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Housing Affordability Crisis 

San Francisco has faced housing affordability challenges for decades including prices and rents that have 
increased to be among the highest in the nation. Most lower income renters struggle to afford their rent and 
homeownership is out of reach to all but those with the highest incomes or wealth. Over 85,000 renters and 
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39,000 owners spend more than 30% of income on housing and are considered cost burdened. The most recent 
count of people experiencing homelessness in 2019 found a recent high of over 8,000 people, more than 5,000 of 
whom are unsheltered.2 Households of many types face housing challenges; however, the most heavily 
impacted households are people living alone, who make up the majority of severely burdened renters (spending 
50% or more on rent) and families with children. This latter group faces elevated rates of cost burden and makes 
up nearly half of overcrowded households despite being just 18% of all households. People impacted by lack of 
housing options are extremely diverse. They include seniors on fixed incomes, people with physical and mental 
disabilities who want to live independently, college students, young adults trying to move out of their parents’ 
homes, low- and moderate-income workers, middle-income homebuyers, families with children including single 
parents, and extended families with multiple generations living together.  

People of color in San Francisco have substantially lower incomes than White residents and less housing access 
due to discriminatory policies. Today, Black, American Indian, and Latino residents have lower rates of home 
ownership than average, higher rates of cost burden, and experience homelessness at disproportionate rates. 
Asian residents also have higher cost burdens and, along with Latino residents, face higher rates of housing 
overcrowding than average. 

Recent Development Patterns 

Since 2005, 85% of new housing was built in nine 
neighborhoods located on the eastern half of the city 
where form-based, multifamily housing is more widely 
allowed. These neighborhoods include the Financial 
District/ South Beach, South of Market, Mission Bay, 
Potrero Hill, Bayview Hunters Point, the Mission, 
Tenderloin, Hayes Valley, and Western Addition (see 
darker areas on map).  87% of all new affordable 
housing and ADUs added over this period were also 
built in these same nine neighborhoods, and more than 
three quarters of all permanently affordable housing is 
in these neighborhoods3. 

87% of newer housing has been added in larger 
buildings of 20 units or more, though just 28% of all 
existing housing in the city is in buildings of this size. The neighborhoods where multifamily housing is allowed 
often have larger lots and higher permitted heights, resulting in larger housing projects. Because much of the 
rest of the city has far more restrictive rules on housing, few smaller projects on smaller lots are possible. The 
tendency toward larger projects on larger lots limits options for adding housing, especially for smaller property 
owners, contractors, and builders who do not have the capital or scale to work on larger developments. 

2 Housing Element Summary of Draft Needs Assessment – Published April 2021; Data from SF Planning Department Analysis of 2014-
2018 IPUMS-USA  https://www.sfhousingelement.org/summary-draft-needs-assessment-housing-element-2022-update 
3 Summary Draft Needs Assessment for the 2022 Housing Element, page 21. https://www.sfhousingelement.org/summary-draft-needs-
assessment-housing-element-2022-update 
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Residents ultimately bear the brunt of these restrictions, finding limited available and affordable housing 
options, particularly in higher opportunity areas of the city.  

Limited Housing Options in Single-Family Zoning 

The city’s diverse and pressing housing needs could be met through a range of housing from small studios to 
homes with two or more bedrooms; however, housing options are often limited in much of the city. 41% of the 
city’s residential land is restricted to just one home per lot and 18% of land is restricted to two homes per lot in 
total nearly 60% of all residential land in the city. Combined with high prices for land, high development costs, 
and extensive procedural requirements, restrictions on the number of units allowed make it difficult to provide 
housing to meet diverse needs. Just 3% of housing built since 2005 was added in areas that allow one to two 
units (only 6% of affordable housing when ADUs are counted). Single-family homes occupy most of the housing 
in these areas, and the median single-family home price of $1.5 million is affordable only to those with high 
incomes or existing wealth. The ability to add ADUs has created a pathway to expand rental housing in all 
residential areas; however, the majority of ADUs created so far have been added in existing multifamily rental 
buildings or have been legalizations of unpermitted units.  

 

Housing development is very limited in areas of the city where residents tend to have higher incomes, higher 
home ownership, and higher educational, employment, and health outcomes. Since 2005, just 10% of all new 
housing and 10% new affordable housing has been built in higher resourced areas though these areas cover 
nearly half of the residential land in the city. In part this is because 65% of land in these areas is limited one or 

Figure 2 Single Family Zoned Districts 
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two units and most of the rest also has fixed restrictions on the number of units allowed- even near major 
commercial districts and transit lines.  

Return to San Francisco’s Historic Development Pattern 

San Francisco’s current single-family neighborhoods all began as places for small, multi-family housing and 
many non-conforming structures still exist.  Today there are 12,658 existing residential buildings in the city that 
have more units than would be allowed under current rules. These buildings provide about 31% of all homes for 
thousands of residents (125,466 units). From the outside, buildings that exceed current restrictions on number of 
units may be nearly indistinguishable from ones that don’t-- with only the configuration of units and rooms on 
the inside setting them apart. This varied mix of multifamily buildings along with smaller buildings with fewer 
units, and the varied sizes of units themselves from studios to three bedrooms units, help support the diversity of 
people and households that the city is known for by offering more options of space and price. 

Examples of 4-Unit Buildings in RH Districts: 

 
 
 

 

 A 4-unit interior lot building adjacent to a 7-unit building 
(left) and a 6-unit building (right) in an RH-3 District in 
Russian Hill 

A 4-unit interior lot building adjacent to a 15-unit building (left) and a 
single-family home (right) in an RH-2 District in the Inner Richmond 

Three, 4-unit interior lot buildings in an RH-3 District in the Haight-
Ashbury 

A 4-unit interior lot building (center), surrounded by 3-unit 
buildings to the left and right in an RH-2 District in the Marina 
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Current restrictions on the number of homes that can be built on most of the city’s residential land date largely 
to the 1970s, when the city faced a substantially different housing context. The city had lost population from 
1950 to 1980 as many middle- and upper-class people, who were typically White, moved to rapidly growing 
suburban communities of single-family homes. Jobs were also growing quickly in suburban areas including 
manufacturing, logistics, and new suburban office parks. The amount of housing produced regionally was 
significantly higher than today and housing costs were lower. For many residents and elected officials in the 
1970s, adopting rules to limit the number of housing units allowed to less than what had previously been 
permitted seemed like a way to protect neighborhoods. These measures appealed to many communities, from 
neighborhoods that were mostly lower income renters living in apartments to those that were primarily middle- 
and upper-income homeowners. Some officials and analysts of the time noted restrictive zoning could reduce 
housing production and affordability. By the 1990s housing development average fewer than 1,000 units per 
year.  

Given the crisis of affordability, the need for diverse housing types, access to neighborhoods with good 
resources, and building on the city’s history of small, multifamily options, the Department recommends rezoning 
all RH-1, RH-1(D), RH-1(S) parcels to RH-2 zoning districts. By developing a package of rules and programs and 
rezoning all the single-family districts to multi-family districts, the City will be able to apply its own tailored 
version of SB 9 across our RH districts; one that reduces displacement, supports existing homeowners and 
renters, and commits resources to low-income and households of color to access housing and wealth-building 
opportunities. Details to achieve these goals will be discussed further in the following sections.  

Increasing Neighborhood Vitality 

As a city of neighborhoods, San Francisco could also gain substantial quality of life benefits to increasing 
residential units in current areas of single-family zoning. An increase of people living nearby could support 
neighborhood goods and services that are currently struggling in light of increased online retail sales and the 
pandemic-induced recession, helping to bring back revenue and enliven neighborhood commercial corridors. 
More people would further support street life and activity providing “eyes on the street” which heightens feelings 
of security for those who feel more at risk in isolated areas. As post-pandemic life shifts for many into “hybrid” 
working and for those who do not work or do not work outside of the home, a local environment proximate and 
rich in services and culture is increasingly sustaining.  

Total parcels in RH-1, RH-1D, and RH-1S 75,000 Total parcels in RH-2 36,000
Parcels with two or more units 3,500 Parcels with two or more units 15,300
Total parcels with one residential unit in RH-1, RH-1D, and 
RH-1S 71,500 Parcels with three or more units 4,800
Identified Historic Resources A10 district; A10 individuals; 
CEQA A 6,100 Parcels with four or more units 2,700
Vacant 800 Total parcels with one residential unit in RH-2 19,500

Non-residential uses 200
Identified Historic Resources A10 district; A10 individuals; 
CEQA A 3,200
Vacant 350
Non-residential uses 900

Estimated Number of Parcels
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Enhanced Density at Corner Lots 

Corner lots play a stronger role in defining the character of the neighborhood, more so than other buildings 
along the block face. They can act as informal entryways to the street, setting the tone for the streetscape that 
follows. The city’s Residential Design Guidelines encourage corner buildings to recognize their prominent 
location by embracing the public realm with a greater visual emphasis, including using greater building height to 
increase that emphasis. The city’s typical Victorian-era form and massing was overwhelmingly comprised of 
multi-family residences with single-family homes located at mid-block locations. This style of street pattern has 
permeated throughout the city, with examples of larger corner buildings existing across every low-density 
residential neighborhood. It is not uncommon for a corner lot in an RH district to contain as many as 20 units. 
Their location also allows for larger buildings without impeding on mid-block open space. The design impact of 
this legislation on RH streetscapes would be minimal, and in many cases create buildings that are more 
appropriate for the surrounding neighborhood’s street pattern.  
 
Borrowing from Supervisor Mandelman’s density exception proposal, the Department is recommending a 
density exception be created for all RH districts, to allow up to 4 units on interior RH lots, and up to 6 units on 
corner RH lots. As is a requirement in Supervisor Mandelman’s Ordinances, projects seeking to build four units 
(or 6 units on corner lots), must not seek or receive a density bonus through Sec. 206.5 or 206.6. Although interior 
lots in the city’s RH districts typically do not contain as many units as corner lots, it is still common to find 
multiple buildings on a single block that contain more than the currently allowed units for their zoning district. 
This is often because the building predates the city’s restricted RH density controls. Allowing a density exception 
for up to 4 units on interior lots, while retaining existing height controls, ensures the modest density increase still 
fits within the city’s typical streetscape. 
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 Examples of 5-6 Unit Corner Lot Buildings in RH Districts: 

Projected Impact 

As currently drafted, Supervisor Mandelman’s proposed Ordinances would affect projects in RH Districts that 
would not also seek any density bonus. While enabling the potential to add up to four units on all RH lots (as 
proposed in Supervisor Mandelman’s more expansive proposal) may seem extremely impactful, there are many 
factors beyond density limits that affect the likelihood of a property being redeveloped and densified.  These 
include: 

• physical characteristics of the lot or existing structure (e.g., size or configuration, soil conditions,
topography)

• existing land use or ownership characteristics including deed restrictions (e.g., churches, schools, family
trusts, easements, utility conflicts)

• financial constraints (e.g., access to financing, land basis, construction costs)
• other regulatory requirements (e.g., massing standards, building, fire, utility, or Planning Code

restrictions)
• risk (e.g., market conditions, entitlement process, unanticipated site conditions) that significantly reduce

A 6-unit building adjacent to a 2-unit building (left) and a single-
family home (right) in an RH-2 District in the Outer Richmond. 

 A 6-unit corner lot building abutting single-family homes on either side, 
located in an RH-2 District in the Mission. 

 A 5-unit building adjacent to a 2-unit building in an RH-3 
District in Noe Valley. 

 A 6-unit building adjacent to a 3-unit building (left) and a single-family home (right) in 
an RH-2 District in the Inner Sunset. 
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the chance of redeveloping many sites. 

As previously stated, since the late 1970s, relatively few single-family homes have been redeveloped to include 
three or four units. Reasons include regulatory limits on density and on the demolition of housing, very high 
market demand for single-family homes, increasingly high construction costs, and owner-occupation of most 
one-unit buildings.   

The following analogous data points help to demonstrate this picture: 

• Of the city’s approximately 36,000 parcels zoned RH-2, approximately 19,500 contain single-family homes.
These homes are in a zoning district that currently allow two units, not inclusive of ADU’s, and yet over half
of the lots have continued to remain single-family homes versus add/build modest density.

• The Department analyzed the Market Octavia Plan and Mission Area Plan rezonings where RTO and RTO-
M Districts replaced RH-2, RH-3, and RM-1 (Residential, Mixed, Low Density) zoning. In those neighborhoods,
the rezoning replaced lot-based density controls with form-based density, allowing for four or more
residential units per lot.  From 2009 through 2020, only 1.3 percent of single-family homes in these districts
(five out of 378 such lots) had submitted applications to increase the residential density to three or four
units.  Extrapolating from this 12-year period to a 25-year period, the percentage of such lots might increase
to 2.7% going forward.

Accordingly, it is uncertain how many new housing units will be created under Supervisor Mandelman’s 
Ordinances as currently drafted. 

General Plan Compliance 

Objective 4 of the Housing Element instructs the City to “foster a housing stock that meets the needs of all 
residents across all lifecycles.” The proposed Ordinance, with all staff modifications, will end a decades old 
exclusionary practice that has helped segregate our city. Removing single-family zoning will also create 
opportunities for areas of the city that have seen little housing production in the last several decades to add 
modest density, thereby increasing housing choice for existing residents, and opening opportunities for current 
homeowners to build equity through the addition of a unit(s). Objective 10 of the Housing Element instructs the 
City to “ensure a streamlined, yet thorough, and transparent decision-making process”. The proposed Ordinance, 
with all staff modifications, will make adding modest density to our RH districts more manageable for 
homeowners and developers, through the creation of two ministerial pathways, open to projects and applicants 
that meet the City’s housing priorities. 

Racial and Social Equity Analysis 

The Department’s recommended modifications to these ordinances are designed to increase equity outcomes.  
Staff first worked to determine the locations and types of lots where development through the proposed 
legislation and staff’s recommended modifications was most likely to occur. Based on the data presented by the 
EIR Addendum for this legislation, and analysis in conjunction with the Office of Racial Equity, staff concluded 
that the most likely existing housing typology to be affected by this legislation is small, single-family homes. This 
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is because demolition of multi-unit buildings to increase the existing density by a few units is not financially 
feasible. The focus then shifted to potential impacts on renters and owners of single-family homes.  

Reduce Potential Vulnerability of Single-Family Homeowners 
Despite high home prices, 50% of single-family homes are owned by moderate- or low-income owners. Single-
family homes have much lower turnover than multifamily ownership units or rental units, with 46% of single-
family homes occupied for 20 years or more and 70% occupied for 10 years or more. Length of ownership may 
explain why so many single-family homes have owners with low and moderate incomes even though current 
prices would likely be financially out of reach. These households may have bought a home when prices were 
lower, inherited a home, or their income may have been higher when they purchased the property (i.e., retirees).4 

Planning Department analysis of 2014-2018 IPUMS data found that 30% of owners are cost burdened5 
(approximately 39,500 owners). Over 19,000 of these burdened owners are severely cost burdened. Middle 
income owners are more likely to be cost burdened than renters but more than 80% of severely burdened 
owners are lower income. Homeowners of color experience higher rates of cost burden, and Black homeowners 
in particular face higher rates of severe cost burden.6 While rents have dropped, the single-family home market 
has been highly active, and prices have only gone up in the past two years indicating that the pressures that 
might encourage these homeowners to sell their properties is powerfully in action now; changing density limits 
is unlikely to make a significant difference in the choices these families currently face.    

Density is Coming Regardless of Local Action 
Given that SB 9 will be law on January 1st, the question is no longer whether increased density in single-family 
neighborhoods will impact people in San Francisco but more specifically who and how. This will become part of 
the real estate landscape regardless of local action. The city’s best opportunity to rectify past injustice and open 
opportunities through this change is to shape a local program. The program must include a package of rules and 
resources that reducing barriers for communities of color to build equity or access income from their properties 
while incentivizing them to stay in the city. 

Assistance Programs  
The Department recognizes that equity outcomes can only be achieved in a rezoning proposal if the city 
commits to resourcing the agency of owners and households of color in their own housing choices, including 
taking advantage of programs to the development of their properties into rental units or other forms of income. 

Developing one’s own property is a difficult challenge under the best and more resourced of circumstances. It 
requires specialized knowledge or experience, financial resiliency, and temporary relocation and disruption. 
These are additional barriers for many people of color and low-income homeowners that put these options out 
of reach. Creating an ownership or Community Land Trust as a key benefit for those developing their own 

4 Summary Draft Needs Assessment for the 2022 Housing Element, page 15. https://www.sfhousingelement.org/summary-
draft-needs-assessment-housing-element-2022-update 
5 HUD defines cost-burdened families as those “who pay more than 30% of their income for housing” and “may have 
difficulty affording necessities such as food, clothing, transportation, and medical care.” Severe rent burden is defined as 
paying more than 50% of one's income on rent. 
6 Summary Draft Needs Assessment for the 2022 Housing Element, page 24. https://www.sfhousingelement.org/summary-
draft-needs-assessment-housing-element-2022-update 
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properties for their future inhabitation or for non-profit community-based developers would help less resourced 
homeowners by reducing risk and disruption. 

Reduce Potential Vulnerability of Single-Family Home Renters: 
Based on 2018 census data (from the American Community Survey or ACS), only 12% of renters live in single-family 
homes in San Francisco (and some of these renters may be occupying ADU’s within single-family homes). Most 
renters in single-family homes do not have rent control protections due to the state Costa Hawkins law and 
could, therefore, face unregulated rent increases at any time. In addition, because single-family homes are very 
expensive in San Francisco, the potential profit from a single-family home sale could induce owners to sell a 
home and renters may find themselves displaced.  

The Department recognizes that equitable outcomes mean protecting existing tenants, especially those who are 
rent-burdened, on fixed incomes, low-income, those with disabilities, those who identify as LBGTQAI+, seniors, 
and people of color.  Controls such as excluding properties with tenants in the past three years or Ellis Act 
Evictions within 15 years and not allow demolition of rent-controlled units would help protect these vulnerable 
populations. 

New Units should benefit Workforce Families, especially those of Color: 
The outcomes of changing density in single-family neighborhoods are likely to play out over a long period of 
time. These outcomes could potentially reinforce the exclusionary history of many of these areas without 
specific equity considerations. State law and federal policy require San Francisco to affirmatively further fair 
housing to address the history of discrimination and current inequalities in housing access. According to state 
law: 

“Affirmatively furthering fair housing” means taking meaningful actions, in addition to combating discrimination, that 
overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive communities free from barriers that restrict access to 
opportunity ... Specifically, affirmatively furthering fair housing means taking meaningful actions that, taken together, 
address significant disparities in housing needs and in access to opportunity, replacing segregated living patterns 
with truly integrated and balanced living patterns, transforming racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty 
into areas of opportunity, and fostering and maintaining compliance with civil rights and fair housing laws. The duty 
to affirmatively further fair housing extends to all of a public agency’s activities and programs relating to housing and 
community development. - (California Gov. Code, § 8899.50, subd. (a)(1).) 

In many high income, high resourced neighborhoods, housing regulations that limit housing options overlay a 
history of public and private racial discrimination. Racially restrictive covenants, redlining and lending 
discrimination have limited housing options for people of color for decades in San Francisco- and much of the 
rest of the country. The single-family housing developments constructed in the city from the 1930’s onward were 
heavily shaped by these discriminatory policies. Further, these policies were often required by federal agencies 
as a condition of federally insured loans. In addition, people of color were often excluded from buying or renting 
in historically higher income areas of the city. Adding to the devastation of these discriminatory practices, urban 
renewal in the 1950 and 1960’s destroyed various communities of color including the Fillmore and parts of SoMa. 
Though many discriminatory policies have been outlawed, their effects can still be widely seen today. People of 
color remain more concentrated in communities in the east and south of the city. These neighborhoods tend to 
be lower income, have lower homeownership, and have worse health outcomes.  While higher opportunity areas 
tend to have higher concentrations of White residents and offer good resources and better health and wealth 
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outcomes for its residents. Rules that limit where multifamily housing can be built in higher opportunity areas 
are often referred to as “exclusionary zoning” because these rules can limit housing options for low- and 
moderate-income people and people of color. 

The new housing produced in formerly exclusionary neighborhoods must be variable to offer different scales 
and types to fit the needs of people across the city. It must also be financially accessible to those with lower 
incomes and communities of color, especially those in Black and American Indian Communities.  Producing 
more units is not enough given the historic dearth, to facilitate housing choice for these residents and to 
encourage the return of people of color who have already been displaced.  

To address this, the Department has identified three actions to help mitigate these issues: 

Explore establishing an impact fee on large singleῙfamily home developmentsʏ This new fee would be charged to 
applicants who propose the substantial addition to or a new single-family house anywhere in the city. By not 
adding or maximizing density, applicants are under-using land and limiting the options of others; therefore, the 
revenue collected would be used directly to support the housing of those with financial barriers, specifically 
down payment assistance or construction loan programs described in this memo. The Department will continue 
to work with Human Rights Commission to explore how this could support the housing component of the 
Dreamkeeper Initiative.  

Significantly increase resources for down payment assistance programsʏ Use the fee to significantly increase the 
funds available to eligible families by increasing down payment assistance to at least $500,000 per property, 
substantially increasing the number of families given resources, and lowering the paperwork or logistics barriers 
that make it difficult for families to qualify.  

Require unit parityʏ The Department’s proposed recommendation requires that the second unit provided on any 
site be 50% the size of the largest unit with no restrictions on the additional units provided. This is intended to 
incentivize the production of a variety of unit types and sizes to accommodate people in different types of living 
conditions. Small units can help young adults start to establish credit or build wealth and help seniors to both 
downsize and stay in their neighborhoods. Additionally, small units are less common in single-family 
neighborhoods and tend to be more affordable by design. Increasing the amount of larger units helps growing or 
multi-generational families stay adequately housed; statistically more likely to be families of color.  This also 
encourages applicants to use the building envelope more equitably rather than taking advantage of a 
streamlined process for a very large house with little space given to the other unit residents.  

Fund silent construction loansʏ The Department recommends establishing a new program that would provide 
silent construction loans and technical assistance (design, financing, permitting, legal, etc.) to qualifying 
households to add units to their existing properties. 

Implementation 

The Department has determined that this Ordinance will impact our current implementation procedures; 
however, the proposed changes can be implemented without increasing permit costs or review time. 
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Recommendation 
The Department recommends that the Commission approve with modifications the proposed Ordinance and 
adopt the attached Draft Resolution to that effect. Please Note: At this time, these proposals have not been fully 
reviewed by the City Attorney’s Office.  More research may be needed to implement some of them. The 
Department recommends all of the following: 

1. Rezone all the City’s RH-1 zoning districts to RH-2. Modify one of the proposed ordinances to upzone all
RH-1, RH-1(D) and RH-1(S) zoning districts to RH-2.

2. Increase the proposed Ordinances’ density exception for corner lots from four units to six units.

3. Adopt a local alternative for SB 9.  Adopt the following program as an alternative to SB97 to encourage
development that meets the City’s housing priorities (chart continues on following page. For a chart
viewable as one page, please see Exhibit D):

7 For a comprehensive chart comparing SB9 to the proposed local alternative pathways, please see Exhibit E. 

Proposed Local Alternative 

Non-Owner Occupied 
Owner Occupied or 

Owned by Nonprofit 
Where it Applies All RH Districts 

Re
qu

ire
m

en
ts

 

Maximum Density 4 units on Interior Lots, 6 on Corner Lots 

Minimum Lot Size 

Lot split allowed on corner lots with minimum lot size of 
1,200 sq. ft. no variances required for existing building w/ 

minimum 4 ft setback from new property line 
Maximum 6 units across the two lots 

Owner Occupancy Requirement No Owner "Intent to Occupy" 3 
years post construction* 

Increase Density Must result in at least 4 
units   

Must add at least 1 new 
unit 

Required Rear Yard Setback 30% 
30% if project results in 4 

units, otherwise underlying 
zoning.  

Unit Proportionality 2nd unit must be at least 50% of 1st unit size 
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Eligibility 

• Has not been tenant
occupied for at least 3
years prior to filing the
application

• Will not demolish a
rent-controlled unit, or
a unit with an Ellis Act
eviction within the last
15 years

• Is not an A building or
Historic Resource under
Article 10, etc.

• Has been owner
occupied for at least 3
years prior to filing the
application (not allowed
to be vacant)*

• Owner signs affidavit
stating intent to occupy
for at least 3 years post
construction*

• Will not demolish a
rent-controlled unit, or
a unit with an Ellis Act
eviction within the last
15 years.

• Is not an A building or
Historic Resource under
Article 10, etc.

Pr
oc

es
s 

Subject to 317 No 
Subject to 311 No 

Residential Design Guidelines Objective Standards Only 
CEQA Review Yes 

Fee Waiver for Historic Evaluation No Yes 

Condo Conversion Process 

Condominiums may be 
formed as part of new 
construction, however, 
owners of non-owner 
occupied units would 

remain ineligible to apply 
for condominium 

conversion of non-owner 
occupied units under a new 
provision of the Subdivision 

Code enacted under this 
ordinance 

Owner may apply to form 
condos via new 
construction pathway, even 
for existing units being 
retained. (would require a 
new provision of the 
Subdivision Code enacted 
under this Ordinance) 

ALL OTHER PROJECTS in ANY RH DISTRICT: Up to 2-3 units (depending on zoning district) allowed plus 
ADUs for all projects as of right, with up to 4 units on interior lots allowed and 6 units on corner lots 
allowed for projects not also seeking a density bonus. 30% rear yard allowed if building at least 4 units. 
Regular Planning Code processes (311, 317, RDG's, etc.) apply.  

*Not required if owned by a non-profit
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4. Explore establishing a fee on single-family homes larger than 4,000 sq. ft. This proposed fee would be
assessed against project applications in RH districts that seek new construction of a single-family home
of more than 4,000 square feet, or expansion of an existing single-family home beyond 4,000sqft.
Consider allowances for small additions. Allocate the fee to the city’s Down Payment Assistance Loan
Program or another supportive program that assists low/moderate income earners and BIPOC
communities with home ownership or residential development in the city.

5. Increase funding to supportive housing programs. Encourage the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor’s
Office to increase funding to supportive programs that assist low and moderate income and BIPOC
residents with buying and building homes in the city.

6. Amend the proposed Ordinances to comply with the technical requirements of Senate Bill 10.  Make
non-substantive changes to qualify for SB10 as follows:

a) include a declaration that the zoning ordinance is adopted pursuant to SB 10;

b) clearly demarcate the areas that are zoned;

c) include a finding that “the increased density authorized by the ordinance is consistent with the
city or county’s obligation to affirmatively further fair housing pursuant to Government Code
Section 8899.50; and,

d) specify heights as shown on the City’s zoning maps.

7. Pursue the adoption of objective residential design standards. Direct staff to formalize objective
residential design standards and bring back before the Commission for adoption. See Exhibit F for draft
subjective design standards.

8. Recommend amendments to the Subdivision Code for projects that meet certain requirements, to apply
to form condos via new construction pathway, even for existing units being retained.

Basis for Recommendation 

The Department supports the overall goals of Supervisor Mandelman’s ordinances, which provide a pathway for 
modest density to be added to some of the city’s neighborhoods that have historically seen little housing 
production. The density restrictions placed on much of the city’s west and south sides has resulted in a 
concentration of housing production in the eastern half of the city. The City should encourage the production of 
modest, multi-unit buildings as alternative to single-family homes, or to high-density developments, and also 
focus this development in areas of the city that have seen few new units of housing in recent decades. This can 
be best accomplished by focusing upzoning on the city’s RH districts. 

Recommendation 1: Rezone all the City’s RH-1 zoning districts to RH-2. Rezoning all single-family districts will 
allow the city to develop its own local alternative to SB 9 while also maintaining control over the shape and 
pattern of our built environment. Further, eliminating single-family zoning will end a decades-old exclusionary 
practice that has helped segregate our city. Removing single-family zoning will also create opportunities for 
areas of the city that have seen little housing production in the last several decades to add modest density, 

http://www.sf-planning.org/info


Executive Summary CASE NO. 2020-003971PCA & 2021-010762PCA 
Hearing Date:  November 18, 2021 Dwelling Unit Density Exception for Corner Lots in RHD's 

18 

thereby increasing housing choice for existing residents, and opening opportunities for current homeowners to 
build equity through the addition of a unit(s).  

Recommendation 2: Increase the proposed Ordinances’ density exception for corner lots from four units to six 
units.  See “Return to San Francisco’s Historic Development Pattern” and “Enhanced Density at Corner Lots” 
sections for basis for recommendation. 

Recommendation 3: Adopt a local alternative for SB 9.  Adopting a local alternative to SB 9 will allow the City to 
incorporate aspects of the state bill that would be most beneficial to housing production while ensuring local 
protections vital to the city’s livability. The local program could assist in making the development process more 
manageable for homeowners and developers, while also ensuring the city’s most vulnerable residents are 
protected from displacement or pressure to sell. A local program could additionally retain current review 
procedures meant to protect certain historic buildings that could be in jeopardy under SB 9 (e.g. buildings listed 
as Category A Resources under CEQA), and allow the City to maintain control over our urban form.  

Two tracks; one program: Increasing the allowable density on RH lots alone will not succeed in accomplishing 
the City’s housing goals, which include (1) increasing density without negatively impacting current residents, (2) 
supporting the preservation and improvement of historic buildings, and (3) opening the development process to 
current homeowners. The proposed “homeowner” path requires the subject property to have been owner 
occupied for at least 3 years prior to application, and owners must sign an affidavit of intent stating they will 
reside in the property for at least 3 years post-construction (if the owner is a non-profit, they may still qualify for 
this path without meeting the occupancy requirements). In exchange, the owner could bypass many of the 
traditional processes that have historically made adding density financially infeasible. The Department’s 
secondary goal was to encourage projects that would maximize the new allowable density without negatively 
impacting current tenants or historic buildings. The second path available through this program is for properties 
that do not meet the owner occupancy requirement but would maximize density. The presumption is that these 
projects would not be sponsored by individual owners, but rather traditional development professionals. As 
such, some of the alleviations made for owners in the first path (such as the ability to deliver condominium units, 
and waivers from Historic Evaluation fees) are not waived.  

30% Rear Yard Requirement: Allowing a 30% rear yard will provide a larger building envelope for those adding 
the most units. Those not seeking to maximize density would have a larger rear setback requirement (45%) and 
thus a smaller allowable building envelope.  The 30% rear yard is both practical and an incentive for additional 
units.  

Eliminating 317 and 311 Processes: San Francisco’s development process can be long and expensive. Eliminating 
the CU requirement in Section 317, and the notification requirement in Section 311 is intended to expedite and 
add certainty to that process. This in turn would also reduce the costs associated with development. If 
applicants are adding housing in a manner that meets the city’s policy goals, it should be approvable without 
added process or review.  

Fee Waiver for Historic Resource Evaluation: This incentive would apply only to the owner-occupied portion of 
the program. It is intended to incentivize homeowners to add more units to their property. Having the City pay 
for the historic evaluation will only provide a small reduction in the overall cost associated with the 
development; however, it will allow homeowners to know if their property is eligible for the density waiver 
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program before plans are drawn or too much has been invested in the process. Additional revenue should be 
identified to make up the cost of this fee waiver.  

Recommendation 4: Explore establishing a fee on single-family homes larger than 4,000 sq. ft.  See Racial and 
Social Equity Analysis for explanation of burdens and benefits. 

Recommendation 5: Increase funding to supportive housing programs.  See Racial and Social Equity Analysis for 
explanation of burdens and benefits. 

Recommendation 6: Amend the proposed Ordinances to comply with the technical requirements of Senate Bill 
10. Staff recommends that the ordinance be amended to comply with the requirements of SB 10. No height
increases are proposed by the ordinance or in the recommended modifications, and height limits would be as
shown on the City’s zoning maps.

Recommendation 7: Pursue the adoption of objective residential design standards. Direct staff to formalize 
objective residential design standards and bring back before the Commission for adoption. See Exhibit F for draft 
subjective design standards.  

Recommendation 8: Recommend amendments to the Subdivision Code for projects that meet certain 
requirements, to apply to form condos via new construction pathway, even for existing units being retained. This 
incentive would apply only to the owner-occupied portion of the program.  Currently, if a project is considered 
new construction, it may be delivered as condominiums. If, however, an existing unit(s) would like to add an 
additional unit or units, the building must first: 

 Have every unit owner occupied for at least 1 year (thereby necessitating the formation of a Tenancy
in Common or TIC)

 File an application to convert the building to condos with an average wait time of over one year

 Finance the project either as a jumbo loan shared among owners, or receive Tenancy in Common
financing, and then refinance as separate mortgages once the condo conversion is approved

These processes create a financial and process burden that the average homeowner cannot afford. It also 
increases risk for homeowners who would like to sell the new unit they build as a condo versus a TIC. The 
Department’s recommendation would allow owner-occupied projects to deliver their entire building as condos 
even if they retain existing units. It will reduce additional costs and process burdens that would likely prevent 
their participation in the program. Allowing owners who retain an existing unit(s) while adding density to go 
through the same condominium establishment process as new construction also reduces the incentive to 
demolish existing housing. 

Required Commission Action 
The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may approve it, reject it, or approve it with 
modifications. 
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Environmental Review 
The Planning Department has determined that the environmental impacts of the proposed ordinance in Board 
File No.210564 have been adequately identified and analyzed under CEQA in the 2004 and 2009 Housing 
Element FEIR, and the proposed ordinance would not result in any new or more severe environmental impacts 
than were identified in the FEIR. The addendum prepared for this legislation is attached as Exhibit C. 

With the recommended amendments to the proposed ordinance in Board File No. 210866, the ordinance meets 
the requirements of Senate Bill 10, Government Code 65913.5, and review under CEQA is not required.  

Public Comment 
As of the date of this report, the Planning Department has received one public comment regarding the proposed 
Ordinance. It is attached as Exhibit G. 

Attachments: 

Exhibit D: 
Exhibit E: 
Exhibit F: 
Exhibit G: 

“Recommendation 3” Chart 
SB9 vs “Recommendation 3” Chart  
Draft Objective Residential Design Standards 
Public Comment 

Some exhibits for this case packet have been removed for length. please see: 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=10389623&GUID=7AD7CC57-B19B-4F79-B2D0-671566A62CC0
for full case packet and all original exhibits.

http://www.sf-planning.org/info


Recommendation 3: Adopt a local alternative for SB 9 

Proposed Local Alternative 

Non-Owner Occupied 
Owner Occupied or 

Owned by Nonprofit 
Where it Applies All RH Districts 

Re
qu

ire
m

en
ts

 

Maximum Density 4 units on Interior Lots, 6 on Corner Lots 

Minimum Lot Size 

Lot split allowed on corner lots with minimum lot size of 
1,200 sq. ft. no variances required for existing building w/ 

minimum 4 ft setback from new property line 
Maximum 6 units across the two lots 

Owner Occupancy Requirement No Owner "Intent to Occupy" 3 
years post construction* 

Increase Density Must result in at least 4 
units   

Must add at least 1 new 
unit 

Required Rear Yard Setback 30% 
30% if project results in 4 

units, otherwise underlying 
zoning.  

Unit Proportionality 2nd unit must be at least 50% of 1st unit size 

Eligibility 

• Has not been tenant
occupied for at least 3
years prior to filing the
application

• Will not demolish a
rent-controlled unit, or
a unit with an Ellis Act
eviction within the last
15 years

• Is not an A building or
Historic Resource under
Article 10, etc.

• Has been owner
occupied for at least 3
years prior to filing the
application (not allowed
to be vacant)*

• Owner signs affidavit
stating intent to occupy
for at least 3 years post
construction*

• Will not demolish a
rent-controlled unit, or
a unit with an Ellis Act
eviction within the last
15 years.

• Is not an A building or
Historic Resource under
Article 10, etc.

Pr
oc

es
s 

Subject to 317 No 
Subject to 311 No 

Residential Design Guidelines Objective Standards Only 
CEQA Review Yes 

Fee Waiver for Historic Evaluation No Yes 

Condo Conversion Process 

Condominiums may be 
formed as part of new 
construction, however, 
owners of non-owner 
occupied units would 

remain ineligible to apply 
for condominium 

conversion of non-owner 
occupied units under a new 
provision of the Subdivision 

Code enacted under this 
ordinance 

Owner may apply to form 
condos via new 
construction pathway, even 
for existing units being 
retained. (would require a 
new provision of the 
Subdivision Code enacted 
under this Ordinance) 

ALL OTHER PROJECTS in ANY RH DISTRICT: Up to 2-3 units (depending on zoning district) allowed plus 
ADUs for all projects as of right, with up to 4 units on interior lots allowed and 6 units on corner lots 
allowed for projects not also seeking a density bonus. 30% rear yard allowed if building at least 4 units. 
Regular Planning Code processes (311, 317, RDG's, etc.) apply.  

*Not required if owned by a non-profit

EXHIBIT D



Lot Split No Lot Split Non-Owner Occupied
Owner Occupied or Owned 

by Nonprofit

Minimum Lot Size 1,200 sq ft for each new 
lot (2,400 sq ft tota l )

no minimum lot s i ze 
required 

Owner Occupancy 
Requirement

Owner "Intent to 
Occupy" 3 years  post lot 

spl i t approval

No owner occupancy 
requirement pre/post 

project
No

Owner "Intent to Occupy" 3 years  
post construction*

Required Rear 
Yard Setback

30%
30% i f project resul ts  in 4 uni ts , 

otherwise underlying zoning.

Unit 
Proportionality

Increase Density Must resul t in at least 4 uni ts Must add at least 1 new unit

Eligibility

•	Has  not been tenant 
occupied for at least 3 years  

prior to fi l ing the appl ication
•	Wi l l  not demol ish a  rent-

control led uni t, or a  uni t with
an El l i s  Act eviction within the

last 15 years
•	Is  not an A bui lding or 
His toric Resource under 

Article 10, etc.

•	Has  been owner occupied for at 
least 3 years  prior to fi l ing the
appl ication (not a l lowed to be

vacant)*
•	Owner s igns  affidavi t s tating intent

to occupy for at least 3 years  post 
construction*

•	Wi l l  not demol ish a  rent-control led
unit, or a  uni t with an El l i s  Act 

eviction within the las t 15 years .
•	Is  not an A bui lding or His toric 
Resource under Article 10, etc.

Subject to 317
Subject to 311

Residential Design 
Guidelines

CEQA Review

Fee Waiver for 
Historic Evaluation

No Yes

Condo Conversion 
Process

Condominiums may be formed 
as  part of new construction, 

however, owners  of non-
owner occupied uni ts  would 

remain inel igible to apply for 
condominium convers ion of 
non-owner occupied uni ts  

under a  new provis ion of the 
Subdivis ion Code enacted 

under this  ordinance

Owner may apply to form condos  via  
new construction pathway, even for 
exis ting uni ts  being reta ined (would 
require a new provision of the 
Subdivision Code enacted under this 
Ordinance )

No
No

Yes

-No bui lding s tandards  are a l lowed that would
prevent two, 800sqft uni ts  per parcel

-4ft rear yard setback can be required by loca l
Ordinance 

No
No

None

ALL OTHER PROJECTS in ANY RH DISTRICT: Up to 2 units allowed plus ADU's for all  projects as of right, with up to 4 units on interior lots allowed 
and 6 units on corner lots allowed for projects not also seeking a density bonus. 30% rear yard allowed if building at least 4 units. Regular 
Planning Code processes (311, 317, RDG's, etc.) apply. 

A fee would be charged for projects in RH districts proposing new construction of a single-family home, or expansion of an existing single-family 
home that would result in a unit 4,000sqft or more. The amount of the fee should be based on both nexus and feasibil ity studies and should be 
distributed to the Down Payment Assistance Fund.
*Not required if owned by a non-profit

4 uni ts  on Interior Lots , 6 on Corner Lots

Depends  on the project

Lot spl i t a l lowed on corner lots  with minimum lot s i ze of 1,200 sq. 
ft. no variances  required for exis ting bui lding w/ minimum 4 ft 

setback from new property l ine

Objective Standards  Only

Pr
oc

es
s

2nd uni t must be at least 50% of 1st uni t s i ze

Re
qu

ire
m

en
ts

 

Maximum Density 2 uni ts  + ADUs
2 uni ts  on each new lot 

+ ADUs  i f a l lowed by 
loca l  Ordinance 

-Has  not been tenant occupied for at least 3 
years  prior to fi l ing the appl ication (could be

owner occupied or vacant)
-Wi l l  not demol ish a  rent-control led uni t, or a

unit with an El l i s  Act eviction within the las t 15 
years

-Is  not a   His toric Resource under Article 10 or 
in a  His toric Dis trict

An SB 9 development must include 2 uni ts   per 
lot 

Objective Standards  Only

No

No

Proposal

Where it Applies RH-1, RH-1(D), & RH-1(S) All RH Districts

Proposed Local AlternativeSB 9 EXHIBIT E



Draft Objective Residential Design Guidelines 

As projects potentially redevelop into structures with more units, this could impact two primary areas of 
people’s experiences of the built environment: the public “urban room” and the private rear yard. The City 
currently addresses these impacts in our RH Districts with the Residential Design Guidelines. These are a 
collection of subjective design guidelines and applied to projects on a case-by-case basis. An alternative 
to subject design guidelines would be objective design standards. Objective design standards can be 
applied uniformly to all projects to provide greater consistency and a more streamlined approval process. 
They also often meet state mandates that require ministerial approval.  

The “Urban Room”  
Most of us are familiar with what our neighborhood feels like from walking through the “urban room”: The 
space defined by the “walls” of the front facades on both sides of a street and the “floor” of the street and 
sidewalks between them. While there are areas of mixed character which reflect a natural investment and 
evolution of structures in some neighborhoods, in other areas of the City streetwalls still reflect a more 
similar character. This is due to single-family neighborhoods built by private developers in large efforts, 
conforming to efficient practices which used repetitive systems of construction and design. Most high-
quality facades made with natural materials given the era and availability are largely age-eligible for 
historic evaluation. If these buildings are recognized through that process, they not permitted to take 
advantage of the stream-lined pathways being proposed here. Any proposed modification to an identified 
historic resource under the existing pathway would remain subject to meeting the Secretary of Interior 
Standards. Facades that reflect lesser quality commercial or material standards should not be reinforced 
in future outcomes and change provides a potential opportunity to increase the quality of architecture 
and durability. New development should be held to a standard that lasts over time; expands expression, 
artistry, and creativity which better reflects the racial and social diversity of the City; and exhibits and 
support the talents of local builders and architects.  

Since this proposal does not alter building heights or massing at the front of single-family home parcels, 
there is little potential impact to the overall scale of the neighborhood from the front. The potential of 
new structures, however, does provide an opportunity to support a critical goal in the public interest, 
however, the sense of community through durability. While overall compositional design plays a role, the 
quality of materials at the front building façade has the biggest overall effect and can be codified into an 
objective measure. 

The Department recommends requiring that front façade materials that cover all non-roof surfaces within 
10’ of lot line or front setback shall be natural materials, specifically concrete, tile, masonry, wood, metal, 
glass, or stucco. Front façade window frames shall be fiberglass, wood, or aluminum. This list shall be 
reviewed for modifications by the Planning Commission every five years with recommendations from staff 
based on input from industry experts including the local chapter of the American Institute of Architects. 
This review shall incorporate racial and social equity concerns including financially achievable means. 

The Rear Yard  
Currently the application of the Residential Design Guidelines reduces the scale and size of R- district 
structures based on neighboring structures often significantly beyond rear yard requirements. With the 
increase of potential units on these lots and a ministerial pathway for owner-occupied applicants, it is 
critical to find the right balance between needing land for indoor space to house people and outdoor space 
for nature and access to sunlight to support their health, especially children. Staff has identified two ways 
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Draft Objective Residential Design Guidelines 

to achieve this through objective design standards. Option A, which is based on the current application of 
the Residential Design Guidelines, sets prescribed numeric setbacks; and Option B, which allows a project 
to create its own rear sculpting of the building by reducing “apparent mass.” 

Option A: This option codifies how the Department currently applies the Residential Design Guidelines. 
Under this option, the following dimensional rules would be required: 

• Above 12’ in height (measured from upper side of a sloped lot): provide a side setback to match
adjacent building, including where there is no building, to same depth up to max of 5’ (unless
more desired by applicant). Can start 5’ beyond adjacent neighbor’s rear wall. Match lightwell with
minimum of 75% length.

• Above 24’ in height (measured from upper side of a sloped lot): provide side setbacks to match
adjacent building to same depth up to max of 5’ (unless more desired by applicant). If no building
massing adjacent, setback minimum 10’ depth to start minimum 15’ beyond adjacent neighbor’s
rear wall. Match lightwell with minimum of 75% length.

Option B: This option allows a project to create its own rear sculpting of the building by demonstrating 
that it reduces the “Apparent Mass” along each lot sidewall by 45%. Apparent mass can be measured as 
the area taken up in the plane defined by the property line from the back of an adjacent structure to the 
end of the lot and a line from the ground to the allowable height. The more that the subject property mass 
is reflected in that plane, the less natural light, increase of shadow, and visual impact on the 
neighborhood backyard or rear façade of the adjacent house. A preliminary study indicates a 45% 
reduction of this impact balances the needs for indoor space and outdoor experience based on Option 
(see figure  on following page). This would provide greater flexibility to the applicant and architect to meet 
their design and interior space goals as well as construction practicality, while ensuring a contribution to 
mid-block open space and neighboring light and air. 

EXHIBIT F
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 Objective Design Standard Recommendation 2: Option A includes dimensional setback requirements while Option B establishes a 
measurable performance goal to reduce apparent massing.  
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments
from untrusted sources.

From: Thomas Schuttish
To: Merlone, Audrey (CPC)
Cc: sheila.nickolopoulous@sfgov.org; Conner, Kate (CPC); Bintliff, Jacob (BOS); Hepner, Lee (BOS)
Subject: November 18, 2021 Hearing on 4 Plex #2020-003971 PCA and #2021-010762PCA
Date: Friday, November 05, 2021 12:58:21 PM
Attachments: Snapshot of Feb. 2021 Article.pdf

Dear Audrey,
Good morning to you and hope all is well.

I have attached links to two articles, as well as a pdf scan of the first link to the SFChronicle
article from February 28, 2021 as comment and information for the upcoming hearing on these
two Planning Code amendments.

Not to be a “downer” but both articles raise questions about these Planning Code Amendments
to change the Zoning.

Director Hillis is quoted in the second link, but it is the quotes of Mr. Kieghran in the first link
that are really interesting, given he is the head of the RBA, particularly relating to four-plex
generally. 

That is why I made the attached scan of a portion of the article with his quote. (I assume he
was accurately quoted).

Mr. Solomon’s quotes in this link are interesting too.  Here it is:

“That zoning is a tool to create housing production is a widely held and completely fallacious
idea.  Just because something is permitted doesn’t mean it will happen.  It’s very hard to find
a vacant lot or tear down at a price that would work.”

This lot for the project at 247 27th Avenue was a thru-lot to an alley and it measured 30.5’ x
120’ for a total lot size of 3,660 sq. ft.

Almost a Pacific Heights-sized lot and certainly larger than most lots in the City, in most San
Francisco RH neighborhoods.

And even larger than most corner lots I would guess in most San Francisco neighborhoods?

I know this is an issue that has come up and was covered by Kate Conner and Sheila
Nickolopoulous in their very fine report on SB-9.

But I also wanted to mention it in the context of the Demo Calcs and the corner lot issue.

As long as the Demo Calcs are not adjusted per Planning Code Section 317 (b) (2) (D), the
Commission and Staff are hamstrung.

EXHIBIT G
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Here are two examples:

There are two projects on corner lots that come to mind and that I have mentioned during
General Public Comment over the past few years.

One is 1647 Sanchez/290 Day Streets.

This project should have been a CUA.  It was a truly, truly decrepit old structure that was
turned into a mega mansion that sold for $9.1 million last year using the Demo Calcs to its
advantage.  The Calcs were astounding close and I think manipulated.   I have the project
plans that illustrate this argument.  Although the lot was only 57.5' x 80’ it probably could
have accommodated three "real units" which the Commission discussed at the DR hearing, but
could not impose because it was an Alteration due to the project sponsors carefully using the
current Demo Calcs, and not a Demolition requiring a CUA as it should have been.

The second is 3790-92 21st Street.

This project has no published Demo Calcs.  It was two units in a really nice Mediterranean
style building that was turned into another mega mansion with a very, very small second unit
that appears to be internally accessible to the main unit.  And it is now sitting empty as it has
for months.  Whether it is the price that hasn’t been lowered enough or the design is not
desirable, I don’t know, but it is unoccupied.  This lot measures 30' x 58’ according to the
PIM.  It should have been reviewed as a Demolition, but it wasn’t.  And the Commission
could have decided whether to preserve the two existing rent controlled units (which had been
occupied) or actually tear it down and perhaps densify.  But they couldn’t because the project
was an “Alterations" due to the current Demo Calcs.   (Only the Sanchez/Day project had a
DR hearing, the 21st Street DR was withdrawn prior to the hearing).

So what is my point?

With these corner lot examples, I see the Demo Calcs as a double-edged sword.  They should
be adjusted as intended.  Because they have never been adjusted they can be used to thwart
Commission policy by allowing the "de-facto demolition" of sound housing to create ultra
expensive homes…which is what happens most of the time….or they can be used to thwart
Commission policy to densify sensibly if that is the policy.  I think this is the issue for both
these examples but most particularly for the Sanchez/Day project.  

And it is true for the projects on mid block lots as well.   By the way, will these PCAs be heard
next week or will they be continued to 2022?

Thanks very much and take very good care.
Sincerely,
Georgia
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prices of homes in these neighborhoods based on 2019-2021 sales data for single family 

homes.  

❖ The analysis of the Bayview neighborhood indicates that these scenarios would not

support any residual value.

❖ The analysis of the Pacific Heights neighborhood reflects the highest residual values of

the surveyed neighborhoods, with an estimated residual value as high as $546,000 for a

four-plex project without parking in an optimistic scenario. However, as the costs of

single-family homes in Pacific Heights are also the highest of the surveyed

neighborhoods, the residual values are consistently less than the median or minimum

price to purchase a home.

❖ As previously noted in a separate memorandum, the estimated residual values associated

with single family home properties in which additional units are added to garages and

backyards are generally higher than that of the three- and four-plex prototype

development projects. This is due to the high cost of construction and the relatively larger

amount of construction required in the demolition of a home and building of a new

residential building, as opposed to the incremental addition of new residential square

footage.
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Exhibit A 

Notes 

1. All financial and programmatic estimates are preliminary in nature, for illustrative purposes only, and subject to change

2. All amounts rounded to nearest $1,000

3. Rent analysis with parking assumes one space rented for $300 per month; sale analysis assumes one parking space sold for $100,000

4. Mid-Tier neighborhoods include West Portal, Glen Park, Balboa Park, 24th Street and Castro

5. Two data points are removed from the single family home sales prices in the Bayview and Mid-Tier markets which are considered to be outliers. In Pacific Heights, eight data points are 

removed representing home sales above $15 million. 

Century | Urban

3-4 Plex Residual Value Scenarios - Residual Values and Key Assumptions

Residual Values

Type Units Parking Type Bayview Mid-Tier Pacific Heights Bayview Mid-Tier Pacific Heights

V 1A 3 No Sale $0 $122,000 $268,000 $0 $268,000 $414,000

V 1C 3 Yes Sale $0 $109,000 $249,000 $0 $249,000 $390,000

V 1A 3 No Rental $0 $2,000 $168,000 $0 $168,000 $335,000

V 1C 3 Yes Rental $0 $0 $120,000 $0 $120,000 $280,000

III 2A 4 No Sale $0 $168,000 $357,000 $0 $357,000 $546,000

III 2C 4 Yes Sale $0 $96,000 $280,000 $0 $280,000 $463,000

III 2A 4 No Rental $0 $3,000 $218,000 $0 $218,000 $433,000

III 2C 4 Yes Rental $0 $0 $135,000 $0 $135,000 $345,000

Price Assumptions

Bayview Mid-Tier Pacific Heigths Bayview Mid-Tier Pacific Heigths

Sale Price (PSF) $800 $1,150 $1,200 $850 $1,200 $1,250

Monthly Rental PSF $4.00 $5.25 $5.50 $4.25 $5.50 $5.75

Single Family Home Prices

Bayview Mid-Tier Pacific Heights

Minimum $575,000 $535,000 $1,217,000

Median $950,000 $1,650,000 $5,350,000

Maximum $1,625,000 $6,700,000 $14,500,000

Average $990,000 $1,910,000 $6,050,000

Base Case Optimistic

2019-2021 Single Family Home Sales

Base Case Optimistic
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Exhibit B 

Notes 

1. All financial and programmatic estimates are preliminary in nature, for illustrative purposes only, and subject to change

2. All amounts rounded to nearest $1,000

Century | Urban

3-4 Plex Residual Value Scenarios - Feasibility Gap

Feasibility Gap Based on 2019-2021 Median Single-Samily Home Prices

Construction

Type Units Parking Type Bayview Mid-Tier Pacific Heights Bayview Mid-Tier Pacific Heights

V 1B 3 No Sale ($1,869,000) ($1,528,000) ($5,082,000) ($1,720,000) ($1,382,000) ($4,936,000)

V 1C 3 Yes Sale ($1,843,000) ($1,541,000) ($5,101,000) ($1,699,000) ($1,401,000) ($4,960,000)

V 1A 3 No Rental ($1,799,000) ($1,648,000) ($5,182,000) ($1,629,000) ($1,482,000) ($5,015,000)

V 1C 3 Yes Rental ($1,809,000) ($1,691,000) ($5,230,000) ($1,645,000) ($1,530,000) ($5,070,000)

III 2B 4 No Sale ($2,128,000) ($1,482,000) ($4,993,000) ($1,935,000) ($1,293,000) ($4,804,000)

III 2C 4 Yes Sale ($2,169,000) ($1,554,000) ($5,070,000) ($1,981,000) ($1,370,000) ($4,887,000)

III 2B 4 No Rental ($2,047,000) ($1,647,000) ($5,132,000) ($1,827,000) ($1,432,000) ($4,917,000)

III 2C 4 Yes Rental ($2,099,000) ($1,726,000) ($5,215,000) ($1,885,000) ($1,515,000) ($5,005,000)

Feasibility Gap Based on 2019-2021 Minimum Single-Family Home Prices

Construction

Type Units Parking Type Bayview Mid-Tier Pacific Heights Bayview Mid-Tier Pacific Heights

V 1B 3 No Sale ($1,494,000) ($413,000) ($949,000) ($1,720,000) ($267,000) ($803,000)

V 1C 3 Yes Sale ($1,468,000) ($426,000) ($968,000) ($1,699,000) ($286,000) ($827,000)

V 1A 3 No Rental ($1,424,000) ($533,000) ($1,049,000) ($1,629,000) ($367,000) ($882,000)

V 1C 3 Yes Rental ($1,434,000) ($576,000) ($1,097,000) ($1,645,000) ($415,000) ($937,000)

III 2B 4 No Sale ($1,753,000) ($367,000) ($860,000) ($1,935,000) ($178,000) ($671,000)

III 2C 4 Yes Sale ($1,794,000) ($439,000) ($937,000) ($1,981,000) ($255,000) ($754,000)

III 2B 4 No Rental ($1,672,000) ($532,000) ($999,000) ($1,827,000) ($317,000) ($784,000)

III 2C 4 Yes Rental ($1,724,000) ($611,000) ($1,082,000) ($1,885,000) ($400,000) ($872,000)

Base Case Optimistic

Base Case Optimistic
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Exhibit C 

Century | Urban

3-4 Plex Residual Value Scenarios - Key Assumptions

Prototype Sizes

Gross to Net / Efficiency 80.0%

Net SF/Unit

3-Unit Prototype # Units Unit Type No Parking Parking

1 2-bedroom 975 825

2 3-bedroom 1,475 1,475

Total 3 3,925 3,775

Net SF/Unit

4-Unit Prototype # Units Unit Type No Parking Parking

1 2-bedroom 1,025 900

3 3-bedroom 1,350 1,350

Total 4 5,075 4,950

Hard Costs

Residential $500 per square foot

Parking $400 per square foot for scenarios with parking

Contingency 5% of Hard Costs

Soft Costs

Financing 65% LTC, 1% fee, 5% rate

A&E 10% of hard costs

Permits and Fees

Total Soft Costs (approximate) 28% of Hard Costs

Revenue Assumptions

Rental assumptions See Exhibit A

Other Assumptions

Sale Value of Parking Space $100,000 per space

Rental Scenario Assumptions

Occupancy 95%

Operating Expenses not incl. property taxes $6,000 per unit/year

Capitalization Rate 4.25%

Permanent Financing Refinance construction loan amount; 4% rate, 30 year amortization

Target Return on Cost 5.25%

Sale Scenario Assumptions

For Sale Brokerage 5%

Closing Costs/Unit $3,000

Warranty Reserve 1%

Target Profit Margin 18%

Notes:
All financial and programmatic estimates are preliminary in nature for illustrative purposes and subject to change.

Includes: School Impact fee, Childcare Impact Fee, PG&E Connection Fees, 

Wastewater Connect Fees, Water Capacity Fees, Other Utility Fees, Building 
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[Planning, Administrative Codes - Dwelling Unit Density Exception in Residential Districts and 
Rent Control of Bonus Dwelling Units]  

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to provide a density limit exception for Lots in 

RH (Residential, House) zoning districts, to permit up to four dwelling units per lot, 

exclusive of accessory dwelling units and subject to maximum rental rates and sales 

prices determined to be affordable at 100% of area median income; amending the 

Administrative Code to limit initial rental rates and rental rate increases for specified 

units; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California 

Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, 

and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public 

necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times New Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
Asterisks (*   *   *   *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code  
subsections or parts of tables. 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

Section 1. CEQA and Land Use Findings. 

(a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this

ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 

Code Sections 21000 et seq.).  Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

Supervisors in File No. ___ and is incorporated herein by reference.  The Board affirms this 

determination.   

EXHIBIT G
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(b) On __________, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. __________,

adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, 

with the City’s General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1.  The 

Board adopts these findings as its own.  A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of 

the Board of Supervisors in File No. __________, and is incorporated herein by reference. 

(c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that these Planning Code

amendments will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set 

forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. _____________, and the Board adopts such 

reasons as its own.  A copy of said resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

Supervisors in File No. _____________ and is incorporated herein by reference. 

Section 2.  Background and Findings. 

(a) According to the Planning Department’s 2020 Housing Inventory, housing costs in

San Francisco have increased dramatically since the Great Recession of 2008-2009, with the 

median sale price for a two-bedroom house more than tripling from 2011 to 2021, from 

$493,000 to $1,580,000.  This increase in housing costs includes 9% growth from 2019 to 

2020 alone, even in the face of the COVID-19 pandemic.     

(b) From 2011 to 2019, the median rental rate for a two-bedroom apartment similarly

increased, nearly doubling from $2,570 to $4,500 per month. Despite the COVID-19 pandemic 

and a temporarily dampened housing market, the median rental rate in 2020 was $3,570.  The 

2019 and 2020 median rental rate far exceed the $2,664 rental rate of a two-bedroom 

apartment priced to be affordable for a household at 100% of San Francisco’s Area Median 

Income (“AMI”) in 2021, according to the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community 

Development. 
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(c) According to the Planning Department’s 2020 Housing Inventory, while San

Francisco met 148% of its 2015-2022 Above Moderate (greater than 120% of AMI) housing 

goal as of 2020, it met only 39% of its Low Income (less than 80% of AMI) and Very Low 

Income (less than 50% of AMI) housing goals, and only 27% of its Moderate Income (80-

120% of AMI) housing goal, as of 2020.  

(d) In the near future, San Francisco is likely to face steeper challenges to meet its

Moderate Income housing goal in light of an anticipated 250% increase in the Regional 

Housing Needs Allocation for Moderate Income households in San Francisco in the upcoming 

2023-2031 Housing Element cycle, according to the State of California's revised population 

growth projections. 

(e) According to the Planning Department’s Housing Balance Report No. 12, many

Supervisorial Districts are experiencing a Negative Cumulative Housing Balance, meaning 

that the number of units removed from protected status (for example, by means of Ellis Act 

evictions, Owner Move-In evictions, or housing demolition) exceeds the number of new 

affordable housing units added to that district in a given period.  The following San Francisco 

Supervisorial Districts, all of which have a large number of single-family homes, had Negative 

Cumulative Housing Balances between 2011-2020: District 4 (-73.9%), District 1 (-46.8%), 

District 11 (-18.8%), District 8 (-13.8%), and District 2 (-10.6%). 

(f) As set forth in Board of Supervisors Resolution No._________, on file in File No.

211207, the Board of Supervisors has expressed its commitment to support low- and 

moderate-income homeowners as an essential component of addressing the housing 

affordability and housing stability crisis, and the Board of Supervisors has urged the Planning 

Department and other City agencies to create a Housing Development Incentive Program for 

Homeowners (“Program”) that supports San Francisco residents to build new housing, which 

would include technical assistance (e.g., for predevelopment, construction, and long-term 
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property management) and financial assistance (e.g., grants, no- or low- interest loans), and 

streamlined permitting through pre-approved plans, with the goal to increase the number of 

housing units developed by homeowners and local small property owners.  The Program 

would target low- and moderate- income homeowners in RH (Residential, House) Districts 

and in Sensitive Communities, as defined by the UC Berkeley Urban Displacement Project, 

and the Program would include financial incentives for homeowners who rent or sell the new 

units to low- and moderate-income households at an affordable level. 

Section 3.  Articles 1, 2, and 4 of the Planning Code are hereby amended by revising 

Sections 102 (with a new definition placed in alphabetical sequence), 207, and 209.1, and 

adding Section 436, to read as follows: 

SEC.  102.  DEFINITIONS. 

* * * * 

Dwelling Unit, Bonus.  A Bonus Dwelling Unit is any Dwelling Unit that is not an Accessory 

Dwelling Unit and which is permitted to be constructed in an RH District, contingent upon compliance 

with Section 207(c)(8), in excess of the number of units otherwise permitted by right in the applicable 

RH District as set forth in Table 209.1.  For example, a property owner with a lot in an RH-1 District is 

permitted to construct one unit per lot, according to Table 209.1.  If the property owner elects to 

comply with Section 207(c)(8) and is thereby authorized to construct four units, the three units 

authorized under Section 207(c)(8) in excess of the one unit permitted under the RH-1 column of Table 

209.1 shall be deemed Bonus Dwelling Units.  Each Bonus Dwelling Unit shall have a minimum of two 

bedrooms and shall be subject to the requirements of Planning Code Section 436 and Administrative 

Code Section 37.3(h).  In addition, the property owner shall enter into a regulatory agreement with the 

City, as a condition of approval of the Bonus Density Units authorized under Section 207(c)(8) 

(“Regulatory Agreement”).  The Regulatory Agreement shall contain the following: (a) a statement 
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that the Bonus Density Units are not subject to the Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act (California Civil 

Code Section 1954.50) because, under Section 1954.52(b), the property owner has entered into this 

agreement with the City in consideration for a waiver of residential density up to four dwelling units or 

other direct financial contribution or other form of assistance specified in California Government Code 

Sections 65915 et seq.; (b) a description of the waiver of residential density or other direct financial 

contribution or form of assistance provided to the property owner; and (c) a description of the 

remedies for breach of the agreement and other provisions to ensure implementation and compliance 

with the agreement.  The property owner and the Planning Director (or the Director’s designee), on 

behalf of the City, will execute the Regulatory Agreement, which shall be reviewed and approved by the 

City Attorney’s Office.  The Regulatory Agreement shall be executed prior to the City’s issuance of the 

First Construction Document for the project, as defined in Section 107A.13.1 of the San Francisco 

Building Code.  Following execution of the Regulatory Agreement by all parties and approval by the 

City Attorney, the Regulatory Agreement or a memorandum thereof shall be recorded to the title 

records in the Office of the Assessor-Recorder for the real property containing the Bonus Dwelling 

Unit and shall be binding on all future owners and successors in interest. 

* * * * 

SEC. 207.  DWELLING UNIT DENSITY LIMITS. 

* *  *  * 

(c) Exceptions to Dwelling Unit Density Limits. An exception to the calculations

under this Section 207 shall be made in the following circumstances:  

* *  *  * 

(8) Residential Density in RH Districts.  For projects located in RH Districts that are not

seeking or receiving a density bonus under Planning Code Sections 206.5 or 206.6, or California 

Government Code Sections 65915 et seq., and have executed an agreement to comply with the 

requirements of Planning Code Section 436 and Administrative Code Section 37.3(h), residential 
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density limits shall be waived for up to four dwelling units, not inclusive of any Accessory Dwelling 

Units as permitted under this Section 207.  Projects using the density exception of this subsection (c)(8) 

shall be subject to the Height and Bulk Limits, Rear Yard, and Side Yard standards applicable to the 

RH-3 zoning district as set forth in Section 209.1. 

 

 SEC. 209.1.  RH (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE) DISTRICTS. 

 These Districts are intended to recognize, protect, conserve, and enhance areas 

characterized by dwellings in the form of houses, usually with one, two, or three units with 

separate entrances, and limited scale in terms of building width and height.  Such areas tend 

to have similarity of building styles and predominantly contain large units suitable for family 

occupancy, considerable open space, and limited nonresidential uses.  The RH Districts are 

composed of five separate classes of districts, as follows: 

 *  *  *  * 

Table 209.1 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR RH DISTRICTS 

  
Zoning 
Category § References RH-

1(D) RH-1 RH-1(S) RH-2 RH-3 

BUILDING STANDARDS   
Massing and Setbacks 

Height and 
Bulk Limits 
(10) 

§§ 102, 105, 
106, 250-252, 
253, 260, 261, 
261.1,270, 271. 
See also Height 
and Bulk District 
Maps. 

No portion of a Dwelling 
may be taller than 35 feet. 
Structures with uses other 
than Dwellings may be 
constructed to the 
prescribed height limit, 
which is generally 40 feet. 
Per § 261 the height limit 
may be decreased or 
increased based on the 
slope of the lot. 

No portion 
of a 
Dwelling 
may be 
taller than 
40 feet. 
Structures 
with uses 
other than 
Dwellings 
may be 

Varies, 
but 
generally 
40 feet. 
Height 
sculpting 
on Alleys 
per § 
261.1. 









https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_admin/0-0-0-16000#JD_37.3
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_admin/0-0-0-16000#JD_37.3
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_admin/0-0-0-47745#JD_37.9A
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_admin/0-0-0-15949#JD_37.2
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_admin/0-0-0-18480#JD_Chapter56
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For any building containing a Bonus Dwelling Unit, each Bonus Dwelling Unit shall be offered 

for rent at the rate determined by the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development 

(“MOHCD”) for rent for households earning 100% of Area Median Income (“AMI”), as set forth in 

the table titled “Maximum Monthly Rent By Unit Type,” as filed with MOHCD annually for the 

Inclusionary Housing Program and available for viewing on the MOHCD website, and as 

memorialized in a notice or declaration of special restrictions that is recorded to the title records in the 

Office of the Assessor-Recorder for the real property containing the Bonus Dwelling Unit.  The 

requirements and limitations in this subsection 37.3(h) shall apply for the time during which the 

building remains in existence in or upon the subject property in its present state or as modified, except 

such requirements and limitations shall not apply to a dwelling or a unit that does not constitute a 

Bonus Dwelling Unit.   

(1) Rental Rates at Commencement of Tenancy.  At or prior to the commencement of

any tenancy in a Bonus Dwelling Unit, the owner of the Bonus Dwelling Unit shall offer the Bonus 

Dwelling Unit for rent at the rate set forth by MOHCD for rent by households earning 100% of AMI, as 

set forth in the table titled “Maximum Monthly Rent By Unit Type,” as filed with MOHCD annually, 

and as memorialized in a notice or declaration of special restrictions that is recorded to the title 

records in the Office of the Assessor-Recorder for the real property containing the Bonus Dwelling 

Unit.   

(2) Rent Increases.  The owner of a Bonus Dwelling Unit may impose rent increases

upon a tenant in occupancy only as provided in Administrative Code subsections 37.3(a) and 37.3(d). 

Section 5.  Effective Date.  This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

enactment.  Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.   
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Section 6.  Scope of Ordinance.  In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 

numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 

Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 

additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the “Note” that appears under 

the official title of the ordinance.   

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DAVID CHIU, City Attorney 

By: /s/ Christopher T. Tom 
CHRISTOPHER TOM 
Deputy City Attorney 

n:\legana\as2021\2100467\01565840.docx 
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[Planning Code - Single, Two and Three-Family Home Bonus Program] 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to create a density bonus program in RH-1 

(Residential, House, One-Family), RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family), and RH-3 

(Residential, House, Three-Family) zoning districts; affirming the Planning 

Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and 

making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of 

Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and 

welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times New Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
Asterisks (*   *   *   *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code  
subsections or parts of tables. 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

Section 1. Environmental and Land Use Findings. 

(a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this

ordinance do not constitute a project for purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act 

(California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.), under Government Code section 

65913.5.  The Board affirms this determination. 

(b) On ________, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. ________, adopted

findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the 

City’s General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1.  The Board 

EXHIBIT H
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adopts these findings as its own.  A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the 

Board of Supervisors in File No.________, and is incorporated herein by reference. 

(c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, the Board of Supervisors find that this

ordinance will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth in 

Planning Commission Resolution No. ________, and incorporates such reasons by this 

reference thereto.  A copy of said resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

Supervisors in File No. ________. 

Section 2.  Additional Findings.  

(a) San Francisco is experiencing a severe housing shortage. The shortage of

affordable housing has forced lower-income and middle-class families out of the City. There is 

a need to make it easier to build affordable and middle-income housing to keep our city 

diverse, and provide homes for lower- and middle-income workers, including nurses, 

firefighters, teachers, small business owners, retail and non-profit workers, and Muni drivers. 

In the midst of this severe housing shortage and affordability crisis, San Francisco must 

immediately remove barriers to building housing for low- and middle-income residents and 

working families. 

(b) Teachers and other employees of the San Francisco Unified School District as well

as employees of the City and County of San Francisco suffer from the City’s severe housing 

shortage combined with high housing costs and the escalating cost of living. Yet when it 

comes to providing quality public service for our residents, it is far preferable for employees to 

live in the City where they work. 

(c) Many of our service sector employers, including homeless service providers,

mental health providers, child care facilities, restaurants, retail stores, and other small 

business operators cannot hire sufficient employees to keep their businesses fully operational 
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because these employees cannot afford to live in San Francisco.  This contributes to 

storefront vacancies, restaurant closures, and the inability to provide services to the most 

vulnerable communities in the City. 

(d) Affordable housing is an especially paramount concern in San Francisco.  San

Francisco has one of the highest housing costs in the nation, but our economy and culture 

rely on a diverse workforce at all income levels.  It is the policy of the City to enable these 

workers to afford housing in San Francisco and ensure that they pay a reasonably 

proportionate share of their incomes to live in adequate housing and to not have to commute 

ever-increasing distances to their jobs. 

(e) By creating additional density and allowing additional units by right with an

affordable component, this ordinance will result in thousands of additional units for working 

families who need to be housed. Adding affordability to the increased density preserves San 

Francisco’s rich diversity while helping to solve the City’s housing shortage.  

(f) This Board declares that this ordinance is adopted pursuant to Government Code

Section 65913.5, because it zones all RH-1 (D), RH-1, RH-2, and RH-3 parcels (as shown on 

the Zoning Maps ZN 01 through ZN 14) within the City for up to 10 units of residential density 

at the heights currently specified in the City’s Zoning Maps (Height Maps HT 01 through HT 

14), and all parcels affected by this ordinance are considered urban infill sites under California 

Government Code Section 65913.5(e)(3).  

(g) By creating additional density in high opportunity areas and ensuring that units will

be affordable to lower- and middle-class households, this Board finds that this ordinance is 

consistent with San Francisco’s obligation to affirmatively further fair housing pursuant to 

California Government Code Section 8899.50. 
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Section 3.  The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Sections 206.10 and 

315.2, to read as follows: 

SEC. 206.10.  AFFORDABLE HOUSING INCENTIVE PROGRAM. 

(a) Purpose.  The propose of the Affordable Housing Incentive Program is to facilitate the

construction of housing projects with up to four units in single, two, and three-family home districts if 

at least one of the units is affordable to moderate-income families.   

(b) Definitions.  The definitions in Section 102 and the definitions in Section 401 for “Area

Median Income” or “AMI,” “Housing Project,” and “Life of the Project,” shall generally apply to this 

Section 206.10.   

(c) Applicability.  An Affordable Housing Incentive Program project shall be a housing project

that: 

(1) is located in an RH-1 (D), RH-1, RH-2, or RH-3 district;

(2) is located within one mile of a major transit stop, which shall include a BART

Station, Caltrain Station, or MUNI Rapid Network or Light Rail stop; 

(3) is located on a lot no smaller than 2500 square feet;

(4) includes at least three dwelling units, including the additional units allowed under

this Section 206.10; 

(5) is not seeking and receiving a density or development bonus under the provisions of

California Government Code Sections 65915 et seq. or any other State or local program that allows 

additional density or development bonuses;  

(6) if the project requires the demolition, removal, or conversion of residential units,

consists of at least as many residential units as will be demolished, removed, or converted, and 

replaces any demolished, removed, or converted protected units, as required by California Government 

Code Section 66300(d)(2);  

(7) consists of new construction or additions to existing structures; and



Supervisor Safai 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 5 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(8) includes only Dwelling Units.

(d) Requirements.  An Affordable Housing Incentive Program project shall be a housing

project that: 

(1) includes at least one unit affordable to households with incomes up to 110% of Area

Median Income if Rental Units, or 140% of Area Median Income if Owned Units. The restricted 

affordable unit or units shall be restricted for the Life of the Project and shall comply with all of the 

requirements of the Procedures Manual authorized in Section 415, except as otherwise provided 

herein.    

(2) includes at least 2 units containing at least one bedroom; and

(3) includes units that are no smaller than the minimum unit sizes set forth by the

California Tax Credit Allocation Committee as of May 16, 2017. 

(e) Development Bonuses. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Code, Affordable

Housing Incentive Program projects shall be entitled to the following development bonuses: 

(1) Density.  An Affordable Housing Incentive Program project may include up to four

units. 

(2) Height.  Notwithstanding any other provision of this Code, including but not limited

to Section 261 and 253, the height of an Affordable Housing Incentive Program project shall be the 

height authorized by the Height Map of the Zoning Map.  

(3) Zoning modifications.  Affordable Housing Incentive Program projects shall be

entitled to the following zoning modifications: 

(A) Rear Yard.  The required rear yard per Section 134 may be reduced to no

less than 25% of the lot depth, or 15 feet, whichever is greater.  Corner properties may provide 25% of 

the lot area at the interior corner of the property to meet the minimum rear yard requirement, provided 

that each horizontal dimension of the open area is a minimum of 15 feet and the open area is wholly or 
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partially contiguous to the existing midblock open space, if any, formed by the rear yards of adjacent 

properties.     

  (B)  Dwelling Unit Exposure.  The dwelling unit exposure requirements of 

Section 140(a)(2) may be satisfied through qualifying windows facing an unobstructed open area that 

is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal dimension, and such open area is not required to expand in 

every horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor.   

  (C)  Open Space.  The Open Space requirements for RM-1 districts set forth in 

Section 135 shall control.   

 (4)  Priority Processing.  Affordable Housing Incentive Program projects shall be 

reviewed in coordination with relevant priority processing and shall be approved, denied, or approved 

subject to conditions by the Planning Director under Section 315.2 within 180 days of submittal of a 

complete project application, unless the Environmental Review Officer determines that an 

environmental impact report is required for the project under Administrative Code Section 31.09.    

(f)  Regulatory Agreements. Recipients of development bonuses under the Affordable Housing 

Incentive Program projects shall enter into a Regulatory Agreement with the City.   

 (1)  The terms of the Regulatory Agreement shall include: 

  (A)  a statement that the restricted affordable units in an Affordable Housing 

Incentive Program project are not subject to the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act (California Civil 

Code Sections 1954.50 et seq.) because, under Section 1954.52(b), the owner has entered into an 

agreement with the City in consideration for a complete or partial waiver of the density limits and 

zoning modifications of this Code or other direct financial contribution or other form of assistance 

specified in California Government Code Sections 65915 et seq. (“Agreement”);  

  (B)  a description of the complete or partial waiver of Code requirements 

granted by this Section 206.10 and/or the Planning Director, or other direct financial contribution or 

form of assistance provided to the property owner; and 



Supervisor Safai 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 7 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(C) a description of the remedies for breach of the Agreement and other

provisions to ensure implementation and compliance with the Agreement. 

(2) The property owner and the Planning Director (or the Director’s designee), on

behalf of the City, will execute the Agreement, which shall be reviewed and approved by the City 

Attorney’s Office. The Agreement shall be executed prior to the City’s issuance of the First 

Construction Document for the project, as defined in Section 107A.13.1 of the San Francisco Building 

Code. 

(3) Following execution of the Agreement by all parties and approval by the City

Attorney, the Agreement or a memorandum thereof shall be recorded against the property and shall be 

binding on all future owners and successors in interest. 

(g) Prohibition of Short-Term Rentals.  Units in an Affordable Housing Incentive Program

project shall not be used for Short-Term Residential Rentals under Chapter 41A of the Administrative 

Code, which restriction shall be recorded as a Notice of Special Restriction on the subject lot.  

(h) Review and Approval.  Notwithstanding any other provision of this Code, building permit

applications to construct an Affordable Housing Incentive Program project pursuant to this Section 

206.10 shall not be subject to the notification or review requirements of Section 311.  Projects under 

this Section 206.10 shall be approved under the provisions set forth in Section 315.2.  As long as the 

Planning Commission has delegated its authority to the Planning Department to review applications 

for an Affordable Housing Incentive Program project, no requests for discretionary review shall be 

accepted by the Planning Department or heard by the Planning Commission for Affordable Housing 

Incentive Program projects.   

SEC. 315.2.  AFFORDABLE HOUSING INCENTIVE PROGRAM REVIEW AND 

AUTHORIZATION. 
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(a) Purpose. The purpose of this Section 315.2 is to ensure that all Affordable Housing

Incentive Program projects under Planning Code Section 206.10 are reviewed in coordination with 

Priority Processing.  

(b) Applicability. This Section 315.2 applies to all Affordable Housing Incentive Program

projects that meet the requirements described in Section 206.10. 

(c) Design Review. The Planning Department shall review and evaluate all physical aspects of

an Affordable Housing Incentive Program project as follows: 

(1) Affordable Housing Incentive Program projects shall be consistent with the

Residential Design Guidelines, except for the provisions under Section IV. Building Scale and Form 

that address “Building Scale and Form” and “Building Scale at the Mid-Block Open Space,” and any 

other applicable design guidelines.  

(2) As set forth in subsection (d), the Planning Director may also grant minor

exceptions to the provisions of this Code, or require minor modifications to a project to reduce the 

impacts of an Affordable Housing Incentive Program project on surrounding buildings. However, such 

exceptions or modifications may only be granted to allow building mass to appropriately shift to 

respond to surrounding context, and only when such modifications do not substantially reduce or 

increase the overall building envelope permitted by the Program under Section 206.10. All 

modifications and exceptions shall be consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines as set forth in 

Section 315.2(c)(1).  

(3) The Planning Director may require other design-related modifications or conditions

in order to achieve the objectives and policies of the Program. This review shall be limited to design 

issues including the following; 

(A) whether the bulk and massing of the building is consistent with the

Residential Design Guidelines, except for the provisions under Section IV. Building Scale and Form 

that address “Building Scale and Form” and “Building Scale at the Mid-Block Open Space;” and 
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(B) whether building design elements including, but not limited to, architectural

treatments, facade design, and building materials, are consistent with the Residential Design 

Guidelines, except for the provisions under Section IV. Building Scale and Form that address 

“Building Scale and Form” and “Building Scale at the Mid-Block Open Space,” and any other 

applicable design guidelines. 

(d) Exceptions. As a component of the review process under this Section 315.2, the Planning

Director may grant minor exceptions (no greater than 15%) to the provisions of this Code as provided 

below, in addition to the development bonuses granted to the project in Section 206.10(e). Such 

exceptions, however, may only be granted to allow building mass to appropriately shift to respond to 

surrounding context, and only when the Planning Director finds that such modifications do not 

substantially reduce or increase the overall building envelope permitted by the Program under Section 

206.10, and the project, with the modifications and exceptions, is consistent with the Residential Design 

Guidelines. These exceptions may include: 

(1) Exception from residential usable open space requirements of Section 135.

(2) Exception for rear yards, pursuant to the requirements of Section 134.

(3) Exception from dwelling unit exposure requirements of Section 140.

(e) Decision and Imposition of Conditions. The Planning Director may authorize, disapprove,

or approve subject to conditions, the project and any associated requests for exceptions and shall make 

appropriate findings. The Director may impose additional conditions, requirements, modifications, and 

limitations on a proposed project in order to achieve the objectives, policies, and intent of the General 

Plan or of this Code.  

(f) Discretionary Review. As long as the Planning Commission has delegated its authority to

the Planning Department to review applications for an Affordable Housing Incentive Program project, 

the Planning Commission shall not hold a public hearing for discretionary review of an Affordable 

Housing Incentive Program project that is subject to this Section 315.2. 
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(g) Appeals. The Planning Director’s administrative determination regarding an Affordable

Housing Incentive Program project pursuant to this Section 315.2 shall be considered part of a related 

building permit. Any appeal of such determination shall be made through the associated building 

permit.  

Section 4.  The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Section 209.1 to read as 

follows: 

SEC. 209.1.  RH (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE) DISTRICTS. 

*  *   *  *   

TABLE 209.1 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR RH DISTRICTS 

Zoning Category § Reference

s 

RH-1(D) RH-1 RH-

1(S) 

RH-2 RH-3 

BUILDING STANDARDS 

Massing and Setbacks 

Height and Bulk Limits §§ 102, 105,

106, 206.10, 

250-252, 253,

260, 261, 

261.1, 270, 

271, See also 

Height and 

Bulk District 

Maps. 

No portion of a Dwelling 

may be taller than 35 feet, 

except as allowed by § 

206.10.  Structures with 

uses other than Dwellings 

may be constructed to the 

prescribed height limit, 

which is generally 40 feet. 

Per § 261, the height limit 

No portion of 

a Dwelling 

may be taller 

than 40 feet.  

Structures 

with uses 

other than 

Dwellings 

may be 

Varies, 

but 

generally 

40 feet.  

Height 

sculpting 

on Alleys 

per 

§ 261.1.
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may be decreased or 

increased based on the 

slope of the lot.  

constructed 

to the 

prescribed 

height limit.  

Per § 261 

the height 

limit may be 

decreased 

based on the 

slope of the 

lot.  

*  *   *  *   

*  *   *  *   

Section 5.  Effective Date.  This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

enactment.  Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.   

Section 6.  Scope of Ordinance.  In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles,  

// 

// 

// 

// 
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numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 

Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 

additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the “Note” that appears under 

the official title of the ordinance.   

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DAVID CHIU, City Attorney 

By: /s/ Audrey Pearson 
AUDREY PEARSON 
Deputy City Attorney 

n:\legana\as2021\2100439\01569716.docx 
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PROJECT NAME: HOUSING BALANCE REPORT NO. 12 
 1 Jan 2011 – 31 Dec 2020 

STAFF CONTACT: John Boldrick, Senior Administrative Analyst 

 Email:  john.boldrick@sfgov.org  

REVIEWED BY: Michelle Littlefield, Data & Analytics Manager 

   Email:  michelle.littlefield@sfgov.org 

              

SUMMARY 

This report is submitted in compliance with Ordinance No. 53-15 requiring the Planning 
Department to monitor and report on the housing balance between new market rate and new 
affordable housing production. One of the stated purposes of the Housing Balance is “to 
ensure that data on meeting affordable housing targets citywide and within neighborhoods 
informs the approval process for new housing development.” This report is the twelfth in the 
series and covers the ten-year period from 1 January 2011 through 31 December 2020. The 
report is published twice annually in April and October. 

The ordinance defines the “Housing Balance” as the proportion of all new affordable housing 
units to the total number of all new housing units for a 10-year “Housing Balance Period,” 
accounting for any loss of units removed from “protected status.”1 In addition, the reporting 
must include a calculation of “Projected Housing Balance” which is focused exclusively on 
forward-looking housing production and includes residential projects that have received 
approvals from the Planning Commission or Planning Department, including projects under 
construction, permitted for construction, and those entitled but that have not yet received 
permits to commence construction. 

In the 2011 Q1—2020 Q4 Housing Balance Period, the Cumulative Housing Balance is 18.1%, 
which is lower than the previous period (22.7% for 2010 Q1—2019 Q4). The Expanded 
Citywide Cumulative Housing Balance is 22.3%, which is lower than the previous period 
(27.1% for 2010 Q3 – 2020 Q2), although this varies by Supervisor district. Distribution of the 
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance over the 11 Board of Supervisor Districts ranges 
from -73.9% (District 4) to 54.6% (District 5), which is shorter in overall range compared to the 
previous period (-89.0% (District 4) to 69.6% (District 3)).  This variation, especially with 
negative housing balances, is due to the large number of units permanently withdrawn from 

                                                 
1 Units under “protected status” include units that are subject to rent control under the City’s Residential Rent Stabilization 
and Arbitration Ordinance. 

mailto:john.boldrick@sfgov.org
mailto:michelle.littlefield@sfgov.org
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rent control protection relative to the number of total net new units and net affordable units 
built in those districts.  

The Projected Housing Balance Citywide is 17.3%, slightly lower than the 20.0% projection for the 
previous 10-year period. The ordinance specifically excludes master planned multi-phase 
development projects from the projected housing balance calculations until site permits are 
obtained. As such, the following projects were identified for exclusion: Balboa Reservoir, Hunters 
View, India Basin, Mission Rock, Pier 70, and Schlage Lock. 

The Projected Housing Balance methodology as required by the ordinance is not necessarily an 
accurate predictor of current or future affordable housing production, as it does not account for 
the expected (but not yet entitled or permitted) affordable housing projects with funding either in 
hand or expected by the City. Examples of these projects include those funded through 
inclusionary fees paid by housing projects otherwise included in the Balance calculation, jobs-
housing linkage fees paid by commercial development, voter-approved bonds, and other sources 
of funding. For the past ten years, affordable housing production has accounted for 24% of 
overall production. 

 

BACKGROUND 

On 21 April 2015, the Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance No. 53-15 amending the Planning 
Code to include a new Section 103 requiring the Planning Department to monitor and report on 
the Housing Balance between new market rate housing and new affordable housing production. 
The Housing Balance Report is submitted bi-annually by April 1 and October 1 of each year and 
published on the Planning Department’s website. Planning Code Section 103 also requires an 
annual hearing at the Board of Supervisors on strategies for achieving and maintaining the 
required housing balance in accordance with the City’s housing production goals. (See Appendix 
A for complete text of Ordinance No. 53-15.) This hearing typically accompanies the April report. 

On July 16 and July 27, 2020, staff provided an update to the Planning Commission and the Board 
of Supervisors, respectively, on anticipated delays on the delivery of several housing and area 
plan monitoring reports due to the COVID-19 pandemic, deployment of staff as disaster service 
workers, and unfilled vacancies on the Data and Analytics Team.  Since that time, the Planning 
Department has restructured to consolidate existing data analysts into a single team, moving the 
data team to the Administration Division for easier collaboration with the IT Team, and 
recruiting for data team vacancies to meet existing mandatory reporting requirements and 
emerging data analysis needs for the Department.  Housing Balance Report No. 11, which covers 
the 10-year period of 1 July 2010 through 30 June 2020 (provided under separate cover), and this 
Housing Balance Report No. 12, which covers the 10-year period of 1 January 2011 through 31 
December 2020, are submitted to meet the October 2020 and April 2021 housing balance 
reporting requirements, respectively. 

The stated purposes for the Housing Balance Monitoring and Reporting are: a) to maintain a 
balance between new affordable and market rate housing Citywide and within neighborhoods; b) 
to make housing available for all income levels and housing need types; c) to preserve the mixed-
income character of the City and its neighborhoods; d) to offset the withdrawal of existing 
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housing units from rent stabilization and the loss of single-room occupancy hotel units; e) to 
ensure the availability of land and encourage the deployment of resources to provide sufficient 
housing affordable to households of very low, low, and moderate incomes; f) to ensure adequate 
housing for families, seniors and the disabled communities; g) to ensure that data on meeting 
affordable housing targets Citywide and within neighborhoods informs the approval process for 
new housing development; and h) to enable public participation in determining the appropriate 
mix of new housing approvals. 

Housing production targets adopted by the State and the Association of Bay Area Governments, 
and reflected in the City’s Housing Element, last adopted in April 2015, calls for a minimum of 
28,870 new units to be built in San Francisco between 2015 and 2022, including a minimum of 
16,333 affordable units (57%2 of the total).  As mandated by law, the City provides the State 
Department of Housing and Community Development an annual progress report.3  In addition, 
in November 2014, San Francisco’s voters endorsed Proposition K, which set as city policy a goal 
to help construct or rehabilitate at least 30,000 homes by 2020, at least 33% of which will be 
affordable to low- and moderate-income households. 4 While the Housing Balance Report is 
intended to supplement analysis towards adopted City housing goals, the report and its 
calculations do not specifically track performance toward meeting goals set by the City’s Housing 
Element/RHNA and Proposition K and are not comparable because the metrics and 
methodologies differ. 

This Housing Balance Report was prepared from data gathered from other published sources 
including the Planning Department’s annual Housing Inventory and quarterly Pipeline Report data, 
Department of Building Inspection data, San Francisco Rent Board data, and affordable housing 
data from the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development. 
 

CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE CALCULATION 

Planning Code Section 103 calls for the Housing Balance “be expressed as a percentage, obtained 
by dividing the cumulative total of extremely low, very low, low, and moderate income 
affordable housing (all units 0-120% AMI) minus the lost protected units, by the total number of 
net new housing units within the Housing Balance Period.” The ordinance requires that the 
“Cumulative Housing Balance” be provided using two calculations: a) one consisting of net 
housing built within a 10 year Housing Balance period, less units withdrawn from protected 
status, plus net units in projects that have received both approvals from the Planning 
Commission or Planning Department and site permits from the Department of Building 
Inspection, and b) the addition of net units gained through acquisition and rehabilitation of 

                                                 
2 The Ordinance inaccurately stated that “22% of new housing demands to be affordable to households of 
moderate means.” San Francisco’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation for moderate in-
come households is 19% of total production goals. 
3 Printed annual progress reports submitted by all California jurisdictions can be accessed here –  
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/housing-element/annual-progress-reports/index.php .-- or 
by calling HCD at 916-263-2911 for the latest reports as many jurisdictions now file reports online. 
4 For tracking of the Prop K affordable housing goal, see https://sfmohcd.org.  

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/housing-element/annual-progress-reports/index.php
https://sfmohcd.org/
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affordable units, HOPE SF and RAD units5. “Protected units” include units that are subject to 
rent control under the City’s Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance. 
Additional elements that figure into the Housing Balance include completed HOPE SF and RAD 
public housing replacement, substantially rehabilitated units, and single-room occupancy hotel 
units (SROs). The equation below shows the second, expanded calculation of the Cumulative 
Housing Balance. 

 
[Net New Affordable Housing  +  

Completed Acquisitions & Rehabs  +  Completed 
HOPE SF  +  RAD Public Housing Replacement  + 

Entitled & Permitted Affordable Units] 
 –  [Units Removed from Protected Status] 

 
 
 

= 

 
 

EXPANDED 
CUMULATIVE 

HOUSING 
BALANCE  

[Net New Housing Built  +  Net Entitled & Permitted Units] 

 

The first “Housing Balance Period” is a ten-year period starting with the first quarter of 2005 
through the last quarter of 2014. Subsequent housing balance reports will cover the 10 years 
preceding the most recent quarter. This report covers January 2011 (Q1) through December 2020 
(Q4). 
  

                                                 
5 HOPESF and Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) Program units are deed-restricted affordable units that have been 
acquired and rehabilitated. 
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Table 1A below shows that the Cumulative Housing Balance for 10-year 2011 Q1—2020 Q4 
period is 18.1% citywide. With the addition of RAD units, the Expanded Cumulative Housing 
Balance is 22.8%. The expanded Cumulative Housing Balance for the previous 10-year 2010 Q3—
2020 Q2 period was 27.1%. In 2016, the Board of Supervisors revised the ordinance to include 
Owner Move-Ins (OMIs)6 in the “Units Removed from Protected Status” section of the Housing 
Balance calculation. Although OMIs were not specifically called out by in the original Ordinance 
in the calculation of the Housing Balance, these were included in earlier reports because this type 
of no-fault eviction results in the loss of rent-controlled units either permanently or for a period 
of time.  

 
Table 1A 
Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2011 Q1—2020 Q4 

 
 
  

                                                 
6 Owner Move-In (OMI) Evictions occur when a landlord or property owner recovers possession of a rental unit for the 
occupancy of the owner or relative of the owner for use as their principal residence for a period of at least 36 continuous 
months. This information is collected from the Rent Board. 

Bos District
Net New 

Affordable 
Housing Built 

Acquisitions, 
Rehabs & Small 
Sites Completed  

Total Entitled & 
Permitted 

Affordable Units 

Units Removed 
from Protected 

Status 

Total Net New 
Units Built 

Total Entitled & 
Permitted Units 

Cumulative 
Housing Balance

BoS Dist. 1 48                    56                    -                   464                  319                  451                  -46.8%
BoS Dist. 2 67                    -                   41                    281                  931                  704                  -10.6%
BoS Dist. 3 295                  353                  274                  288                  1,092              1,147              28.3%
BoS Dist. 4 17                    44                    10                    461                  139                  389                  -73.9%
BoS Dist. 5 669                  478                  155                  317                  1,673              1,609              30.0%
BoS Dist. 6 3,463              1,573              3,488              142                  16,868            19,507            23.0%
BoS Dist. 7 107                  -                   286                  221                  578                  5,821              2.7%
BoS Dist. 8 243                  32                    29                    602                  1,501              654                  -13.8%
BoS Dist. 9 322                  427                  724                  621                  1,282              2,139              24.9%
BoS Dist. 10 1,819              -                   3,766              282                  6,060              18,562            21.5%
BoS Dist. 11 41                    16                    137                  390                  393                  649                  -18.8%

Totals 7,091              2,979              8,910              4,069              30,836            51,632            18.1%
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Table 1B below shows the Expanded Cumulative Housing Balances for Board of Supervisor 
Districts, ranging from -73.9% (District 4) to 54.6% (District 5). Negative balances in Districts 1 
(21.8%), 4 (-73.9%), and 11 (-18.8%) resulted from the units removed from protected status 
relative to the net new affordable housing and net new housing units built in those districts. 
 

Table 1B 
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2011 Q1—2020 Q4 

 
 

 

PROJECTED HOUSING BALANCE 

Table 2 below summarizes residential projects that have received entitlements from the Planning 
Commission or the Planning Department, have received an approved building permit from the 
Department of Building Inspection (DBI), or are currently under construction. Table 2 is the 
summary of Tables 3 and 4, thus providing a projected housing balance that includes any 
residential project that has received approval from the Planning Commission and Planning 
Department, as required by the ordinance.  

Overall projected housing balance at the end of 2020 Q4 is 17.3%; for the previous 10-year 
reporting period, this projected balance was 20.0%. The projected balance is also expected to 
change as several major projects have yet to declare how their affordable housing requirements 
will be met. In addition, six (6) entitled major development projects—Balboa Reservoir, Hunters 
View, India Basin, Mission Rock, Pier 70, and Schlage Lock—are not included in the accounting 
until site or building permits are issued as specified in the ordinance.  

As established by the ordinance, the Projected Housing Balance also does not account for af-
fordable housing units that will be produced with current and future affordable housing 
funding (e.g. Inclusionary Housing Fee, Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee, bond funds), including 
funds owed or already paid by projects in a given reporting cycle.  Those affordable housing 
units are produced several years after the fee is collected. Units produced through the fee 
typically serve lower income households than do the inclusionary units, including special 
needs populations requiring services, such as seniors, transitional aged youth, families, and 
veterans. 

Bos District
Net New 

Affordable 
Housing Built 

Acquisitions, 
Rehabs & Small 
Sites Completed 

RAD Program and 
Hope SF 

Replacement 
Units

Total Entitled & 
Permitted 

Affordable Units 

Units Removed 
from Protected 

Status 

Total Net New 
Units Built 

Total Entitled & 
Permitted Units 

Expanded 
Cumulative 

Housing Balance

BoS Dist. 1 48                    56                    144                  -                   464                  319                  451                  -28.1%
BoS Dist. 2 67                    -                   251                  41                    281                  931                  704                  4.8%
BoS Dist. 3 295                  353                  576                  274                  288                  1,092              1,147              54.0%
BoS Dist. 4 17                    44                    -                   10                    461                  139                  389                  -73.9%
BoS Dist. 5 669                  478                  806                  155                  317                  1,673              1,609              54.6%
BoS Dist. 6 3,463              1,573              560                  3,488              142                  16,868            19,507            24.6%
BoS Dist. 7 107                  -                   109                  286                  221                  578                  5,821              4.4%
BoS Dist. 8 243                  32                    330                  29                    602                  1,501              654                  1.5%
BoS Dist. 9 322                  427                  268                  724                  621                  1,282              2,139              32.7%
BoS Dist. 10 1,819              -                   436                  3,766              282                  6,060              18,562            23.3%
BoS Dist. 11 41                    16                    -                   137                  390                  393                  649                  -18.8%

Totals 7,091              2,979              3,480              8,910              4,069              30,836            51,632            22.3%
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Table 2 
Projected Housing Balance (Entitled, Permitted, and Under Construction Units), 2020 Q4 

 
 
 
 
 
  

Bos District Very Low Income Low Income Moderate Income TBD
Total Affordable 

Units
Net New Units

Total Affordable 
Units as % of Net 

New Units

BoS Dist. 1 -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   451                  0.0%
BoS Dist. 2 -                   -                   -                   41                    41                    704                  5.8%
BoS Dist. 3 -                   10                    -                   264                  274                  1,147              23.9%
BoS Dist. 4 -                   -                   10                    -                   10                    389                  2.6%
BoS Dist. 5 -                   18                    53                    84                    155                  1,609              9.6%
BoS Dist. 6 -                   448                  174                  2,866              3,488              19,507            17.9%
BoS Dist. 7 -                   -                   -                   286                  286                  5,821              4.9%
BoS Dist. 8 -                   -                   22                    7                       29                    654                  4.4%
BoS Dist. 9 -                   562                  65                    97                    724                  2,139              33.8%
BoS Dist. 10 60                    366                  124                  3,216              3,766              18,562            20.3%
BoS Dist. 11 -                   -                   -                   137                  137                  649                  21.1%

Totals 60                    1,404              448                  6,998              8,910              51,632            17.3%
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Permitted and Under Construction Units 

Table 3 below lists the number of units that have received approved building permits or are 
currently under construction in 2019 Q4.  Fifty-two percent (52%) of these units will be built in or 
are currently being built in District 6. Another 14% will be built in or are currently being built in 
District 10. Of all units that have received approved permits from DBI or are currently under 
construction, 20% will be affordable. 

 

Table 3 
Building Permits Approved or Under Construction, 2020 Q4 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Bos District Very Low Income Low Income Moderate Income TBD
Total Affordable 

Units
Net New Units

Total Affordable 
Units as % of Net 

New Units

BoS Dist. 1 -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   248                  0.0%
BoS Dist. 2 -                   -                   -                   23                    23                    247                  9.3%
BoS Dist. 3 -                   10                    -                   258                  268                  539                  49.7%
BoS Dist. 4 -                   -                   7                       -                   7                       285                  2.5%
BoS Dist. 5 -                   18                    53                    71                    142                  1,106              12.8%
BoS Dist. 6 -                   416                  149                  1,146              1,711              8,664              19.7%
BoS Dist. 7 -                   -                   -                   2                       2                       1,071              0.2%
BoS Dist. 8 -                   -                   22                    -                   22                    364                  6.0%
BoS Dist. 9 -                   562                  35                    88                    685                  1,407              48.7%
BoS Dist. 10 60                    202                  52                    112                  426                  2,426              17.6%
BoS Dist. 11 -                   -                   -                   132                  132                  417                  31.7%

Totals 60                    1,208              318                  1,832              3,418              16,774            20.4%
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Entitled Units 

Table 4 below lists the number of units that have received entitlements from the Planning 
Commission or the Planning Department in 2020 Q2. Six (6) entitled major development 
projects—Balboa Reservoir, Hunters View, India Basin, Mission Rock, Pier 70, and Schlage Lock—
are not included in the accounting as specified in the ordinance. Forty-six percent (46%) of these 
units will be built in District 10, and 31% in District 6. Of all units that have received Planning 
entitlements, 16% will be affordable. 
 
Table 4 
Entitled Units without a Building Permit Issued, 2020 Q4 

 

 
  

Bos District Very Low Income Low Income Moderate Income TBD
Total Affordable 

Units
Net New Units

Total Affordable 
Units as % of Net 

New Units

BoS Dist. 1 -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   203                  0.0%
BoS Dist. 2 -                   -                   -                   18                    18                    457                  3.9%
BoS Dist. 3 -                   -                   -                   6                       6                       608                  1.0%
BoS Dist. 4 -                   -                   3                       -                   3                       104                  2.9%
BoS Dist. 5 -                   -                   -                   13                    13                    503                  2.6%
BoS Dist. 6 -                   32                    25                    1,720              1,777              10,843            16.4%
BoS Dist. 7 -                   -                   -                   284                  284                  4,750              6.0%
BoS Dist. 8 -                   -                   -                   7                       7                       290                  2.4%
BoS Dist. 9 -                   -                   30                    9                       39                    732                  5.3%
BoS Dist. 10 -                   164                  72                    3,104              3,340              16,136            20.7%
BoS Dist. 11 -                   -                   -                   5                       5                       232                  2.2%

Totals -                   196                  130                  5,166              5,492              34,858            15.8%
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CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE ELEMENTS 

Because the scope covered by the Housing Balance calculation is broad, each element – or group 
of elements – will be discussed separately. The body of this report will account for figures at the 
Board of Supervisor district level. The breakdown of each element using the Planning 
Department District geographies, as required by Section 103, is provided separately in Appendix B. 
This is to ensure simple and uncluttered tables in the main body of the report. 

Affordable Housing and Net New Housing Production 

Table 5 below shows housing production between 2011 Q1 and 2020 Q4. This ten-year period 
resulted in a net addition of 30,836 units to the City’s housing stock, including 7,091 affordable 
units (or approximately 23%). Most of the net new housing units and affordable units built in the 
ten-year reporting period were in District 6 (16,868 and 3,463 units respectively). District 10 
follows with 6,060 net new units, including 1,819 affordable units.  

The table below also shows that approximately 23% of net new units built between 2011 Q1 and 
2020 Q4 were affordable units. Nearly half (49%) of the affordable units built during that period 
were in District 6, and 26% in District 10.  
 

Table 5 
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2011 Q1—2020 Q47 

 

                                                 

7 It should be noted that units affordable to Extremely Very Low Income (EVLI) households are included under the Very Low 
Income (VLI) category because certain projects that benefit homeless individuals and families – groups considered as EVLI – 
have income eligibility caps at the VLI level. 
 

Bos District Very Low Income Low Income Moderate Income Middle Income
Total Affordable 

Units
Net New Units

Total Affordable 
Units as % of Net 

New Units

BoS Dist. 1 20                    -                   28                    -                   48                    319                  15.0%
BoS Dist. 2 -                   -                   67                    -                   67                    931                  7.2%
BoS Dist. 3 178                  54                    63                    -                   295                  1,092              27.0%
BoS Dist. 4 -                   -                   17                    -                   17                    139                  12.2%
BoS Dist. 5 249                  298                  122                  -                   669                  1,673              40.0%
BoS Dist. 6 1,237              1,714              512                  -                   3,463              16,868            20.5%
BoS Dist. 7 70                    29                    8                       -                   107                  578                  18.5%
BoS Dist. 8 117                  99                    27                    -                   243                  1,501              16.2%
BoS Dist. 9 93                    197                  32                    -                   322                  1,282              25.1%
BoS Dist. 10 976                  665                  178                  -                   1,819              6,060              30.0%
BoS Dist. 11 -                   2                       39                    -                   41                    393                  10.4%

Totals 2,940              3,058              1,093              -                   7,091              30,836            23.0%
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Acquisition and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing Units 

Table 6a below lists the number of units that have been rehabilitated and/or acquired between 
2011 Q1 and 2020 Q4 to ensure permanent affordability. These are mostly single-room occupancy 
hotel units that are affordable to extremely very low and very low-income households.  

 

Table 6a 
Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing, 2011 Q1—2020 Q4 

 

 
  

Bos District No. of Buildings No. of Units

BoS Dist. 1 2                       28                    
BoS Dist. 2 -                   -                   
BoS Dist. 3 8                       299                  
BoS Dist. 4 4                       34                    
BoS Dist. 5 9                       444                  
BoS Dist. 6 19                    1,541              
BoS Dist. 7 -                   -                   
BoS Dist. 8 2                       27                    
BoS Dist. 9 13                    359                  
BoS Dist. 10 -                   -                   
BoS Dist. 11 1                       16                    

Totals 58                    2,748              
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Small Sites Program 

The San Francisco Small Sites Program (SSP) is an initiative of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and 
Community Development (MOHCD) to acquire small rent-controlled buildings (with four to 25 
units) where tenants are at risk of eviction through the Ellis Act 8or owner move-ins. Since its 
inception in 2014, some 25 buildings with 231 units have been acquired. 

 

Table 6b 
Small Sites Program, 2014—2020 Q4 

 
  

                                                 
8 Ellis Act evictions occur when a landlord withdraws the rental unit from the residential rental housing market. 

Bos District No. of Buildings No. of Units

BoS Dist. 1 2                       28                    
BoS Dist. 2 -                   -                   
BoS Dist. 3 3                       54                    
BoS Dist. 4 2                       10                    
BoS Dist. 5 4                       34                    
BoS Dist. 6 4                       32                    
BoS Dist. 7 -                   -                   
BoS Dist. 8 1                       5                       
BoS Dist. 9 9                       68                    
BoS Dist. 10 -                   -                   
BoS Dist. 11 -                   -                   

Totals 25                    231                  




































































