 6: 
Maintain the Unique and Diverse Character of 
San Fr<1:ncisco's Neighborhoods · · 

OBJECTIVE 11 

SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND 
DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN FRANCISCO'S 
NEIGHBORHOODS. 

San Francisco is a city of neighborhoods, each with a 

distinct character and quality. While the.Housing Element 

provides a citywide ho~ng strategy, 'no policy should be 

applied without first examining its applicability to each 

specific neighboi:hood's unique context. Its implementa­

tion should be applied and ex:pi:essed differently in each 

neighborhood. The existing character, design context 

(indudiug neighborhood specific design guidelines), his­
toric and cultural context, and land use patterns of each 

neighborhood shall inform and define the specific applica­

tion of Housing Element policies and programs. & each 

neighborhood progresses over time the distinct characters 

will form the foundation to a!J planning and preservation 

work in the area. Just as the City seeks a variety of housing 

types to meet the diversity of needs, the City also values 

a variety of neighborhood types to support the varying 

preferences and lifestyles of existing and future households. 

Changes' planned for an area should build on the assets of 

the specific neighborhood while allowing for change. 

POLICY 11.1 

Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well­
designed housing that emphasizes beauty, flexibility, 
and innovative design, and respects existing 
neighborhoo~ character. 

San Francisco has a long standing history of beautiful and 

innovative architecture that builds on appreciation for 

beauty and innovative design. Residents of San Francisco 

should be able to live in well-designed. housing suited to 

their specific needs. The City should ensure that housing 

provides quality living environments and complements the 

character of the surI'9unding neighborhood, while striving 

to achieve beautiful and innovative design that provides a 

flexible living environment for the variety of San Francisco's 

household needs. 

The City should continue to improve deSign review to 

ensure that the review process results in good design that 

complements existing character. The City should also seek 

out creative ways to promote design excellence. Possibilities 

include design competitions that foster innovative think­
ing, and encouraging designers to meet with other local 

architects to provide peer review. New York City recently 

implemented a similar initiative that awards public projects, 

including affordable housing, based on talent and. experi­

ence rather than to the lowest bidder, which has i:esulted in 
several buildings with lauded design. 

POLICY11.2 

Ensure implementation of accepted design 
standards in project approvals. 

& the City's Residential Design Gnid.elines state, San Fran­

cisco is known for its neighborhoods and the visual quality 
ofits buildings. Its architecture is diverse, yet many neigh­

borhoods are made up of buildings with common rhythms 

and cohesive elements of architectural expression. For all 
new buildings and major additions, the fundamentals of 

good urban design should. be followed, respecting the ex;­

isting neighborhood charactei.; while allowing for freedom 

of architectural expression. A variety of ~chitectural styles 

(e.g. Victorian, Edwardian, Modern) can perform equally 

well. Proposed buildings should relate well to the street 
and to other buildings, regardless of style. New and sub­

stantially altered buildings should. be designed. in a manner 

that conserves and. respects neighborhood.character. High 
quality materials, and a strong attention to details, should 

be carried across all styles. And buildings should repres~t 
their era, yet be timeless. 
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Planning Department review of projects and development 
of guidelines.should build on adopted local controls, in­
cluding recently adopted Area Plans, neighborhood specific 
design guidelines, and historic preservation district docu­
ments. Planning staff should be aware of, and be a resource 
for, on-going individual co=unity efforts that support 
good planning principles, such as neighborhood-specific 
Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&R's) and 

design guidelines. New development and alterations or 
additions to existing structures in these neighborhoods 
should refer to these controls in concert with the citywide 

Residential Design Guidelines, although only tjiose guid­
ing documents approved by the Planning Commission 
may b'e legally enforced by Planning staff. Also project.s in 
historic preservation districts should refer to related design 
documents. 

POLICY 11.3 

Ensure growth is accommodated without 
substantially and adversely impacting existing 
residential neighborhood character. 

Accommodatioµ of growth should. be achieved without 

damaging existing residential neighborliood character. In 
corr:munity plan areas, this means development projects 
should adhere to adopted policies, design guidelines and 

community review procedures. In existing residential 
. neighborhoods, this means development projects should 
defer to the prevailing height and biµk of the area. 

To ensure character is not impacted, the City should 

continue to use co=unity planning processes to direct 
growth and change according to a community-based vi­
sion. The Planning Department should utilize residential 
design guidelines, neighborhood specific design guidelines, 
and other documents describing a specific neighborhoods 
character as guideposts to determine compatibility of pro­
posed projects with existing neighborhood character, 

. The Department should support the adoption of ~eigh­
borhood-specifi.c design standards in order to enhance or 
conserve neighborhood character, provided those guide­
lines are consistent with overall good-planning principles 
and help foster a more predictable, more timely, and less 

costly pre-development process. To this end, the Depart­
ment should develop official procedures for submittal of 
neighb.orhood-initiated deiign guidelines, for review by 
Department staff, and for adoption or endorsement. 
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POLICY11.4 

Continue to util!ze zoning districts which conform to 
a generalized residential land use and density plan 
and the General Plan. . 

Currept zoning districts result in land use and density pat­

terns shown on the accompanying Generalized Permitted 
Housing Densities by Zoning District, Map 6; and the ac­
companying table illustrating those densities, Table I-64, in 
Part 1 of the Housing Element. The parameters contained 
in the Planning Code under each zoning districts. can help 
ensure that new housh;1.g does not overcrowd or adversely 
affect the prevailing character of existing neighnorhoods. 
The City's i:urrent zoning districts conform to this map and 
provide clarity on land use and density thro~ghout the city. 

When proposed zoning map amendments are considered 
as part of the Department's community planning effort.s, 
they shc:>uld conform generally to these this map, although 
minor variations consistent with the general land use and 

density policies may be appropriate, They should also 
conform to the other objectives·and policies of the General 
Plan. 

POLICY11.5 

Ensure densities in established residential areas 
promote compatibility with prevailing neighborhood 
character. · 

Residential density controls should reflect prevailing build­
ing types in es~bllshed residential neighborhoods. Par­
ticularly in RH-1 and RH-2 areas, prevailing height and 
bulk patterns should be maintained to protect neighbor­
hood character. Other strategies to maintain and protect 
neighborhood character should also be explored, including 
"neighborhood livability initiatives" that could =mine 
guidelines and principles to preserve what is beloved about 
the area. Such an initiative could result in strategies to 
impro:ve the appearance and accessibility of neighborhood 
commercial district.s, or neighborhood specific design 

guidelines for specific RH-1 and RH-2neighborh0 ods. . 
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POLICY11.6 

foster a sense of community through architectural 
design, using feat4res that promote community 
interaction. 

Buildings define the public realm. Building height, set­

back, and spacing define the streets, sidewalks, plazas, and 

open space that provide the setting for people to meet and 
interact informally and shape the neighborhood's range of 

soclal experiences and offerings. Buildings shape views and 

affect the amount of sunlight that reaches the street. Ancl 

the frontage of buildings can encoiirages interaction, while 

providing safety and increasing surveillance of the street. 
Thus, buildings should be designed with a human scale, 

consistent with each individual area's traditional pattern of 

development. Design features such as regular entrances and 

windows along the street, seating ledges, outdoor seating, 

outdoor displays of wares, and attractive signage, the use of 

stoops and,porticos, and limiting blank walls all assist in 

ensuring an inviting community environment. 

Tue uses of buildings and their relationships to one anot.her 

can also affect the variety, activity, and liveliness of a place.· 

Zoning for a mix of U:ses, open spaces and community 

facilities in appropriate locations, such as neighborhood 

commercial centers, can increase opportunities for social 

intt;raction. Mixing compatible uses within buildings, such 

as housing with retail; services or small-scale workplaces, 

can build activity for friendly streets and public spaces. In 

. the best cases, the defining qualities of buildings along the 

street create a kind of"urban room" where the publiclife of 

the neighborhood can thrive. 

POLICY11.7 

Respect San Francisco's historic fabric, by 
preseiving landmark buildings and ensuring 
consistency with historic districts. 

Landmarks and historic buildings are important to the 
character and.quality of the city's neighborhoods and are 

also important housing res9urces. A number of these stmc-
, tures contain ho~ing units particularly suitable for larger 

households arid families with childreq. 

New buildings adjac;ent to or with the potential to visually 

impact historic contexts or structures should be designed to 

complement the character and scale of their environs. '.Ihe 

new and old can stand next to one another with pleasing 
effects, but only if there is a successful transition in scale, 

building form and proportion, detail, and materials. 
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POLICY 11.8 

Consider a neighborhood's character when 
integrating new uses, and minimize disruption 
caused by expansion of institutions Into residential 
areas. 

The scale and design of permitted commercial and insti­

tutional buildings should acknowledge and respond to the · 

surrounding neighborhood context, incorporating neigh­

borhood specific design guidelines whenever possible. To 

ensure a successful integration of these uses, especially large 

institutions, the City should pay close attention to plans 

for expansion through master planning efforts. Analysis 

should include needs generated fo~ housing, transporta­

tion, pedestrian amenities, and other ~ervices. 

POLICY11.9 

Foster development that strengthens focal culture 
sense of place and history. 

In addition to the factors discussed above, including 

physical design, land use, scale, and landmark elements, 

neighborhood character is also defined by long-standing 
heritage, community assets, institutional ~nd social char­

. acteristlcs. Maintaining the linkages that such elements 

bring, by connecting residents to their past, can contribute 

to the distinctiveness of community character and unique 

sense of place; as w.ell as foster community pride and par­
ticipation. 

Elements 9f community heritage can include the public 

realm, including open space and streets; and the buili: envi­

ronment, institutions, markets, businesses that serve iocal 

needs, and special sites. Other, non-physical aspects can 

include ethnicity; language, and local traditions. Develop­

ment of new housing should consider all of these factors, 

and how they can aide in connecting to them. Housing 

types that relate to the communi:ty served, particlilarly the 

income, household and tenure type of the community; can 

help to address negative changes in socioeconomic condi­
tions, and reduce displacement. Constructing housing.that 

includes community components that build upon this sense 

of place, such as public plazas, libraries, community facili­

ties, public art, and open spaces, can build a stronger sense 

of community heritage. And the development of neighbor­

hood-specific design guidelines, as discussed above, should 

review local neighborhood characteristics that contribute 

to and define its character beyond the physi~. 
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Historically, neighborhoods in Sari Francisco have become 

identified. with certain cultural groups, including ethnic­

commµn.ities that ha~e settled within c<;>rridors or areas of 
larger neighborhoods. It is important to .recognize, how­

ever, that local culture is not static- San Francisco's cultural 

character and composition have shifted as social, ethnic, 

and political groups have moved across the city's landscape. 

Plans and programs, including housing . developments, 

need to recognize the duality of changing environments 

when they occur, and work to both preserve the old while 
embracing the new. 

ilfi"-'.@1 
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Issue 7: 
Balance Housing Construction and 
Community Infrastructure 

OBJECTIVE 12 

BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH 
ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES 
THE CITY'S GROWING POPULATION. 

San Francisco's planning should t*e into account all 
elements of a whole neighborhood in coordination with 

new housing. Cicywide and neighborhood specific plan­
ning should consider neighborhood infrastructure such as 

parks, recreational facilidClS and schools, and neighborhood 

services such as grocery stores, drug stores and other com­

mercial services. 

The City must con~ue to plan for the necessary infrastruc-

. ture, especially transportation and water services, to support 
existing and new households. These fundamental services 

should be planned at a system level by each relevant agency 
and coordinated with new growth. Additionally, stari.dard 

development project review procedures should continue to 

consider the relationship between new development and 

necessary infrastrncture. 

Other important neighborhood elements maintain the 
health, well-being, and social standards of our city, inclucJ.... 

ing publicly provided functions such as school;, parks, 

libraries; as well as privately developed ones such as grocery 

stores and neighborhood retail, child care, art and cultural 

facilities. These elements are critical to maintaining and 

enhancing the quality of life in San Francisco and should 

be encouraged and.supported. · 

POLICY12.1 

Encourage new housing that relies on transit 
use and environmentally sustainable patterns of 
movement. 

New residents require a.ccess to neighborhood serving 

businesses, employment centers, recreation facilities, and 

regional centers. To the extent possible these trips should 

be easily accommodated on the existing transportation net­

work with increased services. To that end the city should 

promote housing development in areas that are well served 

with transportation infrastructure including BART tra,lns, 

and Muni light .rail trains. However, changes to the Plan­

ning Code to further accommodate housing near transit 

will occur through a commrniity based planning process. 

Encouragement of the use of public transit and car-sharing 

must be accompanied by improving the reliability and us­
ability of public transportation and. broadening access to 

and location of car share options, as ways to make these 

alternatives mo.re attractive. Additionally; bicycle amenities 

can and should be an integral component to housing ,and 

supporting the City's Transit First policy. The City must 

maintain and improve the transportation network in co­

ordination with new development. Long range transporta­

tion planning should con~ider actual and projected growth 

patterns. Tools such as impact fees should facilitate the 

coordination of new growth with improved transportation 

infrastrncture. As the City has been directing planning ef­
forts to shape housing construction in transit-rich locations 
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through its Redevelopment, Better Neighborhoods and 

other co=unity planning processes, its fun,ding efforts 
shouid prioritize these parts of the city. To ensure that new 

neighborhood infrastructure, particularly transit, is pro­
vided concurrently with new growth, agencies within the 
Ciry should prioritize funding or planning efforts within 
these planned areas, especially for discretionary funding 
application processes such as the state's Proposition 1 C. 

POLICY12.2 

Consider the proximity of quality of life elements, 
such as open space, child care, and neighborhood 
services, when developing new.housing units. 

San Francisco's neighborhoods support a variety of life 
choices through the quality of life elements they provi,de. 
Such elements include open ~pace, child care facilities and 

other neighborhood services such as libraries, neighbor­
hood-serving retail (including grocery stores), community 
centers, medical offices, personal services, locally owned 
businesses, and a pedestrian and bike-friendly environ­
ment, These elements enable residents to continue ro·live 
in their neighborhood as their needs change, and ·encour­

age neighborhood relationships. Access to these amenities 
and services at a neighborhood level enables residents to 

make many trips on foot or public transportation. 

. Some of these amenities, such as open space and some 
child care facilities, are maintained by the City. The City 
should consider projected growth patterns in plans for the 
.growth and maintenance of these quality of life amenities. 

Other neighborhood services such as grocery stores, drug 

stores, and restaurants are provided by private parties - the 
City should support and encourage the adequate provision 
of these services whenever possible. 

. \ 

POUCV12.3 

Ensure new housing is sustainably supported by the 
City's public infrastructure systems. 

Projected growth will affect our local public infrastructure 

systems, especially transportation infrastructure and sys­
tems such as water, sewer and power. Realizing this, the 
City and County of San Francisco has taken a proactive 
effort in working towards interagency solutions. However, 

because provision of major infrastructure transcends city 
boundaries, long-term strategic· planning also requires 
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coordination with, and supp.art from, State and regional 

agencies. It is critical that State and regional infrastructure 
funding be directly linked to the Regional Housing Needs 
Allocations (RHNA), and award plans for infill growth, 
rather than awarding vehicular capacity throughout the 
region. 

With regards to transportation, the City's long-range 
Countywide Transportation Plan guides future investment 
decisions. Managed by the San Francisco County Trans­
portation Authority; the Plan looks at projected growth 
in jobs and housing in San Francisco, regional trends and 
changing needs, to provide the city's blueprint for trans­
portation system development and investment over the 
next 30 years. 

With regards to water supply; the San Francisco Public 
Utilities Commission (SFPUC) plans for growth via the 
Urban Water Management Plan, whic~ is updated every 
.6.ve years, and is pursuing strategies to addressing increased 
growth by means such~ innovative conservation practices, 
use of recycled water, and increased use of groundwater. In 
conjunction with these plans, the PUC has established new 
connection fees to ensure that new development pays for 

the impact it places upon the supply network. The PUC 
has also recently adopted rate increases to fund voter-ap­
proved seismic improvements to the pipe network and the 
combined .sewer/stonnwater system . 

The city's power networks need to be given the same co­

operative consideration. While the city is currently well 
supplied with power, and is supplementing that system 
regularly with new technologies such as wind and solar, 
aging infrastructure, funding constraints and deferred 
maintenance highlight the need for continued master plan­
ning" if the emerging vision for a more sustainable system 
is to be achieved. · 
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OBJECTIVE 13 

PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN 
PLANNIN0 FOR AND CONSTRUCTING NEW 
HOUSING. 

The United Nations' definition of sustainability, also used 

by the San Francisco Sustainability Plan, states that "A 

sustainable society meets the needs of the present without 

sacrificing the ability of future generations to meet their 

own needs." Accordingly, sustainable development in San 

Francisco aims to .meet all human needs - environmental, 

economic and social - across time. 

San Francisco is often seen as a leader in urban sustainable 

development, because of its early adoption of a Sustainabil­

ity Plan (1997), and subsequent policies, from prohibitions 

on plastic bags and bottled water to the recently adopted 

Green Building Ordinance. However, sustainable deveiop­

ment does not focus solely on environmental issues. It 

should encompass the way we promote economic growth, 

so that the most vulnerable, disadvantaged rciidents get an 

equal share of the benefirs of growth. Also critical is the 

concept of social equity, which embraces a diversity of val­

ues that are not perhaps as easily quantified as greenhouse 

gas emissions or marketplace dollars, such as housing & 

working conditions, health, educational services and recre­

ational opportunities, and general quality of life. 

While ·San Francis~o's transit accessibility and role as a 

regional job center does promote its role as a nexus for new 

housing development, sustainability does not mean growth 

atall costs. A truly sustainable San Francisco balances hous­

ing production with affordability needs, infrastructure pro­

vision, and neighborhood culture and character. Thus, as 

the City prioritizes sustainability in housing development, 

all actions need to keep in mind Jts broad range of envi­

ronmental, economic and social components, by ensuring 

that housing development does not degrade environmental 

quality, or contribute emissions that further impact our 

resources; by promoting economic vitality so that all citl-· 

zens have access to housing that is within their means and 

close to their workplace; and by protecting the rights of all 

citizens, including preventing their displacement. 

POLICY13.1 

Support "smart" regional growth that locates new 
housing close to jobs and transit. 

In San Francisco, and ill many of the other job centers in 

the Bay Area, workers struggle to find housing they can 

afford. At the same time, employers have difficulty recruit­

ing employees, because·of the lack of affordable options 

near their locations. These tterids exacerbate long-distance 

commuting, one of the primary sources of greenhouse gas 

emissions; they also negatively impact the working families 

struggling with such commutes by demanding more travel 

time and higher ~vel costs. 
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The Chy should support efforts to construct more housing_ 

near j0bs, and near transit. Yet, sustainable development 

requires consideration of the impacts of new housing. Plans 

for smart growth must work to prevent the unintended 

consequences on low-income residents, such as gentrifica­

tion and displacement, and to maintain the character and 

composition of neighborhoods for the long-term. 

This answer of new housing near jobs does not apply to 

San Francisco alone. As part of the larger regional economy 

of the Bay Area, decisions made by one community - to 

limit commercial or residential growth - affect other com­

munities in the region. SB 375 attempts to address this at 

a state level, but continued efforts are reqUO:ed to ensure 

new residential development is planned region wide to. take 

advantage of the availability of employment opportnnities, 
efficient transportation systems, and community services. 

It is imperative that governing entitles such as the Asso­
ciation of Bay Area Governments and the State structure 

funding and other incentives to direct local goverruD.ent 

policies to house their fuir, "smart" share of the labor pool, 

particularly those locations close to transit. San Francisco 

should take an active role in promoting such policies, and 

discouraging funding that would enable housing develop­

ment that is not attached to the use of public transit. The 

City should also play a greater role in ensuring local and 

regional growth management strategies are coordinated 

and complementary. 

POLICY13.2 

Work with localities across the region to coordinate 
the production of affordable housing region wide 
according to sustainability principles. . 

Because the need for housing relates to jobs which are 

provided across the region, planning for housing requires a 

regional strategy. In a true jobs-ho.using balance, the work­

ers are the residents of nearby housing, and housing costs 
are affordable to the local workforce. Provided the type 

and cost of housing constructed are taken into account, 

smart growth strategies- can address the housing needs of 

low-irico~e residents, while contributing to diverse com­

munities. 

Constructj.on of housing affordable to a mix of incomes 

must be provided not only in San Francisco, but through­

out the region, to -allow low-income residents to reach jobs 

as well as needed services like grocery stores and child-care. 
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At the present time, most of the region's subsidized housing 

for low- and moderate-income households is concentrated 

in the central cities, including San Francisco. Communities 

throughout the Bay Area, particularly those who provide 

working opportunities for this same population, should ac­

cept responsibility for housing low- and moderate-income 

households as well. One way of addressing affordability 

needs across municipal boundaries is to explore the creation 

of a regional affordable housing fund, which could accept 

funds from both public and private sources. Another is a 

permanent state fund that would fipance housing for low­
and middle-income households,. which would ease some of 

the funding uncertainty that occurs during difficult budget 

years. 

POLICY13.3 

Promote sustainable land use patterns that integrate 
housing with transportation in order to increase 
transit, pedestrian, and bicycle mode share. 

Sustainable land use patterns include those located i;lose 

to jobs and transit, as noted above. But they also include 

easy access to, and multiple travel modes between, other 

services, shopping and daily needs. This could mean all ser­
vices needed are located within an easy walk of the.nearby 

housiµg; it could also mean that such s~ces are available 

by bike or transit, or in the best cases, by all modes. The 

common factor in sustainable land use patterns is that the 

need for a private car is limited. 

To encourage walking, cycling and transit use, compre­

hensive systems must be in place. A citywide network of 

walkable streets, bike lanes that are safe for children as well 

as the elderly; and reliable, convenient, transit must be in 
place. The City should continue efforts to improve such 

networks, to make them more attractive to users. The City 

should also continue requirements and programs that link 
developers of housing to contribute towards such systems. 

Sustainable design that includes improved streets and 

transit stops adjacent to developed property, as well as the 

inclusion of mid-block ·crossings, all~ys and bike lanes at 

larger~ multi-block developments, can further incentivize 

non-automotive movement. 
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POLICV13.4 

Promote the highest feasible level of "green" 
development in both private and municipally· 
supported housing. · 

Green devdopment specifically rdates to the environmen­

tal implications of development. Green building integrate5 

the built environment with natural systems, using site 
orientation, local sources, sustainable material selection 

·and window placement to reduce energy demand and 

. greenhouse gas emissions. 

San Francisco has for several years had a municipal green 

building ordinance, and in [give year] adopted strict green 
building standards for private construction as well The 

City also promotes several incentive programs to. encour­

age development to go beyond the requirements of the 

ordinances, including Priority pern;tittlng for LEED Gold 

certified projects, solar rebates at the local, state and federal 

level, and rebates for energy and water effi<;iency. 

Preservation and rehabilitation of existing buildings is in 

and of itself a "green'' strategy; normally consuming far l<lSs 

energy than demolition and new construction. But truly 

addressing climate change must include upgrades to these 

buildings as well. Often, features that add to the initial cost 

of a structure are highly cost-effective in terms ?f the life 

cycle or operating costs. For example, weatherization of 

existing housing can usually pay for itself in a short time, 

resulting in lower. utility bills and housing costs. Energy 
costs, particularly, can be a burden on low-income faruilies; 
reducing energy costs, can leave more.money for housing. 

Where the City coordinates on implementation of sustain­

ability programs, priority should be given to programs 
based on their effectiveness and feasibility. 
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ABBREVIATIONS 

ABAG 
ADA 
AGI 
AMI 
BART 
BIC 
CAPSS 
CEQA 
CERF 
CHRP 
CPC 
DAAS 
DAH 
DALP 
DBI 
DPH 
DCYF 
OHS 
DOE 
DPW 
DR 
HSA 
HDMT 
HOPE VI 
HOPE SF 
HPP 
HRC 
LEED 
MOH 
MONS 
MTG 
MUNI 
NC 
OCll · 
OEWD 
Prop 1C 
RHNA 
RPO 
SB375 
SFHA 
SFMTA 
SFPUC 
SFRA 
SFUSD 
SOMA 
SRO 
SUD 
TOM 
TEP 
TIDF 
VMT 

Association of Bay Area Governments 
Americans with Disabilities Act 
Adjusted Gross Income 
Area Median Income 
Bay Area Rapid Transit 
Building Improvement Cmmittee 
Communily Action Plan for Seismic Safely 
California Environmental Qualily Act 
Code Enforcement Rehabilitation Fund 
San Francisco Community Housing Rehabilitation Program 
Capital Planning Committee 
Department of Aging and Adult Services 
Direct Access to Housing Program 
Down Payment Assistance Loan Program 
Department of Building Inspection 
Department of Public Health 
Department of Children Youth and Families 
Department of Human Services 
Department of the Environment 
Department of Public Works 
Discretionary Review 
Human Services Agency 
Healthy Development Measurement Tool 
Housing Opportunities for People Everywhere 
Housing Opportunities for People Everywhere San Francisco 
Housing Preservation Prograni 
Human Rights Commission 
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
Mayor's Office of Housing 
Mayor's Office of Neighborhood Services 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
San Francisco Municipal Railway 
Neighborhood Commercial 
Office of Community lnvestme.nt and Infrastructure 
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
State of California Proposition 1 C Grant Program . 
Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
City and County of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department 
State of California Senate Bill #375 
San Francisco Housing Authorily 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 
San Francisco United School District 
South of Market 
Single-Room Occupancy Units 
Special· Use District 
Transportation Demand Management 
Transit Effectiveness Project 
Transportation Impact Development Fee 
Vehicle Miles Traveled 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: John Rahaim, Director, Planr:iing Department 
Jonas lonin, Director, Planning Commission 
Harlan Kelly, General Manager,. Public Utilities Commission 
Olson Lee, Director, Mayor's Office of Housing 

FROM: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Economic Development 
Committee, Board of Supervisors 

DATE: February 20, 201'5 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Economic Development Committee has 
received the following substituted legislation, introduced by Mayor Lee on February 10, 
2015: 

File No. 150155 

Ordinance amending the. San Francisco General Plan by repealing the 2009 
Housing Element (Ordinance No. 97-1.4), and adopting the 2014 Housing 
Element; and making findings, including environmental findings, and 
findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. , 

If you have any additional comments or reports to be included with the file, please 
forward them to me at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. 
Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 

c: AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Aaron St;;trr, Planning Department · 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
Sarah Jones, Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
Juliet Ellis, Asst. General Manager/External Affairs 
Donna Hood, Commission Secretary 
Eugene Flannery, Mayor's Office of Housing 
Sophie Hayward, Mayor's Office of Housing 
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BO.¢..RD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 · 
Tel No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Transportation Committee will 
hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal .and said public hearing will be held 
as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be heard: 

Date: Monday, March 16, 2015 

Time: 1 :30 p.m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, Room 250, located at City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subject: File No. 150155. Ordinance amending the San Francisco General Plan 
by repealing the 2009 Housing Element (Ordinance No. 97-14), and 
adopting the 2014 Housing Element; and making findings, including 
environmental findings, and findings of consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority pc;>licies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable to 
attend the hearing on this matter may submit writteh comments to the City prior to the time 
tt~e hearing begins. These comments will be made as part of the officiai public record in this 
matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of the Committee. Written 
comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton . 
Goodlett Place, Room· 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information relating to this matter is 
available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. Agenda information relating to this matter 
will be available for public review on Friday, March 13, 2015. . · 

~ 
· ~ Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

DATED: March 4, 2015 . 
POSTED/PUBLISHED/ MAILED: March 6, 2015 
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-· ·-- --.......... ~-~·--~·-···--· -

PROOF OF MAILING 

Legislative File No. 150155 

Description of Items: 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 -
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

Ordinance amending the San Francisco General Plan . by repealing the 2009 
Housing Element (Ordinance No. 97-14), and adopting the 2014 Housing Element; 
and making findings, including environmental findings, and findings of 
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning 
Code, Section 101. I. . · 
I, <So r , an employee of the City and 
County of San Francisco, mailed the ·above d scribed document(s) by depositing the 
sealed items with the United States Postal ervice (USPS) with the. postage fully 
prepaid as follows: 

Date: 
g 1/. IS 

Time: 
a. s .6 D • CVyY'---

USPS Location: F11m -t 1>-MK 
Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): _____________ _ 

Mail Count: 83 recipients 

Email (if applicable): 322 recipients 
' ' 

Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file. 
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comments should be 
addressad to Angela Calvmo, 
Clerk of the Board, City Hell, 
1 Dr. Cartlon Goodlett Place, 
Room 244, San Francisco, 
CA 94102. Information 
relaUng lo this matter is 
available In the Office of the 
Clerk of the Board. Agenda 
information relating to this 
matter win be avallable for 
public review on Friday, 
Man:h 13, 2015. 
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~mln~ctassffieds 
1..066-733•7053 

AZ 

EMPLOVME/lT 

TECHNOLOGY 

Yahoo! Inc. ha& !he follow-

~n~~'WA o'U1c:::i~1r San 

Flat Rates 
Free Initial 

Consultation 
S'mgles:$B50 

Couples:$105!J 
Domcstlc Parlners: $1050 

Mediation 
Probate/Elder Law 
Ross Madden Esq. 
(415) 567-U12 
2001 Union St, #330 

ANNOUNCEMENTS 

I FINANCIAL SERVICES I 
PROBLEMS with the JhS 
er Stale Taxed SetUe· for 
a fraollon of whal j.'Ou owe! 
Free lace to face consulta· 
lions with offices In ~ur 
area, Galt · B55-Q7D·1039. 
(COCNJ 

GOVERNMENT 

The SAN FRANC!SCO BAY 
AREA RAPID TRANSIT 
DISTRICT (~BART"' or 
Dlstrlat1, 300 Lakeside 

grl~Jva~~~~~r ~~~o~j~ 
to proVlde Construollon 
Management Services for 

~sifi!0l~1 ~~~m11~ 
on or about March G, 2015, 
with profX>!lali; due by 2.'00 
P.M. k>ciil time, Tuesday, April 
7,2llt5. 

ANNOUNCEMENTS 

The Pie·Propo.se) MeeUnO 
wll convaoe at 10:00 A.M,. 
local lime, In Iha Dblrfol's 

DaliKI at Oakland, Caffromla 
lh!s '4!h day of March, 2015. 
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Public Notices 

NOTICE OF PUB UC 
HEARING BOARD OF 

SUPERVISORS OF THE 
CITY AND COUNTY 

OF SF LAND USE AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

COMMITTEE MAhCH 
18, 2015-1:30 P.M. 

LEGISL.AllVE CHAMBER, 
RM 250, CITY HALL 1 DR. 
CARLTON 8, GOOOLETT 

NOTIJ~C~~~~AGIVEN 
THAT 1h• land Us& and 
Tmnspcrtalion Ccmmfltea 
wm Mid a ub!la hearing to 

SUMMONS 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PUBUCNOTICF.S 

Case No.: 34~2014-001GG952 
IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OFTHE STATE OF 

CALIFORNIA 
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF 

SACRAMENTO 
sacramenlo Munlclpal Ulillty DJslrtc" Plalntlll 
Vs. 
James T. Ly; DOES 1-50 Inclusive, Oefelldant 

~~~ER1° ~fJ~~N~t~ C~~s~i1T~~W~fc°lESTA 
~~J~1~~~L ~nJ~~~lfib~' ifo"ii~:~~ 
have been sued. The court may decide agalosl you 
without your bein~ heard unless you respond wilhin 
ao days. Read lhe information below, 
'ibu fiave 30 CALENDAR DAYS aner this summons 

~~~=g~f~~Ur~o~r~~~:C:~~. ~o0ur~~~~ ~~==~:! 
must be In propor legal fotm ff you wanl the court lo 
hear your case. There may be a court fonn that you 
can use for your response, You can find these court 
fonns and more lnformaUon al lhe California Courts 
Online Self-Help Genier (www.courtlnfor.ca.gova/self-

~~r~X~~r ;uu:n~~ "~;~~ !~1~; r~~~ki: ~~~ 
clerk for a few watver form. If you do not flle your re­
sponse on time, you may lose. the case by defaull, 
and your wages, money, and property may be taken 
wlthoUI hn1herwamfng from the court, 
There are olher legal requlremenl.a. You may want to 
call an altomey right aWifoJ. If you do not know an at­
lomey, you may want lo call an allomey referral ser­
vice. If you cannot afford an al\orney, you may be eli­
gible for free legal services from a nonprofit legal 
services program. You can locale these nonprofit 
groups at Iha Califomla; Legal Services Web sile 

lwww.lawhelpoaUromla.org), the Gallfomla courts On­
lne Self-Help Center {www.oourliflfo.ca.gov/sellhelp). 
or by contacting your IOcal court or county bar asso­
clalion, NOTE:: The court has a 6lahrtory lien for 
waived faes and costs on any setJlement or arbttra­
tion award of #10,000 or more in a cfvll case, The 
courrs /iell must be paid before lhe court will dismiss 
Iha case. 
JAVISOI Lo hen demandado. Si no responde denlro 
d~ 30 dias, la corte puede decider en su contra sin 
escuchar s1.1 version. Lea la lnrormacl6n a 
continuacl6n. 
Tlene 30 DIAS de CALENDARIO despu6s de que le 
entreguen asla cltac16n y papeles legales para pre­
senter urm respuesla par escrilo en esta corle y hac­
er que ee entregues una copla al demandanle. Una 
carta o una llamade lelef6nica no lo prolegen 
Su respuasta por escrllo Ilene que eslar en format fa. 
gal correclo st desaa qua procesen su caso en la 
corte. Es poss!ble que haya un formulario que usled 
pu&da usar para su respuesla. Puede encontrar es­
los formularlos de la cofte y mas lnfO(mecl6n en el 
Cenlro de Ayuda de las Cortes de Catifomla 

f;·d~~~~;f:J2• o 8:n ~ :~~~:;: J~8qJ~:s m~ 
cerca. SI no puede pagar la cuota de presentaci6n, 
plda af secretarto de la cotte le podn1 qullar su suel­
do, dinaro y blenes sin mas advertencia. 
Hay otros requisi!es legales. Es recommendable qua 
llama a un abogado inmediatamente. SI no conoce a 
un abogado, puede llamar a un servicfo de rernisslon 

~~1b~do;~ ~~~lap~~\,~a~:~uistt~ =~~r!~ 
servlclos iegaJes gralU!los de un programa de servl­
cios lega/es stn fines de lucro. Puede encon!rar eslos 
grupos £.in fine& de /ucm en eJ sitlo web de California 
LeQa! Services, {www.lawhelpcalffomla.org). en el 
Centro de Ayuda de ills Cortes de California, 

f:~~~~rt:r~~ra;?o 0dl°a~~d: ~a]C:.lac.lV1~& 
Por lay, la corle Ilene derecho a rec!amar tas cuotas 
y lo& coslos exenlos por imponer un gravamen sobre 
cualquJer recuperacl6n de $10,000 6 mas de valor re­
ciblda medlante un acu&rdo o una concesfdn de arbl­
Jraje en un caso de derecho civU. llene que pagar el 
gravamen de la corte antM de que la corte pueda 
desechar el caso. · 
The name and address of the court ls (Ef nombru y 
dlteccl6n de la corte es): Sacmmenlo County Superf· 
or Court, 720 Ninth Street, Sacramenlo, CA 95814 
The name, address, and leJephone number of pla.ln-

~~~.0:::1~e~J~~n~f n~:r~ d~0tei:i~~noe~eraJ~ 
gado def demandante, o def demandanle qua no 
Ilene abogado, es): 
Aerln c. Murphy, Ba01 FOisom Blvd. #230, Sacra­
mento, CA 95828, (916) 400-2000, (SBN: 274784) 
DATE(Fecha):Aprl 15, 20!4 
Clerk: (Secrelar/o), by C. Leurgans, Deputy 
(Adjunto) 

FRIDAY, MARCH 6, 2015 ·THE SAN FRANCISCO EXAM!ffn a 
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LAND .USE & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
NOTICE REVIEW 

Legislative File No. 150155 

Initial: liJ . 
General Plan·- Repealing Ordinance No. 97-14 - Adoption of 2014 
Housing Element 

~,~-.-----

Date: \ ... _ ... / · February 25, 2015 

Publishing Logistics 

Hearing Date: Mar. 16 
Notice Must be Submitted: Mar 4 by 12·00 pm. 
Notice Must be Mailed: Mar._fi 

Notice Will Publish: Mar._6_ · 
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~ ~ /Ii cJiJc . 4 .. CtJ(l,;pqu·h, 
Member, Board of Supervisors 

District 10 

1, ~r ~6 
City and County of San Francisco 

MALIA COHEN 

~f!J§~*J 

DATE: March 12, 2015 
··.·· 

TO: Angela Calvillo ;P 

c·lerk of the Board of Supervisors 

FROM: Supervisor Malia Cohen 
Chairperson :!:'.l ,:::~~:~~-. 

--~··~ ·-·- _'J..' ~ :.:_ 

RE: Land Use and Transportation Committee 
COMMITTEE REPORT 

~ :~·;: ~~~ .. _ 
· ... • 

Pursuant to Board Rule 4.20,' as Chair of the· Land Use and Transportation Committee, I 
have deemed the following matter is.of an urgent nature and request it be considered by 
the full Board on March 17, 2015, as a Committee Report: 

150155 General Plan - Repealing Ordinance No. 97-14 -Adoption of 2014 
Housing Element · 

Ordinance amending the San Francisco General Plan by repealing the 2009 
Housing Element (Ordinance No. 97-14), and adopting the 2014 Housing Element; 
and making findings, including environmental findings, and findings of 
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning 
Code, Section 101.1. 

This matter will be heard in the ·Land Use and Transportation C~mmittee on March 16, 
2015, at 1 :30 p.m. · 

Sincerely, 

Malia Cohen 
Member, Board of Supervisors 

City Hall• 1 Dr. C:::arltonB. GoodlettPlace • Room244 •San Francisco, California94102-4689 • (415) 554-7670 
Fax (415) 554-7674 • TDDrTTY (415} 554-5227 • E-mail: maliacohen@sfgov.org 
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KATHRYN R. DEVINCENZI 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

22 IRIS AVENUE 
SM FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94118-2727' 

Telephone: (415) 221-4700 
Facsimile: (415) 346-3225 

BY HAND March 16, 2015 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
City Hall, Room 244 · 
1 Dr. Carlto.n B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 
The Honorable Malia Cohen 
The Honorable Jane Kim 
The Honorable Scott Wiener 
Clerk of the Land Use and Transportation Committee 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
City Hall, Room 244 . · 
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: . General Plan - Repealing Ordinance No. 97-14 - Adoption of2014 Housing Element 
Case Number: 150155 
Land Use and Transportation Committee Hearing Date: March 16, 2015 
Board of Supervisors First Reading Hearing Date: March 17, 2014 
Public Comments Omitted from Case File/Inadequate Notice; Objection to Approval 

. On behalf of San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods, which I represent, we object to 
the approval of the 2014 Housing Element and the Environmental Review Officer's issuance of 
the January 22, 2014. Addendum to the Environmental Impact Report for the San Francisco 2004 
and 2009 Housing Element on the grounds set forth in our January 28, 2015 and February4, 
2015 submissions to the San Francisco Planning Commissio~ copies of which are attached as 
Exhibits A and B hereto respectively and incorporated by reference as though fully set forth, 

1. · Since the Court of Appeal Has Not Determined Whether the FEIR is Adequate 
Under CEQA, the 2009 Housing Element Ras Not Finallr Completed 
Environmental Review. 

In summary, the bulk of the 2014 Housing Element has been carried forward from the 
policies, objectiv~s and implementations set forth in the 2009 Housing Element, but the 2009 
Housing Element has not finally completed environmental review. The BIR for the San 
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Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, et al. 
March 16, 2015 
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Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element ("FEIR") is currently being reviewed for legal 
adequacy by the California Court of Appeal in an appeal brought by San Franciscans for Livable 
Neighborhoods. 

Accordingly, if the Court of Appeal or other appellate court rules the FEIR legally invalid 
in any respect, conclusions and/or analyses in the FEIR will be invalid and the 2009 Housing 
Element will not have completed environmental review as required by CEQA. The need to 
subject the 2009 Housing Element to further environmental review under CEQA will render 
invalid the Addendum's claim that the conclusions of the FEIR remain valid as to the potentially 
significant effects of policies that were carried forward from the 2009 Housing Element into the. 
2014 Housing Element and potential alternatives and nii.tigation measures therefor. 

The City would act at its own risk if it were to approve the 2014 Housing Element before 
the appellate proceedings as to the adequacy of the FEIR and any further related proceedings 
were concluded, as the City would be subject to further injunctive relief as to reliance on the 
policies of the 2009 Housing Element that would have been carried forward into the 2014 
Housing Element. Thus, the City should refrain from relying upon the FEIR as the basis for 
environmental review of the bulk of the 2014 Housing Element until all appellate proceedings 
and related further proceedings are concluded. SFLN objects to the City's approving any 
amendment to the 2009 Housing Element before conclusion of all such judicial proceedings 
because the validity of such approval would be conditioned upon the final determination of the 
courts as to the adequacy of the FEIR. and any related proceedings. 

2. Inadequate Notice Was Provided of the Consideration of the Proposed 2014 
Housing Element by the Land Use Committee and the Board of Supervisors Because 
the Agendas for Both Meetings Failed to Refer to or Include Copies of SFLN's 
Letters of Objection to the Planning Commission. · 

The Commission Packet attached to the agendas for the March 16, 2015 Land Use and 
Transportation Committee and the March 17, 2015 Board of Supervisors hearing lack SFLN' s 
January 28, 2015 and February 4, 2015 letters or any reference thereto .. Therefore, the Board of 
Supervisors and members of the public have not been been given legally adequate notice of the 
fact that the Board of Supervisors will act at its own risk if it approves the 2014 Housing Element 
before the appeal as to adequacy of the FEIR and any further related judicial proceedings are 
concluded. Representatives of the City admitted orally at the February 5, 2015 Planning 
Commission hearing that the City would be acting at its own risk if it approved the 2014 Housing 
Element before these judicial proceedings were fihally concluded, but SFLN's January 28, 2015 
and February 4, 2015 letters set forth this crucial information in writing. 

By omitting SFLN's January 28, 2015 and February 4, 2015 letters from the agendas 
described above or failing to refer to them in the agenda material, the City violated the 
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requirements of San Francisco Administrative Code section 67. 7 (a) that at least 72 hours before a 
regular meeting, a policy body shall post an agenda containing a meaningful discussion of each 
item of business to be transacted or discussed at the meeting. Under San Francisco 
Administrative Code section 67.7(b), a meaningful discussion "shall refer to any explanatory 

. documents that have been provided to the policy body in connection with an agenda item, such as 
correspondence or reports, and such documents shall be posted adjacent to the agenda" or made 
available for inspection and copying at a location indicated on the agenda during normal office 
hours. Under San Francisco Charter section 4.105, the Planning Commission must "recommend 
to the Board of Supervisors for approval or rejection proposed amendments to the General Plan," 
so the Planning_ Commission is a policy body involved with general plan amendments. 

As seen in Exhibit C attached hereto, the Committee/Board Agenda Packet Contents List 
does not refer to SFLN' s above-described letters, and the box for public correspondence is not 
checked. 

SFLN' s January 28, 2015 letter was included in the Planning Commission packet for this 
matter, as it was timely submitted to the Planning Commission eight days before the hearing both 
in paper and electronic form, as required by the Commission procedures. (See Exhibits D and E . 
hereto) Exhibit F is a copy of the Planning Commission's list of the contents of the Planning 
Commission packet for the February 5, 2015 meeting at which this matter was heard, and that list 
shows that "Housing Element - Devincenzi Submittal" was part of the Commission packet. I 
also checked the Planning Commission's website, and the link to "Devincenzi Submittal" opens 
a copy of my January28, 2015 letterto the Planning Commission. 

Accordingly, SFLN objects to the consideration of this matter by the Rules Committee 
and Board of Supervisors because the March 16 and 17, 2015 agendas for their respective 
meetings fail to refer to or attach copies of SFLN's January 28, 2015 letter which was part of the 
Commission Packet and also because SFLN's February 4, 2015 letter was not included in the 
Committee or Board agenda material. 

Conclusion 

Based on the foregoing, SFLN objects to the City's approval of the 2014 Housing 
Element or any amendment to the 2009 Housing Element, reliance upon the FEIR for the 2004 
and 2009 Housing Element, and/or reliance upon the Addendum to the FEIR before final 
conclusion of all judicial proceedings that are pending as to the 2009 Housing Element and its 
FEIR and allrelatedjudicial proceedings, including any legal proceedings that may be brought as 
to the 2014 Housing Element and the adequacy of CEQA review or compliance relating thereto. 
Prior to such final conclusion, reliance on the challenged policies in the 2009 Housing Element 
and the re-adoption of those policies in the 2014 Housing Element is done at the risk of the City 
and any project proponent. · . · 
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SFLN also objects to the consideration of this matter by the Rules Committee and Board 
of Supervisors because the March 16 and 17, 2015 agendas for their respective meetings fail to 
refer to or attach copies of SFLN's January 28, 2015 and February 4, 2015 letters and the copy of 
the Commission packet attached to the agenda is incomplete in that it lacks SFLN' s January 28, 
2015 letter. 

Very truly yours, 

Kathryn R. Devincenzi 

Attachments - Ex. A- January 28, 2015 Letter to Planning Conn:cission 
Ex.~ -February 4, 2015 Letter to Planning Commission 
Ex. C - Committee/Board of Supervisors Agenda Packet Contents List 
Ex. D- Emails transmitting electronic copy of SFLN's January 28, 2015 Letter 
Ex. E- Excerpts from Planning Commission's February 5, 2015 agenda and 
procedures 
Ex. F -Planning Department list of contents of Commission Packet for February . 
5, 2015 meeting 
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KATHRYN R. DEVINCENZI 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

22 IRIS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94118-2727 

Telephone: (415) 221-4700 
Facsimile: (415) 346-3225 

January 28, 2015 

The Honorable President Wu and Commissioners 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Ms. Sarah Jones 
. Environmental Review Officer 

San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: 2014 Housing Element 
Case No: 2014.1327E 

RECEIVED 

JAN 2 8 2015 
CITY & COUNTY OF S.F. 

PLANNING OEPAATMENT · 
AECgPTION l1E$K 

EIR: San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element, 2007.1275E SCL No. 2008102033, 
certified March 24, 2011, re-certified April 24, 2014 
Addendum to BIR: Released January 22, 2015 
Hearing Date: February 5, 2015 

On behalf of San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods, which I represent, we object to 
the approval of the 2014 Housing Element and the Environmental Review Officer's issuance of 
the January 22, 2014 Addendum to the Environmental Impact Report for the San Francisco 2004 
and 2009 Housing Element on the grounds set forth herein. 

In summary, the bulk of the 2014 Housing Element has been carried forward from the 
policies, objectives and implementations set forth in the 2009 Housing Element, but the 2009 
Housing Element has not finally completed environmental review. The EIR for the San 
Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element ("FEIR'') is currently being reviewed for legal 
adequacy by the California Court of Appeal in an appeal brought by San Franciscans for Livable 
Neighborhoods. 

Accordingly, if the Court of Appeal or other appellate court rules the FEIR legally invalid 
in any respect, conclusions and/or analyses in the FEIR will be invalid and the 2009 Housing 
Element will not have completed environmental review as required by CEQA. The need to 
subject the 2009 Housing Element to further environmental review under CEQA will render 
invalid the Addendum's claim that the conclusions of the FEIR remain valid as to the potentially 
significant effects of policies that were carried forward from the 2009 Housing Element into the 
2014 Housing Element and potential alternatives and mitigation measures therefor. 
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The City would act at its own risk if it were to approve the 2014 Housing Element before 
the appellate proceedings as to the ad~quacy of the FEIR and any further related proceedings 
were concluded, as the City would be subject to further injunctive relief as to reliance on the 
policies of the 2009 Housing Element that would have been carried forward into the 2014 
Housing Element. Thus, the City should refrain from relying upon the FEIR as the basis for 
environmental review of the bulk. of the 2014 Housing Element until all appellate proceedings 
and related further proceedings are concluded. SFLN objects to the City's approving any 
amendment to the 2009 Housing Element before conclusion of all such judicial proceedings 
because the validity of such approval would be conditioned upon the final determination of the 
courts as to the adequacy of the FEIR and any related proceedings. 

In addition, the Addendum is invalid and premature as the City failed to prepare an initi_al 
study evaluating whether modifications to the proposed project could have a significant 
environmental effect, as required by San Francisco Administrative Code section 31.19(b)(2) and 
CEQA. The Addendum does not cite or provide substantial evidence in support of its 
conclusions. 

Further, the abbreviated Addendum inaccurately characterizes the statements and 
analyses in the FEIR., and only the contents of the certified FEIR constitute the basis on which 
the previous environmental review of the 2009 Housing Element was conducted under CEQA. 

Also, under San Francisco Charter section 4.105, the Planning Commission "shall 
periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors for approval or rejection proposed 
amendments to the General Plan." Thus, the Commission alone may not approve the 2014 
amendments to the general plan, as erroneously indicated in the Commission's January 8, 2015 
Initiation packet. The Board of Supervisors must make the final determination as to whether the 
proposed amendments to the General Plan are to be adopted. 

1. Since the Court of Appeal has Not Determined Whether the FEIR is Adequate 
Under CEQA, the 2009 Housing Element Has Not Finally Completed 
Environmental Review. 

The Notice oflssuance of the Addendum states in pertinent part that: 

"The proposed revision of the Project is to amend the 2009 Housing Element to account 
for the updated regional housing need allocation as determined by the Association of Bay 
Area Governments. The amended 2009 Housing Element is identified as the '2014 
Housing Element' ... The proposed 2014 Housing Element retains the existing 2009 
Housing Element objectives, policies, and implementation measures, and adds five new 
policies and three new implementation measures ... 
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· The Addendum. evaluates the environmental effects of the amendments found in the 2014 
Housing Element, which is based on the same significance criteria, setting information 
and environ,mental resource areas as presented in the FEIR.. Where applicable, the same 
mitigation measures identified in the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element would be 
implemented for the 2014 Housing Element. The Addendum also demonstrates why the 
amendments found in the 2014 Housing Element would not require major revisions in the 
FEIR. . 

As shown in the Addendum, in all cases, the 2014 Housing Element would result in 
detenninations of the same impacts in comparison to the project described in. the FEIR. 
The modified project would not result in any new significant effects beyond those 
identified in the FEIR or substantially increase the severity of a significant impact, and no 
new mitigation measures would be required. 

Based on the information and analysis contain.ed in. the Addendum, the San Francisco 
Pl~g Department concludes that the analyses conducted and the conclusions reached 
in the FEIR certified on March 24, 2011, and re-certified on April 24, 2014, remain valid. 
The proposed revisions to the project would not cause new significant impacts not 
identified in the FEIR, and no new mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce 
significant impacts. Other than as described in the Addendum, no project changes have 
occurred, and no changes have occurred with respect to circumstances surrounding the 
proposed project that would cause significant environmental impacts to which the project 
would contribute considerably, and no new information has become available that shows 
that the project would cause significant environmental impacts. Therefore, no 
supplemental environmental review is required beyond the Addendum." 

The.Addendum clearly states that "the 2014 Housing Element would contin'ue most of the 
2009 Housing Element policies (with minor changes)." (Addendum, p. 11) The Addendum 
itself "describes the changes in the 2014 Housing Element from the current 2009 Housing 
Element, analyzes the proposed project in the context of the previous environmental review (the 
2004 and 2009 Housing Element FEIR), and summarizes the potential environmental effects that 
may occur as ·a result of implementing the changes found in the proposed 2014 Housing 
Element." (Addendum, p. 1) The Addendum states that the "2014 Housing Element is the 
continuation of the 2009 Housing Element analyzed ill the FEIR, with several updates as outlined 
herein." (Addendum, p. 3) The Addendum maintains that the 2014 Housing Element is largely 
comprised of the 2009 Housing Element with minor changes that would not have a potentially 
significant impact that was not previously analyzed in the BIR for the 2004 and 2009 Housing 
Element. The Addendum. states that "[a]s discussed under the Analysis of Potential 
Environmental Effects, below, the five added policies and three added implementation programs 
included in the 2014 Housing Element would not be expected to result in any new physical 

987 



San Francisco Planning Commission 
Environmental Review Officer 
January 28, 2015 
Page4 

impact that was not previously identified in the FEIR, or a substantial increase in the severity of 
any impact that was previously identified in the FEIR" (Addendum, p. 3) 

With respect to updated implementation programs in the 2014 Housing Element, the 
Addendum states that 'most of them implement existing objectives and policies in the 2009 
Housing Element," and ''there is no evidence that they would result in any new physical impacts 
or a. substantial increase in the severity of any previously identified impact." (Appendix, p. 7) 

The Addendum concludes that "[ o ]verall, it is not anticipa'ted that any of the policy or 
implementation program revisions or deletions discussed above or in the Appendix would result 
in a physical effect on the environment, or an impact that is more severe than identified in the 
2009 Housing Element FEIR. This is because such revisions update statistical information and . 
other data, and no evidence exists that they would have substantial direct or indirect impacts on 
the environment." (Addendwn, p. 7) The Addendum also relied upon the analysis of cumulative 
impacts in the FEIR, stating that the "proposed revisions to the Housing Element would not be 
expected to increase the contribution of the Housing Element to cumulative growth or physical 
change, as described in the FEIR," and that therefore, ''there would be no new or substantial 
increase in the severity of the project's contribution to cumulative impacts." (Addendum, p. 7) 

The January 8, 2015 Executive Summary of the initiation of the 2014 I{ousing Element 
update states that then "proposed 2014 Housing Element Update includes a major update on the 
data and needs analysis (Part I}, some updates to the Housing Element policies and 
implementation measures to reflect changes since 2011, and a few new policies and 
implementation measures to reflect the ongoing and detailed conversations about affordable 
housing in the City." (Executive Summary, p. 2) The January 2015 draft of the 2014 Housing 
Element included in the initiation hearing packet highlights in yellow the changes from the 2009 
Housing Element embodied in the 2014 Housing Elem.ent. 

The California Court of Appeal is currently considering SFLN's appeal as.to the 
adequacy under CEQA of the FEIR which the City certified for the 2004 and 2009 Housing 
Element As seen from the Court's January 22, 2015 notice attached hereto, the City has been 
ordered to file its respondent's brief within 15 days of the notice or the cause may be submitted 
based on the record and appellant's opening brief. 

Due to the pending appeal as to the adequacy of the FEIR. which considered the bulk of 
2009 Housing Element policies that have been carried over into the 2014 Housing Element, the 
City proceeds at its own risk if it approves the proposed 2014 Housing Element pending final 
determination of the above-described legal action or proceeding. The Addendum clearly relies 
upon, and tiers upon, the environmental review conducted in the FEIR. as to potential significant 
environmental impacts of the bulk of the policies contained in the2014 Housing Element, which 
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were carried forward from the 2009 Housing Element. Under Friends of the Santa Clara River 
v. Castaic Lake Water Agency (2002) 95 Cal.App.4th 1373, if the BIR for the 2009 Housing 
Element is found legally inadequate or decertified, the reliance of the Board of Supervisors and 
Planning Commission on the FEIR and any findings they may make asserting that the analysis 
conducted, and the conclusions reached, in the FEIR remain valid and the 2014 Housing Element 
will not cause new significant impacts not identified in the EIR, etc., will be invalid, unlawful 
and subject to further injunctive relief Accordingly, pursuant to. Public Resources Code section 
21'167.3 and CEQA Guide.lines section 15233, the validity of any approval.of the 2014 Housing 
Element would be conditioned upon final determination of the pending legal proceedings as to 
adequacy of the FEIR for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element. 

As the City is relying on FEIR for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements to support the 
adoption of nearly identical policies in the 2014 Housing Element, SFLN's previous objections 
to the legal adequacy of the FEIR are equally applicable to the proposed approval of the 2014 
Housing Element. SFLN thus reiterates all the grounds of objection and evidence (including 
expert statements) set forth in prior comments and objections submitted in relation to the FEIR 
forthe 2004 and 2009 Housing Element and the proposed 2009 Housing Element project and 
SFLN's legal challenges as set forth in the applicable legal proceedings, which SFLN 
incorporates by reference as though fully set forth herem, as SFLN's objections to the proposed 
approval of the 2014 Housing Element and the City's proposed reliance upon the FEIR and 
Addendum to EIR. 

Thus, the City should refrain from relying upon the FEIR as the basis for environmental 
review of the bulk of the 2014 Housing Element until all appellate proceedings and related 
further legal proceedings are concluded. On the bases set forth above, SFLN objects to the City's 
approving any amendment to the 2009 Housing Element based on reliance upon said FEIR 
before final conclusion of all such judicial proceedings, because the validity of such approval 
would be conditioned upon the final determination of the courts as to the adequacy of the FEIR 
and any related proceedings. 

2. The Addendum to EIR is Invalid and Premature because the City Failed to Prepare 
the Initial Study Required by CEQA and the San Francisco Administrative Code to 
Evaluate Whether a Modified Project Requires Further CEQA Review. 

San Francisco Administrative Code section 3l.19(b)(2) provides as to evaluation of 
modified projects that "[i]fthe Environmental Review Officer determines that the modified 
project is not exempt, an initial study shall be conducted as provided in this Chapter.;' The 
Environmental Review Officer has determined that the modified project is not exempt from 
environmental review and has approved an Addendum to Environmental Impact Report as the 
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environmental review docume:Ut that is applicable to the proposed modified project However, 
the Environmental Review Officer has stated that an initial study has not been conducted to 
evaluate whether the proposed changes in the project would have a potential significant impact 
that was not previously evaluated in the FEIR. An initial study is not contained in the materials 
submitted to the Planning Commission in connection with the proposed project or Addendum. 
This defect is prejudicial because the Addendum does not cite or provide substantial evidence in 
support ofits conclusions. 

SFLN thus objects to approval of the proposed 2014 Housing Element on the basis that 
the Environmental Review Officer failed to comply with the above-described provision of San 
Francisco Administrative Code section 3 l .19(b )(2) which requires that an initial study be 
prepared to evaluate whether further environmental review is required in relation to proposed 
modifications to the 2009 Housing Element embodied in the 2014 Housing Element. SFLN 
further appeals to the Environmental Review. Officer her decision that the changes from the 2009 
Housing Element contained in the proposed 2014 Housing Element. ~e not substantial 
modifications that could have a potential significant impact that must be subjected to further 
environmental review under CEQA, and SFLN requests that the Environmental ReView Officer 
reverse her approval of the Addendum and render a new CEQA decision for the proposed project 
consisting of the 2014 Housing Element after completion of an initial study under CEQA. · 

SFLN further objects to the Planning Commission's consideration of the proposed 2014 
Housing Element and the Planning Commission's proposed recommendation of, or adoption ot: 
the proposed 2014 Housing Element on the basis of the CEQA review set forth in the 
Addendum, and SFLN appeals to the Planning Commission to reverse the Environmeutal 
Review Officer's approval of the Addendum to the EIR, o:n the grounds that the City failed to 
comply with the provisions of CEQA and the San Francisco Administrative Code section 
31.19(b )(2), which require that an initial study be prepared to evaluate whether further 
environmental review under CEQA is required for the modified 2014 Housing Element project 
before the Environmental Review Officer can make a legally valid determination that furtlier 
environmental review under CEQA is not required or can legally approve an Addendum to EIR 
or other environmental document. 

Thus, the Addendum to Environmental Impact Report which the Environmental Review 
Officer issued on January 22, 2015 is invalid and premature. The City must comply with the 
requirements of CEQA and San Francisco Administrative Code section 3 l. l 9(b )(2) and prepare a · 
lawful and adequate initial study before the City may lawfully make a determination that the 
proposed 2014 Housing Element does not contain substantial modifications that require further 
environmental review under CEQA. 

The Environmental Review Officer has stated that the Addendum to EIR is not an 
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exemption determination. If tb.e City claims to the contrary, SFLN requests that a written 
determination of exemption be issued and documented as required by CEQA and the SF 
Administrative Code. 

3. The Addendum Inaccurately Characterizes the Statements and Analyses in the 
Certified FEIR for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element. 

. . 

Only the terms of the certified FEIR for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element constitute 
the basis on which environmental review under CEQA was conducted for the general plan 
changes embodied in the 2009 Housing Element. 

The abbreviated discussion of the prior environmental review set forth in the Addendum 
is highly inaccurate in many respects. Thus, the Environmental Review Officer and Planning 
Commission should reject the Addendum and decline to recommend adoption of the 2014 
Housing Element until an accurate supplemental environmental review document or addendum is 
prepared. 

The Addendum inaccurately states that the FEIR noted that "the proposed project does 
not propose new housing development projects and would not directly or indir.ectly result in the 
construction of residential units," and that "similar to the 2009 Housing Element, the 2014 
Housing Element" does not propose or include "revisions that could directly or indirectly result 
in new development not already authorized under existing regulations." (Addendum, p. 10) 
These assertions are absurd, as 2009 Housing Element policies are intended to increase housing 
production by employing increased density-related building standards and utilizing ongoing 
community planning processes as a m~ans to increase the density of housing that will be 
constructed in the City. The Addendum also contradicts the foregoing assertion by stating that 
the 2014 Housing Element "provides policies to ensure that such development is not 
umeasonably constrained, and includes policies and objectives to guide the future development 
ofhousing." (Addendum, p. 10) 

. As another example, as to land use, the FEIR states that 11the 2009 Hoqsing Element does 
not, overall citywide, promote increased residential densities more so than the 1990 Residence 
Element.. .... Although the 2009 Housing Element promotes housing in certain areas of the City, 
including within commercial developments and near transit, the proposed 2009 Housing Element 
would not change allowable land· m~es. 11 The Addendum does not mention these reasons for the 
conclusion that the impact on land use would not be significant. 

As to aesthetics, the Addendum fails to discuss the statements in the FEIR that: 
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"As discussed in Impact AE-1, the 1990 Residence Element promotes increased density 
on a broader, citywide, scale to a greater extent than the 2009 Housing Element Some 
policies in the 2009 Housing Element could promote density near [sic] for affordable 
housing projects and as a strategy to be pursued through community planning processes. 
Promoting increased density could result in taller and bulkier buildillgs, thereby affecting · 
the overall visual character of the area. Nonetheless, the 2009 Housing Element, when 
compared to the 1990 Residence Element, does not aggressively promote density more so 
than the 1990 Residence Element. Therefore, when taken as a whole, $.e 2009 Housing 
Element would have less of a potential to result in impacts related to neighborhood 
character as a result of promoting increased density for new development." FEIR V .C-
27. 

The Addendum refers to 2009 Housing Element policies that would direct growth to 
certain areas but fails. to mention 2009 policies that could promote density for affordable housing 
projects or through community planning processes and also ignores the FEIR's acknowledgment 
that "[p ]romoting increased density could result in taller and bulkier buildings, thereby affecting 
the overall visual character of the area." Since 1990 Residence Element policies did not include 
policies that promote increased density-related building standards, such as those included in the 
2009 Housing Element (see FEIR IV-34-35, the claim in the FEIR that the 1990 Residence 

. . 
Element promotes increased density "on a broader, citywide, scale to a greater extent than the 

. 2009 Housing ;Element," relates to not directing new housing growth to certain areas rather than 
to the taller and bulkier buildings that result from promoting increased density. Thus, the 
conclusion in the FEIR that taken as a whole the 2009 Housing Element would have less of a 
potential. to result in impacts related to neighborhood character as a result of promoting increased 
density for new development does not follow from the analysis and is not supported by a fair 
argument. 

The Addendum also ignored the clearly incorrect claim in the FEIR that "the differences 
between 2009 Housing Element Policy 11.1 and 1990 Residence Element Policy 12.4 are not 
significant and would not represent a shift in policy. 1990 Residence Element policy i2.4 
provides guidelines for development that are intended to preserve neighborhood character ... .2009 
Housing Element Policy 11.1 would ensure that future development would be consistent with 
existing neighborhood character." FEIR V.C-28. 2009 Policy 11.1 utilizes a subJective 
standard and promotes the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that 
emphasizes beauty, flexibility, and innovative design, and "respects existing neighborhood 
character." In contrast, 1990 Policy 12.4 used the objective standard ''Promote construction of 
well designed housing that conserves existing neighborhood character. 

SFLN reserves the right to supplement its objections to the J anw:rry 22, 2015 Addendum 
and the proposed approval of the 2014 Housing Element in further submissions. 
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Conclusion 

Based on the foregoing, SFLN objects to the City's approval of the 2014 Housing 
Element or any amendment to the 2009 Housing Element, reliance upon the FEIR for the 2004 
and 2009 Housing Element, and/or reliance upon the Addendum to the FEIR until final 
conclusion of all judicial proceedings that are pending as to the 2009 Housing Element and its 
FEIR and all related judicial proceedings, including any legal proceedings that may be brought as 
to the 2014 Housing Element and the adequacy of CEQA review or compliance relating thereto. 
Prior to such final conclusion, reliance on the challenged policies in the 2009 Housing Element 
and the re-adoption of those policies in the 2014 Housing Element is done at the risk of the City 
and any project proponent. 

Very truly yours, 

Kathryn R. Devincenzi 

Attachments - Court of Appeal January 22, 2015 Notice 
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COURT OF APPEAL, FIRST APPELLATE DISTRICT 

350 MCALLISTER STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 

Audrey Williams Pearson 
Office of the City A.ttomey 
City Hall - Room 234 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlet Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

. · DNISION4 

RE: SAN FRANCISCANS FOR LIV ABLE NEIGHBORHOODS. 
Plaintiff and Appellant, · 
v. 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, 
Defendant and Respondent. 

Al41138 
San Francisco County No. CGCl 1513077 

Dear Counsel: 

If respondent's brief is not filed within 15 days after the date of this notice, this cause may be submitted 
for decision based c:>n the record and appellant's opening brief, unless respondent show~ good 
cause for an extension of time (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 8.220(a)(2)). 

cc: Kathryn R Devincenzi 
Amy Christine Minteer 

117b 
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Very truly yours, 
Diana Herbert 
Clerk ofthe Court . 

A~ Reasoner 
Deputy Clerk 
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KATHRYN R. DEVINCENZI 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

22 IRIS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94118-2727 

Telephone: {415) 221-4700 
Facsimile: (415} 346-3225 

February 4, 2015 

The Honorable President Fong and Commissioners 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Ms. Sarah Jones · · · 
Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 

. 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: 2014 Housing Element 
Case No: 2014.1327E 

RECEIVED 

FEB 0 4 2015 
CITY & COUNTY OF S.F. 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
RECEPTION DESK 

EIR: San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Eleinent, 2007 .1275E SCL No. 2008102033, 
certi:fiedMarch24, 2011, re-certified April 24, 2014 
Addendum to EIR: Released January 22, 2015 
Hearing Date: February 5, 2015 

On behalf of San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods, which I represent, we submit 
this supplement to our objections to the approval of the 2014 Housing Element and the 
Environmental Review Officer's issuance of the January 22, 2014 Addendum to the 
Environmental Impact Report for the San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element on the 
grounds set forth herein. 

1. The 2014 Housing Element is Inaccurate. 

The 2014 Housing Element states at page A.9 that "Table A-4 lists other sites that have· 
been transferred to MOH for consideration as affordable housing." However, such table does not 
appear to be contained in the 2014 Housing Element. Table A--4 on page All of the 2014 
Housing Element pertains to "Units Lost Through Demolition, Conversion and Merger." 

2. Since the Court of Appeal Has Not Determined Whether the FEIR is Adequate 
Under CEQA, the 2009 Ho11sing Element Has Not Finally Completed 
Environmental Review. 

As stated in SFLN's January28, 2015 submission, SFLN objects to the City's detennination that 
no :further environmental is required in relation to the 2014 Housing Element. The bulk of the 
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2014 Housing Element was carried over from the 2009 Housing El~ment The Court of Appeal 
has not determined whether the FEIR for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element (''FEIR") is 
adequate and if it determines that it is not. further environmental review under CEQA will be 
required in relation to 2009 policies, objectives and. implementation actions carried forward in 
the 2014 Housing Element 

SFLN previously objected to the sufficiency under CEQA of the analyses in the FEIR and 
approval of the 2009 Housing Element and submitted numerous comments in relation to that 
FEIR, including comments relating to the revi.Se.d alternatives analysis and revised Findings 
rejecting alternatives. Accordingly, $FLN incorporates by reference herein all prior comments 
and objections to certification of the FEIR and approval of the 2009 Housing Element, as set 
forth in the certified administrative record ("AR") and supplemental administrative record for the 
FEIR for the San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element and the 2009 Housing Element 
Two disks containing electronic copies of that-certified administrative record and supplemental 
administrative record are attached to the original of this document which is being submitted to 
the Planning Department today, and SFLN incorporates by reference as though fully set forth 
herein the entire contents of the electronic documents recorded on those disks as its comments in 
this proceeding in objection to approval of the 2014 Housing Element and the Addendum to EIR 
and reliance upon the FEIR. 

As· set forth in those comments, alternatives and mitigation measures are available which 
can significantly reduce or avoid significant effects, but the City has unlawfully failed to adopt 
them. The additional alternatives or mitigation measures proposed in those public comments 
should be considered as ways of avoiding or reducing the significant effects of the proposed 
project Among these are the RHNA~Focused Alternative, the June 2010 Draft of the 2009 
Housing Element Alternative, the No Unlimited Area Plan or Unlimited Planning Process 
Alternative, the No Japantown Alternative, the Excess Market~R.ate Transit Subsidy Alternative, 
and the Normal Population· Growth Increase Alternative. 

3. The City Failed to Provide a Public Review Period as to Reliance on the FEIR 
Which the Decisionmakers Propose to Review in Connection with the Addendum, 
Failed to Respond to Public Comments, and Failed to Prepare an Initial Study 
Evaluating Whether the Modified Project Required Further CEQA Review. 

CEQA Guidelines section 15153 provides as to use of an BIR for an earlier project: 

"(a) The lead agency may employ a single EIR to describe more than one project, if such 
projects ate essentially the same in terms of environmental impact. Further, the lead 
agency may use an earlier BIR prepared in connection with an earlier project to apply to a 
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later project, if the circumstances of the projects are essentially the same. 

(b) When a lead agency proposes to use an BIR from an earlier project as the EIR for a 
separate, later project, the lead agency shall use the f~llowing procedures: 

(1) The lead agency shall review the proposed project with an initial study, using 
incorporation by reference if necessary, to determine whether the EIR would 
adequately describe: 

(A) The general environmental setting of the project, 

(B) The significant environmental impacts of the project, and · 

( C) Alternatives and mitigation measures related to each significant effect. 

(2) If the lead agency believes that"the EIR would meet the requirements of 
subdivision (1), it shall provide public review as provided in Section 15087 
stating that it plans to use the previously prepared EIR as ·the draft EIR for this 
project. The notice shall include as a minimum: 

(A) An identification of the project with a brief descripti~n; 

. (B) A statement that the agency plans to use a certain EIR prepared for a previous 
project as the EIR for this project 

( C) A listing of places where copies of the EIR may be examined; and 

(D) A statement that the key issues mvolving the EIR are whether the EIR should 
be used for this project and whether there are any additional, reasonable 
alternatives or mitigation meaSu.res that should be considered as ways of avoiding 
or reducing the significant effects of the project 

(3) The lead agency shall prepare responses to comments received during the 
review period. · 

( 4) Before approving the project, the decisionmaker in the lead agency shall: 

(A) Consider the information in the EIR including ~mments received during the 
review period and responses to those commen~, 
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(B) Decide either on its own or on a staff recommendation whether the BIR is 
adequate for the project at hand, and 

( C) Make or require certification to be made as described in Section 15090. 

(D) Make :findings as provided in Sections 15091 and 15093 as necessary. 

(5) After making a decision on the project, the lead agency shall file a notice of 
determination. 

( c) An BIR prepared for an earlier project may also be used as part of an initial study to 
document a finding that a later project will not have a significant effect. In this situation 
a negative declaration will be prepared. 

(d) An BIR prepared for an earlier project shall not be used as the EIRfora later project if 
any of the conditions described in Section 15162 would require prepi;µ:ati.on of a 
subsequent or supplemental BIR. 

Under CEQA Guidelines section 15105, the public review period for a draft EIR shall not be less 
than 30 days. The CEQA Guidelines are binding on public agencies. 

Thus, the City has failed to comply with the foregoing provisions of the CEQA 
Guidelines in that it has failed to provide a public review period for proposed use of the FEIR for 
the San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element as the BIR for the proposed 2014 Housing 
Element, failed to respond to public comments before relying upon the FEIR and the Addendum 
to BIR and/or approving same, and failed to prepare an initial study evaluating whether the 
proposed 2014 Housing Element would have a new or substantially more severe environmental 
effect or whether alternatives or mitigation measures are available which would avoid or reduce 
significant effects, before approving the 2014 Housing Element and relying upon the FEIR and 
Addendum. 

4. The Addendum Inaccurately Characterizes the Statements and Analyses in the 
Certified FEm. for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element. 

Only the terms of the certified FEIR for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element constitute 
the basis on which environmental review under CEQA was conducted for the general plan 
changes embodied in the 2009 Housing Element. 

The abbreviated discussion of the prior environmental review set forth. in the Addendum 
is also highly inaccurate in the following respects. Thus, the Environmental Review Officer and 
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Planning Commission should refuse to rely upon the Addendum and decline to recorrimend 
adoption of the 2014 Housing Element until an accurate supplemental environmental review 
document or addendum is prepared. 

Population and Housing. 

The FEIR used an erroneous baseline for determination of significance of the impact from 
inducing population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly. The FEIR stated that "[n]ew 
construction could result in impacts related to substantial population growth if new housing 
would generate more residents than planned for by ABAG projections, including through the 
creation of jobs related to construction or by increasing household size." FEIR V.D-9. The 
Addendum did not accurately state this reason for the conclusion that the impact on inducing 

. population growth would not be significant. For example, the Addendum does not mention the 
stateme:t;lt that new construction could result in impacts related to substantial population growth. 

The Addendum also failed to mention the acknowledgment in the FEIR that the 
''proposed Housing Elements wo-µld help achieve the RHNA goals through implementation of 
housing -related policies." FEIR V.D-9. Also, the FEIR stated that the "proposed Housing 

·Elements indirectly support growth by accommodating housing needs." FEIR V .D-10. 

The Addendum also failed to mention the erroneous statement in the population impact 
discussion in the FEIR that the proposed Housing Element policies relating to redirecting growth, 
par.king provision, and increased residential density would not affect overall operation of 
roadways, and that potential impacts related to. these issues would be offset by compliance with 
various "plans and regulations." FEIR V.D-10. As explained below, the transportation impact 
discussion in the FEIR acknowkdged to the contrary that policies that direct residential growth 
to commercial and industrial areas could result in "additional localized congestion under future 
·20is Cumulative Conditions" and under the 2009 ABAG Projection conditions; there will be 24 
more intersections that operate at unacceptable levels of service than under current conditions. 1 
AR 481, 496; 1AR445-447, 454-455, 481-482, 496-498, 501-503. 

The Addendum also failed to mention that the FEIR did not conclude that the proposed 
2009 Housing Element would not indirectly induce a substantial amount of population growth. 
The FEIR stated only that the 2009 Housing Element ''would not directly induce a substantial 
amount of population growth," but also acknowledged that 2009 Housing Element policies that 
generally promote increased density.through community planning processes and for affordable 
housing "are intended to increase the number of units that could potentially be developed on each 
parcel." FEIR V.D-27, emphasis added. The FEIR also explained that the ''focus of the 2009 
Housing Element is to alleviate some of the constraints to providing the needed type, amount, 
and affordability of new housing in the City;" and identified numerous 2009 Housing Element 
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policies that could increase land available for housing, i<;lentify housing opportunity sites and 
increase ''the amount of housing on that land." FEIR V.D-20. 

Further, the February 17, 2014 Statement of David Golick submitted to the City on 
February 18, 2014 in connection with the revised alternatives analysis provided new information 
showing that the impact of the 2009 Housing Element on population increase would be 
potentially significant. SFLN incorporates by reference as though fully set forth. herein that 
February 17, 2014 Statement of David Golick, an expert city planner, and $FLN's February 18, 
2014 submission to the City. The City must consider this evidence of the potentially significant 
impact of the 2009 Housing Element on population increase or this evidence of a change in the 
circumstances under which the project would be carried out. That evidence consisted of the 
following statement set forth in the San Francisco Transportation Plan 2040: · 

"To meet the SB 375 target, the regional Transportation Plan, known as Plan Bay Area, 
calls_ for concentration of growth in densely developed areas with good transit access 
especially in San Francisco, San Jose, and Oakland .... Concentratingjobs and housing in 
San Francisco is good for the city's economy as well as the environment, but will also 
increase congestion and transit system crowding in down.town San Francisco and Eastern 
neighborhoods. By 2040, new growth will result in about 300,000 new transit trips per 
day on a local and regional system that is already strained by crowding and reliability 
issues. The San Francisco Planning Commission has adopted land use plans that direct 
much ofthe city's projected growth in the central and eastern neighborhoods, where 
crowding is already acute." 

As explained by expert planner Golick, this evidence shows that regional plans aim to 
concentrate growth.in developed areas with good transit access especially in San Francisco, San 
Jose, arid Oakland but that such plans will also increase congestion and transit system crowding 
in downtown San Francisco and Eastern neighborhoods. This evidence shows that the 2009 
Housing Element would have a potentially significant impact on inducing population growth in 
San Francisco and also that the significant impact on transit would be substantially more severe 
in downtown San Francisco and the Eastern neighborhoods. The City must consider this 
evidence as to new or substantially more severe significant environmental impacts and should 
decline to approve the 2014 Housing Element and decline to rely upon the FEIR and Addendum 
to EIR. 

Thus, the argument that the Housing Element would not result in population increase 
evaded consideration of the secondary effects of implementing Housing Element policies and 
seeking to achieve ABAG housing production targets. 
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Also, the FEIR did not state that the 2009 Housing Element policies are designed to 
encourage housing growth projected by ABAG where it can "best be accommodated (i.e. near 
transit, where supported by infrastructure, or through community planning processes)," as the 
Addendum erroneously states. 

Transportation and Circulation 

The Addendum fails to recognize that the FEIR stated that the 2009 Housing Element 
''policies themselves would not directly generate new trips" so "ri.o trip generation estimates are 
provided as part of this BIR." FEIR V.F-23. Similarly, "the Housing Element policies do not 
directly propose to develop new housing. Therefore, the 2004 and 2009 Housing elements would1 

not generate any new person triP.s." FEIR V.F-47. 

The Addendum fails to acknowledge that the FEIR utilized an erroneous baseline, 
claiming that "the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements would not generate any new person trips 
beyond the 2025 ABAG projections." FEIR V.F-18. Similarly, the FEIR stated that under 
existing and :fil.ture conditions many areas that are well served by transit already experience -
congested conditions, and increasing the number of residents in these areas could result in 
additional localiz~d congestion, but not above levels assumed under 2025 cumulative .conditions. 
FEIR V.F-73. 

The EIR reveals that under the 2009 ABAG Projection conditions, there will be 24 more 
intersections that operate at unacceptable levels of service than under current conditions. l AR 
445-447, 454-455, 481-482, 496-498, 501-503. Because this projection assumed policies like 
those included in the Housing-Element would be put in place in the future, those policies are part 
of the conditions that result in intersections operating at unacceptable levels. Use of this 
improper baseline allows the Housing Element policies to elude environmental review and fails 
to inform the public of significant impacts associated with the density increases encouraged by 
the Housing Element. 

The Housing Element directs growth to certain locations in the City, and the BIR 
acknowledges that under existing conditions, there are 13 locations where intersections operate at 
an unacceptabl~ level of service. 1 AR 445-47, 454-55. Under future 2025 Cumulative 
Conditions, the number of significantly impacted intersections jumps to 37. 1AR447. The BIR 
also acknowledged that policies that direct residential growth to commercial and industrial areas 
could result in "additional localized congestion under future 2025 Cumulative Conditions." 1 
AR481, 496. 

However, the BIR dismisses the potential for the Housing Element to indirectly induce 
the acknowledged significantly adverse cumulative traffic conditiOns based on the conclusion 
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that the Housing Element would not result in trips b~yond those assumed by the 2009 ABAG 
Projections, thus improperly measuring the significance of the project's traffic impacts against 
future conditions instead of existing conditions. 1 AR 500. 

In addition to relying on an improper baseline, the BIR' s traffic analysis also relies on the 
unsupported assumption that building residences close to transit or in commercial and industrial 
areas may reduce vehicle miles traveled and have beneficial impacts on the City's roadway· 
network. 1 AR 496, 500; FEIR V. F-74. This is a misstatement of the assessment by ABAG. 
ABAG projected that per capita vehicle miles traveled would be reduced when density is 
increased adjacent to transit, but that total vehicle miles traveled on congested city streets would 
still increase. 20AR10563. 

Transit. 

With respect to the significant impact on tr&nSit, the FEIR actually stated that the 2009 
Housing Element policies that encourage a mode shift towards transit could result in an increase 
in transit ridership, which may exceed Muni' s capacity utilization standard of 85 percent. 
Generally, as transit ridership increases, transportation agencies respond by expanding transit 
service and/or increasing transit frequency. However, given SFMTA fiscal emergencies, Muni 
may not be able to increase transit service to accommodate increased transit ~dership resulting 
from the 2009 Housing Element policies that encourage residential development in transit-rich 
areas or other policies that encourage the use of alternative transportation in the City. Therefore, 
the 2009 Housing Element could result in a potentially significant transit impact FEIR V.F-74. 

As to possible ways to mitigate this impact, the Addendum do.es not reflect that the FEIR 
stated that it is not known whether implementation of all the measures in the potential 
transportation management plans would provide sufficient decrease in travel time (and resulting 
increase in capacity) to. carry all of the projected riders. FEIR V.F-81. Similarly, the FEIR stated 
that SFMf A had recently cut bus service due to budget shortfalls and its ability to restore service 

· to previous levels is uncertain; securing additional funding to provide increased service would 
require new sources ofrevenue. FEIR V.F-81 

Utilities and Service Systems. 

The FEIR's water supply analysis also improperly relies on projected conditions as the 
baseline for review. The Addendum acknowledges that the FEIR concluded the Housing 
Element "would not result in an increase in water demand beyond that assumed in the SFPUC's 
Water Supply Availability Study" (WSAS). 2 AR 780. The WSAS relies on the 2009 ABAG 
Projections plus several projects in the City that are already in the development pipeline to form 
its assumptions regarding future water demand. 7 AR 3427 [WSAS uses City Planning 
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Department projections, which are based on 2009 ABAG Projections]; 1 AR 169-70 
[development pipeline are housing projects already under construction or approved]. Thus, like 
the traffic analysis, the water supply analysis improperly relies on the 2009 ABAG Projections as 
the baseline for environmental review. 

Additionally, the EIR acknowledges that "[f]uture population growth as predicted by 
ABAG would increase water demand." 2 AR 777-778. Since policies like those included in the 
Housing Element were assumed to be in place when ABAG prepared the projections, these 
policies are part of the conditions that result in increased water demand, the impacts of which are 
therefore obscured. The Housing Element promotes "housing construction on undeveloped sites 
to a greater extent than the 1990 Residence Element and could result in an incrementally 
increased demand for water" (2 AR 779), but due to its reliance on the 2009 ABAG Projections 
as the baseline for impact analysis, fue EIR fails to address whefuer this increase would be 
significant. Further, as discussed below, the water supply assessment relies on unsupported 
assumptions and inaccurate information to reach its conclusion that an adequate water supply 
will be available for the population projected by fue 2009 ABAG Projections. 

The EIR relies on several speculative and uncertain sources of water to support its claim 
. that water supply impacts would be less than significant in fue years 2015 to 2030. The City can 
provide 84.50 million gallons per day (mgd) from the Regional Water System and existing 
groundwater supplies. 7 AR 3436. As of2015, the City's water demand is projected to be 91.69 
mgd, increasing to 93.42 mgd by 2030 due to an increase in population within the City. 7 AR 
3432, 3436. The Water Supply Assessment Study (WSAS) relied upon by the EIR states: 

· "[t]he ability to meet fue demand of the Retail.customers is in large part due to the 
development of 10 mgd of local supplies in the City through implementation of 
the Water Supply Improvement Program (WSIP). These additional sources of 
groundwater, recycled water, and conservation supplies are essential to provide 
the City with adequate supply in dry year periods ... " 7 AR 3404. 

Thus, the new sources that would be provided by fue WSIP are essential to the BIR' s 
conclusions regarding the significance of water supply impacts. The EIR is inadequate because it 
fails to disclose the uncertainty associated with those proposed sources. 

To provide 10 mgd of new supply, the WSIP relies on a combination of two mgd of 
additional groundwater supplies, two mgd of additional recycled water and four mgd of 
additional conservation. 7 AR 3418. SFLN's comments on the Draft EIR questioned the ability 
of the City to assume groundwater extraction facilities and recycled water. treatment facilities will 
be available to provide the necessary water supply by 2015 based on the fact these facilities did 
not have adeq,uate funding and/or were still in early design phases. 3 AR 13 77-13 79; 45 AR 
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24055-24057. In response, the EIR makes the contradictory claim that the Draft EIR does not 
rely on implementation of groundwater and recycled water facilities, but that the EIR does rely 
on the WSAS. 3 AR 1379-1380. As the WSAS relies on the completion of these facilities to 
support its conclusion that there will be an adequate water supply for the City in years 2015 to 
2030 (7 AR 3404), the EIR's response is incorrect and misleads the decisionmakers. Further, 
this inadequate and inaccurate response deprived the public of meaningful participation and 
rendered the BIR inadequate. Vineyard, supra, 40 Cal.4th at 449. 

SFLN also submitted comments questioning the ability of the City to conserve an 
additional four mgd of water when the City already relies on significant water usage reductions 
from existing conservation measures, giving it the lowest water usage rate of any major urban 
area in California. 3 AR 1377. The EIR again sidesteps responding to the comments, incorrectly 
claiming, "the Draft EIR does not rely upon the implementation of the conservation measures 
cited in the WSIP." 3 AR 1379. Again, the EIRrelies on the WSAS and the WSAS relies upon 
implemen,tation WSIP as a necessary· component to provide adequate water; thus,, the BIR' s 
conclusions also rely upon the implementation ofWSIP. The EIR fails as an informational 
document because it fails to disclose the uncertainty of measures necessary to meet the demand 
fo;r water in the years 2015 to 2030. 

Substantial evidence does not support the EIR' s conclusory assertions that Housing 
Element Policy 1.1 could reduce the Housing Element's effects on the potential for inadequate 
water supply by ensuring new housing is adequately supported by infrastructure. 2 AR 780. 
Policy 1.1 supports housing for various income levels and does not discuss water supply or 
infrastructure support.· 97 AR 53136-53137. Policy 12.2 is also inapposite, as it supports quality 
of life elements such as open spaee, child care and neighborhood services. 97 AR 53177. Policy 
12.3 refers generally to the SFPUC's pursuit of strategies to address increased growth such as 
innovative conservation practices, use of recycled water and increased use of groundwater; 
however, no fact-based analysis is provided that would support a fair argument these strategies 
would produce significant amounts of new water supplies or appreciably reduce the potential for 
inadequate water supply. 97 AR53173-74. 

Substantial evidence also fails to support the EIR's claim that the cumulative water 
supply impacts would be less than significant because new development would be required to 
comply with California Water Code §10910, the "SFGBO and water conservation ordinances." 
References to these items is devoid of fact-based analysis, providing no evidence of significant 
reduction in water use by total new and existing development. 2 AR 785. Similarly devoid of 
fact-based support are the BIR' s assertions that water demand would be further reduced by 
conservation measures required on a project-specific basis and water shortage contingency plans. 
2 AR 785. Also unsuppo~d by substantial evidence was the BIR's allegation that increased · 
density ''would potentially decrease water use" as opposed to single-family housing, as it does 
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not consider the total amount of new development that could be expected to draw on water 
supplies. 2 AR 785. 

This failure to disclose uncertainty is exacerbated by new information that became 
available after the Draft EIR was circulated for review. Significant new information was 
disclosed in a March 14, 2011 memorandum from the SFPUC. In the memorandum, SFPUC 
projected additional water shortfalls due to new instream flow release requirements starting in 
2013, with additional release requirements in 2015. 45 AR 24056, 24061-63. A total of7.4 mgd 
is required to be released into Alameda and San Mateo Creeks to maintain fish habitats; and will 
thus ·no longer be available as part of the water supply. Ibid. . 

Based on figures included iri the WSAS, upon which the EIR relies, the demand for water 
in 2015 will be 91.69 mgd. 7 AR 3436. In normal years, WSAS identifies the available supply 
in 2015 as 94.50 mgd, which includes the· 10 mgd from WSIP. 7 AR 3404, 343 6. As explained 
by SFLN' s expert, if 7.4 mgd-is eliminated from the available supply, leaving only 87.1 mgd, the 
demand will exceed the supply from 2015 to 2030. 45 AR 24057-24058. The FEIR fails to · 
disclose this significant impact. 

SFLN presented this new information to the Board of Supervisors before certification of 
the FEIR for the Housing Element, but despite the significance of this information, the City 
failed to recirculate the FEIR with this information-included. Pub. Resources Code§ 21092.1. 
Shortly before approving the project, the City prepared a memorandum citing to additional 
speculative sources in its continued claim that water supply would be adequate. 20 AR 10608-
13. These speculative sources include: assuming water demand will be less than projected in the 
WSAS; additional unidentified conservation, recycling and groundwater sources; and water 
rationing. Ibid. The failure to consider this significant new :information in a revised FEIR 
materially impacted the public's right to participate in the process and comment upon potentially 
signi;ficant impacts that had not yet been addressed, in particular when members of the public had 
previously raised concerns regarding water supply shortfalls. Vineyard, supra, 40 Cal.4th at 447-
448 [recirculation required when the public was deprived of a meaningful opportunity to 
comment upon a substantial environm.ental effect of the project or a feasible way to avoid it]. 
Also, failure to use accurate and current data is a failure to proceed in the manner required by 
law. Save our Peninsula Comm. v. Monterey Cnty. Bd of Supervisors (2001) 87 C.al.App.4th 99, 
128, 131. 

The lack of certainty regarding the WSIP and the newly required 7.4 mgd reduction in 
supply have additional significance a;tl:er 2030. During multiple dry years post 2030, the WSAS 
acknowledges it is possible the SFPUC will not be able to fully meet water supply demands even 
if the WSIP is in place. 7 AR 3404. The WSAS concludes the development ofrecycled water 
programs at several major developments planned in the City would reduce water demand by 1.5 
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mgd, which would eliminate potential deficits in dry years.· 7 AR 3437. However, with the 
additional 7.4 mgd reduction in water supply, the 1.5 mgd in water savings produced by the 
recycled water programs will not make up for the water supply shortfall of 6.32 mgd in post 2030 
multiple dry years. A deficit would result in normal years as well. 7 AR 3436. The BIR was 
reciuired to disclose this significant impact to the public and decision makers. Concerned 
Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd Dist. Agric. Assn. (1986) 42 Cal. 3d 929, 935 [an EIR 
should be used to ''prevent stubborn problems or serious criticism from being swept under the 
rug."]. 

5. The City Bas Failed to Make Available Materials Referenced in the Addendum. 

Despite SFLN's request, the City has not made available materials referenced in the 
Addendum other than the limited materials described on the attached February 3, 2015 email 
from environmental review coordinator Tania Sheyner. The 2014 Housing Element has been 
produced, but documents supporting conclusions and assertions set forth therein have not been 
made available for public review. 

Conclusion 

Based on the foregoing, SFLN objects to the City's approval of the 2014 Housing 
Element or any amendment to the 2009 Housing Element, reliance upon the FEJR for the 2004 
and 2009 Housing Element, and/or reliance upon the Add~ndum to the EIR until final conclusion 
of all judicial proceedings that are pending as to the 2009 Housing Element and its FEIR and all 
related judicial proceedings, including any legal proceedings that may be brought as to the 2014 
Housing Element and the adequacy of CEQA review or compliallce relating thereto. Prior to 
such final conclusion, reliance on the challenged policies in the 2009 Housing Element and the 
re-iidoption of those policies in the 2014 Housing Element is done at the risk of the City and any 
project proponent. 

Due to the pending appeal. as to the adequacy of the FEJR, SFLN urges City 
representatives to refrain from relying upon the FEIR until conclusion .of the appeal and any 
related proceedings, and further objects to the City's reliance at its own risk on the analysis 
conducted and the conclusions reached in the FEIR as valid in connection with the City's 
proposed adoption of the 2014 Housing Element and in connection with the City's proposed 
reliance on the FEJR or the Addendum and/or approval of the FEIR or Addendum to EIR. 

'" 

Based on the foregoing, SFLN further objects to the City's proposed findings that the 
2014 Housing Element as proposed will not cause new significant impacts not identified in the 
EIR, that no new mitigation meastires will be necessary to reduce significant impacts, that other 
than as described in the Addendum no project changes have occurred, and no changes have 

· 1007 



San Francisco Planning Commission 
Environmental Review Officer 
February 4, 2015 
Page 13 

occurred with respect to circumstances surrounding the project thiit will cause significant 
environmental impacts to which the 2014 Housing Element will contribute considerably. 

Based on the foregoing, SFLN further objects to the City's proposed findings that no new 
information has become available that Shows that the 2014 Housing Element will cause 
significant environmental impacts not previously discussed in the EIR, that substantial impacts 
will be substantially more severe than shown in the EIR, or that mitigation measures or 
alternatives previously found infeasible are feasible, or that new mitigation measures or 
alternatives considerably different from those in the BIR would substantially reduce significant 
impacts, and that therefore no supplemental environmental review is required under CEQA 
beyond the Addendum. 

Very truly yours, 

Kathryn R Devincenzi 

Attachments - Emails concerning review of materials referenced in Addendum 
. . 

Attachments to Original filed with Planning Department: 

DVD containing certified Administrative Record for FEIR for San Francisco 2004 and 
2009 Housing Element and for 2009 Housing Element 

DVD containing certified Supplemental Administrative Record for FEIR for San 
Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element and for 2009 Housing Element 
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Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com> 

Immediate Disclosure Request· Addendum to EIR 2014 Housing Element 
6 messages 

Lamorena, Christine (CPC) <christine.lamorena@sfgov.org> 
To: "KRDevincenzi@gmail.com" <KRDevincenzi@gmail.com> 

Ms. Kathryn Devincenzi -

Mon, Feb 2, 2015 at 5:08 PM 

We received the attached request on Friday, January 30, 2015. We are searching for and preparing the 
responsive records. Due to the voluminous nature of the request, we are invoking an extension of up to 14 days 
(Admin Code Section 67.21, CA Govt Code Section 6253). We do not anticipate on taking the full 14 days and 
will contact you as soon as the responsive records are ready. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Christine Lamorena, AICP, LEED AP 
Manager of Commission Affairs 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission. Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-575-9085 Fax: 415-558-6409 

Email: chris!ine.lamorena@sfgov.org 

Web: www.sfplanning.org 

Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org 

Property Information Map (PIM): http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 

~; IDR - Addendum to EIR 2014 Housing Element.pdf 
!Cl 45K . 

Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com> 
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Ta:· ''.Lamorena, Christine (CPC)" <christineJamorena@sfgov.org> 
·Cc: tanla.sheyner@sfgov.org, Sarah.B.Jones@sfgov.org 

Ms. Lamorena, 

Please at least let me review item 1 of my requ~t. the materials referenced in the Addendum, because the 
Public Notice of Issuance of Addendum to Environmental Impact Report states that these materials "are 
available for review at the Planning Department's office on the fourth floor of 1650 Mission Street [call (415) 575-
9127]." I called for an appointment to review these materials but Ms.Tania Sheyner stated that some, but not 
all, of these materials would be made available today. 

Thank you. 

Kathryn R. Devincenzi 
Attorney at Law 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Lamorena, Christine (CPC) <christine.lamorena@sfgov.org> Tue, Feb 3, 2015 at 1:46 PM 
To: Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzl@gmail.com> 
Cc: "Sheyner, Tania (CPC)" <tania.sheyner@sfgov.org>, "Jones, Sarah (CPC)" <sarah.b.jones@sfgov.org> 

Ms. Devincenzi -

Tania set aside the hard copy docket at our 4th floor reception. The materials you are seeking should be in 

the docket. Please check in with the receptionist upon arrival and they will be able to pull the file. 

We needed to invoke the extension for our electronic files, which we are compiling. Please let me know if you 
have questions. 

Sincerely, 

Christine Lamorena, AICP, LEED AP 
Manager of Commission Affairs 

Planning Department, Qty and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-575-9085 Fax: 415-558-6409 

Email: christine.lamorena@sfgov.org 

Web: www.sfplannfng.org 

Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org 
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Property Information Map (PIM): http://propertyrnap.sfplanning.org 

From: Kathy Devincenzi [mailto:krdevincenzi@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 03, 20151:24 PM 
To: Lamorena, Christine (CPC) 
Cc: Sheyner, Tania (CPC)i Jones, Sarah (CPC) 
Subject: Re: Immediate Disdosure Request~ Addendum to EIR 2014 Housing Element 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com> Tue, Feb 3, 2015 at 1:49 PM 
To: "Lamorena, Christine {CPC)" <christine.lamorena@sfgov.org> 

Ms. Lamorena, 

What do you mean by "hard copy docket"? Does this include the materials referenced in the Addendum to 
EIR? 

Kathryn Devincenzi. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Sheyner, Tania (CPC) <tania.sheyner@sfgov.org> Tue, Feb 3, 2015 at 2:03 PM 
To: Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com>, "Lamorena, Christine {CPC)" <christine.lamorena@sfgov.org> 
Cc: "Jones, Sarah (CPC)" <sarah.b.jones@sfgov.org> 

Hello Ms. Devincenzi -

As we discussed over the phone this morning, the docket includes the 2014 Housing Element, the distribution 
list for the Addendum, and letters from you and Mr. Aaron Goodman. The 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
FEIR and·the 2014 Housing Element are the two primary sources that the Addendum relied on. Both of these 
items are available electronically on the Planr1ing Department website (here: http://www.sf-plannlng.qrg/ 
index.aspx?page= 1828). Please let me know if there are specific reference items you're seeking. As I 
mentioned this morning, we did not prepare a separate Initial Study for.the 2014 Housing Element. 

Thanks, 

Tania Sheyner, AICP, LEED AP 
Environmental Planner 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-575-9127 Fax: 415-558-6409 

Email :T anfa.Sheyner@sfgov.org 
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Web:www.sfplannlng.org 
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'from: Kathy Devincenzi [mailto:krdevincenzi@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday; February 03, 20151:24 PM 
To: Lamorena, Christine (CPC) 
Cc: Stieyner, Tania (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC) 
Subject: Re: Immediate Disdosure Request- Addendum to EIR 2014 Housing Element 

Ms. Lamorena, 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Kathy Devincenzi <krdevlncenzi@gmail.com> Wed, Feb 4, 2015 at 9:47 AM 
To: "Sheyner, Tania (CPC)" <tania.sheyner@sfgov.org> 
Cc: "Lamorena, Christine (CPC)" <christlne.lamorena@sfgov.org>, "Jones, Sarah (CPC)"· · 
<~arah. b.jones@sfgov.org> 

Hello Tania, 

For one thing, I am looking for the list of other sites that have been transferred to MOH for consideration as 
affordable housing. The 2014 Housing Element states at page A.9 that 'Table A-4 lists other sites that have 
been transf.erred to MOH for consideration as affordable housing." However, such table does not appear to be 
contained in the 2014 Housing Element. Table A-4 on page A.11 of the 2014 Housing Element pertains to "Units 
Lost Through Demolition, Conversion and Merger." · 

Kathy Devincenzi 
[Quoted text hidden] 
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File No. 150155 
~~----

Committee Item No.--6_ 
Board Item No. __ _ 

COMMITTEE/BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
AGENDA PACKET CONTENTS LIST 

· Committee: Land Use & Transportation 

Board of Sup~rvisors Meeting 

Date Mar. 16, 2015 · 

Date ____ _ 

Cmte Board 
o·o 
D D 
~ D 
lXl D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
~ B 
D D 
D D 
D D o. ·o 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 

Motion 
Resolution 
Ordinance 
Legislative Digest 
Budget and Legislative Analyst Report 
Youth Commission Report 
Introduction Form 
Department/Agency Cover Letter and/or Report 
MOU 
Grant Information Form 
Grant Budget 
Subcontract Bu.dget 
Contract/Agreement 
Form 126- Ethics Commission 
Award Letter 
Application 
Public Correspondence 

OTHER · (~se back side if additional space is needed) 

~ D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
Completed by: Andrea Ausberrv Date Mar. 12, 2015 
Completed by:. ________ Date. ______ _ 
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Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com> 

PDF for February 5, 2015 Planning Commission Hearing-2014 Housing Element 
4 messages 

Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com> Wed, Jan 28, 2015 at 5: 12 PM 
To: tania.sheyner@sfgov.org, Sarah.B.Jones@sfgov.org 

Attached is a PDF of the submission for the February 5, 2015 Planning Commission hearing packet on the 2014 
Housing Element which San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods submitted to the Planning Department 
today.· 

Thank you, 

Kathryn R. Devincenzi 
Attorney at Law · 
221-4700 

tg 20150128202003.pdf 
614K 

Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com> 
To: jonas .ionin@sfgov.org, commissions .secretary@sfgov.org 

Dear Mr. lonin, 

Thu, Jan 29, 2015 at 12:03 PM 

As you can see from the forwarded email, 1 ·sent this PDF yesterday to the environmental planner in charge of 
the case and the Environmental Review Officer. 

Kathy Devincenzi 
-- Forwarded message --
From: Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com> 
Date: Wed, Jan 28, 2015 at 5:12 PM 
Subject: PDF for February 5, 2015 Planning Commission Hearing-2014 Housing Element 
To: tania.sheyner@sfgov.org, Sarah.B.Jones@sfgov.org 

[Quoted text hidden] 

't'j 201 so128202ooa. pdf 
614K 
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Planning Department 

February 5, 2015 · 

SAN FRANCISCO 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

Notice of Hearing 

& 

Agenda 

Commission Chambers, Room 400 

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place 

San Francisco, GA 94102-4689 

Thursday, February 5, 2015 

12:00 p.m. 

Regular Meeting 

Commissioners: 

Rodney Fong, President 

Cindy Wu, Vice President 

Michael Antonini, Rich Hillis, Christine Johnson, Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards 

Commission Secretary: 
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Future Meetings/Agendas. At this time, the Commission may discuss and take action to 
set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that could be placed on 
the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of the Planning Commission. 

8. Commission Rule5 & Regulations - Consideration of Amendments and Adoption. 

(Continued from Regular Meeting of January B, 2015) 

D. DEPARTMENT MATTERS 

9. Director's Announcements 

10. Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic 
Preservation Commission 

E. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT -15 MINUTES 

At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public that 
are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items. With respect .to 
agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the item is reached in 
the meeting. Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three minutes. 

F. REGULAR CALENDAR 

The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project 
sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal. Please be advised that the 
project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 
expediters, and/or other.advisors. 

11. 2015-000747CRV (K. i?EMARTINI: 
(415) 575-9118) 

FY 2015-2017 PRQPOSED DEPARTMENT BUDGET & WORK PROGRAM - Review the 
balanced Fiscal Year 2015-2017 department budget and work program 

Preliminary Recommendation: None - Informational 

12. 2014-001503GPA (M. MOHAN: 

13. 

(415) 575-9141) 

(Also referenced as: 2014-001503CWP; 2014.1327EM; 2007.1275EM) 

2014 HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE - Consideration to Adopt a Reselution for a General Plan 
Amendment - Pursuant to Planning Code Section 340 (c), the Commission will consider a 
resolution adopting amendments to the General Plan by repealing the existing Housing Element 
of the General Plan (the 2009 Housing Element) and adopting the 2014 Housing Element 
update, making environmental and Planning Code Section 101.1 findings, and recommending 
that the Board of Supervisors adopt an Ordinance approving the General Plan amendment. The 
2014 Housing Element update is required by State Law, and includes Part 1: Data and Needs 
Analysis, which contains a description and analysis of San Francisco's population, household 
and employment trends, existing housing characteristics, and housing needs; and Part 2: 
Objectives and Policies. It also includes Appendices, Including a list of Implementing Programs 
to help address the City's housing needs. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt 

2014.0703C 
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.. 

3. 
·' 

" 4. 

5. 

Testimony by members of the public In support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each. 

A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (Includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 
expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not to 
exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requesters. 

Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each. 

6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 

7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 

8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose lime limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise 
exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 

The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under Discretionary 
Review. A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that ls approved as proposed. 

Hearing Materials 

Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be 
received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing. All submission packages must be delivered 
to1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, by 5:00 p.m. and should Include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be provided to the 
staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days In advanpe of a hearing must be received by 
the Commission Secrirtary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part of the public record for 
any public hearing. . . 

Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the Planning 
Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted In any other fashion on the satne 
day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing. 

Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must Include a copy to the Commission Secretary 
(comm!ssions.secretary@sfgov.org ) for it to become a part of the public record. 

These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission. 

Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled Item to: Planning Commission, 1650 Mission 
Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103-2414. Written comments receiyed by the close of the business day piiorto the healing 
will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record. 

The following Is a summary of appeal rights associated with the varlous actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission hearing. 

Case Type Case Suffix Appeal Period• Appeal Body 

Office Allocation B 15 calendar days Board of Appeals** 

Conditional Use Authorization and Planned c 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Unit Development 

Building Permit Application (Discretionary D 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Review) 

El R Certification E 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 

Coastal Zone Permit p 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 

Planning Code Amendments by Application T 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 

Variance (Zoning Administrator action) v 10 calendar days Board of Appeals 

Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown x 15 calendar days 'Board of Appeals 
Residential Districts and Large Project 
Authorization In Eastern Neighborhoods 

Zoning Map Change by Application z 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 

•Appeals of Pfenning Commission declsfons on Building PeTmit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of 
the date the building peTmil is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission 
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Planning Department 

February 5, 2015 

~ 2014-001503GPA.pdf 

~ Director's Repor\_2015204.pdf 

~ CPC Proposed Amendments - Rules and Regs 2015.pdf 

> 20150122_cal.min.pdf 

~ 2014.13770.pdf 

> 20150115_cal.mln.pdf 

> 2015-000747CRV.pdf 

> 2014.15830.pdf 

> 2014.1321C.pdf 

> 2014.1212C.pdf 

> 2014-002064DRP.pdf 

> 2014.0703C.pdf 

> 2014-001503CWP-Submlttal.pdf . 

> 2013.1543E.pdf 

> 2013.0862CE- Submittal.pdf 

> 2013.0862CE.pdf 

> Work Program and Budget Memo PC FINAL.pdf 

~ Housing Element - Devincenzi Submittal.pdf 
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So~ Case /Vo: 1 S'OI SS­
~11 (s:t-p) 

Coalition· for s·an Francisco 

· www.csfn.net • PO Box 320098 • San Francisco CA 94132~0098 • 415.262.0440 • Est 1~72 
~ ~-~·:. :.} :.(j 

January 21, 2015 

Rodney Fong, President 
Planning Commission 

;:>: •' - (:1 p • 

\~ = ~.-.. ; ~~~~ ~;i 
I C'" . · '.::-· 

London Breed~ ~esideJJt -: · ~ -' , ~ -: . -:·· - ~ .. 
Board of Supervi'sors -::;·: ·· · _,_. ·· -

l ,. 
t -;:: .. ··: 

Re: Resolution Regarding 2014 Housing Element Update and Draft Legislation foi:BOS-~UHc~:: 
Adoption (Case No. 2014.001503CWP) " ~ · ,. 

President 
Judith Berkowitz 

415.824.0617 
1st Vice President 

George Wooding 
2nd Vice President 

Rose Hi/fson 
Recording Secretary 

Charles Head 
Corresponding Secretary. 

Glenn Rogers Presidents Fong and Breed: 
Treasurer 
Dick Millet 

Members-at-Large 
Penelope Clark 

Melinda LaValfe 
Marlayne Morgan 

Barbary Coast Neighborhood Assn 
Buena Vista Neighborhood Assn 

Cathedral HI// Neighborst Assn 
Cole Valley Improvement Assn 

Cow Hot/ow Assn 
Diamond Hts Neighborhood Assn 
East Mission Improvement Assn 

Ewing Temice Neighborhood Assn 
Excelsior District Improvement Assn 

Fair Oaks Community Coalition 
Forest Knolls Neighborhood Assn 

Francisco Heights Civic Assn 
Golden Gale Hts Neighbothood Assn 

Greater W. Portal Neighbothood Assn 
Haight Ashbury Improvement Assn 

Inner Sunset Action Committee 
Jordan Park Improvement Assn 
Libetty Hill Neighborhood Assn 

Marina Civic Improvement & 
Property Owners Assn 

Middle Polk Neighborhood Assn 
Mic/town Temice Homeowners Assn 

Miraloma Park Improvement Club 
North Beach Neighbors 

Oceanview, Merced Heights, 
Ingles/de - Neighbors in Action 

Outer Mission Merchants & 
Residents Assn 

Pac/fie Heights Residents Assn 
Parkmerced Action Coalition 

F'otrero Boosters /Veighbothood Assn 
Richmond Community Assn 

Rincon Point Neighborhood Assn 
Russian Hill Improvement Assn 

Russian Hill Neighbors 
Sunset Heights Assn of 

Responsible People 
Sunset-Parkside Education & 

Action Committee 
Telegraph Hill Dwellers 

Twin Peaks Council & Open 
Space Conservancy 

Twin Peaks Improvement Assn 
University Terrace Neighbothood Assn 

Whereas, potential environmental impacts of the changes from the 1990 Residence Element 
embodied in the 2009 Housing Element were analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report for the 
2004 and 2009 Housing Elements (the «EIR"); and 

Whereas, the California Court of Appeal is currently considering an appeal relating to the 
adequacy of the EIR, so the courts have not finally determined whether the changes from the 1990 
Residence Element embodied in the 2009 Housing Element have completed environmental review 
in the manner required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and 

Whereas, The City proposes to reenact the changes from the 1990 Residence Element embodied in 
the 2009 Housing Element in the proposed 2014 Housing Element, and the City claims any :fur1;her 
changes set forth in the 2014 Housing Element are minor and would not require further 
environmental review; and 

Whereas, the City proposes to approve an Addendum to the BIR for the 2004 and 2009 Housing 
Elements discussing potential environmental impacts of changes to the 2009 Housing Element 
embodied in the 2014 Housing Element; therefore be it 

Resolved, that due to the pending appeal as to the adequacy of the BIR, the Coalition for San 
Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN) urges City representatives to refrain from relying upon the EIR 
until conclusion of the appeal and any related proceedings, and further objects to the City's · 
reliance at its own risk on the analysis conducted and the conclusions reached in the BIR as valid 
in connection with the City's proposed adoption of the 2014 Ho~ing Element and in connection 
with the City's proposed adoption of the Addendmn; and be it further 

Resolved, that CSFN objects to the City's proposed findings that the 2014 Housing Element as 
proposed will not cause new significant impacts not identified in the EIR that no new mitigation 
measures will be necessary to reduce significant impacts; that other than as described jn the 
Addendum no project changes have occurred, and no changes have occurred with respect to 
circumstances surrounding the project that will cause significant environmental impacts to which 
the 2014 Housing Element will contribute considerably; and be it further 

Resolved, that no new information has become available that shows that the 2014 FJ;ousing 
Element will cause significant environmental impacts not previously discussed in the EIR, that 
substantial impacts will be substantially more severe than shown in the EIR, or that mitigation 
measures or alternatives previously found infeasi.ble are feasible, or that new mitigation measures 
or alternatives considerablv different from those in the EIR would substantiallv reduce 
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significant impacts; and that therefore no supplemental environmental review is required under CEQA beyond 
the Addendum; and be it :finally 

Resolved, that CSFN urges the Board of Supervisors not to approve the 2014 Housing Element, and urges the 
Planning Commission not to recommend adoption of the 2014 Housing Element, because the environmental. 
review for the majority of the pollcy changes carried over into the 2014 Housing Element was based on the 
analyses conducted and the conclusions reached in the EIRfor the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element, and the 
validity of that EIR is stlll being considered by the appellate courts of California. 

· · Sincerely, 

Judith Berkowitz 
President 

Cc: Planning Commissioners Cindy Wu, Michael Antonini, Rich Hillis, Kathrin Moore, Christine Johnson, 
Dermis Richards, Director of Planning John Rahaim, Commissions Secretmy Jona5 Ionin, Planner Menaka Mohan, 
Supervisors Eric Mar, Mark Farrell, Julie Christensen, Katy Tang; Jane· Kim, Nonnan Yee, Scott Wiener, 
David Campos, Malia Cohen, John AY.alos 
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John Bardis 
1158 Green Street 

San Francisco, CA 94109 
Ph415-776~2014 - Emailjbardis@xdtn.com 

Honorable Malia Cohen, Chair 
Land Use and Transportation Committee· 
Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 
City & County of San Francisco 

Dear Supervisor Cohen: 

March 16, 2015 

As shown below, according to the Notice of Public Hearing dated March 3, 2015 issued for 
Committee Item #2 (File No. 150155 - General Plan Housing Element) f~r the public hearing to be held at 
the March 16, 2015 meeting of the Land Use and Transportation Committee, the public could submit . 
written comments on.this matter which would be made part of the official record. Furthermore, in accGrd 
with the Sunshine Ordinance, the public also was informed in the Notice of Public Hearing that the 
agenda information relating to this matter would be available for public review on Friday, March 13, 2015 
as follows: · · 

"In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are Uf1able to 
attend th~ hearing on this matter may submit writte'n comments to the City prior to the 
time the hearing begins. These comments will be made as part of the official public 
record in this matter, and shall be brought to. the attention of the members of the 
Committee. Written comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Cl~rk of the 

· Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
Information relating to this matter is avail~ble in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. 
Agenda information relating to this matter will be avaitable for public review on Friday, 
March 13, 2015." 

However, contrary to Administrative Code, Section 67. 7-1, the official public record for C0mmittee 
Item #2, "agenda packet'', fails to include any comments or correspondence submitted by the public 
or others for Committee Item #2 (File No. 150155 - General Plan - Housing Element) for the March 
16, 2015 meeting of the Land Use and Transportation Committee. 

As a result of this significant omission from the agenda packet, the public, members of the Land 
Use and Transportation Committee, and members of the Board of Supervisors have been denied access to 
important documents and information pertaining to Committee Item #2, particularly documents regarding 
recent court decisions pertaining Committee Item #2. 

I respectfully urge the Land Use and Transportation Committee to continue one week the hearing 
on Cominittee Item #2 (File No. 150155 - General Plan - Housing Element) to correct this omission of 
correspondence from the file available for public review by the public, members of the committee, and 
members of the Board of Supervisors. 

cc: Supervisor Scott Weiner, Vice Chair 
· Supervisor Jane Kim, Committee Member 
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Ausberry, Andrea 
LS'i.':':>a; .5 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Aaron Goodman [amgodman@yahoo.com] 
Monday, March 16, 2015 9:57 AM 

Subject: 

Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Farrell, Mark (BOS) . 
Board of Supervisors (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Ausberry, Andrea 
Fwd: URGENT Email to Send to Board Land Use Comm Today 

. SFBOS Land Use Committe~ 

As I am unable to attend please note that I support the concerns raised by SFLN and hope you will reconsider 
·the legislation proposed for today's land use meeting. The appeal is o bviou3ly a concern based on the housing 
crisis we face currently and requires adequate review of the case .and its impacts on l).ousing development in SF. 
Allowing_ the case to be recorded seems ·the most prudent and responsible action! 

Sincerely 

Aaron Goodman 
Dll 
Amgodman@yahoo.com 

Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org 
Jane.Kim@sfgov.org 
Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org 
Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org 

Re: Public Comments Omitted From Case File/Inadequate Notice; Objection to Approval 

To: Members of Land Use and Transportation Committee 
The Honorable Malia Cohen 
The Honorable Jane Kim 
The Honorable Scott Wiener 

The Agendas for your March 16, 2015 meeting and the March 17, 2015 Board of Supervisors 
meeting for the first reading of this matter failed to refer to or attach the January 28, 2015 letter 
of objection submitted by the attorney for San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods (SFLN) to 
the Planning Commission. 

In that letter, SFLN warned the City that it would. act at its own risk if it were to approve the 
2014 Housing Element before the conclusion of the pending appeal, and all related judicial 
proceedings, relating to the adequacy of the FEIR for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements . 
(FEIR). The bulk of the 2014 Housing Element has been carried forward from the policies, 
objectives and implementations set forth in the 2009 Housing Element, but the 2009 Housing 
Element has not finally completed environmental review because the FEIR is currently being 
reviewed for legal adequacy by the California Court of Appeal in an appeal brought by SFLN. 

. . 
Due to the Committee and Board agendas' failure to refer to or attach this letter, the· City failed to 
comply with San Francisco Administrative Code sections 67.7(a) and (b), and inadequate n~tice 



. . 

of the March 16, 2015 Land Use Committee and March 17, 2015 Board of Supervisors hearings 
was given. 
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Ausberry, Andrea 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Aaron Goodman [amgodman@yahoo.com] 
Sunday, March 15, 201510:52 PM 
Ausberry, Andrea 
Cohen, .Malia (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Kim, Jane (BOS) 
Land-Use (SFBOS} Monday march 16, 2015- Item #2 (150155) Housing Element 1:30pm 

Supervisors Cohen, Wiener, and Kim (SFBOS Land-Use) 

It is a simple fact that the 2004, nnd 2009 housing elements were appealed by neighborhood organizations concerned that the city was' not doing its part to build essential rental and for-sale housing affordable 
and within the means for many seniors, students, disabled, and flunily groups in the city. 

Ongoing construction has been at a torrid pace; while the needs of the masses has not been met consistently due to developers/banks/private interests refusing to look at housing in a more philanthropic 
method, and create housing models that are not based on23% profit margins by tealtor groups, but by the essential needs ofour communities that require new formula's for developing essential housing types 
~~- . 
We have seen the city consistently fail and try to push through repetitively Housing Element modifications in 2004 and 2009 and now in 2014 to rubber stamp a process that the courts have found flawed in 
how the city is working. SPEAK and other organl7.ations signed on to challenge the city and planning departments and have so far prevailed on the concerns ofbow ASAG AB32 and SB375 are not creating 
beneficial public change and development of our infrastructure and housing situation city-wide,· 

This will take more than just rubber stamping another flawed document in the 2014 ordinance you are contemplating today. 

This will take a monumental shift in how we do business as a city, who do we care for. and how do we find space when none exists. and prices of development are too steep to allow any semblance of 
normalcy~ 

I strongly 11rgeyou lo do t11e best tiling for our cltJes anti communities In SF, anti reject t11e 2014 /zouslng element and reconsider tl1e issues raised by SPEAK (S1111set Parkside Ed11catlon anti Action 
Coalition) In tlteir arguments presented in tile co1trts to dute. 

The hoD)eless situation, and the ongoing concern for not having ay real rental housing being bUilt affordable to the existing communities is a real dangerous Problem and concern. More effort must be ma.de to 
create different mod~ls for housing ownership, and rental units available at set prices to retain our communities in the future. 

We were able to meet the challenge ofWW2 and built large-scale housing that was only at3% of the profit margins, there is no reason we cannot pencil out a projectforthe future housing needs of the city 
that not only respects the court documents ftled to date, but begins to lay a foundation for a housing future worthwhile for everyone. 

A.Goodman 
Dll 

1 
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Ausberry, Andrea 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Monday, March 16, 2015 11:13 AM 
Ausberry, Andrea · 

-

Subject: FW: Committee Item 2 (File No. 150155 - General Plan) of March 16, 2015 meeting of Land 
Use & Transportation Committee 

From: John Bardis [mailto:jbardis@xdm.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 1:17 AM 
To: Cohen, Malia (BOS) 
Cc: Wiener, Scotti Kim, Jane (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Subject: Committee Item 2 (File No. 150155 - General Plan) of March 16, 2015 meeting of Land Use & Transportation 
Committee 

· Honorable Malia Cohen, Chair 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 
Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 
City & County of San Francisco 

Dear Supervisor Cohen: · 

As ·showq below, according to the Notice of Public Hearing dated March 3, 2015 issued for Committee Item #2 (File No. 
150155 - General Plan Housing Element) for the public hearing to be held as. Committee Item #2 atthe March 16, 2015 meeting 
of the Land Use and Transportation Committee, the public could submit written comments on this matter which would be made 
part of the official record in this niatter. Furthermore, in accord with the Sunshine Ordinance, the public also was informed in 
the Notice of Public Hearing that the agenda information relating to this matter would be available for public review on Friday, 
March 13, 2015 as follows: · 

"In a~cordance with Administrative Code, Section 67. 7-1, persons who are unable to attend the heating on this 
matter may submit writte'n comments to the City prior to the time the hearing bf)gins. These comments will be 
made as part of the official public record in this matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of 
the Corilm.ittee. Written comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall; 1 Dr. 
Carlton Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information relating to this matter is available in 
the Office of the Clerk of the Board. Agenda information relating to this matter ·will be available for public 
review on Friday, March 13, 2015." 

However, contrary to Administrative Code, Section 67. 7-1, this official public record, "agenda packet", fails to include any 
comments or correspondence submitted by the public"or others for Committee Item #2'(File No. 150155 - General Plan -
Housing Element) for the March 16, 2015 meeting of the Land Use and Transportation Committee. As a resuJt of this 
significant omission from the agenda packet, the public, members of the Land Use and Transportation Committee, and members 
of the Board of Supervisors have been demed access to important documents and information pertaining to Committee Item #2. 

I respectfully urge the Land Use and Transportation Committee to continue one week the hearing on Committee Item 
#2 (File No. 150155 - General Plan - Housin,g Element) to correct this omission of correspondence from the file available 
for public review by the puJ?Iic, members of the committee, and members of the Board of Supervisors. 

Yours truly, 

John Bardis 

1 
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cc: Supervisor Scott Weiner, Vice Chair 
Supervisor Jane Kim, Committee Member 
Ms. AndreaAusberry, Clerk, Land Use and Transportation Committee 
Ms. Angela Cavillo, Clerk of the Board 
Members of the Board of Supervisors 
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Ausberry, Andrea 

From: :) [gumby5@attnet] 
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 10:57 AM 
To: Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Wiener, Scott 
Cc: Farrell, Mark (BOS); Ausberry, Andrea . 
Subject: BOS:-LUTC Packet -Postpone Item #2 - Public Comment Omitted/ Inadequate Notice 

Dear Chair Cohen, Supervisors Wiener and Kim: 
Please postpone Item #2 ("General Plan- Repealing Ord. No. 97-14-Adoption of 2014 }.lousing Element." 
Public comments documents were left out of your packet. The public assumes there was none but there were. 
They are not posted anywhere for the meeting today (Mar. 16, 2015). Same situation for the Mar. 17, 2015 full 
BOS hearing. 
Thank you very much. 
Rose Hillson 

Background info for BOS-LUTC: 
I. Per the below picture of the Mar. 16, 2015 BOS-Land Use and Transportation Committee (BOS-LUTC) 
meeting AGENDA, in re J!~I#. #2, (File No. 150155) on the 2014 Housing Element: 
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Cfn:· and ·c-0unn· of.Sau Fr-ancisco •.T , 

. Meetfug; • .\tenda 
!.,ap(I. Usrr and 'tt'3.~$pOTtJJ:ttOlI CmniIDEt~~ 

MmtMT: .lkti11 C.Mfll..&!ru ITTmn; laM.IJID 

¢~.:i~~..""4··~: (mJ. s54;u4i. 
030.PM Clt~HJ>Jr, L!liJfi!.foliVs Clmm!i«,-Room :tso· 

Regulilr.M~tlng 

AGENDA CHAN~ES 

trl'i.mporary At.Clis~ and Us~ ui~lses Ext~nsl~n ~ fQCll..Mi3. uc, fl~ 
. ARE;cSan Frnncii;.c-o No-. 15, L;t,C~ t,1is.sfon Blly, South]'.·· . . 
. !Rt\WII.ili<'Jjj nl.lmi'icfr .. tl)r l!pPti>\mg .;:qtci'ciii<; of opjlC!.'!ldfi <IllM!i.d: ~ IMrp'irnfY i;ttil\U 
~ ~ ~i}!ll:'} lf.ri;iwQ~J\ily~1,. 2Qj$, lonie~. -Wl.ei ~~ .. l!OO{lf)il!"~1!Qn<JI 

. ~em~ciure·~verrient$l.lii0i'O®i"ttre'dn!!eriiedlc\'t-01 sev~t11:Stree1 aoo 
~llll<!lloi:t &iY: Di1vc In~ Mit>liloiI Bey South iltell, tit"id ~ O!l1!M onitllll ni:lti; 
{Pti!ril!c~p;). . ·. . . . . . . . . 

i~\4:~fROl.l!lli!WnYeftr 
111~"1~~,t..'lQ~ED'!Qilltl~oRo~~'C<'I~, 

~mM;~fO~'i': 

-[~1i(l(al.Pto11n. Ri.!P01'1iog 6r~inan>:t'! ~o. 9t.f4 ~ Ad~~ifon of 2!!14 Hou!\~na 
. Ele!l'l~ntl . . . . . . . . . . . . · 
• Sl?On~<iroof M~yoi; WJ.~~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . 

Otdlrtllfl:C-C: ~'le!llfilliJ tbi! Sm F~cll:iti ~ f'!M by~ [ho 2009. tiO\:Ul.fl\l 
. EIG!nt!f\!;{Ot!fnMMNf!..B7A4),ll<tld·Eldoj)tiW,rthe.2Q14~~iindmtlklf:!tJ. 
tin~,-ln~fng.~fi~.·~M\ling~~·~eoey\M~l)le~ernt 
Pil.\l'I, McHhe ei(Jht ~ ll¢~eii or~ c~ section tOT.1. · 

2flG'15:·~.~3.'.lOAYliW=~~Lr.dU.Yi~~q,imM. 

· :irm5:~~TPCEl'AATJ.te:rr., 

:\t\YI~: NOTJ('.eo. 

~ Cl1¢.riril~a w e'nlifflQirtil~lo ri!i~ th/s:"ifem t.ot/Jl'"f'1i!fJ«ud~~ 
Coir,unlJI~ Report_fr.v"_o:xr.si&~l!t>?n @M~ .n, W.i5. . 

ADJOURNMENT· 

!fj. The. lipl(for.:~t.faH~'#+. ("150155") uses the following URL (also shown in below picture): 
http://sfgov.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=29065 
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i. J$01 $$ ·f~eneta'I Plan. Repeallri'l Ordinance No. ·ei7~1.4. Adol>tion of 2014 Housfng 
;-·-· ·_. ·--~~J:;.111.""A~.t~== ·· . ·. . . 
;1tz-;#tK'·;Ko.t'~lr.t'C!'f'l.!'1ttN.~',MiP'!l'iu-1 Jrli~v~ . 

· "":;Ypwl!Nlr.'m~r;r,'1\"i\'11'1~-r . 
Oi'dlnanre amending the :San ·Fra.n-cii>co Gel!leml P.f.al'l' by rep<l~ling the 2009 Holts.Ing 
E;lenienl (Drdinan~ No, 97~14f; aoi:i adopting the 2014 Hoti-slrig E!en'lerit a,n.Q making 
findlngs. Jnciudlng Etnv'lronmental findings; ~rid flrulhngs of eon sl~tlfn<iY ""11.hi ilte Ge-!lcerat 

· Ptan, a~d lhe eiQht prl¢rlty'l)Oifclii:s o..f Planfi.ing Code,. S~ottOtl 10'1. 1; . 

2i1fJi1!i; Af>S1Gf~EO liNOEll :OC1 DAY RIJiE ~~ lt11:<:le1-..HJ~!l 1md.TrU.•'5!.'<irt11Cl1J11.(;t,0~i\lllM • 

. zr;ii,ii1~; !'l<ir!'fl~(}to OI;;tP;13.<fr,1i::Nr. 

:1•(';<15; tIDTICEO· 

The Chair: iltfends to &f!tmrain a motiorrlo reftir Jhis·iiem to the- full 'Board f!S a 
Comsnft~(l Repc[t fdr cqn$rr:ftmlt,'¢ii .011- Maf!:;~ 17, 2·01 ~. 

ADJOURNMENT 

ij. This link in turn takes p~e to the following BOS legislation page. listmg several documents related to the 
item: 

li'tl~ ifi 

typ•: 
l1"1t~d<1c~r 

01( ;,g~114a: 

o:~atim•11\ d•,,..1 

Tille: 

. ;i,r;;,~_&1~· 

.'.'z;dojiiu~ 
X/lO/mS 

lS~l~~ \l'(tJ!l,\q' .I 

Ordi~hC-1< 

.m(l;o:-0n 
·614'1.i;.tJ: 

Tit~Mltni: 

i'.iia1nttJ.Mi1· 
·r~tnm1t;;i 

Q1dlit-~ am~~J!ll!l lh~Siln f(~~11,.Gentf.il.NM l!y 121}\!Mg lift' ~w.i H»u~ri::m~~~l (G1d\fl!Cl<'!·Nl!. f!M4) .• :>-~d·.adofll.fi,g ~1~20H ~U}'r.l~ Eltm~<ll) Mlf ttl;i;Jtg li~dlll-~5, ·ir 
~mrif<mmont•I liiltlJ!lq/, lind ooding;<-oharul:i.l=tyY.1ih ilic t!<aer.>1 Pl.rt, ""1tl.tbo olgbt,pno""f P!'Utlo• atNinnlng Cotl<o, $<-i:liun ltfl.I. . 

. l:l•y.11r, ~.lim~r 
h ~. i k\l~.'.'ll:il .. :i";t[iruxnu~WM..~, M1111Yb11,JSt~qjji1..J'J:n.l~A~· !i:- f!!A.oolli.a;J;;i,9..<;.:i.~l!i:il~ Q<. w.utJ.!£:/.lt.!.\11ib.u.~jJ;i),),M.4~nllllm..l 
2,Q~!lt!q m-01cnt. ~. ~n.t <rrm 122-0&1~,·~, ill1.tli'~..tQfill!. cmtn•-0wo;15, 1~. ~··n'"' f6t·o'U!ill . 

. l · 0"'1'iiffflol'l~O!tli 

! 1 . ~;:~k.iii1,.IJ~~'#<(l 
;·.•' 
~ RETtit!l:fD'.io'~.r.Riiilu<l:. 

1 ·. A;<l)."ln .debii ; M_l{l!rll!l;t U~bni:r : rJt1l i•·r~tl~l111n : r.;.~.~ -li~·~~11r. . N1.•t ;i: ... 1.1lt.1 . 

l,. . r~n ~·ct.b~·{ hiifttt!1~~4it,~~-~~:r.r~};~"~i~~.lfP. j ti~:~~~:;iftr' 1 U1~·t a-;>lif~ 
f •• • -• • -• : ~~~-~~~~~~~!:tq~~~l\.~?5'!~:., .l .. ~!:i:.~~,j~~?~~t~~ •-•• m .. :.~~~~-~!~~~('•• -- • • :. !i1;t 

0i1'.:.id.~ 

i] For the Mar. 16, 2015 BOS-LUTC packet, one clicks on the li#.<.tO;Jteiri~:if.fo: ("Coinm Pkt 031615"). The 
URL for this link is: · 
https://sfgov.legistar.com.Niew.ashx?M=F&ID=3661568&GUID=F9C7D8A3-0607-4B7B-9DE2-
DFOCC9224F5B 
(also shown in below picture near the bottom next to the blue line): 
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rjfe Tt: 

'fypiR 

.l:i1'traduced: 

Oft .agendai 

i:~actn11mt data~ 

150155 Verslon1: 1 

Ordlnanrn 

.2/10/2015 

Ram~: 

Status!. 

In caWol: . 

f)ll~<i~~t'I: 

. . l!m1<;tmllnt !': 

Geliet.iH'fa11 • Repe~lrnq Ordl.nam:e lllo. ~1·14 • M.Pp.ttoll of 2~1· 

AratReadlng 

la11d Use- ;md Tri!J1sportitkm Committee- . 

'flt!~ 
. Ordman'e amending th~ San frant:(~~· General f'la11 by repetirang tb.e«2009 Hom;lng Elem!lnt (Orolnam:e No. 97· M), <1nd ad1lpl'ing 
·flndlrigs, induding envlrnnment<ll fl_ndfn(]s., i'lnd !in.dings of co nslsl'1nty '!'11th tha Generat Pli.!111 .and the eight prto1:1ty ~ollcles: ·Of PlanJ 

Sponsorn: Mayor, ~tt ~m~mir 

Att>dunents: t.~, 2. leg Of<J V.eft.,·3, P'litnnfng ttr0205M. 4, !'li!nnfng Reso No.19317 020515. :5.P!;mi'!IM Exe!'. Surii:tn~f(f>lema.•0205 
MiWl!Wro fillm 7. 2QM HQu~loq El;m~nt a.~ H211sloo EJemeiO!:.Etri!N 1 tlm_t~, 9. ~~JQ1mumt:E11atil 2 o~ 

ITTITT! 
'! 

'lf/f,/i.flis I t ] Clerk of the Soard NoTICE:D 
: ;:' ',· .. ' ,•' ' i • • ( • ', '• ',• '• • • •: •, •: ·, ', ' • ' •'' • : : I '• ' • 

'lfiOJi<JIS~ ; i· :1 ·) Clerl(~ftlta Boitr&. . REFE~O T,O DEJ>AA.TMEfllT 

. :'!/tl>/iui~ . ! t ! f't.~~fde1:1t A$SlGNEO UND.at3Q llAY RUJ..E 
'--"----"----·· .. ·- ......... _., .... ! .. .:....· .. ·--.. --~-·---'-'···-._..._,_,_ .. ,.. .... -·- -.--. ............... {-.---~·-··-"-·- .. --'---·-----·~·-···-·····- .... _______ , __ ,__ ·~-

l AttJsm d''llti!l1.:i ; f.l~etin9 •fotalfa I t~bLw~1i1Jb!<.1 , ... , ... · ....... '. . ·. i ... · . 
').'&);fim ~!i!Jls. J f.l:ei>lt:n'(l ditt.1~1$. j N(bt il,\i'<JJfabfo .. 

;: /t(t!(l!J !f!!t3il3: : l·tJ:•.'lJ tHi Q(!l.13tl5: I N'lt ;w;l!l~ !JI~ 
'-·-----···- ···-··· •• ···-- -·- ..= ....... ·--~·-·-·- _.__.,_ - • --· . ·-. ·-· 

ht~P,~(fs.f9cv,lo!.9i.ta1'.."t:Clmo'\'iiaw.n1h1:l~··1~:&l[l,,-3661S5~!kG~m.,lf'OCma•<3·C!W7-'1a~-'!i~~,Or>:•.:c~~24~!ie _: 
-+we * y" SWriffidSS PRt**E 

This link in turn results in a 3 81-page document which does·NoT contain public comments ·documents. 

B 'fh~ 'S(geb:dfi~P~~~&FcBll~~ntii J11~ti~;i~:;ii¢.~w~t¢, _:. NQ·'~'rli~H~'.Q.9#~sfJ9'.ii4~!iij~;:i:~~s\4~iiide(I. as shown by 
the unchecked boxes. 

1634 



'Cai'iirnlltoe lfurrt No._L 
B-oard l!om No.-~~ 

ciO'M.MlnEEIBOARO OF. SUPERVISORS 
AGtr.NOA ?.ACKET com~Nl's l1Sr 

~m1tt®: Uod" Us:t & iGl1H!!tt!rtl!m 

~i'd'ofS11ptti\'l1fo~ litiitftfli{I. 

J!)Jito M11.r. 1&. Wli, 

O~tii~~~~~ 

C.:.mplC)lmf.!.ly: AhdrP,"~ AU11b~11¥ tlt!ttl M~ 
'Co.nipi'!Ludb~;-· ~~---~-[)~~!'------

:f9~-Mfil.cl.f \1.i}.2Jrf.~tf.w.i~J3.·q~rheai$g on this, §fiiP:~fJirtm as in point"~" above is used and thus no plJ.blic 
comments documents were included. 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

DATE: 

Angela Calvillo~ Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

~,oL,Mayor Edwin M. Lee Q0 · 
General Plan Amend~~nt: 2014 Housing Element Update 

February 10, 2015 

Please note that this item is co-sponsored by Supervisor Wiener. 

EDWIN M. LEE 
MAYOR 

I respectfully request that this item be calendared in ,.~!l.!1,d,JJ,~y. C,c>n:tmittee_pn March 
15th, 2015. . ,,.,,,. , .. - ' . ' 

Should you have any questions, please contact Nicoie Wheaton (415) 554-7940. 

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETI PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN' FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONa:OOi 554-6141 
I so I.Sr;,. 


