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FILE NO. 140414 ORDINANCE NO. 

1 [General Plan - Repealing· Ordinance No. 108-11 - Adoption of 2009 Housing Element] 
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Ordinance amending the General Plan by repealing Ordinance No. 108-11 and adopting 

the 2009 Housing Element; and making findings, including environmental findings, 

Planning Code, Section 340, findings, and findings of consistency with the General 
------------ -- ----·------- --

6 Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 
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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 }lew 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. Introduction. On March 31, 2011, pursuant to San Francisco Charter 

section 4.105 and Planning Code section 340, the San Francisco Planning Commission 

recommended to the San Francisco Board of SupeNisors the adoption of the 2009 Housing 

Element, an amendment to the San Francisco General Plan. On March 24, 2011, the 

Planning Commission had certified the San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Hous-ing Element 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 

("CEQA") (Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) in Planning Commission Motion 

18307, adopted findings pursuant to CEQA in-Motion 18308, and adopted the 2009 Housing 

Element as an amendment to the General Plan in Resolution 18309. A copy of said 

resolutions 'and motion are on file with the Clerk of the Board of SupeNisors in File No. 

140414. , 

Planning Commission 
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1 In June 2011, in Ordinance 108-11, the Board of SupeNisors adopted the 2009 

2 Housing Element as the Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan and adopted 

3 findings pursuant to CEQA. A copy of said Ordinance is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

4 SupeNisors in File No. 140414. 

__ 5_ __Ailer_the _adQpfiOJ]_ofJbe_2QQ9J::f_o_us_iog_EJ.em.eothy _tbe_ 8-oac_d_Qf_S_u_pe_IYLSQ[s~_ao_ ______________ _ 

6 association of neighborhood groups challenged in San Francisco Superior Court, among other 

7 things, the adequacy of the final environmental impact report (FEIR) prepared for the 2009 

8 Housing Element and the adequacy of the Board's findings under CEQA. On December 19i 

g 2013, the Superior Court upheld.the City's compliance with CEQA in all respects, except for 

1 o the FEIR's analysis of the alternatives required by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, and the 

11 City's adoption of CEQA Findings. On January 15, 2014, the Superior Court ordered the City 

12 to set aside its certificatien of.the-FEIR anct-the-approval-ofthe 20()9-Housing-l::lement and -

1
3 related CEQA findings, revise the FEIR's alternatives analysis, and reconsider its previous 

14 . approvals. 

15 Pursuant to the Court's order, the Planning Department prepared a revised alternatives 

16 analysis and recirculated it for public review and comment. On April 24, 2014, the Planning 

17 Commission rescinded Motion 18307, and certified the Final EIR including the revised 

18 alternatives analysis in Motion 19121. A copy of said motion is on file with the Clerk of the 

19 Board of SupeNisors in File No. 140414. On April 24, 2014, the Planning Commission also 

20 rescinded Resolution 18309 and Motion 18308, and reconsidered its approval of the 2009 . 

21 Housing Element and adoption of CEQA Findings in light of the· revised certified FEIR. As set 

22 forth below, the Planning Commission continues to recommend the adoption of the 2009 

23 Housing Element. as the Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan. 

24 Section 2 .. Findings. The Board of SupeNisors of the City and County of San 

25 Francisco hereby finds and determines that: 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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1 (a) Pursuant to San Francisco Charter 4.105 and San Francisco Planning Code 

2 Section 340, any amendments to the General Plan shall first be considered by the Planning 

3 9ommissio11 and thereafter recommended for approval or rejection by the Board of 

4 Supervisors. On April 24, 2014, by Resolution 19123, the Planning Commission conducted a 

_____ 5 __ · __ duJ¥-noticedpubLic_bearin9_on_fbe__GeneraLElar:Lamendmenta:doptingJba20D_9-1::lousjng _____ . 

6 Element as the Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan ("2009 Housing 

7 Element"). A copy of the 2009 Housing Element is on file with.the Clerk of the Board of 

8 Supervisors in File No. 140414. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, the Planning 

9 Commission found that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare required the 

1 O General_ Plan amendment, adopted the General Plan amendment and re('.ommended it for 

11 approval to the Board of Supervisors. A copy of Planning Commission Resolution No. 19123 

12 is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 140414. 

13 (b) The Board finds that this ordinance adopting the 2009 Housing Element is, on 

14 balance, in conformity with the priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 and consistent 

15 with the General Plan as it is proposed for amendment herein, for the reasons set forth in 

16 Planning Commission Motion No. 19122, and the Board hereby incorporates these findings 

17 herein by reference. 

18 (c) On April 24, 2014, by Motion No. 19121, the Planning Commission certified as 

19 adequate, accurate and complete the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final Environmental 

20 Impact Report, ineluding the revised alternatives analysis ("Final EIR"), finding that the Final 

21 El R reflected the independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San 

22 Francisco, is adequate, accurate and objective, and that the content of the report and the 

23 procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized and reviewed comply with 

24 the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. Section 15000 et seq.) 

25 and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. A copy of the Final EIR and 

Planning Commission 
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1 Planning Commission Motion No. 19121 are on file with the Clerk of the. Board in File No. 

2 140414. 

3 (d) In accordance with the actions contemplated herein, the Board has reviewed the 

4 Final EIR, arid adopts and incorporates by reference, as though fully set forth herein, the 

.. 5_ _findjngs reguired bY- CEQA, including_a statemer1t_of oy~rriding_QQnsid_e_r_aJiQOS __ ancLtb.e-,-____ --· 

6 mitigation monitoring and reporting program, adopted by the Planning Commission on April 

7 24, 2014, in Motion No. 19122. A copy of said Motion No. 19122 is on file with the Clerk of 

8 theBoard of Supervisors in File No. 140414. -

9 Section 3. The Board of Supervisprs hereby rescinds Ordinance 108-11, repeals the 

1 O 2004 Housing Element, and adopts the 2009 Housing Element as the Housing Element to the 

11 San Francisco General Plan. 

12 Section 4. Effective Date;- -This erc:Hnanee-shall-become effective 30-daysafter 

3 enadment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

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

· 15 of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS . HERRERA, Ci Attorney 

By: 

22 n:\land\li2014\120178\00913186.doc 

23 

24 

25 
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FILE NO_ 140414 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST . 

[General Plan -·Repealing Ordinance No. 108-11 - Adoption of 2009 Housing Element] 

Ordinance amending the San Francisco General Plan by repealing Ordinance 108-11 
and adopting the 2009 Housing Element; making findings, including environmental 
findings, Planning Code section 340 findings, and findings of consistency with the 
General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

Existing Law 

. Currently .. ttie Housing Element of the San Francisco Ge.neral Plan is the 2009 Housing 
Element, adopted in June 2009 in Ordinance 108-11. Pursuant to a court order, the City is 
enjoined from relying on several objectives and policies in the 2009 Housing Element, until the 
City has complied with the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQN). The City must set 
aside and reconsider the approval of the 2009 ·Housing Element after CEQA has been 
completed. · 

Amendments to Current Law . 

·This legislation would set aside Ordinance 108-11, and adopt the. 2009 Housing Element as 
the Housing Element for the San Francisc6 General Plan. In general, the policies contained 
in the 2009 Housing Element are intended to prioritize the creation of permanently affordable· 
housing; recognize and preserve neighborhood character; integrate planning of housing, jobs, 
transportation and infrastructure; and maintain the City as a sustainable model of 
development. · 

Efa'ckground Information 

· The Housing Element of the San Francisco General Pian is a policy document that consists of 
goals and polides to guide the City and private developers in preserving, improving and 
providing housing to meet the projected housing needs of all economic segments of the 
community, as required under Government Code section 65580 et seq. ("State housing . 
elementlaw"). Under State housing element law, dties and counties are required to update 
their housing elements periodically, usually every five years, based on the regional housing 
needs allocation (RHNA) provided by the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development (HCD) through the Association of Bay Area Governments {ABAG). 

In June 2009, the Board of Supervisors adopted the 2009 Housing Element in Ordinance 108-
11, and affirmed the Planning Commission's certification of the environmental impact report 
prepared for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element However, subsequent to the adoption of 
the 2009 Housing Element, an association of neighborhood groups challenged the EIR in San 
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·FILE NO. 

Francisco Superior Court in San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods v. City and County of 
San Francisco, San Francisco Superior Court case number 513-077. On December 19, 2013, 
the trial court found that the EIR complied with CE:QA in all respects, except for its analysis 
regarding alternatives. In addition, the court found the City's findings under CEQA conclusory. 
On January 15, 2014, the Court ordered the City to set aside and void its certification of the 
2004 and2009 Housing Element EIR, and its approval of the 2009 Housing Element. The 
Court ordered the City to revise the EIR to address the deficiencies in the altemativ~s 
analysis, ·and remanded the app.rovals of the EIR and the 2009 Housing Element update to 
the Planning Commission for reconsideration . 

. In response to the Court's orders, the Planning Department prepared a Revised Alternative 
Analysis ("the Revision"), published a supplemental Responses. to Cominents document, and . 
thereafter, the Planning Commission certified the EIR. The Planning Commission continue$ 
to recommend the adoption of the 2009 Housing Element as the Housing Element for the 
City's General Plan. 

This ordinance repeals the previous adoption of the 2009 Housing Element (Ordinance 108-
11) as required by the Court, and re-adopts the 2009· Housing Element based on the revised 
Final EIR, and revised findings under CEQA. The objectives and policies in the 2009 Housing 
Element remain the same, except for a reference to planning work in Japantown wb!Q.h _h_as 

- -been-deleted. -- -- ·-- · ·· -- - ·· · · ··· - ----- ---- - · 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

April 24, 2014 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Oerk 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall; Room244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2007.1275EM: 

General Plan Amendments Related to the 2009 Housing Element 
j·-..:·. 

':

:.j ::~ 
-Cl 
;;;.:! 

BOS File No:_· _____ (pending) 

Planning Coriimission Recommendation: Approval 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

! rv 

I 
f 
l 

Pursuant to Charter Section 4.105, the San Francisco Planning Conunission recommends [an 

amen~ent of the San Francisco General Plan. On April 24, 2014, th~ Commission adopte~ a ~~. 
resolution recommending the adoption of an ordinance amending the General Plan by adopting 

the 2009 Housing Element as the City's Housing Element. 

BACKGROUND 

As you may recall, in June 2011, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the 2009 Housing 
Element as the City's Housing Element of the. General Plan in Ordinance 108-11, and denied ·an 
appeal of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Environmental Impact Report (ElR) in Motion Mll-
12. However, after the adoption of the 2009 Housing Element, an association of neighborhood 
groups challenged the Eill. in· San Francisco Superior Court in San Franciscans for Livable 
Neighborhoods v. City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Superior Court case number 513-
077. The trial court found that the Eill. complied with the California· Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) in all respects, except for its analysis regarding alternatives. In addition, the court found 
the City's findings under CEQA condusory. On January 15, 2014 the SaIJ. Francisco Superior 
Court ordered the City to revise the EIR to address the deficiencies in the alternatives analysis, 
and remanded the approvals of the EIR and the 2009 Housing Element update to the Pla;nning 
Commission for reconsideration. 

In response to the Court's determination, the Planning Department's Environmental Planning 
("EP") .division prepared a Revised Alternative Analysis ("the Revision''}, which was circulated 
for public comment from December 18, 2013 until February 18, 2014. The Department responded ; 
to comments on the Revision on April 10, 2014. On April 24, 2014, the Planning Commission in 
Motion 19121, certified the Final ElR, as updated by the Revision. 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

........ ,.. 

C). 
.. .. ; 

r,-:• 

www.sfplanning.org · 
I ti, ~! .:...,f 

} 1'-'1:'( 
/ 
< 
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Transmital Materials · CASE NO. 2007.1275EM 
General Plan Amendments Related to 

the 2009 Housing Element 

2009 HOUSING ELEMENJ: ADOPTION 

The Planning Commission continues to recommend the 2009 Housing Element as the City's 

Housing Element of the General Plan. Thus, on March 271h, 2014, the Com.rirission conducted a 

duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider· the initiation of a 

proposed Ordinance to agam amend the General Plan and adopt the 2009 Housing Element On 

. April 24th, 2014, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly 

scheduled meeting and, by a vote of 5-1, adopted Resolution 19123, recommending a proposed 

Ordinance to amend the. General Plan and adopt the 2009 Housing Element The Commission 

adopted related findings under CEQA in Motion 19122 .. 

The enclosed ordinance readopts the 2009 Holising Element as originally adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors, with one exception: the Planning Commission deleted references in Policy 1.2 to 
additional area planning inJapantown. 

Attqched, please find a more detailed memo dated March 30th, 2011 on the development of the 

policies contained 2009 ~ousing Element In addition, the attached resolutions .and exhibits 

provide more detail about the Commission's April 24, 2014 actions. 

- If you nave any questions.or require further information please do not hesitate ·to contact ~e. - ,--- ----~--

-
Director of Planning 

cc via electronic transmittal: City Attorneys John Givner and. Audrey Pearson; Assistant Clerk 
Andrea Ausberry · 

Attachments (one copy of the following,): 
· Plaillring Commission Resolution No. 19122 (CEQA Findings) 

· Planning Commission Resolution No. 19123 (Adoption of 2009 Housing Element) . 
Planning Commission Executive Su!ru:nary for Case No. 2007.1275EM-April 24th, 2014 
The 2009 Housing Element, Parts 1 and 2 
Draft Ordinance: General Plan Amendments related to the 2009 Housing Element 
Memo from the Planning Department dated March 30th, 2011 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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SAN FRANCISCO . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: April 23, ~014 

1650 Mission st 
Sulte400 
San Francisco, 
GA 94iD3-2.479 

TO: San Francisco Planning Commission Recep!ioit 
415.558.6378 . 

FROM: Menaka Mohan (415-575-9141) 

Citywide Planne:i; 
fax: 
415.558.6409 

- RE: Planning Commission Action- Case No. 2007.1275EM 
Planning 
(llfoffilation: 
415.ssa.aan 

To San Francisco Plaillung Commission: 

Attached is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program referenced in the CEQA 
Findings. as E~bit L This MMRP was inadvertently.left.out of your packet for April 24, 2014 
for Item 12a "2009 Housing Element; Adopting CEQA Findings". . . . 

Due to the unusual route that the 2009 Housing Element has taken prior to its presentation to 
you on April 24, 2014, the mitigation measure in the :MMRP, which mitigates a significant 
impact on noise, has be~ incorporated into the 2009 Housing Element proposed for adoption, 
as Implementation Measure 17. . 
(see http:f/ww:W_sf-planning.org/fui/general plan/II Housffi:g Implementing Programs.html). 

The updated packet is included here for your reference. 

Attachments: 
· L 2009- Housing Element; Adopting CEQA Findings 

. 2. Exhibit 1 to Attachment A: 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Mitigation Monitoring and 
·Reporting Program 

Memo 
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20·04 AND 2009 HOUSING ELEMENT 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PR,bGRAM 

Mitigation Me~sures · 

NOISE 

Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Inter/Or and Exterior Noise 

For new residential development located along streets with noise levels 
above 75 dBA 41n, the planning department shall require the following: 

1. The Planning Department shall require the preparation of an 
analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify 
potential noise-generating uses within two blocks of the project 
site, and including at least one 24·11our noise measurement (with 
maximum noise level readings taken at least every 15 minutes), 

. prior to completion of the environmental review. The analysis 
shall demonstrat!3 with reasonable certainty that Title 24 . 
standards, where applicable, can be met, and that there are no 
particular circumstances about the proposed project site that 
appear to warrant heightened concern about noise levels In the 
vicinity. Should such concerns be present, the Department may 
require the completion of a detailed noise assessment by 
person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering prior 
to the first project approval action, In order to demonstrate that 
acceptable interior noise levels consistent with those In the Title 
24 standards can be attained; and · · · 

2. To minimize effects on development in noisy areas, for new 
residential uses, the Planning Department shall, through Its 
building permit review process, In conjunction with noise analysis 
required above, require that open space requlr~d under the 
Planning Code for such uses be protected, to the maximum 
feasible extent, from existing ambient noise leYels that could 
prove annoying or disruptive to users of the open space. 
Implementation ofthis measure could Involve, among other 
things, site design that uses the building Itself to shield on-site 
open space from the greatest noise sources, cpnstruction of 
noise barriers between noise sources and open space, and 

Case No. 2007.1275E 

2004 AND 2009 HOUSING ELEMBNT 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Responslblllty 
for 

Implementation 

San Francisco 
Planning Department 

1 

Mitigation 
: Schedule 

Prior to completion of 
project-level 
environmental review 
and/9r the first project 
approval action. 

Mitigation 
Action 

Ensure that appropriate level 
of noise analysis Is · 
conducted. by the Project 
Sponsor, and where . 
necessary, that residential 
site design minimizes noise 
Impacts to public and private 
open space . 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 

Responsibility 

San Francisco 
Planning 
Department 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Prior to 
completion of 
project-level 
environmental 
review and the 
first project 
approval action. 

MITIGATIONMONITORWG AND REPORTINGPROCRAM 

MARCH 9, 2011 



co 
w 
co 

Mitigation Measures 

appropriate u~e of both common and private open space in multi
family dwellings, and implementation would also be undertaken 
consistent with other principles of urban @sign. 

Case No. 2007.1275E 

2004 AND 2009 H;OUSING E!.l!MENT 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Responslbillty 
for 

Implementation 

2 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Mitigation 
Action 

Monitoring/ 
.Reporting 

Re5ponsibility 
Monitoring 
· SchedulB 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MARCH 9, 2011 



ATTACHMENT A 

2009 SAN FRANCISCO HOUS_ING.ELE1\1ENT 

CALIFORNIA ENvIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT FINDINGS: FINDINGS OF FACT, 
EVALUATION OF l\1ITIGATION MEASURES AND ALTERNATIVES AND 

· - STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

SAN FRANCISCO.PLANNING COMMISSION 

In d.eter'mining to approve the proposed· 2009 San Francisco Housing Element and related 
approval actions · (the "Project"), the San .Francisco Planning Commission (''.Planning 
Commission'" or "Commission") makes and adopts the following findings of fact· and statement· 
of overriding considerations and adopts the ·following recommendations regarding mitigation 
measures and alternatives based on substantial evidence in the whole -record of this proceeding 
and under the. California Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Cqde· Sections · 
21000 et s·eq. ("CEQA"), particularly Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines _for 
Implementation of CEQA, 14 California Code of Regulations Seetions 15000 et seq. ("CEQA 
Guidelines"), particularly Sections 15091 through 15093; and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
Administration Code. 

I. Introduction 

- -This document is-organized-as-follows:-- ________________________ --·--------·-- __________ _ 

Section I provides a description of the proposed Project, the environment;al review process for 
the Project, the Planning Commission actions to be taken, and the location of records; · 

Section II identifies the impacts found not to-be significant that do not require mitigation;· 

Section III identifies potentially-significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to less-than-
significant levels through mitigation; · 

Section N identifies significant irnpact:S that cannot be. avoided or reduced to less~thari. 
· significant levels; 

Section V discusses why a subsequent or supplemental BIR is not required;· 

Section VI evaluates the different Project alternatives and the economic, legal, socifil, 
technological, policy, and other considerations that support the rejection of the alternatives as 

· infeasible; and · 

,Section VII presents a statement of overriding coilsideratisms setting forth specific rea.Sons in 
support of the Planning Commission's actions · arid its rejection of the Alternatives not 
incorpo:rated into the Project. · · 

Attached to these findings as Exl).ibit I is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
('11MRP") for the mitigation measures that have been proposed for adoption. The Mitigation 
Moi:iitoring ·and Reporting Program is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15091. It provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the Final EIR 

- CFEIR") that is required to re;duce or avoid a significant advers_e impact. Exhibit 1 also specifies 
the agency responsible for implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions 
and a monitoring schedule. · · · 
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These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Planning 
Commission. The references set forth in these trndings to certain,pages or sections of the EIR or 
responses to conuuents in the Final EIR are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide 

· an exhaustive l~st of ~e evidence relied upon for these findings. 

a. Project Description 

State Housing Element Law 

Since 1969, California's .Housing Element law, Government Code Sections 65580 et seq., has 
required loc;al jurisdictions to adequately plan for and address the housing-needs of all segments 
of its population, such that all communities contribute to the attainment of California's housmg 
goal. Thus, each local jurisdiction is required to include a housing element as an element of itS. . 
general plan. · · 

State ho~ing elemeritlaw requires that each citi ;md county develop local holising progranis 
designed to meet its "fair share" of housing. needs for all income groups during a stated planning 
period. The «fair share" allocation of regional housing needs (called the RENA) is determined 
by regional planning agencies. Sar.i Francisco ':s RHNA is determined by the Association of Bay 
Area Govetnments (ABAG). By allocating eachjurisdictio_n's regional housing need, and by 
requiring that each jurisdictions' housing element addresses the RHNA for the relevant planning 
period, state Housing Element law ensures that each jurisdiction accepts responsibility for the 
housing that represents the number of additional dwelling units that would be required to 
accommodate the anticipated growth· in. households, replace expected demolitions and 

. conversions of housing units to non-housing uses, and achieve a future vacancy rate that allows 
. for the healthy functioning of the housing market. 

Each housing element must include an assessment of housing needs and an inventory of 
rdources and constraints relevant to meeting those needs, a statemeri.t of housing goals, policies 
and objectives, as well as a program setting forth actions that the locality is undertaking oi: will 
undertake to implement the policies and_ achieve the goals and _objectives_ 

State law requires the housing element to be updated periodically, usually every five years. The 
most recent update of the housing element occurred in 2004, when the Citjr adopted the 2004 
Housing Element, an update to the 1990 Residence Element The 2004 Housing Element 
addressed the City's housing needs for the planning period 1999 to 2006. Subsequent to 
adoption of the 2004 Housing Element, the California Court of Appeal determined the · 
environni.ental document prepared for the· 2004 Housing Element was inadequate, and directed 
the City to prepare an EIR (see San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods v. City and. County 
of San Francisca [June.22, 2007,..Al 12987] [unpublished. opinion]). The Court allowed the City 
to continue to rely on the 2004 Housing Element pending the completion of the EIR, except for 
several ex.press policies and objectives. 

2009 Housing Element 

During the pendency of litigation over the 2004 Housing Element's environmental rev.iew, and in 
, accordance with state Housing Element law, the City underwent a comprehensive planning 
· · process and prepared the next update of the Housing Element to address the planning period 

2007 through 2014_ The result was the proposed 2009 Housing Element. 

The 2009 Housing Element consists of three parts. Part I ofthe 2009 Housing Element consists 
of the Data and.Needs AIJ.alysis section, whic~ provides a statistical baseline for determining 
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appropriate housing objectives, policies· and implementation strategies. This section 'includes San 
Francisco population and employment trends, housing data., arid inventories ofland available for 
housing development Part I provides a foundation for the proposed changes to the o_bjectives 
and policies contained in Part II of the 2009 Housing Element 

Part I also presents an updated calculation of Sari Francisco's fair share of the regional housing 
rieed, ror·January 2007 through June.2014. The City's RENA goal is 31,193 housing units, or 
4-,159 units per year. Part I identifies where development capacity exists under existing zoning 
for future potential housing throughout the City. . · . . · 

Part II of the '.?009 HousingElement, summarized in the.ProjectDescriptio_n of the EIR, and 
attached as an appendix thereto, sets forth the objectives, policies, and implementing strategies 
intended to address the City's housing needs based on the RENA. Generally, the objectives and 
policies contained in P<:irt II prioritize the creation of permanently affordable housing; conserve 
and improve the existing housing stock; recognize and preserve neighborhood character; ·· 
integrate planning of housing, jobs, transportation and infrastructure; and maintain the City as a· 
.sustainable model of development.. 

Jhe2009 Housing Element also includes implementation measures, which are proposed for 
adoption and which hCJ.Ve been review~d in the BIR, and a series of "'Strategies for Further 
Review." Th.e Strategies for Further Review are ideas which wen~ raised over the course of 
development and outreach for the 2009 Housing Element. Most of the strategies require further 
examination~ and potentially long-terin study, before they can be directly implemented.. . 

b~ Environmental Review 

The Planning Depa.I1ffient printed .and circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on October 8, 
2008 that solicited comments regarding the content of the proposed EIR for the 2004 Housing 
Element that was required by the court. The NOP for the Draft EIR was circulated for 3.0 days in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15082(b). During the NOP circulation period, a 
public scoping meeting w.as held on November 6, 2008. · 

·Subsequent to the circulation of the NOP, a draft of the proposed 2009 Housing Element was 
completed. The scope of the BIR was revised to include both the 2004 Housing Element and the · 
2009 Housing Element.. Therefore, the Planning Department printed and recircuiated an NOP on 
September 2, 2009 that solicited comments regarding the content of the EIR for the proposed 
Housing Elements. During the NOP circulation period, th~ Planning Department held a public 
scoping meeting on September 30, 2009. 

The Planning Department pubiished the Draft BIR and provided public notice of the availability 
of the Draft EIR for p1,1.blic review and comment on June 30, 2010. Notices of Completion and 
copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to the State Clearing house_.· ·· 

The _Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the Draft EIR on August 5, · 
2010. At this hearing, opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment W!lS 
received on the Draft BIR. The Plarining Department accepted public comments on the Draft 
EIR from June 30, 2010 to August 31, 2010.. · · 

The Planning Department published the Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR on Match 9, 
· 2011. This document includes responses to environmental comments on the Draft BIR made at 

the public hearing on August 5, 20 l 0, as well as written comments submitted on the Draft EIR · 
from June 30, 2010 to August 31, 2010. The Comments arid Responses document al.So contains· 
text changes to the Draft EIR made by the EIR preparers to correct or clarify information 
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presented in the Draft EIR, including cha.Ilges to the Draft EIR text made ill response to . 
commenf::s. 

The Planning Commission certified the Final EIR on March 24, 2011 and recommended that the 
Board of Supervisors adopt the 2009 Housing Element_as the Housing Element of the General 
Plan. Tue Board of Supervisors amended the General Plan and adopted. the 2009 Housing 
Element in June 2011. Subsequent to the Board's approvaL however, San Franciscans for 
Livable Neighborhoods again challenged the environmental document prepared for the 2009 
Housing Element The trial court found that the City complied with CEQA in all respects except 
for the EIR.' s treatment of alternatives, ;md the City's a~option of findings under CEQA. In a 
January 15, 2014 Peremptory Writ of Mandate, the Court ordered the City to set aside and 
reconsider the EIR and the approval of the 2009 Housing Element 

In resporrse to th11-court's direction, the Planning Department revised the alternatives analysis of 
the EIR .. The Department published the Dia:ft EIR Revised Chapter VII Alternatives (the _ 
Revision) and provided public notice of the availability of the Revision for public review and 
comment on Decemberl 8, 2013. Notices of Completion and -copies of the R.t;:vision were 
distributed to the State Clearinghouse. The Planning CommiSsion held a duly noticed public . 
hearing on the Revision on January 23, 2014. At this hearing~ opportunity for public comment on -
the Revision was given and public comment was received on the Revision. The Planning · 
Department accepted public comments on the Revision from December 18, 2013 to February 18, 
2014. The Planning Department published the Responses to ·conµnents on the Revision on April. 
10, 2014- This document includi::s responses to environmental comments on the Revision made 
at the public hearing on January 23, 2014, as· well as written comments submitted.on the 
Revision from December 18, 2013 to February 18, 2014. The April l'O, 2014 Responses to 
Comments document also contains text changes to the Revision made by the EIR preparers to 
correct or clarify information presented in the Revision: 

c. Plamiing Commission Actions 

Tue Planning Commission is being requested to take the following actions to approve and 
implement the proposed Project 

• Certify the Final EIR. 

• - Adopt CEQA Findings and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

• ·Approve and recommend adoption of the 2009 Housing Element of the San Francisco 
General Plan by the Board of Supervisors. 

• Set aside Planning Coinmission Motions 18307, 18308- and Resolution 18309 in 
compliance with the Peremptory Writ of Mandate. 

· d. Location of Records 

The record upon which all findings and deterininations related to the Project are based includes, 
but is not limited to, the following: · 

• The San Francisco 2009 Housing Element (drafts 1, 2 and 3 and proposed amendments); 

• The San Francisco 2004 Housing Element; 

• The San Francisco 1990 Residence Element; 
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• The EIR and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the EIR;. 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the 
Planning Commission relating to the BIR, the proposed approvals, the Project, and the 
alternatives set ~orth in the EIR; · · · 

• AU information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the Planning 
Com.niission by the environmental consultant and sub-consultants who prepared the.EIR, 
or incorporated into reports prc;sented to the Planning Commission; 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the City from 
other public agencies relating to the Project or the BIR; 

• All information (including written ~vidence and· testimony) presented at any publiq 
·hearing or workshop relate.cl to the Project and ~e EIR; 

• For. documentary. and fuformation ptrrposes, all locally-adopted land use plans ·and 
ordinances, including, without limitation, general plans, specific plans and ordinances, 
together with environmental review documents, findings, mitigation monitoring programs . 
and other documentation relevant to planned growth in the area; · 

• The MMRP; and . 

• All other documents comprising the record pursuant to_ Public Resources Code Section 
2116.76(e)_ _ _ _ __ _ __ ___ _ _______ __ _ _ ___ _ 

The public hearing transcrUJts, a copy of all letters regarding the EIR and the Revision received 
during the public review periods, the administrative record, and background documentation for 
the Final EIR are located ·at the Planning. Department, 1650 Mission Street., Suite 400, San 
Francisco. Jonas Ionin, Cori:nnission Secretary, is the custodian of these docllments and 
materials. · 

Il. Impacts Found Not to Be Significant, Thus Requiring No l\fitigation 

Firiding: Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the City finds 
that the implementation of the Project would not result in any significant environmental impacts 
in the following areas: Land Use and· Land Use Planning; Aesthetics; Population and Housing; 
Cultural and Paleontological Resoilrces; Air Quality; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Wind·_and 
Shadow; Recreation;· Utilities and Service Systems; Public . Services; Biological Resources; 
Geology and .Soils, Hydrology/Water Quality; Hazards/Hazardous Materials; Mineral/Energy 
Resources; Agricultuµtl Reso~es. Each of these topics is analyzed and discussed· in detail, 
including, but not liinited to, in the EIR at Chapters V.B, V.C, V.D, V.E, V.H, V.I, V.J, V.K, 
V.L, V.M, V.N, V.O, V.P, V.Q, V.R, and V.S. 

ill. Findings of.Potentially-Significant Impacts that Can.be Avoided or Reduced to a Less
Thari.-Significant Level 

Finding: The California.Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires agencies· to adopt 
mitigation measures _that would avoid or substantially lessen a project'_s identified significant 
impacts or potential significant impacts if such measures are feasible. · 

The findings in this· Section III and in Section IV concern mitigation ·measures set forth in the 
FEIR. These findings discuss mitigation measilres as proposed in the FEIR and recommendedfor 
adoption by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors. 
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AB explained previously, Exhibit 1, attached, contains the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Prograin required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. It provides a 
table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in Chapter V of the EIR that is required to 
reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact Exhibit 1 also specifies the agency responsible for. 
implementation of ~ach measure, establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule. 
The Planning Commission finds that, based on the record before it, the .mitigation measure 
proposed for adoption in the FElR is feasible, and that it can and should be carried out by the . 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors, and staff has recommended that it be 

· incorporated into the 2009 Housing Element as a:n implementation measure found in Appendix 
C. The Planning Commission acknowledges that if such measures were not adopted and 
implemented, the Project m;i.y result in additional significant unavoidable impacts, For this 
reason, .and as discussed in Section VI, the Planning Commission is adopting a Statement of 
Overriding Consic!-erations as. set forth in Section VIL 

The mitigation meas~s identified in the FEIR which would reduce or aVoid signific~t adverse 
enyirorunental impacts are ,proposed for adoption as ¥uplementation measures of the 2009 
Housing Element, and are set forth .in Exhibit 1, in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program_ 

Noise: 

a) Potentially Significant Impact 

' ' 

Implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would promote housing near transit and other 
infrastructure, housing near neighborhood services, .and housing within mixed-use areas which 
could result in housing located in area that already experience ambient noise levels above 75 
Ldn. Residential developmept in areas that experience noise levels above 75 :r,ctn could expose 
noise sensitive receptors to noise levels in excess of established standards. Compliance with 
Title 24, ~hich typically addresses interior noise levels for. housing developments, may not 
mitigate exterior noise on private open space. Other site specific conditions may warrant 
acoustical monitoring and analysis beyond the requirements for Title 24.. This could result in a 
significant impact with respect to noise, · 

b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion 

The City :fu;ids the potentially-significant impact listed above would be reduced to a: less-than
significant level with implementation of mitigation measure M-N0-1, which would require the 
preparation of an analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify potential noise
generating ilses within two blocks of the project site, and includes at least one 24-hour noise 
measurement (with maximum noise level readings taken at least every 15 minutes); prior to 
completion of environmental review. The analysis shall demonstrate with reasonable certainty 
that Title. 24· standards, where applicable, can : be met, and .that there are no particular 
circumstances about the proposed project site that appear to warrant heightened concern about 
noise levels in the vicinity of the proposed project Should such concerns be present, the 
Department piay require the completion ofa· detailed noise assessment by person(s) qualified in 
acoustical analysis and/or engineering prior to the first project approval action, in order to 

. demonstrate that acceptable interior noise levels consistent with those in Title 24 standards can 
be attained. 

In addition, to minimize effects on development· in noisy areas, for new residential uses, the 
Planning Department, shall, through its building permit review process, in conjunction with 
noise analysis required above, require that open space required by the Planning Code for such 
uses be protected, to the maximum feasible extent, from existing ambient noise levels that could 
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prove annoying or disruptive to users o(the open space. Implementation of this measure co~ld 
involve, among other things, site design that uses the building itself to shield on-site open space 
from the gre.atest noise sources, construction of noise barriers between noise sources and open 
space, and appropriate use of both common and private open space in multi-family dwellings. 
Implementation would also be undertaken consistent with other principles of urban de.sign. 

Compliance -with this mitigation measure M:.N0-1, together with compli.ance with Title 24 of the 
Califomia Code of Regulations and the California Building Code and the San Francisco Police 
Code, would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. · 

IV. Significant Impacts That Cannot Be Avoided or Reduced to a Less-Than~Significant 
Level. 

Finding: Based on subsf:?ntial evidence in the whole record Of these proceedings, the City finds 
that, where f"easible, changes or alterations have been required, or incorporated into the 2009 
Housing Element to reduce the significant environmental impact as identified in the F'.EIR. The 
City determines that the following significant impacts on the environment, as reflected in the 
FEIR, are anavoidable, but under Public Resources Code Section 2108l(a)(3) and (b), and 
CEQA Guidelines 1509l(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, the City determines that the impacts 
are acceptable due to the overriding considerations described in Section Vil below. This finding 
is supported by substantial evidence in tlie record of this proceedi.rig. · 

Transporta-ti.on/Cirrnlation: 

a. -Impact=TransiL 

Adoption of the 2009 Housi.11g Element would result in implementation of objectives and 
policies that encourage residential development that takes advantage of alternative modes of 
transportation, including transit. Under 2025 Cumulative Conditions, the California Street and 
Market Street Subway transit corridors are anticipated to operate near Muni' s transit capacity 
utilization standard of 85 percent. A substantial mode shift to transit could restilt in an increase 
in transit ridership above Muni' s capacity utilization standard, thereby resulting in overcrowc)illg 
on the public transit system. To reduce potential overcrowding. on transit, SFMTA could 
increase capacity on Muni by iniplerrienting the transportation plans and programs, as Q.escribed 
ir). the Draft EIR at Section V.F-15 to V.F-18, which include SFPark, SFGo, the San Francisco 
Bicycle Plan, the Central Subway, Bus Rapid Transit and the Better Streets Plan. 
Implementation of these plans and programs could reduce congestion and decrease transit travel 
times, allowing a given. bus to complete more runs in a day, which allows MUNI's capacity to 
increase without acquiring additional buses. However, although many of the transportation plans 
are in the propess of being or have been implemented, implementation has not be.en secured for 
all of the measures, or for those measures that have been iniplemented, they have not been 
implemented for a sufficient amount of time to. determine the extent of their effectiveness, and it 
is not known whether the implementation of all of the measures would provide a sufficient 
decrease in travel time, and subsequent increase in bus runs, to carry all projected riders. 
SFMTA ·could also increase capacity on MUNI. by providing more buses. However, this 
approach would involve increased costs .to SFMTA for which funding has I).Ot been identified, 
and could require a_dditional sources of revenue. Although SFMTA is pursuing additional 
sources_ of revenue through development impact fees, increases in vehicle license fees, and. 
·issuance of bonds, those measures require approval by the Board of Supervisors after appropriate 
study, or by voters in a general electio.n, and the outcome of those efforts cannot be deterrrtined 
at this time. Because· the certainty and feasibility of these two mitigation options cannot be 
establishe~ the impact on transit.would remain significant and unavoidii.ble. · 

b) Mitigation Measure: 
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No feasible mitigation me~ures have been identified fo~ the potentially significant impact on 
transit. Hence a significant and tmavoidable trar;isit impact would octur with implementation of 
the 2009 Housing Element. 

V. Why Subsequent Environmental Analysis or Recirculation is Not Required. 

Finding: F~r the reasons set forth below and elsewhere in the Administrative Record, none o( 
the factors are pre~ent which woutd necessitate recirculation of the Final EIR under .CEQA 
Guideline Section 15088.5 or the preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR under CEQA 
Guideline Section 15162. · 

The Comments and Responses documents thoroughly addressed all public comments that the 
Planning Department received on the Draft EIR and on the Revision. In response to these 
comments, the Department added new and clarifying text to the EIR and the ·Revision. In 
addition, sin~ publication of the original Draft EJR., '.the· staff, in response to public comments · 
and additional staff evaluation of the 2009 Housing Element, modified a number of policies and 
Objectives in the 2009 Housing Element in order avoid or alleviate specific concerns raised by. 
the public and Cify officials. The Co~ents an,d Responses documents, which are incorporated 
herein by reference" analyzed all of these changes and determined that these changes did not 
constitute new information of significance that would add riew significant environmen~ effects, 
or substantially increase the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR. 

Further, additional changes to th~ 2009 · Housing Element have been incorporated· into the 
Element after p-µblication of the Conirnents and Responses document These changes have been 
addressed orally by staff or in staffteports, which statements and reports are incorporated, herein 
by reference, and based on this information, the Planning Department determined, and the trial 
court affinned, that these additional changes do not constitute new information of significance 
that wo1:1-1d alter any of the conclusions of the EIR. · 

Based on the information set forth above and other substantial evidence in light of the whole · 
record on· the Final EIR. which includes the Revision, the Commission determines that j:he 2009 
Housing Element is within the· scope of the project analyzed in the Final EIR; (2) approval of 
2009 Housing Element will not require important revisions to the Final EIR due to the 
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified significant effects; (3) taking into account the 2009 Housing Element and 
other changes analyzed~ the Final EIR. no substantial changes have occurred With respect to.the 
circumstances under which the Project are undertaken which would require major revisions to 
the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects,· or a substantial 
increase in the severify- of effects identified in the Final EIR; and (4) no new information· of. 
substanti~l importance to th6 Project has become available- which would indicate (a) the 2009 
Housing Element or the approval action will have significant effects not discussed in the Final 
EIR; (b) · significant environmental effects will be substaritially more severe; ( c) mitigation 
measures or alternatives found not feasible which would reduce one or more significant effects 
have become fe~ible; or ( d) mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different 
from· those in the Final EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the 
envifonment. Consequently, there is no need to recirculate the· Final EIR under CEQA Guideline 
15088.5 or to prepare a subsequent or supplemental EIR under CEQA Guideline Section 15162. 

VI. Evaluation of Project Alternatives. 

This Section describes the EIR alternatives, including the 2004 Housing Element. This Section 
also outlines the 2009 Housing Element's purpose and provides the rationale for selecting the 
2009 Housing Element and for rejecting alternatives as infeasible. Addi~ional evidence to 
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support the City's conclusions regarding the Projeet and the Alternatives can be found in the 
administrative record. 

CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate ·a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project; which 
would '.'feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the· project, but would avoid or 
substantially lessen effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the project." 
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a)). PilrsuanUo the Court's December 19, 2013 Order in 
San Frandscans for Livable Neighborhoods v. City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco 
Superior Court Case Number 513-077, the EIR. eval~ated Heasonable range of alternatives. · 

CEQA requires that every EIR evaluate a "No Projecf' alternative as part of the range of 
alternatives analyzed in the EIR. The Housing Element EIR's No Project analysis was prepared 
in accordance with _CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126.6(e)(3)(A) and (C). 

Alternatives provide a basis o.f comparison to the Project in·krrns of beneficial, significant, ·and 
unavoidable impacts, : This comparative analysis is us~ to consider reasonable feasible options 
for ~g environmental consequences of the Project. 

A. Reasons for Selection of the Project 

As described above .and in this section, the project proposed _for adoption is the 2009 Housing 
Element, as defined in the Project Descriptiori, with the changes incorporated into "Draft 3" of 
the 2009 Housing Element when it was approved by the Planning Commission and the Board of 
Supervisors in 2011 (in Board of Supervisors' Ordinance 108-11 ). The 2009 Housing Element is · 

-identified--'in-the-~DrafLEIR--in--Chapter-N.-ErojectD_escription,_ paiticularly_~t.p~g~s N=2_8_ 
through IV-31. The 2009 f{ousing Element is selected for adoption because this Commission, 
the body pursuant to the San Francisco Chartt<r charged with setting land use policy in San 
Francisco, based on the recommendation of the expert staff at the Planning Department, has 
determined that the.2009 Housing Element Will best achieve all of the following objectives, 
which would not be achieved as well by any of the alternatives, including the 2004 H9using 

. Element. · 

• Provide a Vision for the City's housing and gro~ management through 20 I 4 

Although all the Alternatives provide a vision for housing and growth management, the 2009 
. Housing Element is a product of significant and recent community input and debate and includes 
responses to recent global economic indicators and global climate issues. In drafting the policies 
and objectives of the 2009 Housing Element, the Department wotjced closely with comm.Unity 
leaders; stakeholQ.ers, -City agencies, and ~mm.unity mem_bers starting in September of 2008. 
The Department convened a Community Advisory Body, held over a dozen stakeholder sessions, 
over 30 public workshops and presentations, hosted. staff office hours, surveyed the community 
in writing and online, ~d the Planning Director hostecl two workshops. In addition, the· Planning 
Commission held several infoiinational hearings. As a result of this extensive outreach and · 
effort, the 2009 Housing Element best provides a community based vision for the City's housing 
future,. which specifically incorporates and responds to an updated RHNA goal set for 2007 to 
2014, and responds to recent ·global economic indicators and global climate issues.(See Policies 
13.2 and 13.3). 

• Maintain the existing housing stock to serve housing needs 

The 2009.Housing.Element-recognizes that the majority of San Francisco's housing stock is over 
60 years old and this eX.isting stock is au important part of meeting Sari Francisco's housing 
demands. Retaining existing housing reduces the need for resources to build new housing, and 
maintains the-total supply of lower cost housing, particularly that housing which is controlled by . 
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the City"s Rent Control Ordinance. Demolition of existing housing and construction of new 
housing often results in new units which are more costly than the ~ts that w~re demolished. 
The 2009 Housing Element contains objectives which specifically discourage the demolition of · 
existing housing (see Objective 2) and discourages the merger of existing units, unless the 
resulting mi.its increases the.City's supply of affordable or family hob.sing (see Policy 2.1). The 
2009 Housing Element also discourages the removal or reduction of housing for parking, thereby 
encouraging the maintenance of the existing housing stock (see Policy 2.3). ·-

. • Ensure capacity for the development of new housing to meet the RHNA at all income 
levels_ 

The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) determined that San Francisco's fair share 
of the regional housing need for January 2007 through June 2014 is 31,190 units, or about 4,160 · 
units per year. This regional housing needs assessment (RHNA) includes production targets 
addressing housing at a range of household income categori~s. San Francisco's RHNA target 
includes 18,880 units, or 61%, that are affordable to moderate income households (120% of the 
area median income) arid below. Under existing zoning, the City has t<nough capacity to meet 
the overall RENA. However, the City historically has not met the RHNA targets at all income 
levels, particularly for affordable housing. Because of. the high cost of housing, .subsidies 
required to provide a unit to low or very low income households can be up to $200,000 per unit, 
and thus, the total cost to meet those needs exceeds $2. billion. Public and private subsidies will 
not be able to fulfill all of San Francisco's affordable housing needs. · · · 

The 2009 Housing Element contains objectives and policies designed to ensure that the City has 
capacity for the development of various types of housing for households at all income levels. It 
also . contains objectives and policies to~ foster a housing stock that meets the needs of all 
residents across all lifecycles, such as families with children, people With disabilities and seniors, 
many· of whom have income levels that can only be met by affordable units, and who often do 
not have access to private transportation (See Policy 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3). The 2009 Housing 
Element seeks to ensure that units affordable to all income levels are located throughout San 
Francisco according to infrastructure and site capacity (Pol.icy 4.6), and encourages integrated . 
neighborhoods with a diversity of unit types and affordability levels (Policy 4.5). The 2009 

. Housing Element encourages· the completion of key opportunity areas such as Treasure Island, 
and Candlestick Point/Hunters Point Shipyard, which will provide significant new capacity for 
new neighborhoods with units at all income levels (See Policy 12). 

• Encourage housing development where supported by existing or planned infrastructure, 
while maintaining neighborhood character, 

The 2009 Housing Element best balances the tension between the demand for additional housing 
with potential impacts on existing neighborhoods, where new housing is supported by existing 
in:frastructUre. The 2009 Housing Element supports the completion of planning for Treasure 
Islan~ Candlestick Point/Hunters Point Shipyard, as well as Park Merced and the Transbay 
Transit Center (See Policy 1.2). These areas have existing infrastructure to support new housing, 
or new in:frastµicture is planned for them. The 2009 Housing Element supports new, mixed-use 
in.fill development in areas where there is adequate open space, child care, neighborhood services 
and public transit (Policy 12.2). At the same ti.m~, the 2009 Housing Element seeks to maintain 
and support the diverse and distinct character of San Francisco's neighborhoods (See Objective 
11 ), and ensures new and ~ubstantially altered buildings are compatible with existing 
neighborhood character (See Policy 11.2). The 2009 Housing Element also has several policies 
which call .for community based planning processes; to allow greater input in the planning for 
new housing (See Policy 1.4), ensuring that the community is involved in the development 
process and that any tension between new and existing housing is lessened. · _ 
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• . Encourage, develop and maintain programs and policies to meet projected affordable 
housing needs · 

Affordable housing is· the most salient housing issue in San Francisco. The 2009 Housing 
Element seeks to facilitate permanently affordable housing, and contains many objectives ·and 
policies designed to expand the number of resources for affordable housing, facilitate affordable 
housing development througliTand subsidy programs, and support programs that do not require 
·direct public subsidies and that c;an facilitate the development of middle income units (See 
Objectives 3,. 4 and 5.). 

The 2009 Housing Element best promotes the need to enGOurage the creation of afford,able 
housing with.out the need for public subsidies. To make a unit affordable to a low or very low 
income household requires a subsidy ranging from $170,000 to $200,000, yet the level of state 
and federal :funding has decreased. To m~t all RHNA goals for low and very low income 
households, a total of over $2 ·billion is required. Thris, the 2009 Housing Element contains . 
num~ious policies that encourage the. creation or preservation of "naturally' affordable units .or ' 
units which are "affordable by design." This includes policies related to the preservation of 
eXisting older units (Objective 2), including rent controlled units (Policy 3.1), polici~s which 
encourage affordable housing. through zoning accommodations (Policy 7.5), policies which 
consider the creation of and preservation of smaller units (Policy 1.5, 3.4), \fild policies allowing 

·for the development of housing at increased densities where appropriate (Policy 1.6). · 

• Develop a vision for San Francisco that supports sustainable local, regional and state 
housing and environmental goals· · 

The City, the greater Bay Area and the State of California have adopted environmental and 
housing goals for mcire sustainable development SB 375, adopted by the State in 2008, seeks to 
link housing with transportation to address global climate change. ABAG has allocated regional 
housing needs based on the availability of transit infuistructure. · San Francisco has adopted· 
numerous plans that support. green development and help to reduce the City's greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

The 2009 Housing Element supports these environmental and housing goais.with objectives and· 
poliCies which support smart regional growth that locates new hous~g close to jobs and transit 
(Policy LIO; 13.1), requires that the City work with localities region-wide to coor:dinate 
affordable housing productions (Policy 13.2), which promote "green" development at the highest 
level by encouraging walking, bicycling and transit (Policy 12. l,_ 13.3), and which. encourage 
LEED developments (Policy 13.4). These objectives and.policies will help ensiire that San 
Francisco, and the region, works toward meeting the needs of the present without sacrificing the 
ability of future generations to meet their own needs. 

- - . -· - .. 
• Adopt a housing element that substantially complies: with California Housing Element 

Law as _determined by the California Department of Housing and. Community 
Development . 

A determination by the California Depirtment of Housing and Community Development that the 
Housing Element sub~tantially complies with state.Housing Element law provides the City with 

. a rebuttable assumption that the Housing Element complies with state Housing Element I.aw and 
allows the City to am~nd redevelopment plans (an important source of affordable housing funds), 
and allows the City to maintain eligibility for state· ~sportation, open space, and development 
funds:· 

HCD has previously found that the 2009 .Ho~ing Element substantialiy co~plied with state 
housing element law in a letter to the Department on July 29, 2011, and has previously 
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commended the City for its many innovative strategies and programs. Th~ City expects that 
HCD will continue to find that the 2009 Housing Element complies with state housing element 
law. 

-B. Alternatives R~jected and Reasons for Rejection 

An agency may reject project alternatives if it finds them infeasible. Feasible; ilnder CEQA, is 
defined as capable of being accomplished in a successful manrier within a reasonable period of 
time taking into account economic, environmental, social, technological and legal factors. 
(PubliC Resources Code §21061.l; CEQA Guidelines §15364.) Other considerations may also 
provide the basis for finding an alternative infeasible, such as whether an alternative is 
impractical, or undesirable from a policy standpoint The -City fmds infeasible, and therefore 
rejects, the alternatives analyzed in the EIR, including the. 2004 Housing Element, for the 

. economic, legal, social, technological, policy, and other considerations set forth below and 
elsewhere in the record,· including the reasons set fC?rth in the . Statement of Overriding 
Considerations in Section VIL - · 

Rejectie>n of 2004 Housing Elem.eat: The 2004 Housing Element was analyzed in theEIR. at an 
equal level of detail as the 2009 Housing Element and was included as a Housing Element that 
the decision-makers could adopt in the alternative to the 2009 Housing Element, and in response 
to the Court's direction that the City analyze the 2004 Housing Element in an EIR. Generally, 
the policies and objectives in the 2004 Housing Element encourage housing in certain-areas of 
the City, and encoUrage the construction of higher density developments and developments with 
reduced parking requirements. The overall impact conclusions ·for both the 2004 Housing 
Element and 2009 Housing Element were similar; however-, there were differences in degree of 
the amount of impact 

Adoption of the- 2004 Housing Element is hereby rejected as inf'.easible. The 2004 Housing 
Element would not meet the Project's Objectiveii. to encourage housing development where 

- supported by existing or planned infrastructure while maintaining neighborhood character, 
because the 2004 Housing Element «strongly encourages" developers to "take full advantage of 
building densities"·(Policy 11-8) and to ':use new housing "!Sa means to enhance n~ighborhood 
vitality and diversity'' (Policy 11.1). These two policies in particular could have more of an 
impact ori neighborhood character and aesthetics than the Project, particularly in areas of the 
City that are dominated by lower density development Although the BIR determined that neither 
the 2004 or the 2009 Housing Element would have a significant environmental impact on 
neighborhood character and aesthetics, because of these policies, the· Department and 
Commission has determined that the 2004 Housing Element does not appropriately balance the. 
need for new housing with the-need· to protect the: character of established neighborhoods .. 

Although the conclusions regarding the impacts on transit for the 2004 and- 2009- Housing 
Element are similar, based on the number of policies in the 2004 Housing Element regarding the 
reduction of parking requirements (such as Policy 4.4, and 11. 7), as noted above, it is likely that 
the 2004 Housrng Element would increase the significant and unavoidable impact on trimsit, as 
more housing units could be built without historically required parking, resulting in more person 
trips shifting to transit This is because transit ridership increases as the cost of owning a private 
vehicle increases. In addition, the 2004 Housing Element induded a number of policies 
designed t:o increase the allowable densities in a given building envelope. Studies have shown 
that transit use increases where housing deilliities are higher. An increase in the number of transit 
trips would_ decrease the amount of vehicle miles traveled and reduce the amount of greenhouse 
gas ·emissions and would better ~chieve the Project objective to support sustainable local, 
regional and state environmental goals. However, as noted above, the 2004 Housing Element 
does not- appropriately balance that objective with the City's objective to maintain existing 
neighborhood character. · 
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The policies and objectives in the 2004 Housing Element were proposed in response to San 
Francisco's RHNA goal for 2001-2006,_ which numbered 20,374. As n0ted, an updated Housing 
Element must now respond to ABAG's RHNA goal fyom _2007 to 2014. Although the-higher 
density and reduced parking strategies encouraged in the 2004 Housing Element might better 
achieve the City'~ RHNA targets at the lower income levels, as noted above, the 2004 Housing 
Element·does not appropriately balance that need with the City's objective to maintain·existing 
neighborhood character. Unlike in the 2004 HoliSing Element, the 2009 Housing Element 

· contains policies which focus housing growth according to community plans (Policy 1.2), and 
which ensure that community based planning processes are used to generate changes to land use 
controls (Policy 1.4)." The 2009 Housing Element also contains more policies r~lated. to the 
preservation of neighborhood character (Objective 11). 

Finally, the 2004 Housing Element was not created with the depth and breadth of community 
input and involvem~nt that the 2009 Housing Element was. The 2009 Housing ElC?ment includes 
input from a Citizens Advisory Coli1rn.ittee, over 30 public workshops, staff office hours, online 
and written surveys as well as wcirkshops hosted by the Planning Director over a two and a half 
year period. The scope of community input on the 2009 Housing Element is an important aspect 
of the City's determination to recornmend the 2009 Housing Element as the vision for the City's 
housing growth and. management through 2014. As noted,. none of the other alternatives, 
fucluding the 2004 Housing Element, can match the 2009 Housing Element's recent community 
outreach. · 

For the foregoing reasons as well as economic,. legal, social, technological, policy, and other 
considerations_setforth_hereinand elsewhen:' in.1:1:i~ r~cprd, inchiding the reasons set forth in the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section VII below, the 2004 Houimg- Elemerit iS 
hereby rejected as infeasible. · 

Rejection of Alternative A: · The No Project/Continuation of 1990 Residence Element 
Alternative. Alternative A is the CEQA-required ""'No Project" alternative. CEQA Guidelines 
Section.15126.6(e)(3)(A) prov~des that "when the project is the revision of an existing land use 
or regulatory plan, policy or ·ongoing operation, the 'no project' alternative will be the 
continuation of the existing.plan, policy or operation into the future." Under Alternative A: the 
No Project/Continuation of 1990 Residence Element Alternative, the 1990 Residence Element 
poiicies would remain in effect and neither the 2004 Housing Element nor the 2009 Housing 
Element policies would be implemented. Housing development in the City would continue as 
encouraged under the _1990 Residence Element. 

- . 
Alternative A would not be desirable as a matter of policy nor meet the Project's Objectives as 

. well as the 2009 Housing Element Alternative A encourages housing in less limited areas than 
· the Project~ because the. polic~es and implementation measures encourage housing that is . 
~onsistent with existing land use pattei;ns, and existing density patterns. Thus, because the City's 
projected growth and housing needs remain the same under Alternative A as they do under the 
Project, housing constructed in response under to the City's need would be constructed Citywide 
more so under Alternative A than the Project, which encourages housing along transit lines, or 
within a community planning process. In other. wor4s, similar amounts of total housing units 
would result from Alternative A and under the Project, but under Alternative A, these units 
would not be encouraged or concentrated where supported by existing or planned infrastructure, 
such as transit lines or in areas subject to community planning processes.· Concentrating housing 
along transit lines or in areas subject to community planning processes better enables the City to 
meet the Objective of encouraging housing development where supported by existing or planned 
infrastructure. 
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There are no policies in Alternative A which specifically discourage the destruction or.reduction 
of housing for parking, which is one strategy to meet affordable housing needs due to the higher 
cost of housing with parking. Thus, Alternative A would not meet the Project's Objective to 
encourage, develop and maintain programs· and policies. to meet projected affordable housing 
needs, particularly meeting the City's RHNA at all income levels. 

LikeWise, as notl?d, Alternative A does not contain policies which allow for the reduction in 
parking -requirements,. and th.us construction of housing units could include construction of 
underground parking for those units, which could result in an increased amount of excavation. 
This would have a potentially greater impact on. archeological and paleontological impacts, 
which are lo9ated underground.. Although these impacts were found insignificant, there could be 
more such impacts as co·mpared to the other Alt~rnatives. - · . 

Alternative A contains less focus than the Project on encouraging housing. near jobs arid other 
services or along transit lines, which could result in the development of more housir.ig farther 
away from these jobs and services resulting in more vehicle trips to access those activiti~s than 
under the Project (which. inclu.de~ specific policies designed to encourage housing neat jobs, 
other services and along transit lines, such as Policy I.IO, 13.l, 13.3). An increase in the amount 
of vehiCle trips can resµlt in more air quality impacts arid greenhouse gas impacts, because 
vehicles ar~ the biggest emitter of greenhouse gases. As a result, Alternative A has increased-air 
quality and greenhouse gas impacts than the Project Therefore, Alternative A does not meet the 
City's Objective in adopting a Housing Element that supports sustainable local, regional and 
state housing ·and environmental goals which call for a reduction in the amount of vehicle trips 
and greenhouse gas emissions, such as SB 375, the City's Climate Action Plan and the 
Department of the Environment's Strategic Action Plan, as, well as the 2009 Housing Element.-

Finally, Alternative A, approved almost 25 years ago, does not respond to the City's current 
housing and transportation needs or recent economic conditions which have had an impact on the 
creation and preservation of affordable housing or the need for middle class housing. The 
Commission :fmds- t_hat historically, development under Alternative A did not produce adequate 
affordable housing.to meet the City's needs. For example, only 41 % of the state mandate annual 
targets for the period covered by the 1990 Residence Element (1989-1998) was ~hieved. Thus, 
the Department recognizes a need to amend those policies to better meet those goals. 

Because the policies in Alternative A were based on data and housing ne_eds of the City prior to 
1990, Alternative A includes policies and objectives which do not take into account the updated 
demographic information and background information that the policies .and objectives in the 
2009 Housing Element do. For example, Alternative A does not contain policies that protect 
historic resources to the same extent as the Project, because the Project's policies and objective's 
approach to historic resources reflects. the changes in the City and state's approach to evaluating 
historic im.pacts. Also, the policies and objectives in- Alternative A were developed undt?r the 
assumption that the City's available land capacity included historic resources _as potential soft 
sites capable of redevelopment. As a result of this methodology, the EIR concluded that 

. Alternative A has a significant impact on historic resqurces, which the other Alternatives do not 
have. Likewise, the updated Data and Needs analysis in the 2009 Housing Elemenfrecognizes 
that the Planning Code's requirements for parking and open space are potential constraints on the 
development of housing, particularly affordable housing, and._as a result, the 2009 Housing 
Element includes policies which address those constraints, such as Policy 7.5. The 1990 
Residence Element does not include polities which address those constraints, because they were 
not recognized as issues in the Data and Needs Analysis for the 1990 Residence Element 

For the foregoing reasons as well as economic, legal, social, technological, policy, and other 
considerations set forth herein and elsewhere in the record, including the reasons set forth in the 
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Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section VII below, Alternative A is hereby rejected as 
infeasible. · 

Rejection of Alternative B: 2004 Housing Element-Adjudicated. Altemative.B ID:cludes the 
objectives, policies and implementation measures of the 2004 Housing Element except for the 
policies that were stricken by the San Francisco Superior Court, in· San Franciscans for Livable 

· Neighborhoods v. City and County of San Francisco, San Fran<?is~o Superior Court case number 
5 04-780. The remaining policies that constitute Alternative B can be found in the Appendices to 
the EIR.. Similar to Alternative A, this altema:tive would include the ·updated Data and Needs 
analysis found in Part 1 of the 2009 Housing Element, which also includes the most recently 
identified RHNA for the current planning period. 

As identified in the EIR.. Alternative. B was ·determined to be the environmentally superior 
alternative because Alternative B would come closer. to meeting the key Project objective of 
meeting the RRNA than would-. Alternative A, and Alternative A would have a potentially 
greater impact on historic resources. 

Similar to the reasons s~t forth in· rejecting Alternative A, Alternative B would be less likely to 
meet the Project's Objectives to meet the RHNA than the 2009 Housing Element. Even if 
enough development and new housing units were built under Alternative B to ineet the total 
RHNA, the policies and objectives in Alternative B may not ensure that the affordability of those 
new units would reflect the income levels required by the RHNA. This is because Alternative B 
does not contain policies and objectives that allow an increase in density of new housing- or 
reduced parking requirements as much as th~ 2009 Housing Element. Higher de:nsity housing 
with-reduced-patlcing-requirements is_generally_low~r_in. cqfil than sirrnk fa.IIJj!y _QI". o_!her low 
density housing with "one-to-one" P8:1"king. · 

Similar to Alternative A, policies and objectives in Alternative B contain less focus than the 
Project on encouraging density of housing near jobs and other services or along transit lines, 
which,could result in the development of more housing farther away from these jobs and services 
resulting in more vehicle trips to access those activities than under the· Project. The Project, on 
the other hand, includes specific policies designed_ to encourage denser housing near jobs, other 
services and along transit lines, such as Policy 12.1, 12.2, and 1.10. An increase in the amount 
of vehicle trips under Alternative B can result in more air quality impacts and greenhouse gas 
impacts. As a result, Alternative B has more air quality and greenhouse gas impacts than the 
Projec4 and thus, Alternative B does. not meet the City's Objective in adopting a Housing 

_ Element that support:S slistainable local, regional· and state housing and environmental goals 
which call for a reduction in the amount of vehicle trips - the biggest source of greenhouse gases. 
Thf?se· goals are found in plans and policies such .as SB 375, and local plans such a:s the City's 
Climate Action Plan and the Department of the Enviroruuent's Strategic Actiori Plan. 

In addition, Alternative B is a compilation of policies and objectives that received no conuiiurtity. 
input or involvement. Alternative B does not contain the policies and objective!? related to 
housing issues that respond to all stakeholders in San Francisco, including neighborhood 
organizations, housing developers and affordable housing advocates. On the other hand, and as 
noted above, the 2009 Housing Element includes input from a Citizens Advisory Committee, 
over 30 public workshops, staff office hours, online ·and ~tten surveys as well as workshops 
hosted by the Planning Director over a two and a half year period. The scope of community input 
on the· 2009 Housing Element is an important aspect of the City's determination to recommend 
the 2009 Housing. Element. · 

Although the EIR determined that neither the Project nor Alternative B would have a significant · 
envfyuhmental impact on neighborhood character and aesthetics, Alternative B does not include 
polic~es th.at appropriately balance the need to accorrirnodate housing with the need to protect the." 
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character of established neighborhoods. While recognizmg and preserving the unique character 
of San Francisco's neighborhoods is a central housing value in the 2009 Housing Element, the 
ability to meet the City's housing needs, particularly affordable housing needs is also salient As 
noted above, San Francisco was not able- to meet its RHNA targets for affordability under 
policies in Alternative A, which are similar to the policies in Alternative B. Thus, Alternative B 
protects neighborhood character at the expense of developing housing which can meet the City's 
affordable hous~g goals, such as housin~ which is de~ser or contains less parking. 

For the foregoing reasons as well as economic, legal, social, technological, policy, fil).d other 
considerations set forth herein and elsewhere in the re~rd, including the reasons set forth- in the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section VII below, Alternative B: the 2004 Housing 
Element -Adjudicateq_ is hereby rejected as infeasible. 

Rejection of Alternative C: 2009 Housing Element-Intensified. This alternative includes 
concepts that more actively encourage affordable housing. development through zoning 
accomm.Qdations,. and that encourage housing near transit. These c_oncepts were generated based 
on ideas· and alternative concepts raised over the course of outreach for the 2009 Housing 
Element_ preparation process, but which were ultimately not included. These concepts are 
intended to encourage housing by: 1). allowing for limited expansion of allowable building 
envelope for developments meeting the City's affordable housing requirement on-site with units 
of two or more bedrooms; 2) requiring development to the full allowable building envelope in 
locations· that are directly on Transportation· Effectiveness Project (TEP) rapid transit network 
lines; 3) giving height and/or density bonuses for development that exceeds affordable housing 
requirements in locations that are directly on TEP rapid transit network lines; 4) allowing height 
and/or density bonus for 100 percent afford~le housing in all areas of the City except in RH-I 
and RH-2 zones; and 5) granting of administrative exceptions for reduced parking spaces if the 
development is: a) in an RH-2 zoning district or greater, b) in an area where additional curb cuts 
would restrict parking in areas with parking shortages; or c) on a Transit Preferential Street 

Alternative C encourages housing density· in more locations than the other Alternatives. By 
encouraging more dense housing, particularly along transit lines, with fewer controls over the 
height and bulk of that housing (thereby impacting neighborhood character),. Alternative C 
would not meet the City's objectives to appropriately balance new housing development-while 
maintaining existing neighborhood character." . The increase in density under Alternative C could 
potentially result in incrementally increased impacts to scenic vistas, visual resources and visual 
character compared to the Project Although these impacts were found less than significant, they 
would be incrementally greatertb.an under the Project, and less responsive to the City's objective 
to balance new housing development with maintenance of existing neighborhood character. 

Alternative C could result in greater impacts to archaeological resources compared to the Project 
due tQ the fact that potentially larger/taller projects would require more excavation.Alternative C 
al~o could have incrementally greater impacts on transit, because it would require development 
of full allowable building envelopes and would grant height and/or density bonuses that are on 
the rapid transit network as identified in ~e Transportation Effectiveness Project. Therefore 
more units· would be built near transit, increasing the amount of transit trips. This impact would 
be significant and unavoidable, like the conclusion for the Project; however, it is likely that the 
impact would be greater under Alternative ~ than under the Project. -As noted in the Revision, 

. the increased ·promotion of density would also incrementally increase impacts on recreation, 
utilities and service systems, wind and shadow, geology·and soils, hydrology and water quality, 
and hazards and hazardous materials. Although these impacts would be less than significant, 
they would b.e incrementally greater under Alternative C than under the 2009 Housing Element 

For the foregoing reasons as well as economic, legal, social, technological, policy, and other 
considerations set forth herein and elsewhere in the record, including the reasons set forth in the 
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Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section VII below, Alternative C: Housing Element -
· Intensified is hereby rejected as infeasible. · · · . 

Additional Alternatives Proposed by the Public 

During the term of analysis of the 2009 Housing Element and its associated EIR and the 
Revision and the related comment periods, various-connnentators proposed alternatives -to' the 
2009 Housing Element. To the extent that these comments addressed the.adequacy of the EIR 
analysis, they were described and analyzed in the Responses to Comments documents. As 
presented in the record, and determined by the Superior Court, the Final EIR reviewed a 
reasonable range of alternatives; moreover, CEQA does not require the project sponsor to 
consider every proposed altemative so long as the CEQA requirements for alternatives analysis 
have. been satisfied. . · . . · · . : . 

Altho_ugh the EIR and the Revision discussed a.reasonable range of alternatives, the_Commissfon 
specifically rejects as infeasible the following altemativ~s proposed by .the public in comments 
on the Draft EIR, for the reasons set ~ortb herein and noted elsewhere in the· record; including the 
Responses to Comments docl)ment, and memoranda by the Planning Department to the Planning 
Corrimissiorr and the Board of Supervisors on the 2009 Housing Element when it was previously 
in front of those bodies in 2011. · · · 

A "RENA-Focused Alternative" is rejected as infeasible because it fails to' reduce ·enviropmental 
impacts, and because a ·RENA-focused alternative would also result in- cumulatively 
considerable e<ontribution to a potentially feasible transit impact. The 2009 HCm~ing Element 
ineludes policies that-are designed.to encourage moderate an:dlow incom_e_hQ1!3ing CQnsiste!J.t _ 

. with the RHNA, and do not "allow wholesale density increases;" therefore a "RIINA-Focused 
Alterr:iative'" would not provide useful information for decision-m*er8. 

A "No Post-2004 Rezoning" is rejected as infeasible because ct.µTent, post::.2004 planning , 
controls, such as those found in Market and Octavia Area Plan and the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Area Plan reflect th~ existing environment, and any reversal to those controls would require 
significant community ol)treach and involvement, the d~veloprnent of draft plans, Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors hearings and environmental review. Based on the amount 
of time in which it took to adopt these plans, it is_ reasonable to assume that the efforts to reverse 
those plans also would also require significant amounts oftime, particularly becau~e a No Post.:. 
2004 Rezoning alternative would undo significant long-term planning efforts which received 
widespread commullity and official City support, including support by the Planning Commission 
and the Board of Supervis~rs. Because this. alternative would not be capable of being 
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable· period of time, taking info account 
economic, environmental social,.technological or legal factors, this alternative is .infeasible, and 
therefore rejected.. · · · · · 

A "No-Additional Rezoning" is rejected as _infeasible and undesirable because it would preclude 
future development required to accommodate. pipeline development, would not reduce any 
potentially significant impacts to transit, and could impact the City's ability to meet the RRNA 
for all income groups because rezoning on a localized level is, at times, necessary and desirable 
to accommodate affordable housing developments. Moreover; the City currently complies with 
the State Density Bonus law (Government Code section 65915 et seq) by tezoning parcels to 
accommodate the various incentives and concessions required to be accommodated by that 
statute. Thus, the No-Additional Rezonirig Alternative would not meet the Project's Objectives, 
and would run afoul of the City's legal obligation to grant density bonuses '\lnder the State 
Density Bonus law. 
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For the- foregoing reasons as well as economic, legal, social, technological, policy, and other 
considerations set forth herein and elsewhere in the reeord and this document, including the 
reasons set forth in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section. Vil .below, these 
alternatives are hereby rejected as infeasible · 

Although. the Superior CoUrt held that the EIR included a reasonable range of alternatives, 
addition·al alternatives were suggested by comm.enters on the Revision to the Chapter Vil 
Alternatives Analysis. For the economic, legal, social, technological, policy, and other 
considerations set forth in the Responses to Comments on the Revision, and elsewhere in the . 
recor~ in.eluding the reasons set forth in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section 

· VII below, those additional alteniatives are rejected as .infeasible. · 

VII. Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

Pursuant to Public Resources Section 21081 and CEQA Gllidelines Se~tion 15093; it is hereby 
found, after. consicl.era.tion of the Final BIR an<;l. the evidence in the record, that each of the 
specific overriding economic, legal, socia~ technological and other benefits of the 2009 housing 
Element as set forth below independently and collectively outweighs the significant and 
unavoidable impacts and is an overriding consideration warranting approval of the 2009 Housing 
Element Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is sufficient to justify approv~l of the 
2009 Housing Element Thus, even if a court were to conclude that not every reason is supported 
. by substantial evidence, this determinatibn is that each individual reason is sufficient The 
substantial evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in the FEIR and the preceding 

. findings, which are incorporated by reference into this Section, and in the documents found in 
the administrative record, as described in Section I. . · · · 

On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the whole record- of this 
proceeding, it is specifically found that there are significant benefits of the .2009 Housing 
Element in spite of the unavoidable significant impact on transit It is further found that, as part 
of the process of approving the 2009 Housing Element, all significant effects on the environment 
from· implementation of the 2009" Housing Element· have been. eliminated or substantially 
lessened where feasible. The remaining significant effect ou transit found to. be unavoidable is 
found to be acceptable due to the.following.specific overriding economic, technical, legal, social, 
policy, and other considerations. · -

L Approval of the 2009 Housing Element will help the City to fulfill its fair share housing 
obligations as provided by the Association of Bay Area Governments. The City's fair share of 
regional housing, or RHNA, has been determined to be 3,294 units affordable to households with.. 

·extremely low incomes; 3,295 for very low income households; 5,535 for low income 
households; 6,754 for moderate income households; and 12,315 for above moderate income 

· households_ The 2009. Housing Element encourages.. the production of housing in areas. that are 
b.etter served by transit, allows the consideration of parking and open. space reductions, and 
encourages the retention of existing housing, all strategies that encourage the production and 
retention· of housing·at lower income levels. By encouraging these strategies, the 2009 Housing 
Element encourages the production of fower cost housing and housing that does not require the 
need for public housir;ig subsidies. · 

2. The adoption of the 2009 Housing Element will allow the City to have a Housing · 
Element that complies with State Housing Element law as determined by HCD. HCD previously 
determined that the 2009 Housing Element substantially complies with State Housing. Element 
law in 2011, and it is anticipated that HCD will continue to fmd that the 2009 Housing Element 
complies. with State Housing Element Law. Therefore, adoption of the 2009 Housing Element 
will allow the City to continue to be eligible for state and federal funds that require a Housing 
Element approved by HCD. These funds include affordable housing funds, open space funds 
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and transit funds, including grants under the OneBayAiea Grarit program as adopted by the 
Metropolitan Transportation Co.r;nmission. Under the OneBayArea Grant progiam, MTC will 
direct $38.8 million dollars in federal transportation funds to San Francisco .. 

3. The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with state, region and Citywide plans and 
policies to reduc_e greenhouse gas emissions by encouraging the provisiqn of housing near . 
transit. By encouraging housing along major transit lines and in close proximity to jobs and 
other daily activities; the 2009 Housing Element facilitates a decrease in the number ofyehicle 

. trips by City residents and visitors, and an increase in the number of persons using other modes 
for transportation, such as transit, bicycle.and walking. The decreased use of private automobiles 
and increased use of transit, bicycles an.d walking will help reduce use of vehicles, a major 
source of greenhouse gas emissions. These plans and policies include, but are not limited .to:· 

a. San Francisco's "Climate Action Plan: Local Actions to Reduce Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions," adopted in September 2004, w,b.ich affirms San Francisco's commitment to redu~ing 
greenhouse gas emissions by 20% below 1990 levels by 2012. Among other policies, the 
Climate Action Plan outlines policies tq discourage· trips by private automobile and increase trips 
by other.modes. · · · 

b. San Francisco Department of the Environment's Strategic Plan 2009-2011, a 
annually updated mission statement by the Department of the Enviroriment, which among other 
topics, outlines goals and actions to promote non-vehicle use,"such as bicycles, in S~ Francisco 
in order to reduce greenhouse gas emissio11-s from transportation by 963,000 tons per year by 
2012. 

--~-----c.-:- tlie -GloDaI Waiiiiii::tg Solutlons--.ACi of-2006~ otherwise-known a.S· AB 32, a 
California state law that requires the state's greenhouse gas emissions be reduced to 1990 levels 
by 2020, and _SB 3 75, the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008. Under 
SB 375, which supports the goals of AB 32, each region's Metropolitan Planning Organization 
must develop a SustainabJe Communities Strategy that integrates transportation, land-use and 
housing policies to plan for achievement of the emissions. target for their region, which in the 
San Francisco Bay Area is a 16% per-capita reduction' in greenhouse gas emissions from 
passenger vehicles-. · · 

d. United Nations Urban Environmental Accords, a series of implementable goals 
that can be adopted at a city level to achieve urban sustainability, promote healthy economies, 
advance social equity and protect the world's ecosystem. Adopted in 2005, and signed by San 
Francisco, th.e Accords, attwng other goals, advocates for policies_ to reduce the percentage of 
commute trips by single occupancy vehicles by ten percent in seven years. · 

4. . The 2009 Housmg Element is~ compilation of housing objectives and policies that were 
formed with the input of a broad range of community stakeholders that respond to current global 
economic indicators and climate issues. As noted elsewhere in this document and in the record 
and incorporated into. this Statement of Overriding Considerations, the Department worked 
closely with community leaders, housing advocates, neighborhood groups, City agencies, and 
community members starting in 2008. The Comrnis!)ion finds that the policies and objectives in 
the resulting 2009 Housing Element best balances the diverse, and sometimes competing, needs 

· of all San Francisco residents, while providing a. comprehensive vision for the City's ·future 
projected housing needs. · 

5. The Project is consistent with and will help support the policies and objectives of the San 
Francisco General Plan, incl~ding butnot limited to: 

COMJ\1ERCE AND INDUSTRY. ELEMENT 
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Policy 6.1 Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods and 
· services in the City's neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging 

diversity among the districts. 

Policy 6.3 Preserve. and promote the mixed commercial-residential character in neighborhood 
commercial districts. Strike a balance between the preservation ·of existing affordable··holiSing 
and needed expansioq of commercial activity. 

Policy 6-4 Encourage the location of neighborhood shopping areas ·throughout City so that 
essential retail goods and personal services are accessible to all residents. · 
Policy 6_6 Adopt specific zoning districts, which conform to a generalized neighborhood 
commercial land use and den8ity plan. · 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with these poli_cies in the. CormO"er:ce and Indu5try . 
Element in that it e_n'?Qµrages housing in mixed ID!e developments, and served by neighborhood 
commercial districts. Neighborhooc;l serving goods and services requires that there be a ready 
supply of customers in nearby housing. The 2009 Housing Element continues to utilize zoning 
districts which conforms to a generalized residential land use and density pl8? the General Plan. 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE 4 PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR RECREATION AND TIIB ENJOYMENT 
OF OPEN SPACE JN EVERY SAN FRANCISCO NEIGHBORHOOD. 
Policy 4.6 Assure the provision of adequate public open space to serve new residential 
development. · · 

• . I . 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with and fulfills thi~ policy by encouraging an equitable 
distribution of growth according to infrastructure, which includes public open space and parks; 
and by requiring that development of new housing considers the proximity of quality of life 
elements such as open space. · 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE 2: USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDJNG 
DEVELOPMENT AN IMPROVING TIIE ENVIRONMENT . 

OBJECTIVE 3: ASSURE TIIA.T NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS HA VE ACCESS TO 
NEEDED SERVICES AND A FOCUS FOR NEIGHBORHOOD ACTIVITIES 

OBJECTIVE I I: ESTABLISH PUBLIC TRANSIT AS- -TIIB PRIMARY· MODE- OF 
TRANSPORTATION IN SAN FRANCISCO AND AS A MEANS THROUGH WHICH TO 
GUIDE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVE REGIONAL MOBILITY AND A1R · 
QUALITY. 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with and fulfills these policies by supporting sustainable 
land use_ patterns that integrate housing with transportati()n in order fo -increase transit mode 
share; ensuring that new h<?using is sustainably supported by the City's public infrastructure 
system, including tiansit; by supporting "smart" regional growth that locates new housing close · 
to jobs and transit; and by promoting sustainable land use patterns that integrate housing with 
transportation to increase _transit mode, pedestrian and bicycle mode share. 

In addition, the 2009 Housing Element fulfills the following policies found in various elements 
and Area Plans of the General Plan 
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BALBOA PARK AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE . 4.2 STRENGTHEN THE OCEAN A VENUE NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCIAL DISTRICT BY PROVIDING AN APPROPRIATE MIX OF HOUSING . 

OBJECTIVE 43 ESTABLISH AN ACTIVE, MIXED USE NEIGHBORHOOD AROUND 
TIIE TRANSIT STATION THAT EMPHASIZES THE DEVELOPMENT OF HOUSING.· 

OBJECTIVE 4.4 CONSIDER HOUSING AS A PRIMARY COMJ>ONENT TO ANY 
DEVELOPMENT ON THE RESERVOIR. 

OBJECTIVE 54.5 PROVIDE INCREASED HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO 
A MIX OF HOUSEHOLDS ATV ARYING INCOME LEVELS. . 

OBJECTIVE 4.6 ENHANCE AND PRESERVE THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK. 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with and promotes the objectives of the Balboa Park 
Area Plan listed above in that it supports the provision of new housing, 'particularly affordable 
housing, and promotes the retention of exiting housing uniK 

BAYVIEW AREA PLAN· 

OBJECTIVE 5 PRESERVE AND ENHANCE EXISTING RESIDENTIAL 
NRIGHBORJIOODS.---- . _: _ 

OBJECTNE 6 ENCOURAGE THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW AFFORDABLE AND 
MARKET RATE HOUSING AT LOCATION AND DENsrrY LEVELS THAT ENHANCE 
THEOVERAIL RESIDENTIAL QUALITY OFBA YVIEW HUNTERS POINT. . 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with and promotes the objectives of the Bayview Area 
Plan in that it promotes the development of new housing, particularly affordable housing while 
supporting and respecting the diverse and distinct character of San Francisco's neighborhoods, 
while ensuring that growth is accommodated with0ut 'substantially and adversely impacting 
existing neighborhood character. · · · · 

CENTRAL WATERFRONT AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 1.1 ENCOURAGE THE TRANSITION OF PORTIONS OF THE CENTRAL 
WATERFRONT TO A MORE MIXED-USE CHARACTER, WHILE PROTECTING THE 
NEIGHBORHOODS CORE OF PDR USES AS WELL AS THE HISTORIC DOGPATCH 
NEIGHBORHOOD . . 

. . . 
OBJECTIVE 1.2 IN AREAS OF THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT WHERE HOUSING AND 
MIXED-USE IS ENCOURAGED, MAXIMIZE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IN KEEPING 
WITH NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER . 

OBJECTNE 2.1 ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING 
CREATED IN THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT IS AFFORDABLE TO.PEOPLE WITH A 
WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES. . . 

The 2009 H~using Element is consistent with the Central Waterfront Area Plan in that it supports 
new housing, particularly affordable housing and mixed use developments, while encouraging 
housing close to transit and either amenities and neighborhood services, while ensuring that 
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growth is accommodated without sub.stantially and adversely impacting existing neighborhood 
character 

CHINATOWN AREA PLAN 

OBJECUVE 3 STABILIZE AND WHERE POSSIBLE INCREASE TIIB SUPPLY OF 
HOUSING ---·-· ---

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

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with the Chinatown Area Plan in that it encourages the 
provision of new housing, and encourages the maintenance and retention of existing housing, 
while ensuring that growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting 
existing neighborhood character. 

DOWNTOWN PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 7 EXPAND THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING IN AND ADJACENT- TO 
DOWNTOWN 

OBJECTIVE 8 PROTECT RESIDENTIAL USES IN AN ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN 
FROM ENCROACHMENT BY COMMERCIAL USES. 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with the Downtown Pian in that it encourages the· 
development of new housing in areas that can accommodate· that housing with planned or 
existing infrastructure, and supports new housing projects where households can easily rely on 
public transportation. 

MARKET AND OCTA VIA AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE Ll CREATE A LAND USE PLAN TIIAT EMBRACES THE MARKET AND 
OCTA VIA NEIGHBORHOODS' POTENTIAL AS A MIXED-USE URBAN 
NEIGHBORHOOD 

OBJECTIVE L2 ENCOURAGE URBAN FORM THAT RElNFORCES THE PLAN AREAS 
UNIQUE PLACE IN THE CITY'S LARGER URBAN FORM AND S1RENGTIIBNS ITS 
PHYSICAL F ABRJC AND CHARACTER. 

OBJECTIVE 2.2 ENCOURAGE CONSTRUCTION OF RESIDEN11AL INFILL 
TIIROUGHOUT THE PLAN AREA· 

OBJECTIVE 2.3 PRESERVE AND ENHANCE EXISTING SOUND HOUSING STOCK. 

The 2009 Housing Element i~ consistent with the· Market and Octavia Area Plan because it 
promotes mix use developments, ensures that growth is accommodated witJ;iout substantially and. 
adversely impacting existing p.eighborhood character, and promotes the retention and 
maintenance of existing sound housing stock. 

MISSION AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 2-1 ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING 
CREA1ED rn THE MISSION IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF 
INCOMES. -
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The 2.009 Housing Element promotes the Mission Area ·Plan in that" it encourages that new 
housing be affordable to peopl~ with a wide range of incomes. · 

RINCON HILL AREA PLAN 

OB]ECTIVE 1.1 ENCOURAGE Tiffi DEVELOP:MENT OF A UNIQUE DYNAMit;·MIXED 
USE RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD CLOSE TO DOWNTOWN, WHICH WILL 
CONTRIBUTE SIGN1FICANTL Y TO THE CITY'S HOUSlNG SUPPLY. 

OBJECTIVE 2.2 MAXIMIZE HOUSING GIN .. RINCON HlLL TO CAPITALIZE ON RINCON 
HILLS CENTRAL LOCATION ADJACENT To· DOWNTOWN EMPLOYMENT AND 
TRANSIT SERVICE, WHILE STILL RETAINING THE DISTRICT'S LIV ABILITY . 

. Tue 2009 Housing Element. is consistent with the Rincon Hill Area Plan in that it encourages the 
developinent of new housing in areas -that can accommodate that housing with planned or 
existing infrastructure, and supports new housing projects where households can easily rely on 
public transportation'. 

SHOWPLACE/POTRERO HILL AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 2.1 ENSURE TI!AT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HO.USING 
CREATED IN nIB SHOWPLACE/POTRERO IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A 
WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES. 

OBJECTIVE 2.2 RETAJN AND Th1PROVE EXISTING HOUSING AFFORDABLE TO 
PEOPLE OF ALL INCOMES 

OBJECTIVE 2.1 LOWER THE COST OF TIIE PRODUCTION OF HOUSING 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with the Showplace/Potrero Hill Area Plan in that"it 
promotes the development of housing that is affordable to people of all incomes. 

SOMA AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 2: PRESERVE EXISTING HOUSING 

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

The 2009 Housi.1g Element is consistent with the SOM_A Area Plan in that it pro.motes the 
development of housing that is affordable to people of all incm:nes and supports the conservation 
and improvement of the existip.g housing stock. 

861 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Resolution No.19122 
HEARING DATE APRIL 24, 2014 . 

Date: 

Case No.: 

Project: 

Sta.ff Contact: 

April 17,2014 
2007.1275EM 

2009 Housing Element Update 
Adoptidn Hearing 

· .MenakaMohan-(415) 575-9141 
Menaka.Mohan@sfgov.org 

Reviewed by: Kearstin Dischinger and Teresa Ojeda 

Recommendation: Adopt CEQA Findings related to the 2009 Housing Element Update 

ADOPTING ENVIRONME.NTAL FINDINGS AND A . STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 
CONSIDERATIONS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVlRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND STATE 

GUIDELINES IN CONNECTION WITH THE AMENDMENT OF THE SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL 
PLAN· ADOPTING THE 2009 HOUSING ELEMENT AS THE HOUSING ELEMENT OF THE 
GENERAL PLAN. 

Whereas,. the San Francisco Plarming · Deparbnent, the Lead Agency resp<?nsible. for the 
implementation of the California Environmental· Quality Act ("CEQA"), California Public Resources 
Code section 21000 et seq, has prepared an envirorunental impact report for the proposed 2009 Housing 
Element, which is an amendment to the San Francisco Genera.I Plan ("Project"); and 

Whereas, the Planning Department, in cooperation with the Mayor's Office of Housing and in 
consultation. with other Gty agencies, developed the 2009 Update of the_ Housing Element of the General 
Plan ("the 2009 Housing Element") through a comprehensive community-based planning effort. The 
Department worked closely with community. leaders, stakeholders, City agencies, and community 
members starting in September of 2008. A 15 member Community Advisory Body (CAB) was convened 
to assist staff on . the development and refinement of a draft versicin of objectives, polici~s and 
unplementation programs. The Department also hos_ted fourteen stakeholder sessions focuSing on the 
needs and policy interests of special interest housing groups and organizations, and over 30 workshops, 
some in each supervisorial district of the City. The Pl~g Commission has hosted several 
informational hearings on the 2009 Housing Element; and 

Whereas, The 2009 Housing Element consists of three parts.· P~ I of the 2009 Holl.sing Element 
consists of the Data and Needs Analysis section, which provides a statistical baseline for determining. 
appropriate · housing objectives, policies and implementation strategies. This section includes San 
Francisco population and empioyrnent trends, housing data, and inventories of land available for housing 
development. Part I also presents an updated calculation Of San Francisco's fair share of the regional 
housing need, for January i007 through June 2014. The City's RHNA goal is 31,193 housing units, or 
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4,159 units per year~ _Part I identifies where development capacity exists under existing zoning for future 
potential housing throughout the City, and, · 

Where~s, Part II of the 2009 Housing Element, summarized in the Project Description of the EIR, 
and attached as an appendix thereto, sets forth the objectives, policies,· and implementing strategies 
intended to address the City's housing; needs based on the RHNA .. 8enerally, the objectives.and policies 
contained in Part II prioritize the creation of permanently affordable housing; conserve and improve the 
existing housing stock; recognize and preserve neighborhood char~cter; integrate planning of housing, 
jobs, transportation and infrastructure; and maintain the City as a sustunable model of development; 
and, 

·Whereas, the 2009 Housing Element .also includes implementation me~es, which are proposed 
for ·adoption and which have been reviewed in the EJR, and a series of "Strategies for Further Review." 
The Strategies for Further Review are ideas which were raised over the course of development and 
outreach for the 2009 Housing Element. Most of the strategies require further examination, and 
potentially long-term study, before they can be directly implemented; and, 

. . 
Whereas, the 2009 Housing Element includes input from the community, stakeholders and City 

officials, and responds. to comments made at numerous public hearings. The 2009· Housing Element 
proposed for adoption was previotisly adopted by the Board of Supervisors in June 2011, which was 
Draft 3 of the 2009 Ho115ing Element, published in February 2011, together with the amendllents 
described in a staff memorandum to the Planning Commission dated March 17, 2011, including changes 

··- _toJ'(lli,c:y !-_6,:f'_c>}~cy.!-10,Ql;>jgQ:tye.ll, and I'.olicy12.l;_and_the additionoftwo impleme,ntation measures 
·(identified as mitigation measures in the EIR) related to reView of noise conditions for housing and open 
~pace; and 

Whereas, after i:he Board of Supervisors approved the 2009 Housing Element and upheld the 
·Planning Commission's previous certification of the EJR, .a group of neighborhood organizations 
challenged, among other things, the environmental impact report prepared for the 2009 Housing Element 
in San Franciscans for Livable NCighborhoods v. City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Superior 
Court Case No. 513-077; and, 

Whereas, on December 19, 2013, the trial court found that the EIR compl.i,ed with CEQA in all 
respects, except for its. analysis regarding alternatives. In addition, the court found the City's Findings 
undet CEQA (in Planning Commission Motion 18308) related to the adoption of the 2009 Housing 
Element, were concltisory; and, 

Whereas; on January 15, 2014, the Court ordered the Gty to set aside and void its certification of 
the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element EIR and its approval of the 2009 Housing Element, and ordered the 
Gty to revise the EIR to address the deficiencies in the .alternatives analysis, and remanded the approvals 
of the EIR and the 2009 Housing Element update to the Planrung Commission for reconsideration; and, 

· V{hereas, as required by the Superior Court, the San Francisco Planning Commission will set· 
aside and reconsider adoption of the 2009" Housing Element including the CEQA Findings adopted by the 
Planning Commission in Motion 18308; and 

Whereas, the Planning Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") was 
·required for the proposed 2009 Housing Element, and provid~d public notice of that determination by 
publication in a .newspaper of general circulation on October 8, 2008 and September 2, 2009; and · 

Whereas, the Planning Departinent on June 30, 2010, published the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report ("DEIR"). The DEIR was circulated for public review in acc~tdance with the California 
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En~rorunental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq. ("CEQA''), the State 
CEQA Guidelines, 14 California Code of Regulations, Section 15000 et seq., {"CEQA Guidelines"), and 
Oiapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Cli.apter 31"). The Planning Commission held a 
public hearing on the DEIR on August 5, 201Q; and, 

Whereas, the Planning Department prepared responses to comments on the DEIR and published 
the Comments and Responses document on March 9, 2011; and 

Whereas, as required the Court in San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods v. City and County of 
San Francisco, the Planning Deparbnent on December 18, 2013 published a Revised Alternatives Analysis . 
(the Revision) to the DEIR. The Revision was cirrulated for public review in accordance with CEQA, the 
CEQA Guidelines and Cli.apter 31. The Planning Commission held a public hearing on the Revision on 
January 23, 1-014; and, . 

-Whereas the Planning Department prepared responses -to comments on the Revision and 
published the comments and responses document on April 10, 2014; and, 

Whereas, the Revision and the Comments and Responses on the Revision, together with the 
originally published DEIR and Comments and. Responses document, and additiorial information that 
became available, constitute the Final Environmental Impact Report {"FEIR") .. The FEIR files and other 
Project-related Department files have been available for review by the Planning Coillmission and the 
public, and those files are part of the record before this Commission; and, 

Whereas, the Planning Commission, on April 24, 2014, by Resolutj.on No. 19123, rescinded 
Resolution No. 18307, and reviewed and considered the FEIR and found that the contents of said report 
and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed complied with the 
provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, 01.apter 31 and the Superior Court's direction; and, 

Whereas, the Planning Commission by R~solution No. 19121, also certified the FEIR and· found 
that the FEIR was adequate, accurate, and objective, reflected the independent judgment of.the Planning 
Commission,. and adopted· findings of significant impacts associated with the Project and certified· the 
completion of the FEIR for the Project in compliance with. CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and the 
Superior Court; and, · 

Whereas, "the Planning Department prepared ·proposed Findings, as required by CEQA and as 
amended pursuant to the direction of the Superior Court, reg~ding the alternatives, mitigation measures 
and significant environmental impacts analyzed in the FEIR. and overriding considerations for approving 
the 2009 Housing Element,. and a proposed mitigation monitoring and reporting program, attached as 
Erlubit 1 to Attachment A, which material was made available fo. the public and this Planning 
Commission for :the Planning Commission's review, consideration and actions; and now . 

THEREF9RE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning.Commission has reviewed and considered the 
FEIR, and in particular, has reyiewed and considered the Revision and the Comments and Responses on 
the Revision, and the actions associated with adoption of the 2009 Housing Element as the Housing 
Element of the San Francisco General Plan, and hereby adopts the Project Findings attached hereto as 
Attachment A including a statement of overriding considerations, and. including as Exhibit 1 the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, which shall supercede the findings in Planning · 
Commission Motion 18308. 
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CASE NO. 2007.1275EM 
CEQA Findings Re: General ·Plan Amendment updating the 

· Housing Element of the General Plan 

I hereby certify that fue foregoing Resofotion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular 
meeting of April 24, 2014. 

Jonasionin 

Commission Secretary 

AYES: Moore, Wu, Fong, Borden, Hillis, 

NOES: Antonini 

ABSENT: Suga ya 

ADOPTED: 5-1 . 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Resolution· No.19123 
. HEARING .DATE APRIL 24, 2014 

Date: 

Case No.: 
Project: 

Staff Contact: · 

April 17, 2014 

2007.1275EM 

2009 Housing Element pp date 
Adoption Hearing · 

· Meillika Mohan - ( 415) 575-9141 

Menaka.Mohan@sfgov.org 

Rroiewed by: Kearstin Dischinger and Teresa Ojeda 

Recomme:ndation: Adopt the 2009 Housing Eleme~t Update 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT A PROPOSED ORDINANCE. 
RESCINDING ORDINANCE 108-ll AND AMENDING THE GENERAL PLAN BY ADOPTING THE 
2009 HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE AS THE HOUSING ELEMENT OF THE SAN FRANCISCO 
GENERAL PLAN, AND ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS AND FINDINGS OF 
CONSISTENCY WITH THE PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1 AND THE 

GENERAL PLAN. 

WHEREAs, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco mandates that 
the Planning Department shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors for 
approval .or rejection proposed amendments to the General Plan In compliance with State law, 
the San Francisco Planning Department is seeking to update the Housing Element of the 
General Plan, and recommends the approval of an amendment to the General Plan to adopt the 
2009 Housing Element Update as the City's Housing Element. · 

wHEREAS, On March 24, 2011, the Planning Commission certified an environmental impact . 
report (EIR.) on the 2004 ;md 2009 Housing Element (in Motion 18307) and recommended to the 
Board of Supervisors the adoption of an ordinance amending. the General Plan by adopting the 
2009 Housing Element l)pdate (in Resolution 18309) and made findings pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (in Motion 18308). The Board of Supervi$ors·a:dopted 
Ordinance 108-11, amending the General Plan by adopting the 2009 Housing Element Update 
as the Housing Element of the General Plan onJurie 2011. 

Subsequent to the Board's approval, San· Franciscans for Livabie Neighborhoods, .. an 
unincorporated association of neighborhood groups challenged the 2004 and 2009 Housing 
Element EIR in the San Francisco Superior Court,. in San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods v: 
City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Superior Court case number 513-077. On 
December 19, 2013, the trial court found that the EIR complied with CEQA _in all respects, 
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except for its analysis regarding alternatives. In addition, the court found the City's findings 
under CEQA conclusory. On January 15, 2014, the Court ordered the City to set aside and void 
its certification of the 2004 ari.d 2009 Housing Element EIR., and its approval of the 2009 

. Housing Element. The Court ordered the City to revise the EIR. to address the deficiencies in 
th!;! alternatives analysis, and remanded the approvals of the EIR and the 2009 Housing 
Element Update to the Planning Commission for reconsideration, 

The Department's Environmental Planning ("EP") division.- prepared a Revised Chapter VII 
Alternative Analysis ("the Revision"), which was circulated -for public comment from 
December 18, _ 2013 until February 18, 2014. The Commission held a hearing to receive 
comment~ on the Revision on January 23, 2014. EP responded. to comments received on the 
Revision in a Respc:mses to Comments document published on April IO, 2014. 

WHEREAS, After review of the EIR, including the Revision, Staff continues to recommend 
adoption of the 2009 Housing Element Update as it was previously adopted by the San 
Francisco Board of Supervisors in Ordinance 108-11. The 2009 Housing Element Update 
includes "Draft 3" of the Element, published by the Department in February 2011, together 
with certain amendments adopted by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in 
March and June 2011. Staff continues to recommend adoption of the 2009 Housing Element 
Update for t!t~ reasons set forthJ:>~l()_w,~_and a~ disgi_Ee_ed iii_Resol!!QQ.n_No._19122,_adQpJ~d 
April 24, 2014 (CEQA Findings). 

The policies and objectives in the 2009 Housing Element Update resulted from significant 
public outreach and comment. The Plannmg Department, m .cooperation with the Mayor's 
Office of Housing and.in consultation with other City agencies, developed the 2009 Update of 
_the Housing_ Element of the General Plan ("the 2009 Holl.sing Element") through a 
comprehensive community~based plarnting effort The Department worked closely with 
co:inmunity _leaders, stakeholders, City agencies, and community members starting. in 
September of 2008. A 15 member Community Advisory Body (CAB) was convened to assist 
staff on the development and refinement of ·a draft version of objectives, policies and 
implementation programs. The Department also hosted fourteen stakeholder sessions focusing 
o~ the needs and policy interests of special interest housing groups and organizations, and. 
over 30 workshops,. some in each supervisorial district of the City. The Planning Commission 
hosted several informational hearings .on the 2009-· }lousing Eiement Based on this 
collaborative process with the public, the 2009 Housing Element Update best reflect:S the City's 
current housing objectives-and balances the divergent housing needs and opportunities in-San 
Francisco. 

The Commission has reviewed the ReVised Chapter VII Alternatives. The Alternatives 
analyred in the Reyision do not meet the City's current housing needs. Alternative A, the No 
Project Alternative, could h<we a significant lrn.p.adon historic resources. Alternative A also 
does not limit the areas in which housing should be encouraged, which could result in more or 
denser housing located in areas where it is inappropriate. Alternative A does not_ contain 
policies or objectives which actively encourage _housing in transit rich areas which could result 
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in housing located away from transit lines. Housing near transit reduces vehicle trips, which in 
tum .reduces greenhouse gas effiissions. Alternative A does not contain policies which reflect 
the City s increased protections for historic resources or for use of alternative modes of travel, 
such as walking or biking. Alternative A also does not contain policies which promote density 
or the use of parking requ~ements as a strategy to reduce the cost of housing; a significant 
issue facing S~ F:rancisco. 

Alternative B, which consists of the remaining policies and objectives from the 2004 Housing 
Element which were not enjoined by the Superior Court, is not a Housing Element which was 
vetted in a public process, unlike Alternative A, the 2.004 or the 200~ Housing Elements or the 
additional policies found in Alternative C, an of which when through public review and 
discussion.. · Alternative B does not encourage density or reduced parking requirements as a 
strategy to reduce the cost of housing to the same degree as the 2009 Housing Element, and the 
cost of housing is a significant issue facing San Francisco and a significant component of 
meeting the Citys Regional Housing Needs Allocation at all income levels. In addition, 
Alternative B would not reduce the significant impact on transit because it encourages housing 
in mixed use districts and in industrial and commercial districts where locating housing could 
shift trips to transit lines. · -

The additional policies found in Alternative C to aggressively encourage housing in new 
commercial and institutional projects and housing near transit liii.es do not reflect an 
appropriat~ balance between new housing and the need to maintain existing neighborhood 
character. 

The 2009 Housing Element Update is consistent with the Priority Policies of Planning Code 
Section 101.l(b). Planning Code Section 101.l{b) establishes eight priority policies and is the 
basis by which differences between competing policies in the General Plan are resolved. The 
project is consistent with the eight priority policies, in that 

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

The 2009 Housing Eleme:nt update includes policies that call for building and e:nhancing the existing 
neighborhood serving retail uses, including building Jwusing near neighborhood cammertial districts and 
encouraging neighborhood commercial services adequate to serve residents. A ce:ntral goal of the Housing 
Element. is to plan for housing to support our existing and future workforce and projected population. 

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

The 2009 Housing Element Update includes objectives and policies that support existing housing and 
neighborhood character, and aim to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of San Francisco's 
neighborhoods. There ilre two objectives and ten policies that address preserving the existing housing stock, 
including Objective 2 "Retain existing housing units and promote safety and maintenance standards, 
without jeopardizing affordability,'' and Policy 2.4 "Promote improvements and continued maintenance to 
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existing units to ensure long term habitation and safety;;, and Objective 3, ''Protect the affordability of the 
existing housing stock, especially rental units" and Policy 3.5 "Retain permanently ~!fordable residential 
hotels and single room occupancy units"; there is also a separate objective, objective 11 "Support and 
respect the diverse and distinct character of San Francisco's neighborhoods," and nine supporting policies 
that address nei.ghborhood character. 

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

A central goal of the 2009 Housing Element Update, and perhaps the most salient issue facing San 
Francisco today, is to preser-De and enhance the City's affordable housing supply. Nearly every Objective 
and policy included in the 2009 Housing Element Update can be considered as addressing the affordable 
housing supply, but ·most clearly there fl!e three Objectives, including Objective· 3 "Protect the 
affordability of housing stock, especially rental units;" Objective 7 "Secure funding and resources for 
permanently affordable housing, including £nnovative programs that are no.t solely reliant on traditional 
mechanisms or capital;" and Objective 8 "Build public and private sector capacity to support, facilitate, 
provide and maintain affordable housing," that directly address affordable housing; and several objectives 
and policies, including Objective 10 "Ensure a streamlines, yet thorough, and transparent decision-making 
process that intend to !educe the overall costs of housing construction, which results in greater 
affordability. 

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or over~~c:f~n our streets 
------- - --or-neighborhoodparkiffg:- - -- ----- -- -- - --~-·--- ·--

· The land use patterns and growth projections supported by the 2009 Housing Element Update are the basis 
of current short- and long-term transportation planning for the City and County of San Francisco. 

· Wtimately, a continuation of the dense urban fabric in places with greater transit options like San 
Francisco will allow the regions' projected population to work doser to their jobs, resulting in reduced 
mmmuter traffic, and reduced· regional transportation burdens and costs, including pollution, congestion, 
and increased infrastructure demands. 

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

The 2009 Housing Element Update would not adversely affed the industrial or service sectors or impede 
future opportunines for resident employment and ownership in the industrial or service sectors. 

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

The 2009 Housing Element Update includes policies and implementation measures that encourage seismic 
s.ustaina_bility of existing and new housing units, including Polii::y 2.5 "Encourage and support the seismic 
retrofitting of the existing housing stock." 

. 7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 
The 2009 Housing Element Update would not have a negative effect on the preservation of landmarks and 
hi.5toric buildings. The Hou5ing Element.includes policies that recognize landmarks and historic buildings 
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should be preserved, such as Policy 11.7 "Respect San Francj.sca's historic fabric by preserving landmark 
build in gs and ensuring consistency with historic districts." 

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

The 2009 Housing Element Update will not have an impact on open space and related sunlight issues. Individual 
buildings reviewed according to procedures descn"bed in Planning Code Section 295 are evaluated to identify the 
impacts of project'! cmd buildings. P_roject permits can't be approved if th.e impacts are found to be significant. 

In addition, the 2009 Housing Element was developed in coordination with existing General 
Plan policies. Analysis of applicable Ge:r:ieral Plan Objectives and Policies has determined that. 
the proposed action .is, on balance, consistent with the General Plan. Below are specific policies 
and objectives that support the proposed. actions. 

. . 

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

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

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

POLICY 6.4: Encourage the location of neighborhood shopping areas throughout the city so that · 

essential retail goo~ and personal services are accessible to all residents. 
POLICY 6.6: Adopt specific zoning districts, which conform to a generalized neighborhood 

commercial land use and density plan. 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with these policies in the Commerce and Industry Element iri 
that it encourages housing in mixed use development~, and served by neighborhood commercial districts. 
Neighborhood serving goods and services requires that there be a ready supply of customers in nearby 
housing. The 2009 Housing Element continues to utilize zoning d.istrids which conforms to a 
generalized residential land use and density plan the General P!an: 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 
OBJECTIVE 4: PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR RECREATION AND THE ENJOYMENT OF 

OPEN SPACE IN EVERY SAN FRANGSCO NEIGHBORHOOD. 

. POLICY 4.6: Assure the provision of adequate public open space to serve new residential 
developmeqt. 

The 2009 Housing· Element is consistent with this objective and polii::y because it encourages an equitable 

di:>tribution of growth according ta infrastructure, which includes public open space and parks; and by 
requiring that development of new housing considers the proximity of quality of life elements such as. 
open space. 
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TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 
OBJECTIVE 2 USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING 

DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT. 

OBJECIJVE 11: ESTABLISH PUBLIC TRANSIT AS THE PRlMARY MODE OF 

TRANSPORTATION IN SAN FRANCISCO AND AS A MEANS THROUGH 
WHICH TO GUIDE FUTuRE.DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVE REGIONAL 

MOBILITY AND AIR QUALITY. 

OBJECTIVE 3: ASSURE THAT NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS HA VE ACCESS TO NEEDED 
SERVICES AND A FOCUS FOR NEIGHBORHOOD ACTIVITIES. 

The 2009 HousingElement is consistent with these policies beea-µ.se it supports sustainable land use 
patterns that integrate housing with transportation in order to increase transit mode share; ensuring 
that nw housing is sustainably supported by the City's public infrastructure system, in~luding transit; 
by supporting u smart". regionql growth that locates new housing close to jobs and transit; and by 
promoting sustainable land use patterns that integrate housing with transportation. to increase transit 
mode, ped(;strian and bicycle mode share. 

BALBOA PARK AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 4.2: STRENGTIIEN TI-IE. OCEAN A VENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 

DISTRICT BY PROVIDING AN APPROPRIATE M1X OF HOUSING: 

OBJECTIVE 4.3: ESTABLISH AN ACTIVEr :MIXED-USE NEIGHBORHOOD AROUND THE 
TRANSIT STATION THAT EMPHASIZES. TIIE DEVELOPMENT OF 
HOUSING. 

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

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

OBJECTIVE 4.6: ENHANCE AND PRESERVE THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK 

. . 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with and promotes the objectives (Jf the Balboa Park Area Plan listed above 
in tho.t it supports flie provision of new housing, particularly affordab~ housing, and promotes the retention of 
exiting housing units. 

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

. . . 

OBJECTIVE 6: ENCOURAGE THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW AFFORDABLE AND MARKET 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with a,ml promotes the objectives of the Ba}/vie:w Area Plan listed above in 
that ·it supports the provision of ntoW housing, particularly affordable housing, and promotes the retention of exiting 
housing units. 

CENTRALW'ATERFRONTAREAPLAN 
OBJECTIVE 1.1: ENCOURAGE THE TRANSffiON OF PORTIONS OF THE CENTRAL 

WATERFRONT TO A MORE MIXED-USE D-IARACTER, WHILE 
PROTECTING THE NEIGHBORHOOD'S CORE OF PDR USES AS. WELL AS 
THE HISTORIC DOGP ATCH NEIGHBORHOOD 

OBJECTIVE 1.2: IN AREAS OF TIIB CENTRAL WATERFRONT WHERE HOUSING AND 
MJXED-USE IS ENCOURAGED, MAXIMIZE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IN 
KEEPING WITH NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

OBJECTIVE 2.1: ENSURE TIIAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING 
CREATED IN THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE 
WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with the Central Waterfront Area Plan because it supports ne:w housing, 
particularly ·affordable housing and mixed use developments; while encouraging housing close to transit and other 
amenities and neighborhood services, and ensuring that growth is accommodated without substantially . and 
adversely impacti11g ~xisting neighborhood character. 

, CHINATOWN AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 3: STABILIZE AND WHERE POSSIBLE INCREASE TIIE SUPPLY OF HOUSING 

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

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with the Oiinatown A;ea Plan because it encourages the provision of new 
housing, and encourages the maintenance and retention of existing housing, while ensuring that growth is 
accommodated without substantially ami adversely impacting existing neighborhood character. 

DOWNTOWN PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 7: EXPAND THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING IN AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN. 

OBJECTJYE 8: PROTECT RESIDENTIAL USES IN AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN FROM 
ENCROACHMENT BY COMMERCIAL USES. 

The i009 Housing Element is consistent with the Dawntown Plan because it encourages the development of new 
housing in areas that can accommodate that housing with planned or existing infrristiucture, and supports new 
hi:Jusing projects where households can easily rel.y on public transportation. · 

MARK~ AND OCTAVIA AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 1.1: CREATE A LAND USE PLAN 1HAT EMBRACES THE MARKET AND 

OCTAVIA NEIGHBORHOOD'S POTENTIAL AS A MJXED-USE URBAN. 
NEIGHBORHOOD. 
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OBJEC'IJVE 1.2 ENCOURAGE URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES THE PLAN AREA'S 

UNIQUE PLACE IN TI:IE CITY'S LARGER URBAN FORM AND 
STRENGTHENS ITS PHYSICAL FABRIC AND CHARACTER .. 

OBJECTIVE 2.2 ENCOURAGE CONS1RUCTION OF RESIDENTIAL _INFILL THROUGHOUT 

THE PLAN AREA 

OBJECTIVE 2.3 PRESERVE AND ENHANCE EXISTING $0UND HOUSING STOCK. 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with the Market and Octavia Area Plan because it promotes mixed-use 
developments, ensures that growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting ·existing 
neighborhood character, and promotes the retention and maintenance of existing sound hous~ng stock. 

MISSl'ON AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 2.1. ENSURE THAT A :srGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING 

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

·The 2009 Housing Element promotes the Mission Area Plan beca~se it encourages new housing be affordable to 
peaple with a wide range of incomes. 

RINCON Hll[ A:REA P[.AN- -
OBJECTIVE Ll ENCOURAGE THE DEVELOPMENT OF A UNIQUE DYNAMIC, MIXED-USE 

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

OBJECTIVE 1.2 MAXIMIZE HOUSING IN RINCON HILL TO CAPITALIZE ON RINCON 

HILL'S CENTRAL LOCATION ADJACENJ: TO DOWNTOWN EMPLOYMENT 
AND TRANSIT . SERVICE, WHILE STILL RETAININ"G THE DISTRICT'S 

LIV ABILITY. 

The 2009 Hori.sing Element is consistent with the Rincon Hill Area Plan because it encourages the development of 
new housing in areas that can accommodate that housing with planned or existing infrastructure, and supports ne:w _ 
housing projects where households can easily rely qn public transportation. Rincon Hill has existing infrastructure 
and contains numerous public transportation options including MUNI, Bart ati.d Caltrain. 

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

CREA TED IN THE SHOWPLACE / POTRERO IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE 
WITH AWIDE RANGE OF INCOMES 

OBJECTIVE 2.2 RETAIN AND IMPROVE EXISTING HOUSING AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE OF 

ALL INCOMES 

OBJECTIVE 2.4 LOWER THE COST OF THE PRODUCTION OF HOUSING 

· The 2009 Ho_using Element is consistent with the ShorujJlace!Potrera I-fill Area Plan because it promotes the 
. development of housing that is affordable to people of all incomes. · · 
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SOMA AREA. PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 2 PRESERVE EXISTING HOUSING. 

OBJECTIVE 3 ENCOURAGE 1HE DEVELOPMENT OF NEW HOUSING, PARTI~ARLY 
AFFOROABLE HOUSING. 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with the SOMA Area Plan in that it promotes the development of housing 
that is ajjordable to people of all incomes and supports the conservation and impr01Jement of the existing housing 
stock. 

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Planillng Code Section 340, on March 27, 2014, the Planning 
Commission. adopted Resolution No. R· 19108 a R~solution of Intention to initiate amendments 
to the General Plan of the City and County of San Francisco by adopting the 2009 Housing 
Element as the Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan. Said Resolution is 
incorporated herein by reference; and, 

WHEREAS, Prior to considering this relevant amendment to the General Plan, the Planning 
Commission. adopted Motion No. 19121. . In that action~ the Commission certified the San 
Francisco 2004 and 2009.Housing Element ~nvirorunental Impact Report. On this same date, at . 
a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning Commission also adopted Resolution 19122, 

· adopting findings iinder the California Environmental Quality Act related to the 2009 Housing 
Element Said Motions are incorporated herein by reference; and 

WHEREAS, That on April 24, 2014, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public . 
hearing on the proposed amendment to the General Plan, and considered the written.and oral 
testimony of Planning Departrrient staff, representatives of other Oty Departments and 
members of the public concerning the proposed adoption of the 2009 Housing Element. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOL vED, That pursuant to the Superior Court's direction, the 
. Commission hereby rescin'dS Motion 18308, adopted on March 24, 2011 a,d·opting findings 

pursuant to CEQA; and 

BE IT FURTIIER RESOLVED, That pursuant to the Superior Court's direction, that the 
Commission hereby-rescinds Resolution 18309 adopted on March 24r2011; recommending.the 
adoption of the 2009 Housing Element as the :ffousing Element of the General Plan. 

BE IT FUR'THER RESOLVED, That the Commission amends the 2009 Housing Element Policy 
1.2 to strike J apantown from the underlying text, chart and map of this poliey. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Comrnission'for the purposes of this action relies on 
the CEQA Findings in Resolution No. 19122; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, ~at the Commission for the reasons set forth herein, finds that 
the proposed 2009 Housing Element is, on balance, consistent with the General Plan and the 
priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.l; and 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That on April 24, 2014, the Planning Commission held a public 
hearing on the 2009 Housing Element Update and·considered the written and oral testimony of 
Planning Department staff, representatives of other Gty Departments and members of the 
public concerning the proposed General Plan Amendment; and 

~E IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, the Planning 
Commission does hereby find that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare 
require the approvar of the attached ordinance, approved as to form by the City Attorney, and . . 

directs staff to make corresponding updates to the Land Use Index of the General Plan, and 
recommends the ado:etion of the 2009 Housing Element a5 it was adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors in Ordinance 108-11 to wit, "Draft 3" published in February 2011 together with 
amenc4nents incorporated by the Planning Commission on March 24, 2011 in Resolution 18309, 

· and deleting references to Japantown in Policy 1.2. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission on 
April 24, 2014. 

Jonas Ionin 

CorrimiSsion Sec::retary 

AYES: Moore, Wu, Fong, Borden, Hillis, 

NOES: Antorrini 

ABSENT: Sugaya 

ADOPTED: · 5-1 
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Project: . 2009 Housing Element Update 
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Staff Contact: 

hviewed btj: 

· Menaka Mohan - ( 415) 575-9141 

Men.:1lca.Mohan@sfg-ov .org-

Sue Exline and Teresa Ojeda 

Recommendation: Adopt the 2009 Housing Element Update 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Background: 
The Housing Element is a State law mandated element of the San Francisco General Plan. Many state 
funds for infrastructure and community development are tied to an adop.ted Housing Element that has 
been found in substantial compliance with state law by the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development ("HCD"). Housing Elements are required to be updated periodically, 
generally every five years and according to a schedule set forth by HCD, and must include several 
mandatory components. Among these mandatory components are an identification and analysis of 
·,,existing and projected housing needs" at various income levels, and "a statement of goals, policies, 
quantified objectives, financial resources and scheduled programs". for the preservation,. improvement 
and development of housing. The City's "existing and projected housing need" - known as its Regional 
Hou.sing Needs Allocation (RHNA) - is determined by Hm and the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG). For the period 2007-2014, the City's projected need totaled 31,193 new units, 
18,880 (or 61%) of which must be aff~rdable to households making 120% of the area median income, or 
less_ 

Planning: 
Information: 
415".558.6377 

Beginning in 2008, the Planning.Department, in cooperation with the Mayor's Office of Housing and in 
consultation with other City agencies, developed the 2009 Update of the Housing Element of the General 
Plan ("the 2009 Housing Element") through a comprehensive community-based planning effort. The 
Department· worked closely. with community leaders, stakeholders, City agencies, and community 
members. A 15 member Community ·Advisory Body· (CAB) was convened to assist staff on the 
development and refinement of a draft version of objectives, policies and implementation programs. The · 
Department al.So hosted fourteen stakeholder sessions focusing on the needs and policy interests of 
special interest housing groups and organizations, and· over 30 workshops, some in each supervisorial 
district of the City. The Planning Commission hosted several informational hearings on the 2009 Housing 
Element 

Ultimately, the Department published three drafts of the proposed 2009 Housing Element, each of which 
was presented to the Commissi.on for comment. Each.of the drafts reflected several core housing ideas: 
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• Prioritization of permanently affordable housing; 
• Recognition and preservation of neighborhood character; _ 
• Integration of planning for housing, jobs, transportation and infrastructure; and 
• San Francisco's role as sustainable model of deve!zg_~ .• 

•••• - - ir-

The Planning Commission recommended the adoption o( the 2009 Housing· Element to the Board of 
Supervisors in March 2011, in Resolution 18309. In addition, the Commission certified an environmental 
impact report (Eill) prepared on the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element, and adopted findings required by 
CEQA. (in Resolution 18307 and Motion 18308). The Board of Supervisors affirmed th~ certification of the 
2009 Housing Element EIR 9n May 10, 2011 and adopted the 2009 Housing Element as the City's Housing 
Element on June 21, 2011. HCD found the 2009 Housing Element in substantial compliance With state 
Housing Element law on July 29, 2011. 

CEQA Challenge: 
Subsequent to the adoption of the 2009 Housing Element, an aiisociation of neighborhood groups 
challenged the Eill in San.Francisco Superior Court in San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods v. City and 
CounhJ of.San Francisco, San Francisco Superior Court case number 513-077. On December 19, 2013, the 
trial court found that the E1R complied with CEQA in all respects, except for its analysis regarding 
alterfiatives. Jn addition, the court found the City's findings under CEQA conclusory. On January 15, 

. 2014, the ~ourt ordered_ l::li~ Qty_!Q_~seJ__asid~ <l!lc! \T_Oid i_l:!;~~~:rtjJisa.!i9!lOf J:he 2004 anci ?OQ2 If~Ju§i1:ig 
------------------ - --- --- --~- - - -

Elemerit EIR, and its approval of the 2009 Housing Element. The Court ordered the City to revise the EIR. 
to address the deficiencies iii. the alternatives analysis, and remanded the approvals of the EIR and the 
2009.Housing Element update. to the ;planning Commission for reconsideration. . · 

In response to the· Court's determination, the Department's Environmental Planning ("EP") division has 
prepared a Revised Alternative Analysis ("the Revision"), which was circulated for public comment from· 
December 18, 2013 until February 18, 2014. Environinental Planning published a Comments and 
Responses document on the comments received on the Revision on April 10, 2014, and will present its 
fim:lings for the certification of the EIR in a separate Comniission action, 

· Current RecOirunendalian:- . 
The Department continues to recommend the· adoption of the 2009 Housiilg Element as the Housing 
Element for the City's General Plan. The policies and objectives jn the 2009 Housing'Element Update 
.resulted from significant _public outreach and comment, The Department has reviewed the Revised 
Chapter VII Alternatives; and determined that the various Alternatives analyzed in the Revision :and the 
2004 Housing Element, do not meet the City's ruirent housing mds _or reflect a balanced approach to 
accommodating the City RHNA at all income levels, while still maintaining the character of the diverse 
San Francisco neighborhoods. 

For example, Alternative A, the No Project Alternative, could have a significant impact on historic 
resciurces because it does not contain policies which reflect the City's increased protections for historic 
resources. Alternative A also does not limit the areas in which housing should be encouraged, which 
could result in more or denser housing located in areas where it is inapp!opriate. Alternative A does not 
contain policies or objectives which actively encourage housing in transit rich areas which could result in 
housing located away from transit lines. Housing near transit reduces vehicle trips, which in tuin reduces 
greecliouse gas emissions. Alternative A does not encourage the use of alternative modes of travel, such 
Cl.S walking or biking. Alternative A also does not contain policie$ which promote density or the use of 
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modified parking requirements as a strategy to reduce the cost of housing, a significant issue facing San 
Francisco. 

Alternative B, which consists of the remaining policies and objectives from the 2004 Housing Element 
which. were not enjoined by the Superior Court in a previous lawsuit, is not a Housing Element whiCh 
was vetted in a public process, unlike Alternative A, the 2004 or the 2009 Housing Elemen.ts or the 
additional policies fo~d in Alternative C, all of which went through public review and discussion. 
Alternative B does not encourage density or allow for reduced parking requirements as a strategy to 
reduce the cost of housing to the same degree .as ~ 2009 Ho~g Element. The cost of~ housing is a 
signifi~t issue facing San Francisco and a significant component of meeting the City's RHNA at all 
income levels. In addition, Alternative B would not reduce the significant impact on transit because it 
encourages housing in nUxed use districts and in industrial and commercial districts where locating 
hou,sing could shift total. person-trips to transit lines. Thus, Alternative B would not reduce the 
significant impact, and would not meet the project's objectives. 

At the same time, the additiorial policies found in Alternative C which aggressively encourages housing 
near transit lirtes, and require the building of housing to the allowable building envelopes and allow for 
easier relief from parking requirements and height, bulk and density requirements, do not reflect an 
appropriate balance between new housing and the need to maintain existing neighborhood character. . 

In addition.. the Department continues to recommend the 2009 Housing Element Update because it is 
consistent with the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.l(b), and the other policies and 
objectives. ~f the General Plan, as set forth in the attached Resolution. 

On March ZJ, 2014, the Planning Department initiated adoption proceedings for the 2009 Housing · 
Element. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

As noted above, in developing the 2009 Housing Element, the Department worked closely with 
comm.unity leaders, stakeholders, City agen\ies, and community members starting in September of 2008 
(see Appendix B for complete listing) .. Highlights of the public outreach includ~d a Community Advisory 
Board that worked with staff.to develop and refine the policies, objectives, and implementation measures. 
Additionally several stakeholder meetings and nearly 30" public meetings were held with neighborhoods 
groups and community residents. The Department also held "drop-in" hours with two of the sessions 
serving as informal sit-downs with the Planning Director. 

Gtywide has not received any additional public comment specifically on the 2009 Housing Element 
Update. 

The Department acknowledges that EP received numerous comments on the Revised EIR which 
addressed the merits of the 2009 Housing Element, particularly as the Housing Element relates to RH-1 
and RH-2 zoning (72% of all existing land parcels in San Francisco). The Department provided EP with a 

. general response in a memorandum dated March 31, 2014. 

The memo notes that contrary to numerous comments on the Revised EIR, the 2009 Housing Element 
wowd not eliminate RH-1 and RH-2 zoning. If a community planning process is proposed for a specific 
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area, the 2009 Housmg Element would not require changes to regulations for ~y residential districts, 
including RH-1 or RH-2 zoning dishicts. 

Further, the 2009 Housing Element does not call for changes to the density of RH-1 and RH-2 districts, -
either on a neighborhood or Citywide level Instead, various policies in the 2009 Housing Element 
discusses specific planning tools that can be used in future community or ar~ planning efforts to address 
residential regulations such as those regarding secondary units, density limits, and parking maximums. 
However, the policies call for changes only with neighborhood support or through_ a co_mmunity 
planning process and other policies advise that changes must be consistent with the existing 
neighborhood character. 

The Department notes that the 2009 Housing Element explicitly references RH-1 and RH-2 districts in the 
discussion of certain policies (e.g. Policy 1.6 and 11.5), but those discussions relate to the need-to respect 
and maintain existing elements of RH-1 and RH-2. dishicts, particularly the height and bulk patterns. 
Although previous drafts of the 2009 Housing Element did reference the density in RH-1 and RH-2 
districtS, the determination to refer instead to height and bulk patterns mirrors similar language in the 
1990 ResideIJce Element The 1990 Residence Element included Policy 12.5 which stated: ''Relate land use 
contro!S to the appropriate scale for new and existing residential areas." The interpretive text for that 
policy refers not to dertsity, but to the zoning rnvelape: "In recognition of the special ~acter of single 
family and two family neighborhoods, zoning rnvelcpes should be tailored to the prevailing built pattem 
to mainbrin the low d~ity eim:a~l'. -- fu all other new and existing residential areas, the z~ning envelape 
should be of an appropriate scale and form to encourage residential development and diversity of 
housing choice." (Emphasis added). Thus, the 2009 Housing Element's discussion of RH-1 and RH-2 is 
subs!:;mtially Similar to previous policies in the 1990 Residence Element 

The language eventually recommended (and ultimately adopted) for the 2009 Housing Element's 
Policiesl.6 and 11.5 were developed in response to multiple community comments. On the one hand, 
some community members as8erted that the Housing Element should not suggest special considerations 
for any districts, including the RH-1 and RH-2 districts. Other community members, however, asserted 
that the Housing Element should strongly direct that community planning processes should not consider 
any changes to RH-1 and RH-2 districts. The Department believed, and confuiues i:o believe, that the 
proposed language in Policy 1.6 and 11.5 melds these two concerns, allowing for changes through the 
community planning process for all residential districts, but requiring special. consideration to the 
existing building envelope for RH-1 and RH-2 distri!=f:s. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

With the ReVised EIR and the Responses to Comments thereto, the Planning_ Department has prepared 
environmental impact report (EIR) on the 2009 Housing Element update. The 2004 and 2009 Housing 
El~ment Final EIR is proposed for certification under separate Co:a;imission action. 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

Adopt amendments to the General Plan by adopting the 2.009 Housing Element as the Housing Element 
of the San Francisco General Plan. 
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BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

• 
• 
• 

The project provides a community based vision for the Gty' s housing future: 
The project is required by State law, with links to infrastructure and housing funds. 
The project supports sustainable growth in the Gty and the region. 

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt amendments General Plan by adopting the 2009 Housing 
Element. 

Attachments: 
1. Comments and Responses to Housing Element Citywide to Envirorimental Planning Memo 
2. Draft Resolution to adopt the 2009 Housing Element 
3. Draft Ordinance for ~e 2009 Housing Element Update 

a. Draft 2009 Housing Element Part 1, Part 2., and Appendices 
b. please note the Draft Ordina:nce and Draft Housing Element are unchanged fram the version 

adapted m; the Commission and Board in 2011, and reviewed btJ the Commission at the Mardi 27, 

2014 hearing 

The complete 2009 Housing Element rras included in the March Tl, 2014 Planning Commission Hearing 
· and are available online. · 

Part 1 and Appendices: 

http:!fwww.sf-
planning.org/ftplgeneral plan/Housing Element Part I Data Needs Assmt CPC Adoptedpdf 

Part 2: Objectives and Policies: 
http://vvww.sf-planning.org/ftp/general plan/11 Housing.html 

Implementing Programs: http:Uwww·.sf-
planning.org/ftp/general plan/Il Housing Implementing Programs.html 
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SAN FRANCISCO. 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: March 31, 2014 

TO: Sarah Jones, Environment<Il Review Officer 

.FROM: Josh Switzky 
. . 

Acting Director, Citywide Planning Division 

RE: Comments and Responses, Housing Element 

165ll MlSSiOll St 
Suile400 
san Ftanclsco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Recepjjw. 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnformatiOn: 
415.5~8.6377 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to some of the comments you have received during 
the. public comment period on Chapter VII Alternatives (Revised), specifically comments 
regarding the proposed 2009 Housing Element and its relationship to, and effect on RH~ 1 and 
RH-2 zoning, middle-income housing, and family housing. 

As part of the development of the 2009 Housing Element policies, the Department conducted a 
review of San Francisco's housing stock. Based on tha! re\fiew, the Department, with guidance 
from the·· Communify-Aavisofy BOdy and input from -City agencies and . community members, 
developed updated Housing Element policies to facilitate opportunities for the City to meet 
various Citywide housing policy objectives. The identified and articulated ,housing policy 
objectives include: maintaining. the existing stock (Objective 2 and related policies), meeting 
affordable housing goals (Objectives 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, & 9 and related policies), and providing equal 
access to housing opportunities (Objectives 4 & 5 and related policies). 

San Francisco has roughly ten 1 residential zoning districts, and 432 districts which allow . 
residential uses. However, approximately 723 percent of all existing land parcels, and 504 

percent of the City's developable acreage (meaning non-open space or land that is not federally 
owned) is zoned RH-1 or RH-2. Combined, these two districts regulate the vast majority of 
residential parcels. Although the major:ity of parcels are within these low-density districts, the 
purpose of the Housing Element is to provide guidance for residential districts throughout the 
City, from areas with detached single-family homes to areas with high-rise residential uses, 
such as in the Downtown. · 

1 This includes RH, RM, and RTO - which are classified as residential districts. 
2 This includes RH, RM, RTO; NC, DTR, Mixed Use, and C districts which all allow residential uses and are 
F.jected to absorb future growth during the housing element planning period. 

As of March 2014 there are UQ;no parcels zoned RH-i' or RH-4; There are 153,827 parcels in the city (this does 
not include multiple condos mapped to a sirigle parcel). Source: SF Planning Department Zoning Map 

4 As of March 2014 8113 acres of land is zoned RH-1 or RH-2; Less than 17,000 acres of land in San Francisco has 
other a zofli!1g designation other than RH-I or RH-2. Of the 17 ,000 some smaller parks, public lands, and zoning 
districts that do not allow housing have been included. For this reason, the ratio is presented as an approxirllate 
number to frame the relative ratio ofland. Source: SF Planning Department Zoning Map 
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The City's housing policy is presented in two ways. In addition to the Citywide goals.contained 
in the Housing· Element, the City's General Plan includes numerous smaller area plans or 
specific plans. These area or specific plans are consistent with the overall General Plan's goals 
and objectives, but provide more detail.ed objectives and policies tailored to a specific area; 
including objectives and policies related to housing. Consistent with this approach, the 2004 and 
2009 Housing Bements include a framework for -including more detailed housing policies and 
objectives on· a community or neighborhood level, where there is an opportunity for greater 
community input and more detailed analysis of the neighborhood context The 2004 and 2009 
How~ing Elements both support community driven policy changes that include neighborhood 
input, and advise that proposed zoning changes refer to existing zoning regulations and built 
form. 

Numerous comments on the Revised EIR claimed that the 2004· or 2009 Housing Element 
would eliminate RH-1 and RH-2 zoning. This is incorrecL If a community planning process is 
proposed for a specific area, neither the 2004 or the 2009 Housing Element would require 
changes to regulations for any residential districts, including RH-1 or RH-2 zoning districts. For 
example, recent community plans (Market and Octavia and Eastern Neighborhoods) did not 
make changes to parcels zoned RH-1 and RH-2 within the applicable study area. Those area 
plans -· and the policy detenninations imbedded in them, including the determination to not 
change RH-1 and RH-2 zoned parcels - were made through a multi-year collaborative planning 
process, which included community stakeholders in the specific neighborhoods. However, 

· because RH-1 and RH-2 constitutes 72 percent of all parcels and 50 percent of developable · 
acreage in San Francisco, changes to RH-1 and RH-2 are not precluded by the Housing 
Element. · 

Neither the 2004 or 2009 Housing Element, or any of t~e alternatives analyzed· in the EIR 
Revision, call for changes to the density of RH-1 and RH-2 disbicts, either on a neighborhood or 
Citywide I eve I. Instead, various policies in the Housing Elements discuss specific planning tools 
that can be used in future community or area planning efforts to address residential regul"ations · 
such as those regarding secondary units, density limits, and parking maximums. However, all 
versions of the Element call for changes only with neighborhood support or through a 
community plann.ing_·pro~es.~. anq advi~e. tha~ ·chang~s_ must be consistent with the existing 
neighborhood character. The Department notes that Policy 11.4 of the ·2009 Housing Element 
requires the City to "continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized 
residential land use and density plan and the General Plan• and that zoning amendments · 
·should conform generally to the existing zoning ·districts as noted on Map 6 "Generalized 
Permitted Housing Densities by Zoning District.a (See Part I Data and Needs Analysis). This 
policy, table and map are substantially similar to those found in the 1990 Residence Element, · 
particularly with regard to RH-1 and RH-2 zoning. 

The Department also notes that the 2004 Housing Element does not specifically reference RH-1 
or RH-2 anywhere in the document. The 2009 Housing Element calls. out RH-1 and RH-2· 
districts in the discussion of certain policies (e.g. Policy 1.6 and 11.5), but those discussions 
relate to the need to respect and maintain existing elements of these districts, particularly th~ 
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height and bulk patterns. Although previous drafts of the 2009 Housing Element did reference 
the density in RH-1 and RH-2 districts, the final draft was amended to instead refer to height 
and bulk patterns with language that mirrors the 1990 Residence Elem~nt. The 1990 Residence 
Element included a similar Policy 12.5 which stated:."Relate land use controls to the appropriate 
scale for new and existing residential areas." The interpretive· text for that policy refers not to 
density, but to the zoning envelope-. "In recognition of the special character of single family and 
two family neighborhoods, zoning envelopes should be tailored to the prevailing buHt pattern to 
maintain the low density character. In all other new and exis.ting. residential areas, the ~oning 
envelope should be of an appropriate scale and form to encourage residential development and 
diversity of housing choice." · 

The nuanced language in 2009 Housing Element Policy 1.6 and 1 _1.5 was developed in 
response to multiple community. comments. On the one hand, some community members 
asserted that the Housing Element should not suggest special considerations for any districts, 
including the RH-1 and RH-2 districts. Other community members, however,. asserted that the 
Housing Element should strongly direct that community plc:inning processes should not consider. 
any changes to RH-1 and RH-2 districts. The language in Policy 1 .6 and 11.5 melds these two · 
concerns, allowing for changes through the community planning proeess for all residential 
disfric:rts, but requiri"!l:t~Pe~ial conside@~9n.J<;>Jbe_ exisJ:ing building_emtelopeJor 1=U·M and-l=:tH-2-.- · -

In sum, Housing Element policies do not eliminate RH-1 or RH-2 zoning districts (or existing 
single-family, low-density or "middle income" neighborhoods) or preclude the development of 
single-family or low-density projects in the future. Housing Elements are policy-level documents 
intended to guide future residential development throughout San Francisco. Adoption of the 
Housing Element would not directly result in any amendments to development controls that 

· would lead to the changes in RH-1 or RH-2 zoning. Neither the 2004 nor· the 2009 Housing 
Element includes any changes to zoning controls, changes in height limits, or revisions in 
policies that would directly result in new development Moreover, any future proposals that may 
result in changes to development controls would require additional policy review, including 
environmental review. 

Numerous. comments were. made regarding the need for policies supporting "middle income" 
housing.· The .Department shares this concern. Thus, the 2009 Housing Element includes policy 
7.7 "Support housing for middle income households, esp~ially through programs that do not 
require a direct public subsidy". That policy notes that "the City should support innovative 
market-based programs and practices that enable middle income housing opportunities. 
Creating smaller and. less expensive units that are "affordable by design" can assist in providing 
units" to middle income households. 

c 

Similarly, Policy 7.8 also addresses middle income households:· "Develop, promote, and 
improve ownership models wh_ich enable households to achieve homeownership within their 
means, such as down-payment assistance, and limited equity cooperatives." That policy calls 
for the City to continue its homeownership assistance programs, including counseling, down 
payment assistance, silent second mortgages and programs that support teachers. 
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Numerous comments were made regarding the City's need for "family housing: The Housing 
Element also addresses "family housing• in Policy 4.1 "Develop new housing, and encourage 
the. remodeling of existing housing for families with children.0 Policy 2.~: URetain existing 
housing by controlling the merger of residential units, except where a merger clearly creates 
new family housing;" and Policy 11.3 UEnsure growth is accommodated without substantially 
and adversely impacting existing residential neighborhood· character" which ensures that 
existing neighborhoods with "family-housing0 continue to attract and be suitable for families with 

· children. 

· Numerous comments appear to equate "middle income housing" with housing fe>und in RH-1 
and RH-2 districts. However, the Departmenfs analysis shows .that RH~1 and RH-2 
neighborhoods are not often affordable for middle income households. The Mayor's Office of 
Housing considers households (of 4) making $n,7DO to $145,000 as middle income.5 

Households in roughly this income bracket can afford (defined as spending roughli 30 percent 
of household income on housing) housing at $316,000 to $600,000 purchase plice.6 Generally 
San Francisco's housing market does not deliver multi-bedroom units at this price point; on 
average there is an affordability gap of $352,000 to $68,000 for these households. Furthermore; 
the average cost ofa single family dwelling in RH-1 zoning districts is generally much higher 
than in the more dense neighborhoods. For example, the 2011 State of the Housing Market 
found that households earning 80 percent of the AMI could only afford one quarter of the fqr 
sale units in only one neighborhood (the Bayview). Households at 120 percent of the AMI could 
afford to purchase homes in far more districts - however predominantly in the higher density 
districts. The single family construction type is generally at a premium in San Francisco and 
does not contribute to meeting the needs of new middle income households. 

Finally, other comments appear to equate "family-housing" (meaning, households with children) 
with RH-1 and AH-2 neighborhoods. Although low-density neighborhoods m_ay be desirable for 
famines with children, the Departmenrs analysis shows that many children also live in denser 
neighborhoods, such as the Tenderloin or Chinatown neighborhoods. In any event, as noted 
above, the policies in the Housing Elements do not call for the rezoning of any existing 
neighborhoods, and RH-1 and RH-2 neighborhoods constitute 72 percent of all .parcels in San 
Francisco~ 

5 Trus range rep~sents 80 to 120 percent of the Area Median Income (AMI);- the exact incomes for these AMis are 
updated annually. A consultant study commissioned by MOH in November 201 l, called State of the Housing 
Market Study 2011. identified this range as the moderate income range. _ 
6 A consultant study commissioaed by MOH inNovember20ll, called State of the Housing Market Study 2011, 
identified this range as the moderate income range. Asswnes 33_% of income is speat o~ housing. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: March 3i, 2014 

TO: Sarah Jones, Envirollm.ental Review Officer 

FROM: Josh Switzky 

Acting Director, Citywide Planning Division 

RE: Comments and Responses, Housing Element 

Thank you for the opportunity .to respond to some of the comments you have received during 
the public comment period on Chapter Vil Alternatives (Revised), specifically comments 
regarding the proposed 2009 Housing Element and its relationship to, and effect on RH-1 and 
RH-2 zoning, middle-incom.e housing, and family housing. 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Fra!ICisco, 
GA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information; 
415.558.6377 

As part of the development of the 2009 Housing Element policies, the Depaljment conducted a 
review of San Francisco's housing stock. Based on that review, the Department, with guidance 
from_the CQ.r:n_rnJ.!njjy_Adv~oJY_13odi __ f!rn:!_iDQ!J1 from_Ctty agencie!L<!__n.d_ i:,:gmmt,mity mE:tmbern, __ 
d~veloped updated Housing Element policies to facilitate opportunities for the City to meet 
various Citywide housing policy objectives. · The identified and articulated housing policy 
objectives include: maintainfng the existing stock (Objective 2 and related policies); meeting 
affordable housing goals (Objectives 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, & 9 and related policies), _and providing equal 
access to housing opportunities (Objectives 4 & 5 and related policies). 

San Francisco has roughly ten 1 residential zoning districts; and 432 districts which aliow 
residential uses. However, approximately 723 percent of all existing land parcels, and 504 

percent ofthe City's devetopable acreage (meaning non-open space or land that is not federally 
owned) is zoned RH-1 or RH-2. Combined, these two districts regulate the vast majority of 
residential parcels. Although the majority of parcels are within these low-density districts, the 
purpose of the Housing Element is-to provide guidance for residential districts throughout the 
City, frollJ areas with detached single-family homes to areas with high-rise residential uses, 
such as in the Downtown. · 

1 This includes RH, RM, and RTO-which are classified as.residential districts. 
2 This includes RH, RM, RTO, NC, DTR, Mixed Use, and C districts which all allow r~sidential uses and are 
projected to absorb future growth during the housing element planning period. . 
3 As ofMarch 2014 there are 110,720 parcels zoned RH-1 or RH-2; There are 153,827 parcels in the city (this does· 
not include multiple condos mapped to a single parcel). Source: SF Planning Department Zoning Map 

4 As of March 2014 8113 acres ofland is zoned RH-1 or RH-2; Less than 17,000 acres of land in San Francisco has 
other a zoning designation other than RH-1 or Rf!:-2. Of the 17,000 some smaller parks, public lands, and zoning 
districts that do not allow housing have been included. For this reason, the ratio is presented as an approximate 
number to frame the relative ratio ofland. Source: SF Planning Department Zoning Map 
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The City's housing policy is presented iri two ways. In addition to the Citywide goals contained 
in the Housing Elemen~ the City's General Plan includes numerous smaller area plans or 
specific plans. These area or specific plans are consistent with the overall General Plan's goals 

. and objectives, but provide more detailed objectives and policies tailored to a specific area, 
including objectives and policies related to housing. Consistent with this approach, the 2004 and 
2009 Housing Elements include a framework for including more detailed housing policies and 
objectives on a community or neighborhood level, where there is an opportunity for greater 
community input and· more detailed analysis of the neighborhoop context. The 2004 and 2009 
Housing Elements both support community driven policy changes that include neighborhood 
input, and advise that proposed zoning changes refer to existing zoning regulations and !Juilt 
form. 

Numerous comments on the Revised EIR claimed that the 2004 or 2009 Housing Element 
would eliminate RH-1 and RH-2 zoning. This .is incorrect If a community planning process is 
proposed for a specific area, neither the 2004 or the 2009 Housing Element would require 
changes to regulations for any residential districts, including RH-1 or RH-2 zoning districts. For 
example, recent community plans (Market and Octavia and Eastern Neighborhoods) did not 
make changes to parcels zoned RH-1 and RH-2 within the applicable study area. Those area 
plans - and the poiicy determinations imbedded in them, including the determination to not 
change RH-1 and RH-2 zoned parcels - were made through a multi-year collaborative planning 
process, which included communtty stakeholders in ·ttie specific neighborhoods: However, 
because RH-1 and RH-2 constitutes 72 percent of all parcels and 50 percent of developable 
acreage in San Francisco, changes to RH-1 and RH-2 are not precluded by the Housing 
Element. 

Neither the 2004 or 2009 Housing Element, or any of the alternatives analyied in the El R 
"Revision, call for changes to the density of RH-1 and RH-2 districts, either on a neighborhood or 

·Citywide level. Instead, various policies in the Housing Elements discuss specific planning tools 
that can be used in future community or area planning efforts to address residential regulations 
such as those regarding secondary units, density limits, and parking maximums. However, all 
versions of the Element call for changes only with neighborhood support or through a 
community plannihg process, and advise that changes must be consistent with the existing 
neighborhood character. The Department notes that Policy 11.4 of the 2009 Housing Element 
requires the City to "continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized 
residential land use and· density plan and the General Plan" and that zoning amendments 
should conform generally to the existing zoning districts as noted on Map 6 "Generalized 
Permitted Housing Densities by Zoning District." (See Part I Data and Needs Analysis). This 

· policy, table and map are substantially similar to those found in the 1990 Residence Element, 
particularly with regard to RH-1 and RH-2 zoning. 

The Department atso notes that the 2004 Housing Element does not specifically reference RH-1 
or RH-2 anywhere in the document. The 2009 Housing Element calls out RH-1 and RH-2 
districts in the discussion of certain policies (e.g.· Policy 1.6 and 11.5), but those discussions 

. relate to the need to respect and maintain existing elements of these districts, particularly the 
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height and bulk patterns. Although previous drafts of the 2009 Housing Element did reference 
the density in RH-1 and RH-2 districts, the final draft was amended to instead refer to height 
and bulk patterns with language that mirrors the 1990 Residence Element. The 1990 Residence 
Element included a similar Policy 12.5 which stated: "Relate land use controls to the appropriate 
scale for new and existing residential areas." The interpretive text for that policy refers not to 
density, but to the Zoning envelope: "In recognition of the special character of single family and 
two family neighborhoods, zoning envelopes should be tailored to the prevailing built pattern to 
maintain the low density character. In all other new and existing residential areas, the zoning 
envelope should be of an appropriate scale and form to encourage residential development and 
diversity of housing choice." · · 

The nuanced language in 2009 Housing Element Policy 1.6 and 11.5 was developed In 
response to multiple community comments. On the one hand, some community members 
asserted that the Housing, Element should not suggest special considerations for any districts, 
including the RH-1 and RH-2 districts. Other community members, however, asserted that the 
Housing Element should strongly direct that community planning processes stiould not consider 
any changes to RH-1 and RH-2 districts. The language in Policy 1.6 and 11.5 melds these two 
concerns, allowing for changes through the community planning process for all residential 
districts, but requiring special consideration to the existing building envelope for R.H-1 and RH-2. 

In sum, Housing Element policies do not eliminate RH-1 or RH-2 zoning districts (or existing 
single-family, low-density or "middle income" neighborhoods) or preclude the development of 
single-family or low-density projects in the future. Housing Elements are policy-level documents 
intended to guide future residential development throughout San Francisco. Adoption of the 
Housing Element would not directly result in any amendments to development controls that 
would lead to the changes in RH-1 o~ RH-2 zoning. Neither the 2004 nor the 2009 Housing 
Element includes any changes to zoning controls, changes in height limits, or revisions in 
policies that would directly result in new development. Moreover, any future proposals that may 
result in changes to development controls would require additional policy review, including 
environmental review. 

Numerous comments were made regarding the need for policies supporting "middle income" 
housing. The Department shares this concern. Thus, the 2009 Housirig Element includes Policy 
7.7 "Support housing for middle income hous~holds, especially through programs that do not 
require a direct public subsidy". That policy notes that "the City should support innovative 
market-based programs and . practices that enable middle income housing opportunities. 
Creating smal!er and less expensive units that are "affordable by design" can as$ist in providing 
units" to middle income households. . 

Similarly, Policy 7.8 also addresses middle inc0me households: '.'Develop, promote, and 
improve ownership models which enable households to achieve homeownership within their 
means, such as down-payment assistance, and limited eq1,1ity cooperatives." That policy calls 
for the City to continue its homeownership assistance programs, including counseling, dciwn . 
payment assistance, silent second mortgages and programs that support teachers. 
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Numerous comments were made regarding the City's need for "family housing_n The Housing 
Element also addresses "family housing" in Policy 4.1 "Develop new housing, and encourage 

·the remodeling of existing housing for families with children." Policy 2.2: "Retain existing 
housing· by controlling· the merger of residential units, except where a merger clearly creates 
new family housing;" and Policy 11.3 "Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially 
and adversely impacting existing residential neighborhood char~cte( which. ensures that 
existing neighborhoods with "family-housing" continue to attract and be suitable for families with 
children.~ 

Numerous comments appear to equate "middle income housing" with housing found in RH-1 
and RH-2 districts. However, the Departmenfs analysis shows that RH-1 and · RH-2 
neighborhoods are not often affordable for middle income households. The Mayor's Office of 
Housing considers households (of 4) making $77,700 to $145,000 as -middle income.5 

Households in roughly this income bracket can afford (defined as· spending roughly 30 percent 
of household income on housing) housing at $316,000 to $600,000 purchase price.6 Generally 
San Franci\')co's housing market does not deliver multi-bedroom units at this price point; on 
average there is an affordability gap of $352,000 to $68,000 for these households. Furthermore, 
the average cost of a single family dwelling in RH-1 zoning districts is generally much higher 
than in the more dense neighborhoods. For example, the 2011 $tate of the Housing Market 
found that households earning 80 percent of the AMI could only afford one. quarter of the for 
sale units in only one neighborhood (the Bayview). Households at 120 percent of the AMI could 
afford to purchase homes in far more districts - however predominantly in the higher density 
districts. The single family construction type is generally at a premium in San Francisco and 
does not _contribute to meeting the needs of new middle income households. 

Finally, other comments appear to equate "family-housing" (meaning, households with children) 
-with RH-1 and RH-2 neighborhoods. Although low-density neighborhoods may be desirable for 
families '(V'ith children, the Department's analysis shows that many children also live in denser 
neighborhoods, such as the Tenderloin or Chinatown neighborhoods. In any event, as noted 
above, the policies in tlie Housing Elements do not call for the rezoning c:if any existing 
neighborhoods, and RH-1 and RH-2 neighborhoods constitute 72 percent of all parcels in San 
Francisco. ' 

5 . . . 
This range represents 80 to 120 percent of the Area Median Income (AMI); the exact incomes for these AMis are 

updated annually. A consult;nt study commissioned by MOH in November 2011, called State of the Housing 
Market. Study 2011, identified this range as the moderate income range. 
6 A consultant study commissioned by MOH in November 2011, called State of the Housing Market Study 2011, 
i_dentified this range as the moderate income range: Assumes 33% of income is spent on housing. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

2009 SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING ELEMENT 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT FINDINGS: FINDINGS OF FACT, 
EVALUATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND ALTERNATIVES AND 

STATE1\1ENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION 

In determining to approve the proposed 2009 San Francisco Housing Element and related 
approval. actions (the "Project''), the San Francisco Planning Commission ("Planning 
Commission" or "Commission") makes and adopts the following findings of fact and statement 
of overriding considerations and adopts the following recommendations regarding mitigation 
measures and alternatives based on substantial evidence ih the whole record of this proceeding 
and under the California Environmental Quality Act, California Public"Resources Code Sections 
21000 et seq. ("CEQA"), particularly Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for 
Implementation of CEQA, 14 California Code of Regulations Sections. 15000 et seq. ("CEQA 
Guidelines"), particularly Sections 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the Sa:n Francisco 
Administration Code. 

I. Introduction-

This document is organized as follows: - -

Section I provides a description of the proposed Project, the environmental review process for 
the Project, the Planning Commission actions to be taken, and the location of records; 

Section II identifies the impacts found not to' be significant that do not require mitigation; 

Section III identifies potentially~significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to less-than
significant levels through mitigation; 

Section N identifies significant impacts that cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than 
significant levels; 

. 
Section V discusses why a subsequent or supplemental EIR is not required; 

'· 
- Sectien VI evaluates the different ·Project alternatives and the economic, legal, social, 

technological, policy~ and other considerations that support the rejection of the l:lltematives as 
infeasible; and · 

Section VII presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific reasons in 
support of the Planning -Commission's actions and its rejection of the Alternatives not · 
incorporated into the Project. · 

Attached ·t0 these findings as Exhibit 1 is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
("MMRP") for the mitigation- measures that have been proposed for adoption. The Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15091. It provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the Final EIR 
("'FEIR") that is required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit I also specifies 
the agency responsible for implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions 
and a monitoring schedule. 
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These ftndings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Planning 
Commission. The references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the EIR or 
responses to comments in the Final EIR are for ease of reference and are not inte:nded to provide 
an exhaustive list of the evidence relied upon for these findings. . . 

a. P~oject Description· 

State Honsing Element Law 

Since 1969, California's Housing Element law, Government Code Sections 65580 et seq., has 
required local jurisdictions to adequately plan for and address the housing .needs of all segments 
of its population, such that all communities contribute to the attainment of California's housing 
goal. Thus, each local jurisdiction is required to include a housing element as an element of its 
general plan. 

State housing eJement law requires that.each city and county develop local housing programs 
designed to meet its "fair share" of housing needs for all income groups during a stated planning 
period. The "fair share" allocation of regional housing needs (called the RHNA) is determined 
by regional planillng ag~ncies. San Francisco's RENA is determined by the Association of Bay 
Area Governments (ABAG). By allocating each jurisdiction's regional housing need, and by 
requiring that each jurisdictions' housing element addres~es the RHNA for the relevant planning 
period, state Housing Element law ensures that each jurisdiction accepts responsibility for the 
housing that represents the number of additional dwelling units that would be required to 
accommodate the anticipated growth in households, replace expected demolitions and 
conversions of housing units to non-housing uses, and achieve a future vacancy rate that allows 
for the healthy functioning of the housing market. 

· Each housing element must include an assessment of housing needs and an inv~ntory of 
resources and constraints relevant to meeting those needs; a statement of housing goals, policies 
and objectives, as well as a program setting forth actions that the locality is undertaking or will 
undertake to implement the policies and achieve the goals and objectives. 

' 
State law requires the housing element to be updated periodically, usually every five years. The 
most recent update of the housing element occurred in 2004, when the City adopted th~ 2004 
Housing Element, an update to the 1990 Residence Element. The 2004 Housing Element 
addressed the City's housing needs for the planning period 1999 to 2006. Subsequent to 
adoption of the 2004 Housing Element, the California Court of Appeal determined the . 
environmental document prepared for the 2004 Housing Element was inadequate, and directed. 
the City to prepare an EIR (see San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods v. City and County 
of San Francisco [June 22, 2007, All2987] [unpublished opinion]). The Court allowed the City 

. to contfo.ue to rely on the 2004 Housing Element pending the completion of the EIR, except for 
several ex:press policies and objectives. 

2009 Housing Element 

During the pendency of litigation over the 2004 Housing Element's enviro~ental review, and in 
accordance with state Housing Element law, the City underivent a comprehensive planning 
process and prepared the next update of the Housing Element to address the planning period 
2007 through 2014. The result was the proposed 2009 Housing Element. · 

The 2009 Housing Element consists of three parts. Part I of the 2009 Housing Element consists 
· of the D~ta and Needs Analysis section, which provides a statistical baseline for deterinining 
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appropriate housing objectives, policies and implementation strategies. This section includes San 
Francisco population and employment trends, housing data,, and inventories of land available for 
housing development. Part I provides a foundation for the proposed changes to the objectives 
and policies contained in Part II of the 2009 Housing Element. 

Part I also presents an updated calculation of San Francisco's fair share of the regional housing 
need, for January 2007 through June 2014. The City's RHNA goal is 31, 193 housing units, or 
4, 159 units per year. Part I identifies where development capa.City exists under existing zoning 
for future potential housing throughout the City. 

Part II of the 2009 Housing Element., summarized in the_ Project Description of the EIR, and 
attached as an appendix therefo, sets forth the objectives, policies, and implementing strategies 
intended to address the City's housing needs based on the RHNA. Generally, the objectives and 
policies contained in Part II prioritize the creation of permanently affordable housing; conserve 
and improve the existing housing stock; recognize and preserve neighborhood character; 

_ integrate planning of housing, jobs, transportation and infrastructure; and maintain the City as a 
sustainable model of development. - -

The 2009 Housing Element also includes implementation measures, which are proposed for 
adoption and which have been reviewed in the EIR, and a series of"Strategies for Further 
Review." The Strategies for Further Review are ideas which were raised over the course of 

. development and outreach for the 2009 Housing Element. Most of the strategies require further 
-examination, and potentially long-term study, before they can ~e directly implemented. 

b. _ E!J,viro11_111e11t_ll_l ll~vif!w 

The Planning Department printed and circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on October 8, 
2008 that solicited comments regarding the content of the proposed EIR for the 2004 Housing 
Element that was required by the court The NOP for the Draft ~IR was circulated for 30 days in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15082(b ). During the NOP circulation period, a _ 
public scoping meeting was held on November 6, 2008. -

Subsequent to the circulation of the NOP, a draft of the proposed 2009 Housing Element was 
completed. The scope of the EIR was revised to include both the 2004 Housing Element and the 
2009 Housing Element. Therefore, the Planning Department-printed and recirculated an NOP on 
September 2, 2009 that solicited comments regarding the content of the EIR for the proposed 
Housing Elements. During the NOP circulation period,- the Planning Department held a public 
scoping meeting on September 30, 2009. 

The Planniilg Department published the Draft EIR and provided public notice of the availability 
of the Draft EIR for public review and comment on June 30, 2010. Notices of Completion and 
copies of the DraftEIR were distributed to the State Clearing house. -

The Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the Draft EIR on August 5, 
2010. At this hearing, opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was 
received on the Draft EIR. The Planning Department accepted public comments on the Draft 
EIR from June 30, 2010 to August 31, 2010. 

The Planning Department published the Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR on March 9, 
201 l. 1hls document includes responses to environmental comments on the Draft EIR made at 
the public hearing on August 5, 2010, as well as written comments submitted on the Draft EIR 
from June 30, 2010 to August 31, 2010. The Comments and Responses document also contains 
text changes to the Draft EIR ma9,e by the.BIR preparers to correct or clarify information 
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presented in the Draft BIR, including changes to the Draft EJR text made in response to 
comments. 

The Planning Commission certified the Final EJR on March 24, 2011 and recommended that the 
Board of Supervisors adopt the 2009 Housing Element as the Housing Element of the General 
Plan. The Board of Supervisors amended the General Plan and adopted the 2009 Housing 
Element in June 2011. Subsequent to the Board's approval, however, San Franciscans for 
Livable Neighborhoods again challenged the environmental document prepared for the 2009 
Housing Element. The trial court found that the City complied with CEQA in all respects except 
for the BIR' s treatment of alternatives, and the City's adoption of findings under CEQA. In a 
January 15, 2014 Peremptory Writ of Mandate, the Court ordered the City to set aside and 
reconsider the EIR and th~ approval of the 2009 Housing Element. 

. , . -

In response to the Court's direction, the Planning Department revised the alternatives analysis of 
the EIR. The Department published the Draft EIR Revised Chapter VII Alternatives (the 
Revision) and provided public notice of the availability of the Revision for public review and 
comment on December 18, 2013. Notices of Completion and·copies of the Revision were 
·distributed to the State Clearinghouse. The Planning Commission held a duly noticed public 
hearing on the Revision on January 23, 2014. At this hearing, opportunity for public comment on 
the Revision was given and public comment was received on the Revision. The Planning 
Department accepted public comments on the Revision from December 18, 2013 to February 18, 
2014. The Planning Department published the Responses to Comments on the Revision on April 
10, 2014. This document includes responses to environmental comments on the Revision made 
at the public hearing on January 23, 2014, as well as written comments submitted on the 
Revision from December 18, 2013 to February 18, 2014. The April 10, 2014 Responses to 
Comments document also contains text changes to the Revision made by the EIR preparers to 
correct or clarify information presented in the Revision. -

c. Planning Commission Actions · 

The Planning Commission is being requested to take the following actions to approve and 
implement the proposed Project. 

· • Certify the Final BIR. 

• Adopt CEQA Findings and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program .. 

• Approve and recommend adoption of the 2009 Housing Element of the San Francisco 
General Plan by the Board of Supervisors. 

• Set aside Planniiig Commission Motions 18307, 18308 and Resolution 18309 in 
compliance with the Peremptory Writ of Mandate. 

d. Location of Records 

The record upon which all findings and determinations related to the Project are based includes, 
but is not limited to, the following: 

• The San Francisco 2009 Housing Element (drafts l, 2 and 3 and proposed amendments); 

• · The San Francisco 2004 Ho~ing Element; 

• The San Francisco 1990 Residence Element; 
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• The EIR and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the EIR; 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the 
Planning Commission relating to the EIR, the proposed approvals, the Project, and the 
alternatives set forth in the EIR; 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the Planning 
Commission by the environmental consultant and sub-consultants who prepared the EIR, 
or incorporated into reports presented to the Planning Commission; 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the City from 
other public agencies relating to the Project or the EIR; 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony). presented at any public 
hearing or workshop related to the Project an.cl the EIR; 

• For documentary· and information purposes, all locally-adopted land use plans and 
ordinances, including, without limitation, general plans,· specific plans and ordinances, 
together with environmental review documents, findings, mitigation monitoring programs 
and other documentation relevant to planned growth in the area; 

• The MM:RP; and 

• All other documents comprising the record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
2116.I6(e) __ _ 

The public hearing transcripts, a copy of ill letters regarding the EIR and the Revision received 
during the public review periods, the administrative record, and background documentation for 
the Final EIR are located at the Planning Department,· 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San 
Francisco. Jonas Ionin, Commission Secretary, is the custodian of these doeuments and 
materials. · 

JI. Impacts Found Not to Be Significant, Thus Requiring No Mitigation 

Finding:, Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the City finds 
that the implementation of the Project would not"result in any significant environmental impacts 
in the following areas: Land Use and Land Use Planning; Aesthetics; Population and Housing; 
Cultural and Paleontological Resources; Air Quality; Greenhouse· Gas Emissions; Wind and 
Shadow; Recreation; .Utilities and Service Systems; Public Services; Biological Resources; 
Geology and· Soils, Hydrology/Water Qua,lity; Hazards/Hazardous Materials; Mineral/Energy 
Resources; Agricultural Resources. ·Each of these topics is analyzed and discussed in detail, 
including, but not limited to, in the EIRat Chapters V.B, V.C, V .D, V.E, V.H, VJ, V.J, V.K, 
V.L, V.M, V.N, V:O, V.P, V.Q, V.R., and V.S. 

JU. Findings of Potentially-Significant Impacts that Can be Avoided or Reduced to a Less
Than-Significant Level 

Finding: . The California Environmental Quality Act · (CEQA) requires agencies to adopt 
mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a project's identified significant
impacts or potential significant impacts if such measures are feasible. 

The findings in this Section ill and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the 
FEIR. These frndings discuss mitigation measures as proposed in the FEIR and recommended for 
adoption by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors. 
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As explained previously, Exhibit 1, attached, contains the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
. Program required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. It provides a 

table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in Chapter V of the EIR that is required to 
reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit 1 also specifies the agency responsible for 
implementation of each measure, establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule. 
The Planning Commission finds that, based on the record before it, the mitigation measure 
proposed for adoption in the FEIR is feasible, and that it can and should be carried out by the 
Planning- Cpmmission and. Board of Supervisors, and staff has recommended that it be · 
incorporated into the 2009 Housing Element as an implementation measure found in Appendix 
C. The Planning Cqmmission acknowledges that if such measures were not adopted and 
implemented, the Project may result in additional significant unavoidable impacts. For· this 
reason, and as discussed in Section VI, the Planning Commission is adopting a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations as set forth in s.ection VIL 

The mitjgation measures identified in the FEIR which would reduce or avo~d significant adverse 
environinental impacts are proposed for adoption- as implementation measures of the 2009 
Housing Element, and are set forth in. Exhibit 1, in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting· 
Program. 

Noise: 

a) Potentially Significant Impact 

Implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would promote housing near transit and other 
infrastructure, housing near neighborhood services, and housing within mixed-use areas which 
could result in housing located in area that already experience ambient noise levels above 75 
Ldn. Residential development in areas that experience noise levels above 75 Ldn could expose 
nois_e sensitive receptors to noise levels in excess of established standards. Compliance with 
Title 24, which typically addresses interior noise levels for housing developments, may not 
mitigate exterior noise on private open space. Other site specific conditions may warrant 
acoustical monitoring and analysis beyond the requirements for Title 24. 11).is could result in a 
significant impact with respect to noise. 

b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion 

The City finds the potentially-significant impact listed above would be reduced tei a less-than
significant level with implementation of mitigation measure M-N0-1, which would require the 
preparation of an analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify potential noise
generating uses within two blocks of the project site, and includes at least one 24-hour noise 
measurement (with maximum noise le:vd readings taken at least every 15 minutes), prior to 
completion of environmental review. The analysis shall demonstrate with reasonable certainty 

. that Title 24 standards, where applicable, can be met, and that there · are no particular 
circumstances about the proposed project site that appear to warrant heightened concern about 
noise levels fa the vicinity of the proposed project. Should such concerns be present, the 
Department may require the completion of a detailed noise assessment by person(s) qualified in 
acoustical analysis and/or engin~ering prior to the first project approval action, in "order to 
demonstrate that acceptable interior noise levels consistent with those in Title 24 standards can 
be attained. 

In addition, to minimize effects on development iµ noisy areas, for Iiew residential uses, the 
Planning Department, shall, through its building permit review process, in conjunction with 
noise analysis required above, require that open space required by the Planning Code for such 
uses be protected, to the maximum feasible extent, from existing ambient noise levels that could 
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prove annoying or disruptive to users of the open space. Implementation of this measure could 
involve, among other things, site design that uses the building itself to shield on-site open space 
from the greatest noise sources, construction of noise barriers between noise sources and open 
space, and appropriate use of both common and private open space in multi-family dwellings. 
Implementation would also be undertaken consistent with other princip.Ies of urban design. 

Compliance with this mitigation measure M-N0-1, together with compliance with Title 24 of thf? 
California Code of Regulations and the California Building Code and the San Francisco Police 
Code, would reduce the impact to a less-than~significant level. 

IV. Significant Impacts That Cannot Be Avoided or Reduced to a Less~Than-Significant 
Level. · 

Finding: Based on substantial evidence in the whole reyord ofthese·proceedings, the City finds 
that, where feasible,. changes or alterati.ons have been requited, or incorporated into the 2009 
Housing Element to reduce the significant environmental impact as identified in the FEIR The 
City determines that the· following significant impacts on the environment, as reflected in the 
FEIR, are unavoidable, but under Public Resources Code Section 2108l(a)(3) and (b), and 
CEQA Guidelines 1509l(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, the City determines that the impacts 

· are acceptable due to the overriding considerations described in Section VTI below. This finding 
is supported by substantial evidence in the record of this proceeding. · 

Transportation/Circulation: 

a. - - Impact - '.fransit- -

Adoption of the 2009 Housing Element would result in implementation of objectives and 
policies that encourage residential development that takes advantage of alternative modes of 
transportation, inyluding transit Under 2025 Cumulative Conditions, the California Street and. 
Market Street Subway transit corridors are anticipated to operate near Muni's· transit capacity 
utilization standard of 85 percent. A substantial mode shift to transit could result in an increase. 
in transit ridership .above Muni's capacity utilization standard, thereby resulting in overcrowding 

. on the public _transit system. To reduce potential overcrowding· on transit, SFMTA could 
in.crease capacity on Muni by implementing the transportation plans and programs, as described 
in the Draft EIR at Section V.F-15 to V.F-18, which include SI'.Park, SFGo, the San Francisco 
Bicycle Plan, the Central Subway, Bus ·Rapid Transit and the Better Streets Plan. 
Implementation of these plans and programs could teduce congestion and decrease transit travel 
times, all9wing a given bus to complete more runs in a day, which allows MUNI's capacity to 
increase without acquiring additional· buses. However, although many of the transportation plans 
are in the process of being or have been implemented, implementation has not been secured for 
all of the measures, or for those measures that have been implemented, they have not been 
implemented for a sufficient amount of time to determine the extent of their effectiveness, and it 
is not known whether the implementation of all of the measures would provide a sufficient 
decrease in travel time, and subsequent increase in bus runs, to carry all projected riders. 
SFMTA could also increase capacity on MUNI by providing more buses. However, this 
approach would involve incre!'J.Sed costs to SFMTA for which funding has not been identified, 
and could require additional sources of revenue. Although SFMTA is pursuing additional · 
sources of revenue through development impact fees, increases in vehicle. license fees, and · 
issuance of bonds, those measures require approval by the Board of Supervisors after appropriate 
study, or by voters in a general election, and the outcome of those efforts cannot be determined 
at this time. Because the certainty and feasibility of 'these two mitigation options cannot be 
established, the impact on transit would remain significant and unavoidable. 

b) Mitigation Measure: 
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No feasible mitigation measures have been identified for the potentially significant impact on 
transit. Hence a significant and unavoidable transit impact would occur with implementation of 
the 2009 Housing Element. 

V. Why Subsequent Environmental Analysis or Recirculation is Not Required. 

Finding: _For the reasons_ set forth below and elsewhere in the Adniinistrative Record, none of 
the factors are present which would neces~itate recirculation of the Final EIR under CEQA 
Guideline Section 15088.5 or the preparation of a subsequent or supplemental BIR under CEQA · 
Guideline Section 15162. -

The Comments and Responses documents thoroughly addressed all public comments that the 
Plannin·g Department received on the Draft EIR and on the Revision. In response to these 
comments, the Department added new and clarifying text to the EIR and the Revision. In 
addition, since publication of the original Draft· EIR, the staff, in response to public comments 
and additional staff evaluation of the 2009 Housing Element, modified a number of policies and 
Objectives in the 2009 Housing Element in order avoid or alleviate specific concerns raised by 
the public and City officials. The Comments and Responses documents, which are incorporated 
herein _by reference, analyzed all of these changes and determined that these changes did not 

· constitute new information of significance that would add new significant environmental effects, 
or substantially increase the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR. 

Further, additional changes to the 2009 Housing Element have been incorporated into the 
Element after publication of the Comments and Responses -document. These changes have been 
addressed orally by staff or in staff reports, which statements _and reports are incorporated herein · 
by reference, and based on this information, the Planning Department determined, and the trial 
court affinned, that these additional changes do not constitute new information of significance 

. that would alter any of the conclusions of the EIR. · 

Based on the information set forth above and other substantial evidence in light of the whole 
record on the Final EIR, which includes the Revision, the Commission determines that the 2009 
Housing Element is within the scope of the project analyzed in the Final EIR; (2) approval of 
2009 Housing Element will not require important revisions to the Final EIR due to the 
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified significant effects; (3) taking into account the 2009 Housing Element and 
-other changes analyzed in the Final EIR, no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the 
circumstances under which the Project are undertaken which would require major revisions to 
the Final EIR due to the jnvolvement of new significant environmental effects, or a substantial
increase in the severity of effects identified in the Fii:tal EIR; and (4) no new information of 
substantial importance to the Project has become available which would indicate (a) the 2009 
Housing Element or the approval action will· have significant effects not discussed in the Final 
EIR; (b) significant environmental effects will be- substantially more severe; (c) mitigation 
measures or alternatives found not feasible which would reduce one or more significant effects 
have become feasible; or (d) mitigation measures or alternatives which.are considerably different 
from those in the Final EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the 
environment. Consequently, there is no need to recirculate the Final EIR under CEQA Guideline 
15088.5 or to prepare a subsequent or supplemental EIR under CEQA Guideline Section 15162. 

VI. Evahia~ion of Project Alternatives. 

This Section describes the EIR alternatives, including the 2004 Housing Element. Tbis Section 
also 9utlines the 2009 Housing Element's purpose and provides the rationale for selecting the · 
2009 Housing Element and for rejecting alternatives as infeasible. Additional evidence to 
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support the City's conclusions regarding the Project and the Alternatives can be found in the 
administrative record. 

CEQA mandates that an BIR evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project, which 
would "feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or 
substantially lessen effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits .of the project" 
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a)). Pursuant to the Court's December 19, 2013 Order in 
San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods v. City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco 
Superior Court Case Number 513-077, the EIR evaluated a reasonable range of alternatives. 

CEQA requires that every BIR evaluate a ''No Project" alternative as part of the range of 
alternatives analyzed in the EIR. The Housing Element EIR's No Project analysis was prepared 
in accordance with CEQA Guiqelines Sections 15126.6(e)(3)(A) and (C). 

Alternatives provide a basis of cornpanson to the Project in terms of beneficial, significant, and 
unavoidable impacts. This comparative analysis is used to consider reasonable feasible options 
for minimizing environmental consequences of the Project. 

A. Reasons for Selection of the Project 

As described above and in this section, the_ project proposed for adoption is the 2009 Housing 
Element, as defined in the Project Description, with the changes incorporated into "Draft 3" of 
the 2009 Housing Element when it was approved by the Planning Commission and the Board of 
Supervisors in 2011 (in Board of Supervisors' Ordinance 108-11). The 2009 Housing Element is 
identified_ in the DrafLEIR in . Chapter-IV, flroject-Description, particularly· at pages- IV-28- -· 
through N-3L The 2009 Housing Ele~ent is selected for adoption because this Commission,. 
the body pursuant to. the San Francisco Charter charged with setting land use policy in San 
Francisco, based on· the recommendation of the expert staff at the Planning Department, has 
determined that the 2009 Housing Element will best achieve all of the following objectives, 
which would not be achieved as well by any of the alternatives, including the 2004 Housing 
Element. 

• Provide a vision for the City's housing and growth management through 2014 

Although all the Alternatives provide a vision for housing and growth management, the 2009 
Housing Element is a product of significant and recent community input and debate and includes 
responses to recent global economic indicators and global climate issues. In drafting the policies 
and objectives of the 2009 Housing Element, the Pepartment worked closely with community 
leaders, stakeholders, City agencies, and community members starting in September of 2008. 
The Department convened a Community Advisory Body, held over a dozen stakeholder sessions, 
over 30 public workshops and presentations, ·hosted staff office hours, surveyed the community 
in writing and online, and the Planning Director hosted two workshops. In addition, the Planning 

- Commission held several informational hearings. As a result of this extensive outreach and 
effort, the 2009 Housing Element best provides a community based vision for the City's housing 
future, which specifically incorporates. and responds to an updated RIINA goal set for 2007 to 
2014, and responds to recent global economic indicators and global climate issues.(See Policies 
13.2 and 13.3). · 

• Maintain the existing housing stock to serve housing needs 

The 2009 Housing Element recognizes that the majority of San Francisco's housing stock is over 
60 years old and this existing stock is an important part of meeting San Francisco's housing 
demands. Retaiillng existing housing reduces the need for resources to build new housing, and 
maintains the total supply of lower cost boo.sing, particularly that housing which is controlled by 
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the City's Rent Contrpl Ordinance. Demolition of existing housing and construction of new 
housing often results in new units which are more costly than the units that were demolished. 
The 2009 Housing Element contains objectives which specifically discourage the demolition of 
existing housing (see Objective 2) and discourages· the merger of existing units, unless the 
resulting units increases the City's supply of affordable or family housing (see Policy 2.1). The 
2009 Housing Element also discourages the removal or reduction of housing for parking, thereby 
encouraging the maintenance of the existing housing stock (see Policy 2.3). 

• Ensure capacity for the development of new housing to meet the RHNA at all income 
levels 

The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) determined that San Francisco's fair share 
of the regional housing need .for January 2007 through Jup:e 2014 is 31,190 units, or about 4,160 
units per year. This regional housing needs assessment (RHNA) includes production targets 
addressing housing at a range of household income categori.es. San Francisco's RHNA target 
includes 18,880 units, or 61 %, that are affordable to moderate income households (120% of the 
area median income) and below. Under existing zoning, the City ha5 enough capacity to meet 
the overall RHNA. However, the City historically has not met the RHNA targets at all income 
levels, particularly for affordable housing: Because of the high cost of housing, subsidies. 
requited to provide a unit to low or very low income households can be up to $200,000 per unit, 
and thus, the total costto meet those needs exceeds $2 billion. Public and private subsidies will 
not be ablt1 to fulfill all of San Francisco's affordable housing needs. 

The 2009 Housing Element contains objectives and policies designed to ensure that the City has 
capacity for the development of various types of housing for households at all income levels. It 
also contains objectives· and policies to foster a housing stock that meets the needs of all 
residents across all lifecycles, such as families with children, people with disabilities and seniors, 
many of whom have income levels that can only be met by affordable units, and who often do 
not have access to private transportation (See Policy 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3). The 2009 Housing 
Element seeks to ensure that units affordable to all income levels are located throughout San 
Francisco according to infrastructure and site capacity (Policy 4.6), and encourages integrated 
neighborhoods with a diversity of unit types and affordability levels (Policy 4.5). The 2009 
Housing Element encourages the completion of key opportimity areas such as Treasure Island, 
and Candlestick Point/Hunters Point Shipyard, . which will provide significant new capacity for 
new neighborhoods with units at all income levels (See Policy 1.2). 

• Encourage housing development where supported by existing or planned infrastructure, 
while maintaining neighborhood character; 

The 2009 Housing Element best balances the tension between the demand for additional housing 
with potential impacts on existing neighborhoods, where new housing is supported by existing 
infrastructure. The 2009 Housing Element supports the completion of planning for Treasure 
Island, Candlestick Point/Hunters Point Shipyard, as well as Park Merced. and the Transbay 
Transit Center (See.Policy 1.2). These areas have existing infrastructure to support new housing, 
or new infrastructure is planned for them. The 2009 Housing Element supports new, mixed-use 
infill development in areas where there is adequate open space, child care, neighborhood services 
and public transit (Policy 12.2). At the same time, the 2009 Housing Element seeks to maintain 
and support the diverse and distinct character of San Francisco's neighborhoods (See Objective 
11), and ensures new. and substantially altered buildings are compatible with existing 
neighborhood character (See Policy 11.2). The 2009 Housing Element also has several policies 

. which call for comniunity based planning processes, to allow greater input in the planning for 
new housing (See Policy 1.4), ensuring that the community is involved in the development 
process and that any tension betWeen new and existing housing is lessened. 
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. . 
• Encourage, develop and maintain programs· and policies to meet projected affordable 

housing needs 

·Affordable housing is the most salient housing issue in San Francisco. The 2009 Housing 
Element seeks to facilitate permanently affordable housing, and contains many objectives and 
policies designed to expand the number of resources for affordable housing, facilitate affordable 
housing development through land subsidy programs, and support programs that do not require 
direct public subsidies and that can facilitate the development of middle income units (See 
Objectives 3, 4 and 5.). 

The 2009 Housing Element best promotes the need to encourage the creation· of affordable 
housing without the need for public subsidies. To make a unit affordable to a low or very low 
uwome household requires a subsidy ranging from $170,000 to $200,000, yet the level of state 
and federal funding has decreased. To meet all RRNA goals for low and very low income 
households, a total of over $2 billion is required. Thus, the 2009 Housing Element contains 
numerous policies that encourage "±he creation or preservation of ''naturally". affordable units or 

. units which are "affordable by design." This includes policies related to the preservation of 
existing older units (Objective 2), including rent controlled units (Policy 3.1), policies which 

. encourage affordable housing through zoning accommodations (Policy 7.5), policies which 
consider the creation ofand preservation of smaller units (Policy 1.5, 3.4), and policies allowing 
for the development of housing at increased densities where appropriate (Policy 1.6). · 

• Develop a vision for San Francisco that supports sustainable local. regional and state 
housing and environmental goals · 

The City, the greater Bay Area and the State bf California have adopted environmental and 
housing goals for more sustainable development SB 375, adopted by 'the State in 2008, seeks to 
link housing with transportation t6 address global dim.ate change. ABAG has allocated regional . 
housing needs based on the availability of transit infrastructure. San Francisco has adopted 
numerous plans that support green development and help to reduce the City's greenhouse gas 
emi~~. · 

The 2009 Housing Element supports these environmental and housing goals with objectives and 
policies which support smart· regional growth that locates new housing close to jobs and transit 
(Policy 1.10; 13.1), requires that the City .work with localities region-wide to coordinate 
affordable housing productions (Policy 13.2), which promote: "green" development at the highest 
level by encouraging walking, bicycling and transit (Policy 12.1, 13.3), and which encourage 
LEED developments (Policy 13.4). These objectives and policies will help ensure that San 
Francisco, and the region, works toward meeting the needs of the present without sacrificing the 
ability of future generations to meet their own needs. 

• Adopt a housing element that substantially complies with California Housing Element 
Law as determined by the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development. 

A determination by the California Department of Housing and Community Development that the 
Housing Element substantially complies with state Housing Element law provides the City with 
a rebuttable assll,Ill.ption that the Housing Element complies with state Housing Element law and 
allows the City to amend redevelopment plans (an important source of affordable housing funds),. 
and allows the City to maintain eligibility for state transportation, open space, .and development 

-funds. 

HCD has previously found that the 2009 Housing Element substantially complied with state 
housing· element law in a letter to the Department on July 29, 2011, and has· previously 
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commended the City for its many innovative ·strategies and programs. The City expects that 
HCD will continue to find that the 2009 Housing Element .complies with state housing element 
la\V. · 

B. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection 

·An agency may reject project alternatives if it finds them infeasible. Feasible, under CEQA, is 
defined as capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of 
time taking- into account economic, environmental, social, technological and legal factors. 
(Public Resources Code §21061.1; CEQA Guidelines §15364.) Other considerations may also 
provide the basis for fmding an alternative infeasible, such as whether an alternative is 
impractical, or utidesirable from a policy standpoint. The City fmds infeasible, and therefore 
rejects, the alternatives analyzed in the EIR, including the 2004 Housing Element, for the 
economic, legal, social, technological, policy, and other considerations set forth below and 
elsewhere in the record, including the reasons set forth in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations in Section VII. 

Rejection of 2004 Housing Element: The 2004 Housing Element was analyzed in the BIR at an 
equal level of detail as the 2009 Housing Element and was included as a Housing Element that 
the decision-makers could adopt in the alternative to the 2009 Housing Element, and in response 
to the Court's direction that the City analyze the 2004 Housing Element in· an EIR. Generally, 
the policies and objectives iri the 2004 Housrng Element encourage housing in certain areas of 
the City, and encourage the construction of higher density developments and developments with 
reduced parking requirements. The overall impact conclusions · for ·both the 2004 Housing 
Element and 2009 Housing Element were similar; however, there were differences in degree of 
the amount of impact 

Adoption of the 2004 Housing Element is hereby rejected as infeasible. The 2004 Housing 
Element would not meet the Project's Objectives. to encourage housing devefopment where 
supported by existing or planned infrastructure while maintaining neighborhood character, 
because the 2004 Housing Element "strongly encourages" developers to "take full advantage of 
building densities" (Policy 11.8) and to "use new housing as a means to enhance neighborhood 
vitality and diversity'' (Policy 11.1). These two policies in particular could have more of an 
impact on neighborhood character and aesthetics than the Project, particularly in areas of the 
City that are dominated by lower density devefopinent. Although the EIR determined that neither 
the 2004 or the 2009. Housing Element would have a significant environmental impact on. 
neighborhood character and aesthetics, because of these policies, the Department and 
Commission has determined that the 2004 Housing Element does not appropriately balance the 
need for new housing with the need to protect the character of established neighborhoods .. 

Although. the conclusions regarding the impacts on transit for the 2004 and 2009 Housing 
Element are similar, based on the number of policies in the 2004 Housing Element regarding the 
reduction of parking requirements (such as Policy 4.4, and 11. 7), as noted above, it is likely that 
the 2004 Housing Element would increase the significant and unavoidable impact on transit,_ as 
more housing units could be built without historically required parking, resulting in more person 
trips shifting to transit This is because transit ridership increases as the cost of owning a private 
vehicle increases. In addition, the 2004 Housing Element included a number of policies 
designed to increase the allowable densities in a given building envelope. Studies have shown 
that trans it use increases where housing dellllities are higher: An increase in the number of transit 
trips would decrease the amount of vehicle miles traveled and reduce the amount of greenhouse 
gas emissio:µs and would better achieve the Project objective to support sustainable local, 
regional and state environmental goals. However, as noted above, the 2004 Housing Element 
does not appropriately balance that objective with the City's objective to maintain existing 
neighborhood character. 
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The policies and objectives in the 2004 Housing Element were proposed in response to San 
Francisco's RIINA gpal for 2001-2006, which numbered 20,374. As noted, an updated Housing 
Element must now respond to ABAG's RRNA goal from 2007 to 2014. Although the higher 
density and reduced parking strategies encouraged in the 2004 Housing Element might better 
achieve the City's RHNA targets at the lower income levels, as noted above, the 2004 Housing 
Element does not appropriately balance that need with the City's objective to· maintain existing 
neighborhood character. Unlike in the 2004 Housing Element, the 2009 Housing Element 
contains policies which focus housing growth according to community plans (Policy 1.2), and 
which em;ure that community based planning processes are used to generate changes to land use 
controls (Policy 1.4). Tue 2009 Housing Element also contains rriore policies related to the 
preservation of neighborhood character (Objective 11). 

Finally, the 2004 Housing Element was not created with the depth and breadth of community 
input and involvement that the 2009 Housing Element was. The 2009 Housing Element includes 
input from a Citizens Advisory Commi~ee, over 30 public workshops, staff office hours, online 
and written, surveys as well as workshops hosted by the Planning Director over a two and a half· 
year period. The scope of community input on the 2009 Housing Element is an important aspect 
of the City's determination to recommend the 2009 Housing Element as the vision for the City's 
housing growth and management through 2014. As noted, none of the other alternatives, 
including the 2004 Housing Element, can match the 2009 Housing Element's recent community 
outreach. · 

For the foregoing reasons as well as ·economic, lega~ sociaL technologicaL policy, and other 
considerations set forth herein and elsewhere in the record; including the-reasons set forth in the 

. Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section VII below, the 2004 Housing Element is . 
hereby rejected as infeasible. 

Rejection of Alternative A: The No Project/Continuation of 1990 Residence Element 
Alternative. Alternative A is the CEQA-required "No Projecf' alternative. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A) provides that"when the project is the revision of an existing land use 
or regulatory plan, policy· or oJ).going operation, the 'no project' alternative will be the 
continuation of the existing plan, policy or operation into the future." Under Alternative A: the 
No Project/Continuation of 1990 Residence EleD1ent Alternative, the 1990 Residence Element 
policies would remain in effect and neither the 2004 Housing Ele111ent nor the 2009 Housing 
Element policies would be implemented. Housing development in the City would continue as 
·encouraged under the 1~90 Residence Element · 

Alternative A would not be.desirable as a matter of policy nor meet the Project's Objectives as 
well as the 2009 Housing Element. Alternative A encourages housing in less limited areas than 
the Project.· because the policies and- implementation measures encourage housing that is 
consistent with existing land use patterns, and existing density patterns. Thus, because the City's 
projected growth and housing needs remain the same under Alternative A as they do under the 
Project, housing constructed in response under to the City's need would be constructed Citywide_ 
more so under Alternative A than the Project, which encourages housing along transit lines, or 
within a community planning process. In other words, similar· amounts of total housing units 
would result from Alternative A and, under the Project, but under Alternative A, these units 
wo.uld not be encouraged or concentrated where supported by existing or planned infrastructure, 
such as transit lines or in areas subject to community planning processes. Concentrating housing 
along transit lines or in areas subject to community planning processes better enables the City to 
meet the Objective of encouraging housing development where supported by existing or planned 
infrastructure. · 
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There are no policies in Alternative A which specifically discourage the destruction or reduction 
of housing for parking, which is one strategy to meet affordable housing needs due to the higher 
cost of housing with parking. Thus, Alternative A would not meet the Projecfs Objective to 
encourage, develop and maintain programs and policies to meet projected affordable housing 
needs, particularly meeting the City's RENA at all income levels. 

Likewise, as noted, Alternative A does not contain policies which allow for the reduction in 
parking requirements, and thus construction of housing units could include construction of 
underground parking for those units, which could result in an increased amount of excavation. 
This would have a potentially greater impact on archeological and paleontological impacts, 
which are located underground. Although these impacts were found insigni:ficant,-there could be 
more such impacts as compared to the other Alternatives. 

Alternative. A contains less focus than the Project on encouraging housing near jobs and other 
services or along transit lines, which could result in the development of more housing farther 
away from these jobs and services resulting in more vehicle trips to access those activities than 
under the Project (which includes specific policies designed to encourage housing near jobs, 
other services and along transit lines, such as Policy 1.10, 13.l, 13.3). An increase in the amount 
of vehicle trips can result in more air quality impacts and greenhouse gas impacts, because 
vehicles are the biggest emitter of greenhouse gases. As a result, Alternative A has increased air 
quality and greenhouse gas· impacts than the Project. Therefore, Alternative A does not meet the 
City's Objective in adopting a Housing Element that supports sustainable local, regional and 
state housing and environmental goals which call for a reduction in the amount of vehicle trips 
and greenhouse gas emissions, such as SB 375, the City's Climate Action Plan and the 
Department of the-Environment's Strategic Action Plan, as well as the 2009 Housing Element. 

Finally, Alternative A, . approved almost 25 years ago, does not respond to the City's current 
· housing and transportation needs or recent economic conditions which have had an impact on the 
creation and preservation of affordable housing or· the need for middle class housing. The 
Commission finds that historically, development under Alternative A did not produce adequate 
a:fforqable housing to meet the City's needs. For example, '?nlY 41 % of the state mandate annual 
targets for the period covered by the 1990 Residence Element (1989-1998) was achieved. Thus, 
the Department recognizes a need to amend those policies to better meet.those goals. 

Because the policies in Alternative A were based on data and housing needs of the City prior to 
1990, Alternative A includes policies and objectives which do nottake into account the updated 
demo.graphic information and background information that the policies and objectives in the 
2009 Housing Element do. For example; Alternative A does not contain policies that protect 
historic resources to the same extent as the Project, because the Project's policies and objective's · 
approach to historic resources reflects the changes in the City and state's approach to evaluatfug 

. historic impacts. Also, the policies and objectives in Alternative A were developed under the 
assumption that the City's available land capacity included historic resources as potential soft 
sites capable of redevelopment. As a result of this methodology, the EIR concluded that · 
Alternative A has a significant impact on historic resources, which the other Alternatives do not 
have. Likewise, the updated Data and Needs analysis in the 2009 Housing Element recognizes· 
that the Planning Code's requirements for parking and open space are potential constraints on the 
development of housing, particularly affordable housing, and as a result, the 2009 Housing 
Element includes policies which address those constraints, such as Policy 7.5. The 1990 
Residence Element does not include policies which address those constraints, because they were 
not recognized as issues in the Data and Needs Analysis for the 1990 Residence Element. 

F~r the foregoing reasons as well as economic, legal, social, technological, policy, and other 
considerations set forth herein and elsewhere in the record, including the reasons set forth in the 
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Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section VIl below, Alternative A is hereby rejected as 
infeasible. · 

Rejection of Alternative B: 2004 Housing Element-Adjudicated. Alternative B includes the 
objectives, policies and implementation measures of the 2004 Housing Element except for the 
policies that were stricken by the San Francisco Superior Court, in San Franciscans for Livable 
Neighborhoods v. City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Superior Court case number 
504-780. The remaining policies that constitute Alternative B can be found in the Appendices to 
the EIR. Similar. to Alternative A, this alternative would include the updated Data and Needs 
analysis found in Part 1 of the 2009 Housing Element, which also includes the most recently 
identifie9- RHNA for the current planning period . 

. ·As identified in the BIR, Alternative B was determined to be the environmentally superior 
alternative because Alternative B would come closer to meeting the key Project objective of 
meeting the RHNA than would Alternative A, and Alternative .A- would have a potentially 
greater impact on historic resources. 

Similar to the reasons set forth in rejecting Alternative A, Alternative B would be. less likely to 
meet the Project's Objectives to meet the RENA than the 2009 Housing Element. Even if 
enough development and new housing units were built under Alternative B to meet the total 
RIINA, the policies and objectives in Alternative B may not ensure that the affordability of those 
new units would reflect the income levels required by the RHNA.. This is because Alternative B 
does not contain policies and objectives that allow an increase in density of new housing or 
reduced parking requirements as much as the 2009 Housing Element. Higher density.housing 
with- reduced parking requirements- is generally lower in-cost than single-family-or-other low 
density housing with "one-to-one" parking. 

Similar to Alternative A, policies and objectives in Alternative B contain less focus than the 
Project on encouraging density of housing near jobs and other services or along transit. lines, 
which could result in the devekipment of more housing farther away from these jobs and services 
resulting in more.vehicle trips to access those activities than under the Project. The Prpject, on 

. the other band, includes specific policies designed to encoU:rage denser housing near jobs, other 
services and along transit lines, such as Policy 12.1, 12.2, and LIO. An increase in the amount 
of vehicle trips under Alternative B can result in more air quality impacts and. greenhouse gas 
impacts. AB a result, Alternative B has more air quality and greenhouse gas impacts than the 
Project, and thus, Alternative B does not meet the City's Objective in adopting a Housing 
Element that supports sustainable local, regional and state housing and environmental goals 
·which call for a reduction in the amount of vehicle trips - the biggest source of greenhouse gases. 
These goals are found in plans and policies s.uch as SB 375, and local plans such as the City's 
Climate Action Plan and the Department of the Environment's Strategic Action Plan. 

In addition, Alternative B is a compilation of policies and objectives that received no corrimunity 
input or involvement Alternative B does not contain the policies and objectives related to 
housing issues that respond to all stakeholders in San Francisco, including neighborhood 
organizations, housing developers and· affordable housing advocates. On the other hand, and as 
noted above, the 2009 Housing Element includes input from a Citizens Advisory Committee, 
over 30 public workshops, staff office hours, online and written surveys as well as workshops 
hosted by the Planning Director over a two and a half ye~ period. The scope of community input 
on the 2009 Housing Element is an important aspect of the City's determination to recommend 
the 2009 Housing Element. 

Although the EIR determined that neither the Project nor Alternative B would have a significant 
. environrriental impact on neighborhobd character and aesthetics, Alternative B does not include 

policies that appropriately balance the need to accommodate housing with the need to protect the 
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character of established neighborhoods. While recognizing and preserving the unique character · 
of San Francisco's neighborhoods is a central housing value in the 2009 Housing Element, the 
ability to meet the City's housing needs, particularly affordable housing needs is also. salient. As 
noted above, San· Francisco was not able to meet its RHNA targets for affordability under 
policies in Alternative A, which are similar to the policies in Alternative B. Thus, Alternative B 
protects neigl?-borhood character at the expense' of developing housing which can meet the City's 
affordable housing goals, such as housing which is denser or contains less parking. 

For the foregoing reasons as well as economic, legal, social, technological, policy, and other 
considerations set forth herein· and elsewhere in the record, including the reasons set forth in the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section VII below, Alternative B: the 2004 Housing· 
Element- Adjudicated is hereby rejected as infeasible. 

Rejection of Alternative C: 2009 Housing Element-Intensified. This alternative includes 
concepts that more actively encourage affordable housing development through . zoning 
accommodations, and that encourage housing near transit. These concepts were generated based 
on ideas and alternative concepts raised over the course of outreach for the 2009 Housing 
Element preparation process, b.ut which were ultimately not included. These concepts are 

·intended to encourage housing by: 1) allowing for limited expansion of allowable building 
· envelope for developments meeting the City's affordable housing requirement on-site with units 
of two or more bedrooms; 2) requiring development to the full allowable building envelope in 
locations ~tare directly on Transportation Effectiveness Project (TEP) rapid transit network 
lines; 3) giving height ·and/or density bonuses for development that exceeds affordable housing 
requirements in locations that are dir~ctly on TEP rapid transit network lines; 4) allowing height 
and/or density bonus for 100 percent affordable housing in all areas of the City except in RH-1 
and RH-2 zones; and 5) granting of administrative exceptions for reduced parking spaces if the· 
development is: a) in an RH-2 zoning district or greater; b) in an area where additional curb cuts 
would restrict parking in areas with parking shortages; or c) on a Transit Preferential Street. 

Alternative C encourages housing density in more locations than the other Alternatives. By 
encouraging ·more dense holising, particularly along tran8it lines, with fewer controls over the 
height and bulk of that housing (thereby impacting neighborhood character), Alternative C 
would· not meet the. City's objectives to appropriately balance new housing development while 
maintaining existing neighborhood character. The increase in density under Alternative C could 
potentially result in incrementally increased impacts to scenic vistas, visual resources and visual 
character compared to the Project Although these impacts were found less than significant, they 
would be incrementally greater than under the Project, and less responsive to the City's objective 
to balance new housing development w.ith maintenance of existing neighborhood chara~ter. 

Alternative C could result in greater impacts to archaeological resoun;:es compared to the Project 
due to the fact that potentially larger/taller projects would require more excavation. Alternative C 
also could have incrementally greater impacts ori transit, because it would require development 
of full allowable building envelopes and would grant height and/or density bonuses that are on 
the rapid transit network as identified in the Transportation Effectiveness Project. Therefore 
more units would.be built near transit, increasing the amount of transit trips. This impact would 
be significant and unavoidable, like the conclusion for the Project; however, it is likely that the 
impact would be greater under Alternative C than under the Project. As noted in. the Revision, 
the increased promotion of density would also incrementally increase impacts on recreation, 
utilities and service systems, wind and shadow, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, 
and hazards and hazardous materials. Although these impacts would be less than significant, 
they would be incrementally gieater under Alternative C th?TI under the 2009 Housing Element. 

For the foregoing reasons as well as economic, legal, social, technological, policy, and other 
considerations set forth herein and elsewhere in the record, including the reasons set forth in the 
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Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section Vil below, Alternative C: Housing Element -
Intensified is hereby rejected as infeasible. · 

Additional Alternatives.Proposed by the Public 

During the term of analysis of the 2009 Housing Element and its associated EIR and the 
Revision and the related comment periods, various commentators proposed alternatives to the 
2009 Housing Element. To the extent that these comments addressed the adequacy of the EIR 
analysis, they were described and arialyzed in the Responses to Comments documents. As 
presented in the record, and determined by the Superior Court, the Final EIR reviewed a 
reasonable .range of alternatives; moreover; CEQA does not require the project sponsor to 
consider every proposed alternative so long as the CEQA requirements for alternatives analysis 
have been satisfied. · 

Although the EIRand the Revision discussed a reasonable range of alternatives, the Commission 
specifically rejects as infeasible the following alternatives proposed by the public in comments 
on the Draft EIR, for the reasons set forth herein and noted elsewhere in the record, including the 
Responses to Comments document, and memoranda by the Planning Department to the Planning 
Commission and the Board of Supervisors on the 2009 Housing Element when it was previously 
in front of those bodies in 2011. 

A ''RHNA-Focus~d Alternative" is rejected as infeasible because it fails.to reduce environmentai 
impacts, and because a RHNA-focused alternative would also result in cumulatively 
considerable contribution to a potentially feasible transit impact. The 2009 Housing Element 
includes policies that are designed- to encourage moderate and low income housing consistent 
with the RHNA, and do not "allow wholesale density increases;" ·therefore a "RHNA-Focused 
Alternative" wollld not provide useful information for decision-makers. 

A ''No Post-2004 Rezoning" is rejected as infeasible because current, post-2004 planning 
controls, such as those found in Market and Octavia Area Plan and the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Area Plan reflect the existing environment, and any reversal to thos.e controls would require 
significant community outreach . and involvement, the development of draft plans, Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors hearings and environmental review. Based on the amount 
of time in which it took to adopt these plans, it is reasonable to assume that the efforts to reverse 
those plans also would also require significant amounts of time, particularly because a No Post-
2004 Rezoning alternative would lllldo significant long-term planning efforts which received 
widespread community and official City support, including support by the Planning Commission 
·and the Board of Supervisors. Because this alternative would not be capable of being 
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 
economic, environmental social, technological or legal factors, this alternative is infeasible, and 
therefore rejected. 

· A ''No-Additional Rezoning" is rejected as infeasible and undesirable because it would preclude 
future development required to accommodate pipeline development, would not reduce any 
potentially significant impacts to transit, and could impact the City's ability to meet the RHNA 
for all income groups because rezoning on a localized level is, at times, necessary and des.irab~e 
to accommodate affordable housing developments. Moreover, the City currently complies with 
the State Density Bonus law (Govemment Code section 65915 et seq) by rezoning parcels to 
accommodate the various incentives and concessions required to be accommodated by that 
statute. Thus, the No-Additional Rezoning Alternative would not meet the Project's Objectives, 
and would run afoul of the City's legal obligation to grant density bonuses under the State 
Density Bonus law. 
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For the foregoing reasons as well as economic, legal, social, technological, policy, and other 
considerations set forth herein and elsewhere in the record and this document, including the 
reasons set forth in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section Vil below, these 
alternative~ are hereby rejected as infeasible 

Although the Superior Court held that the EIR included a reasonable range of alternatives, 
additional alternatives were suggested by commenters on the Revision to the Chapter VU 
Alternatives Analysis. For the economic, legal, social, technological, policy, and other 
considerations set forth in the Responses to Comments on the Revision, and elsewhere in the 
record, including the reasons set forth in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section 

· VII below, those additional alternatives are rejected as infeasible. 

Vll. Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

Pursuant ·to .Public Resources Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, it is hereby 
found, after ·consideration . of the Final ·EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the 
specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the 2009 housing 
Element as set forth below independently and collectively outweighs the significant and 
unavoidable impacts and is an overriding consideration warranting approval of the 2009 Housing 
Element. Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the 
2009 Housing Element Thus, even if a court were to yonclude that not ~very reason is supported 
by substantial evidence, this determination is that each individual reason is sufficient. The 

. substantial evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in the FEIR and the preceding 
findings, which are incorporated by reference into this Section, and in the documents found in 
the administrative record, as described in Section I. 

On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this 
proceeding, it is specifically found· that there are sigllificant benefits· of the 2009 Housing 
Element in spite of the unavoidable significant impact on transit. ·It is further found that, as part 
of the process of approving the 2009 Housing Element, all significant effects on the environment 
from implementation of the 2009 Housing Element hav_e been eliminated or substantially 
lessened where feasible. The remaining significant effect on transit found to be unavoidable is 
found to be acceptable due to the" following specific overriding economic, technical, legal, social, 
policy, and other considerations. 

- . 
1. Approval of the 2009 Housing Element will h.elp the City to fulfill its fair share housing 
obligations as provided by the Association of Bay Area Governments. The City's fair share of 
regional housing, or Rf.INA, has been determined to be 3,294 units affordable to households with 
extremely low incomes; 3,295 for very low income households; 5,535 for low income 
households; 6,754 for moderate income households; and 12,315 for'above moderate income 
households. The 2009 Housing Element encourages the production. of housing in areas that are 
better served by transit, allows the consideration of parking and open space reductions, and 
encourages the retention of existing housing, all strategies that encourage the production and 
retention of housing at lower income levels. By encouraging these strategies, the 2009 Housing 
Element encourages the production of lower cost housing and housing that does not require the 
heed for public housing subsidies. 

2. The adoption of the 2009 Housing Element will allow the City to have a Housing 
Element that complies with State Housing Element law as determined by HCD. HCD previously 
determined that the 2009 Housing Element substantially complies with State Housing Element 
law in 2011, and it is anticipated that HCD will continue to find that the 2009 Holising Element 
complies with State Housing Element Law. Therefore, adoption of the 2009 Housing Element 
will allow the City to continue to be eligible for state and federal funds that require a Housing 
Element approved by HCD. These funds include affordable housing funds, open space funds 
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and transit funds, including grants under the OneBayArea Grant program as adopted by the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission. Under the OneBayArea Grant program, MTC will 
direct $38.8 million dollars in federal transportation funds to San Francisco. · 

3. The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with state, region and Citywide plans and 
policies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by encouraging the provision of housing near 
transit By encouraging housing along major transit lines and in close proximity to jobs and 
other daily activities, the 2009 Housing Element facilitates a decrease _in the number of vehicle 
trips by City residents and visitors, and an increase in the number· of persons using other m6des 
for transportation, such as transit, bicycle and walking. The decreased use of private automobiles 
and increased use of transit, bicycles and walking will help reduce use of vehicles, a major 
source of greenhouse gas emissions. These plans and policies include, but are not limited to: 

a. ·San Francisco's "Climate Action Plan: Local Actions to Reduce Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions," adopted in September 2004, which affirms San Francisco's commitment to reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions by 20% below 1990 levels by 2012. Among other policies, the 
Climate Action Plan outlines policies· to discourage trips by private automobile and increase trips 
by other modes. 

b. San Francisco Department of the Envlionrrient's Strategic Plan 2009-2011, a 
a.Iinually updated mission statement by the Department of the Environment, which among other 
topics, outlines goals and actions to promote non-vehicle use, such as bicycles, ill. San Francisco 
in order to: reduce greenhouse gas emissions from transportation by 963,000 tons per year by 
.2012. 

c. the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, otherwise known as AB 32, a 
California state law that requires the state's greenhouse gas emissions be reduced to 1990 levels 
by 2020, and SB 375, the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008. Under 
SB 375, which supports the goals of AB 32, each region's Metropolitan Planning Organization 
must develop a Sustainable Communities Strategy· that integrates transportation, land-use and 
housing policies to plan for achievement of the emissions target for their region. which in the 
San Francisco Bay Area is a 16% per-capita reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from 
passenger vehicles. 

d. United Nations. Urban Environmental Accords, a series of implementable goals 
. that can be adopted at a city level to achieve urban sustainability, promote healthy economies, · 

advance social equity and protect the world's ecosystem. Adopted in 2005, and signed by San 
Francisco, the Accords, among other goals, advocates for policies to reduce the percentage of 
commute trips by single occupancy vehicles by ten per~ent in seven years. 

4. The 2009 Housing Element is a compilation of housing objectives and policies that were 
formed with the input of a broad range of community stakeholders that respond to current global 
economic indicators and climate issues. As noted elsewhere in this document and in the record 
and incorporated into this Statement of Overriding Coruiderations, the Department wor1ced 
closely with community leaders, housing advocates, neighborhood groups, City agencies, and 
community members starting in 2008. The Commission finds that the policies and objectives in 
the resulting 2009 Housing Element best balances the diverse, and sometimes competing, needs 
of all San Francisco residents, while providing a comprehensive vision for the City's future 
projected housing needs. 

5. The Project is consistent with and will help support the policies and objectives of the San 
Fraricisco General Plan, including but not limited to: · 

COMM:ERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 
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Policy 6.1 Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods and 
services in the City's neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging 
diversity among the districts. 

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

Policy 6A En.courage the location of neighborhood shopping areas throughout City so that 
essential retail goods and personal services are accessible to all residents. 
Policy 6.6 Adopt specific zoning districts, which conform to a generalized neighborhood 
commercial land use and density plan .. 

. . 
The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with J:hese policies in the Commerce and Industry 
Element in that it encourages housing in miXed use developments, and served by neighborhood · 
commercial districts. Neighborhood serving goods and services requires that there be a ready 
supply of customers in nearby housing. The 2009 Housing Element continues to utilize zoning 
districts which conforms .to a generalized residential land ~e and density plan the General Plan. 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE 4 PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR RECREATION AND THE ENJOYMENT 
OF OPEN SPACE IN EVERY SAN FRANCISCO NEIGHBORHOOD. 
Policy 4.·6 Assure the provision of adequate public open space to serve new residential 
development. 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with and fulfills this policy by encouraging an equitable 
distribution of growth according to infrastructure, which includes public open space and parks; 
and by requiring that development of new housing considers the proximity of quality of life 
elements such as open space. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE 2: USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A :MEANS FOR GUIDING 
DEVELOPMENT AN IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT 

OBJECTIVE 3: ASSURE 1HAT NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS HAVE ACCESS TO 
NEEDED SERVICES AND A FOCUS FOR NEIGHBORHOOD ACTNITIES 

OBJECTIVE 11: ESTABLISH PUBLIC TRANSIT AS THE PRIMARY MODE OF 
TRANSPORTATION IN .SAN FRANCISCO AND AS A :MEANS THROUGH WHICH TO 
GUIDE FUTURE DEVELOP:MENT AND IMPROVE REGIONAL MOBILITY AND AIR 
QUALITY. 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with and fulfills these policies by supporting sustainable 
land use patterns that integrate housing with transportation in order to increase transit mode 
share; ensuring that new housing is sustainably supported by the City's public infrastructure 
system, including transit; by supporting "smart" regional growth that locates new housing close 
to jobs and transit; and by promoting sustainable land use patterns that integrate housing with 
transportation to increase transit mode, pedestrian and bicycle mode share. 

In addition; the 2009 Housing Element fulfills the following p9licies found in various elements 
and Area Plans of the General Plan · 
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BALBOA PARK AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 4.2 STRENGTHEN 1HE OCEAN A VENUE NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCIAL DISTRICT BY PROVIDING AN APPROPRIATE MIX OF HOUSING 

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

OBJECTIVE 4.4 CONSIDER HOUSING AS A PRMARY COMPONENT TO ANY 
DEVELOPMENT ON THE RESERVOIR 

OBJECTIVE 54.5 PROVIDE INCREASED HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO 
A :MIX OF HOUSEHOLDS ATV ARYJNG INCOME LEVELS. 

OBJECTIVE 4.6'ENHANCE AND PRESERVE THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK. 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with and promotes the objectives of the Balboa Park 
· Area Plan listed above in that it supports the provision of new housing, particularly affordable 

housing, and promotes the retention of exiting housing units. 

BAYVIEW AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 5 PRESERVE AND ENHANCE EXISTING RESIDENTIAL 
·NEIGIIBOR:HOODS.- ·-----

. OBJECTIVE 6 ENCOURAGE THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW AFFORDABLE AND 
MARKET RATE HOUSING AT LOCATION AND DENSITY LEVELS THAT ENHANCE . 
THE OVERALL RESIDENTIAL QUALITY OF BAYVIEW Hl)NTERS POINT. 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with and promotes the objectives of the Bayview Area 
Plan in that it promotes the development of new housing, particularly affordable housing while 
supporting and respecting the diverse &nd distinct character of San Francisco's neighborhoods, 
while . ensuring that growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting 

. existing neighborhood character. · · 

CENTRAL WATERFRONT AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 1.1 ENCOURAGE 1HE TRANSITION OF PORTIONS OF THE CENTRAL 
WATERFRONT TO A MORE MIXED-USE CHARACTER, WHILE PROTECTING THE 
NEIGHBORHOODS CORE1 OF PDR USES AS WELL AS THE HISTORIC DOGPATCH 
NEIGHBORHOOD . 

OBJECTIVE 1.2 IN AREAS OF THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT WHERE HOUSING AND 
MIXED-USE IS ENCOURAGED,. MAXIMIZE DEVELOP:MENT POIBNTIAL IN KEEPING 
WITH NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 

OBJECTIVE 2.1 ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING 
CREATED IN THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A 
WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES. 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with the Central Waterfront Area Plan in that it supports 
new housing,· particuh1Ily affordable housing and mixed use developments, while encouraging 
housing close to transit and other amenities and neighborhood services; while ensuring that 
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growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing neighborhood 
character 

CHINATOWN AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 3 STABILIZE AND WHERE POSSIBLE INCREASE TIIE SUPPLY OF 
HOUSING 

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

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with the ChinatoWn Area Plan in that it encourages the · 
provisioi;i of new housing, and encourages the maintenance and retention of existing housing, 
while ensuring that growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting 
existing neighborhood character. · 

DOWNTOWN PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 7 EXPAND THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING IN· AND ADJACENT TO 
DOWNTOWN 

OBJECTIVE 8 PROTECT RESIDENTIAL USES IN AN ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN 
FROM ENCROACHMENT BY C011.MERCIAL USES. . 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with the Downtown Plan in that it encourages the 
development of new housing in areas that can accommodate that housing with planned. or 

· existing infrastructure, and supports new housing projects where households can easily rely on 
public transportation: · 

MARKET AND OCTAVIAAREAPLAN 

OBJECTIVE 1.1 CREATE A LAND USE PLAN THAT EMBRACES THE MARKET AND 
OCTA VIA NEIGHBORHOODS' POTENTIAL AS A MIXED-USE URBAN 
NEIGHBORHOOD 

OBJECTIVE 1.2 ENCOURAGE URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES THE PLAN AREAS 
UNIQUE PLACE IN THE CITY'S LARGER URBAN FORM AND STRENGTHENS ITS 
PHYSICAL FABRIC AND CHARACTER. 

OBJECTIVE 2.2 ENCOURAGE CONSTRUCTION OF RESIDENTIAL INFILL 
THROUGHOUT THE PLAN AREA 

OBJECTIVE 2.3 PRESERVE AND ENHANCE EXISTING SOUND HOUSlNG STOCK. . . 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with the. Market and Octavia Area Plan beca~se it 
prombtes mix use developments, ensures that growth is accommodated without substantially and 
adversely impacting existing neighborhood character, and promotes · _the retention and 
mailltenance of existing· sound housing stock. · 

MISSION AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 2.1 ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING 
CREATED IN 1HE MISSION IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF 
INCOMES. 
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The 2009 Housing Element promotes the Mission Area Plan in that ~t encourages that new 
housing be affordable to people with a wide range of incomes. 

RINCON HILL AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 1.1 ENCOURAGE THE DEVELOPMENT OF A UNIQUE DYNAMIC, MIXED 
USE RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD CLOSE TO DOWNTOWN, WHICH WILL 
CONTRIBUTB SIGNIFICANTLY TO THE CITY'S HOUSING SD_PPL Y. 

OBJECTIVE 2.2 MAXIMIZE HOUSING GIN RJNCON HILL TO CAPITALIZE ON RJNCON 
HILLS CENTRAL LOCATION ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN EMPLOYMENT AND 
TRANSIT SERVICE, WHILE STILL RETAIN1NG THE DISTRICT'S LIV ABipTY. 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with the Rincon Hill Area Plan.in that i~ encourages the 
development of new housing in areas that can accommodate that housing with planned or 
existing infrastructure, and supports new housing projects where households can easily rely on 
public transportation. 

SHOWPLACE/POTRERO HILL AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 2.1 ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING 
CREATED IN THE SHOWPLACE/P01RERO IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A 
WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES. 

--· -- ------------- - ---- --- - -- ---- - - ------~-- -----· - __ , ------·------

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

OBJECTNE 2.1 LOWER THE COST OF THE PRODUCTION OF HOUSING 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with the Showplace/Potrero Hill Area Plan in that it 
promotes the development of housing that is affordable to people of all incomes. 

SOMA AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 2: PRESERVEEXISTING HOUSING 

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

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with the SOMA Area Plan in that it promotes the 
development of housing that is affordable to people of all incomes and supports the conservation 
and improvement of the existing housing stock. 
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SAN FRANL1SCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

March 30, 2011 

Ms~ Angela Calvillo, Oerk 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall, Room 244 

. 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 · 

Re: Transmittal of Planning Case Number 2007.1275EM 

2009 Housing Element Update 

Recommendation: Approval 

Dear Supervisors and Ms. Calvillo, 

On March · 24, 2011, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") 

conducted a duly noticed public hearings at a regularly: scheduled meeting to certify the 2009 

Housing Element EIR, adopt CEQA findings for the proposed 2009 Housing Elerf':ent Upd<1te and 
·adopt the proposed Ordinance amending the. General Plan to adopt the 2009 Housing Element 
Update. 

At the March 24th Hearing, the Commission voted 7-0 to recommend approval of the proposed 

Ordinance which would amend the General Plan to, update tlie Housing Element. The attached 
resolutions and exhibits provides more detail about the Comnlission' s . action, including the 
proposed 2009 Housing Element Update. If you have any questions or require further information 

please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Planning.Director 

Cc: City Attorneys Audrey Pearson 

Attachments (one copy of the followin~): 
1. Planning Commission Resolution No. 18307,. 18308, and 18309 .. 
2. FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element Up9ate 
3. CEQA Findings for the 2009 Housing Element Update 
4. Draft Ordinance and 2009 Housmg Element 
5. Memo from the Planning Department 
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To: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING 'DEPARTMENT 

Honorable San Francisco Board of Supervisors, 
Angela Calvillo, Oerk of the Board 

Date: March30, 2011 · 
Re: 2009 Housing Element Update 

Staff Om.tact: 
--Commission Adopted CEQA Fmdings and draft Ordinance 
Kearsti:ii Dischinger, Planner, (415) 558-6284 
Kearstin@sfgov.o~ . . 
Sarah Dennis-Phillips, seruor Planner (415) 5.?B-63i4 

On March 24.,. 2011, the San Francisco Planning Commission adopted the 2009 Update .of the 
Housing Element of the General Plan,. and certified a full Environmental Impact Report on the 
project. The 2009 update of the Housing Element includes Part 1: Data and Needs Analysis, 
which contains a desoiption and analysis of San Francisco's population, ho:iisehold and 
employment trends, existing housing characteristics, and hrusing needs; Part 2.: Objectives & 

Policies, which sets forth the policy framework to address the needs identified in Part 1; and a 
Series of Ap~rucesmaucting implemerinngprograms a5 ad:i.onahleSteps towardS addlessing 
housing issues. 

This update,. reqwred by the State, has been the product of a comprehensive community-based 
planning effort, led by the ~g Department, in cooperation with the Mayor's Office of 
Housing and m consultation with a roundtable of other. City agencies. Wo:dc began in Septi;=ber 
2008 when staff convened a 15 member Community Advisory Body (CAB) made up of · 
representatives nominated by each Supervisor to·~ staff on draft development. In the two 
years that followed, the Department also hosted 14 stakeholder sessions focusing on the needs 
and policy interests of special interest. housing groups and organizations; facilitated over 30 . 
public workshops and presentations throughout the City, with several in each supervisorial 
district; invited commUnity member.; to provide input at monthly office hours, through an online 
and written smvey, or through written comments; and hosted two "Director's Forums" which 
enabled the Planning Directrir to hear directly fJ;om the ptiblic. 

1he 2009 update of the Housing Element is ~by State Law. Wiftiout full approval by_our 
local governing bodies, San Francisco is listed as ~out of compliance" by the Deparbnent of 
Housing and Community Development (H:CD). This impacts the City's eligibility for state 
housiiig, community development aild :infrastmcture funding programs. Full approvaL including 
adoption by the Board of-Supervisors. will confinn .our continued dedication towards meeting the· 
State of Califomia' s objectives towards housing and community development; and will remstate 
our eligibility for these funds. -

As adopted by the Planrung Commission, the 2009 Housing Element begins with four principles: 

1. prioritization of permanently affordable housing; 
2. recognition and preservation of neighborhood character; 
3. . integration of planning for housing with jobs, transportation arid infrastructure; and 
4. development of housing that facilitates our City as a model of sustainability. 

www.sfplanning.org 
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'The majarity of the policies represent these core values and were, in themselves, not the subject of 
debate. However, the diversity of opinion in San Francisco means that not every policy represents 
consensus. At the heart of the controversy that remained at the Planning Commission hearing on 
March 24:th were the seemingly oppasite ·goals of enabUng growth _to address housing needs and 
preserving established neighborhood character. · 

This dichotomy of viewpoints is not muque to San Francisco - municipalities throughout the. 
nation are plagued by this conflict supporting growth in areas well-served by transit to promote 
a more sustainable future; and the desire to minimize change in established neighborhoods. The 
2009 Housing Elem~t attempts to provide a path forward on both issueS, by mandating a clear, 
inclusive, community-driven process for any changes that will enable growth,: and by providing 
policy cimsiderations that are intended to protect what is most valuable abOut each individual 
neighborhood~ 

• Supporting growth through community plans: The Planning Department h~ in recent years 
planned for growth i:hrough co~unily plans such a5 the Better Neighborhoods and F.astem 

Neighborhoods Plans. These plans direct development to areas well-served by transit, to 
ensure "complete neighborhoods" with Stipportive infrastructure and other improvements, and 
to relieve. pressure on neighborhoods less able to accommodate growth. This process has 
provided a way for stakeholders to help direct the future of their area. Participants have been 
vocal about their support of the practice. 

To provide certainty to citizens who feared that the Housing Element would cause inc;reases in 
density to their neighborhoods without.input, the document mandates that this process must 
continue to be used in the event of proposed changes to land use controls, such as increased. 
housing density or height It also dictates that any such chances must be generated thro,ugh a 
community based. planning processes initiated in partnership with the neighbomood, initiated 
.by the Board of Supervisors. It states that any changes to land use policies and controls that 
result from the. community planning process may be proposed only after an open and publicly 
noticed process, a£tei- review of a draft plan and .environmental review, and with 
comprehensive opportunity for community input. 

• Preserving neighbornood character: Protection of neighborhood character became a major issue 
for neighborhoods in the walce of the 2004 Housing Element, which promoted a number of one
size-fits--all strategies that might not be appropriate for spme neighborhood.5. such as 
encouraging higher residential density in neighborhood commercial districts, allowing 
flexibility m the number and size of units (density controls), and considering legalization of 
secondary units. 

The 2009 Housing Element removed these policies, directed that all such changes should only 
be considered as a part of community planning processes as described above, and included 
numerous new policies ill tended lo further reinforce the City's support of each neighborhood's 
individual character. It clarifies support for in.dividual community efforts that support good 
planning principles, provides a process for Department. adoption of neighborhood-specific 
design standards, acknowledges neighborhood Covenants Conditions and Restrictions (while 
clarifying that the Planning Department cannot legally enforce CC&Rs), and states that 
densities in established residential areas should promote compatloility with prevailing 
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neighbox:hood character, specifyirtg that existing height and bulk patterns should be maintained 
in RH-1 and.RH-2areas. . 

CONTINUED ISSUES FOR CT.ARIFICATION 

Despite continued outreach and discussion over the past two and a half years, there remain 
numerous misconception5 about the document, particularly that the document will enable change 
ir:i established neighborhoods. Despite policies enabling growth only through a community 
planning process, and numerous policies preserving neighborhood character, a repeated 
misunderstanding is that the documen.t contains recommendations for increased growth and 
density in the neighborhoods. In fact 2009 Housing Element does not contain any . 
recommendations for increased density, height or changes in zoning, nor does it m6dify land use 
or the Planning _Code. Furthermore, it mandates that consideration of such changes should only 
happen through a community planning process, as desc~ above. 

To further clarify, the Element provides policy background for housing programs and decisiO:ns; 
and to provide broad direction towards meeting the City's housing goals~ It helps to guide 

.--~~ decisi...Q!!S made !?y ·tl!!:!Qtts fL~g Commission an~__c>ther decisi~ers, art_d_ 
helps them prioritize approvalof certain kinds of housing projects over others. It does not enable 
change at the risk of neighborhood character, and instead provides numerous new policies to help 
preserve that character_ 
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Introduction: 
Data and Needs Analysis 

Sa.ti Francisco remains a highly desirable place ro live and its 

housing market has a seemingly in.finite demand. Housing 

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

second only to that of New York Ory. The relative stability 

of local housing .costs in the wake of the recent economic 

downturn is a testament to the robustness of the market. 

The continuing high cost of housing in San Francisco 

amplifies_ the need for providing affordable housing ro all 

household income levels, especially low and very low in

come levds. The provision of adequate affordable housing 

remains a significant challenge for San Francisco. 

This first part of'the Housing Ekmmt contains a description 

and analysis of San Francisco's population· and employment 

trends; . existing housing characteristics; overall housing 

need, including special needs groups; and· capacity for 

new housi..r_ig based on land supply and sire opporcuniries 

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

Element law. Information is presented on trends since 

the 2004 Housing Element was published and on expected 

development for the next five to 10 years, ar which rime 

the Housing Element will be updated again. An evaluation 

of the 2004 Housing Element is included in this documen.t 

as an appendix. 

Prima.rf data sources include the Census Bureau and State 

Department of Finance for existing conditions, proj.ections 

published by the Association of Bay Area Governments 

(ABAG), and independent analysis by the Planning De

partment.1 The data used are the most reliable available 

for assessing existing conditions. These standard sources 

provide a basis for consistent comparison with older data 

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

provide a general picture of economic trends and th.erefure 

do not necessarily reflect particular trends or cycles in the . 

housing market and the wider ~onomy. 

-·········---·-----·····-··-·--··-·-·--··--·······--·--·--·--··--·······---··-·--···-
1 Sm Fr:ancl5CD relics on infu~tlon pcOvided. by che ~oc:brion of B;i,y Atta. GoYernrncntt 

(AB.AG). ABAG projections 3fl: the: offid:zl projcccions of growcll for the.Bay Att:a. and~ 
med by numci:ous loc:al goverIDng ;i,gcncics r.o identify pofcnrial needs. :and prnblcns, bod>. 
luo.lly ;lrld rcgian:illy. The C:a.lifoma Sare Hu using :ind Cummunity Dcvd.uprncnr Di:pm~ 
ment 2lso llStS thc:sc figures: fur dctcnnining housing necili for the .sca11:. ABAG projcc:n 

· the number of jobs for c.ach county in lhc: B.i.y Ara. 20 to 25 yc:an: inta the fuwn::. The 
2SSL1mptions. thar ABA.G wo:I in Projca:ions. 2007' m ba.>Cd on dc:mogtaphic: .and economic:: 
da.tll.. The dCU"1ogrz1;1hic ;auumpl:iom nkc into 2ccount fcn:ility. bin:hs, de:a.ths. mitnrlon, 
household.mes, and b.hOr fottt panicipalion r:a.rcs. Economic assumprions include cx:poru, 
lhe me of GDP growd:a, cnctgy prio:.s, produa::ivhy, and. in~ r;ztcs.. 
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Population, 
Employment and 
Income Trends 

San Francisco continues to grow and .lias now surpassed its population peak of the 1950s; some 

809,000 people call San Francisco home. A slight shift in the City's racial composition was 

noted in the U:S. Census Bureau's 2008 American Community Survey (ACS) estimate but San 

Francisco. continues to be a culturally and racially diverse place. San Francisco households are 

generally better off and median incomes are rising; the 2008 ACS estimated San Francisco's 

median income at about $73,798. ·San Francisco is also growing older. The median age of San 

Francisco residents has been rising .since 1990, especially as the baby-boom generation ages • 

. In 2008, _the estimated median age was 40.4 years. Families with children constitute a small 

portion ofSan Francisco households. Under 13% of the City's total populatio"a. is 14years old 

and younger, giving San Francisco the distinction of having the fewest children of all major 

U.S. cities. 
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PART 1: DATA NEEDS &AN.ALYSIS 
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A. POPULATION AND DEMOGRAPHICS 

1. Population Change-. 

San Francisco has seen an increase in population and jobs in ~ecent years. The 2000 Census 

counted over 776,730 San Franciscans while the Association ofBay Area Governments (ABAG) 

estimated some 634,430 jobs in the City. While the population and employment dropped in 

the early part of the decide, these numbers have returned to a healthy level of growth. 

Exact numbers differ depending on i:he source; howeve~ by all estimat:es San Francisco's popu

lation has increased since 2000. The state Depanmenr of Finance (DoF) estimated 824,525 

San Franciscans in 2008 while ABAG's projections is about ·803,235. The 2008 Americi.n 

Comm.unity Survey estimated San. Francisco's population to be about 808,976. ABAG 

projects continued population growth to 867,100 by 2020 or an overall increase of about 

57, 100 people who will need to be housed over the next 12 years .(Table I-1 and Figure I-1). 

Household growth, an appr9xiriiation of the demand for housing, indicates a need for some . 

31,000 new units in the 12 years to 2020 just to accommodate projected population and 

household growth (Table I-1). 

-
19911 2000 . 2010• -2020" - - 2030" -

Total Population 723,959 776,733 a10;000 867,100 934,BOO 

Population Change 52,774 33,267 57,100 67.700 

% Population Change 7.3% 4.3% 7.0% 7.6% 

Household Population 699,330 756,976 789,100 845,800 913,0DQ 

% HH Population Change 8.2% 4.2% 7.2% 8.0% 

Households 305.584 329,700 346,680 372,750 400,700 

Households Change 24,116 16,980 26,070 27,950 

%·Households Change 7.9% 5.2% 7.5% 7.5% 

SOURCES, Census Bw=u. ABAG, Projmum' 2009 

1,000,000 --------------- ------------------
950,000 

900,000 

850,000 

800,000 -+-~-· 

750,000 

700,000 
715,674 . 

---~):1--

867,.10~ ... cr ..... ~ 

810.000 ----· 

_ ........ _.4L___ ____ _ 

650,000 --·--·---·------li7.B,!l74----------------··--
634,536 . 

500,000 

550,000 

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

19411 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 • 202D • 2030 • 

SOURCES: Census Bo.rcau, MAG Project:Wn1 2009 

924 

r;,.bf.1;r · 
Population Trends and ABAG 
Projections, San Francisco, 
1990-2030 

_Figlfre 1-1 
Population Trends and ABAG 
Projeclions, San Francisco, 
1940-2030 



J;,bfe I-2 
Population Trends and 

Projections by Age Groups, 
San Francisco, 1990-2030 

CPC ADOPTED HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 

2. Age 

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

generation ages. San. Fraocisco also has the distinction of having the fewest number of children 

of all.major American cities. Table I-2 a:nd Figuce 1-2 show recent population trends and 

projections by age group. The mediall age for San Francisco was estimated to be 40.4 years old 

in 2008, an increase fi:om 36.5 in 2000. ABAG's Projections 2007 calculated the median age 

to increase at a slower rate, not reaching 39 .2 years until 2020. 

In 2000, San Franciscans 14 years and younger constituted only 12% of the city's population. 

The m1mber of young San Franciscans, b.owever, is expected to grow, almost doubling (96%) 

to 184,700 by 2010 and making up 23% of the total population. Their numbers w.ill taper 

olf the following decades and eventually return to a smaller proportion of the population by 

2030. 

From.1990 to 2000, the 45-59 age group grew.approximately 34%, the highest growth rate 

of any group in the population for that period. San Franciscans 45 years and older are also 

forecast to increase, making up 36% of the population by 2010 and 44% by 2030. The City's 

older residents - those 60 years and older-will grow the most over the coming years, account

. ing for 30% of the total population by 2030. 

A!JeSroup 1990 2000 --2010 2020 - 2030 
- - - ---- - - - - - ---- ~---

Oto 14 97,301· 94,010 184,700 164,0DD 130,500 

15to24 94,455 89,388 74,700 124,400 114,100 

25to 44 288,387 314,222 . 255,200 187,700 251,600 

' 45to 59 106,CJ5i'3 '142,744 150,600 190,200 146,600 

60 + 137,748 136,369 143,500 190,900 279,800 

Total 723,959 776,733 808,700 857,200 922,600 

Median Age 35.3 36.7 . 37.6 39.2 40.9 

SO!JRCTS,. Ccn= Bwou; AllAG, l'roj<rtiDn< 2007 
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3. Ethnic Composition 

San Francisco's population is ethnically diverse (Table 1-3 and Figure I-3) despite a slight 

shift since the 2000 Census. Since 2000, the percentage of San Franciscans claiming white 

racial affiliation increased, totaling nearly 55% of the City's population according to the 2008 

American Community Survey (ACS). San Francisco's African-American population continues 

to decline, dropping from 11 % in 2000 to just 6.2% in 2008. San Franciscans of Chinese 

origin grew from 19.6% of the total population in 2000 to 20.1% by 2008. The proportion 

of San Franciscans identifying with Hispanic origins (of any race) has remained stable at about 

14%. Household size and_ household incomes by ethnicity point to varied housing needs and 

abilities to pay for housing and will be discussed in later sections of this report. 

Race , 1980 1990 2000 2008 
-·- ·-- --- -- --~ - --

White .59.2% 53.6% 49.7% 54.7% 

Black 12.7% 10.9% 7.8% 6.2% 

American Indian 0.5% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 

Japanese 1.8% 1.6% 1.5% 1.2% 

Chinese 12.1%. 18.1% 19.6% 20.1% 

Filipino 5.7% 5.7% 5.2% 4.4% 

Other Non-White 7.9% 9.7% 15.8% 13.0~ 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0%" 100.0% 100.0% 

Hispanic Origin 12.4% 13.3% 14.1% 14.0% 

SOURCE: Cenws Burc.u 
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Filipino 
5.1% 

SOURCE: C.,,,... llw=u 

Japanese America llld"ian 
1.4%. 0.4% 

As in most urban centers, there are concentrations of major ethnic groups in San Francisco 

neighborhoods. . Many Latino households live in the Inner and Outer Mission districts, 

extending along Mission Street soui:h to Daly City. A distinct Filipino community follows 

a si.ci:e.SidenriaJ parrcrn, Witllaciruti.o.iial concentrai:i.on5 in the ExCelsior irea and, to a 

smaller degree, South of Market. Concentrations of several East Asian populations reside in 

the Richmond and Sunset Districts while still maintaining its traditional presence in China

town. Residential concentrations of .Afiican Americans occur in the Western Addition, South 

Bayshore, and Ingleside Districts. Southeast Asian communities have a strong presence in the 

Tenderloin District north of Market Street and in neighborhoods throughout the Bajview and 

Visitacion Valley areas. 

4. Household Characteristics 

According to the 2000 Census, the number of San Francisco households grew from 305,584 

in 1990 to 329,700, an increase of over 24,100 new households or about7.9% growth (Table 

1-4). ABAG's Projections 2007 estimates that the number of total households will continue to 

increase, growing to 348,330 by 20 I 0 and to 386,680 by 2030 or an a,nnual average of 1,900 

new San Francisco households over 20 years. 

1990 2000 201.D * 2020 ~ 2oso~ 
- -- ----- -- -- --- ---- - - --

Number of Households 305,584 329,700 346,680 372,750 400,700 

Growth 6,628 24,116 16,980 26,070 27,950 

Average Annual Growth 663 2,412 1,698 2,607 2,795 

Percent Change 22% 7.9% 5.2% 7.5% 7.5% 

· Average Household Size 2.29 2.30 228 2.27 228 

Average Household Size (Bay Area) 2.61 2.69 2.70 2.70 2.70 

SOURCES: Gnsus Buro.u; •>.BAG, Pro-jwi.oM 2009 
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AB shown in Table f-4, the average household size in San Francisco has been relatively constant, 

hov~g ac 2.3 persons and tending to be smaller than the Bay Area average. ABAG also 

projects that the number of persons per Bay Area household will be leveling off in the next 20 

years. 

San Francisco continues to have a comparatively small number of family households and this 

proportion is shrinking. According to the 2000 Census, fam.ily households comprised just 

44% ·of all households in San Franc~co (Table I-5), ccimpated to over 46% in 1990. This 

decline does not riecessarily indicate that fumilies are leaving, as there were over 3,000 more 

f.unily households in 2000; rather it indicates that non-f.unily households are increasing at a 

much more rap"id rate. The Census Bureau's definition of a family household - counting only 

those households witll peopie related to· the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption - also 

obscures me acrual diversity of San Francisco's fumilies. and households. At the time of the 

American Community Survey in 2008, the esnmated proporcion of Census-defined f.unily 

households .i'n San Francisco remained steady abouc 43.l %. This is considerably less than the 

percentage for the entire Bay Area, where around 65 % cif all households are family households. 

Average fun.ily households aie also likely to be larger than non-family households. The 2008 

American Co~unity Survey estimates these numbers to be· 3.5 persons and 2.4 persons,

respeccively.. 

- tiQtLSettold Clla!nctertslie - - 19!!tl · 2000 
- - -- -- - ·- --- ~ 

All Households 

Family Households 

/ls Percent of All Households 

Bay Area Family Households as 
Percentage of All Households 

SOURCES: Ccmus BurC1.u; ABAG 

305,584 329,700 

141,790 145,186 

46.4% 44.0% 

65.5% 64.7% 

T.rbf., i-.'i 
Family and Non-Family 
Households, San Francisco, 
1 990 and 2000 

In 2000, almost 70% of all households in the City were comprised of one or two people and 

household sizes are expected to remain proportionally about the same as the previous decades 

(Table I-6).· The recent ACS estimate, however, shows that the proportion of single person 

households is growing. In 2008, they made up over 43% of aU households, compared to 39% 

~ight years earlieL The expecred growth in households and the composition of ·these new 

households present specific housing needs. 
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-
1980 1990 200(1 Householtl ---------- -------------~------------See No. % o!Total . _No. ·3 o!TotaJ Wo. % ofTotaJ 

- . -
1 123,915 41.4% .120,047 39.2% 127,380 38.6% 

2 90,681 30.3% 91,894 30.0",{, 101,781 30.9% 

3 36,554 12.2% 38,158 12.5% 41,831 12.7% 

4 23,321 7.8% 26,532 8.7% 26,563 8.7% 

5 12,335 4.1% 14,504 4.7% 14,293 4.3% 

6+ 12,150 4.1% 14,849 4.9% 16,002 4.9% 

TOTAL 298,956 100.0%. 305,984 100.0% 329,850 100.0% 

Avera!§! household size ~ies by ~thnicity. Table I-7 below shows d?t households falling un
der the uOrher Race" and the "Native Ha~iaill Pacific Islander" categories trod.to be larger, 

averaging 3.7 and ·3,5 people per household, respectively. Hispanic or Latino households 

are similarly larger than rhe citywide average, with 3.2 people per households. There are, on 

average, three people in an Asian household, while Black households are generally on par with 

· the citywide average. Whlte households are smallest in size, averaging less than two persons 

per household:. 

·Household Average HOUSBllOJd Size - No. of Housellol!ls 
- - --

White 1.92 199,980 

Black 2.31 23,860 

American Indian/Alaska Native 2.39 1,303 

Asian 2.99 79,058 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 3.53 . 905 

Other Race 3.69 12,803 

Two or More Race 2.45 11,791 

. Hispanic I Latino 3.23 31,509 

All Households 2.30 329,700 

Ho11Sehold size in San Francisco also reflects existing neighborhood housirig stock (see Maps I-
1 and 1-2). Larger households of four or more persons are generally found in the southeastern 

neighborhoods of the Mission, Bayview, Visitacion Valley, and the Excelsior where typical 

housing units have two or more bedrooms. Somewhat smaller households are found in the · 

western neighborhooqs. The cenrral and northeastern portions .of the city generally have the 
smallest households-two or less than two persons-with the residential popularion tapering 

off near the commercial and indusuial areas of the Financial Disuict and South of Market. 
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Average Household Size by Census Tract 
San Francisco, 2000 
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B. EMPLOYMENT 

.1. Job~ 

Employment growth in San Francisco and the region directly affects the demand fur housing 

as new jobs ~er new residents. As shown in Table I-8, total employment in San Francisco 

was growing steadily from 1970 to 2000. There was equivalent growth in population and 

households in San Francisco. However, the crash of dot-com ~tures and the subsequent 

recovery show a net job loss in the years between 2000 and 20 I 0 of approximately 65, 700 (see 

Table I-8). ·'.ABAG forecasts more robust increases in San Francisco employment.between 20 I 0 · 

and 2030. During the 20 I 0 to 2020 period, theABAG model shows 78,460 new jobs (13.8% 

increase) in San Francisco. From 2020-2030, 100,910 additional jobs are projected_.:_a 15.6% 

gain; 

-. -Yea( Total No. of Jobs Growth {Loss) -% Change 
---- - ---- - --- --

1990 579,180 26,980 4.9% 

2000 634,430 55,250 9.5% 

2010* 568,730 . (65,700) -10.4%-

2020* 647,190 78,460 13.~% 

2030* 748,100 100,910 15.6% 

F~om 20 I 0 through 2030, ili.e entire nine-county Bay Area is expected to add alm~st 1,262,890 

jobs. Of tbar total, about .179,370 will be created in San Francisco and the City's share of 

regional employment will shrink slightly to less than 16% (Table I-9). Maintaining tb,is job 

share ensures San Francisco's continuing role as an emplciyment hub, making full use of e~
ing infrastructure. Future targeted i.nfi:astructure enhancements to core job centers such as San 

Francisco will support overall reduction in greetiliouse gas en:iissions in the region. 

- Vear San Francisro Bay Area Total San Frarn::isco 
as % of Bay Area 

---- -- --- - - -- - - -- ----- - -

1990 579,180 

2000 634,430 3.753,460 16.9% 
.. 

2010 * 568,730 . 3,475,840 . 16.4% 

2020 * 647,190 4,040,690 16.0% 

2030* 748,100 4,738,730 15.8% 

SOURCE, ABAG, l'rojccti•or2009 
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Trible l-10 
Employment Trends and 
Projections by Industry, 

San Francisco, 2000-2030 

Job growth in the next 20 years is expected to be strongest in the "Professional and Manage

rial Services" industry (37,830 new jobs), followed by the "Health and Educational Services" 

cat~ry (27,590), and the "Arrs, Recreation, and Other Services" segment (26,470) (see 

Table I-10). In terms of percentage growth for the 2010-2030 period, "Manufacmring and 

Wholesale" (47.2%) and "Construction" (44.2%) industries lead the way. Almost all sectors 

of the local economy will have experienced net employment losses between the decennial 

censuses. For the current 2000-2010 decade, only the Health & Educational Services (3,940 

new jobs) and Arts, Recreation and Other Services (1,980 jobs) sectors will have seen positive 

job growth. By 20 IO~ Professional and Managerial Services will have experienced the largest 

losses - some 22,320 or 18% of this sector's jobs. Manufacruring and Wholesale employment 

will have lost some 18,930 jobs during that time-a substantial loss of 42.4%. 

2000-2030 
lncluslry 2000 2010 2020 2030 

·-=- ---·---~ -- --~-=-
. - Change % Change 

- - - - - - - - --- - -- - -- - - -

Agriculture & Natural Resources 1,040 1,020 1,020 1,020 (20) -1.9% 

Construction 32,750 27,060 31,810 39,020 6,270 i~.1% 

Manufacturing & Wholesale 44,690 25,760 31,920 37,920 (6,770) -15.1% 

- - - - - Retail ____ 5i',400 ___ --- _45,000 51,Q80 _§3,070 5,67() 
-

9.9% 

Transportation & Utilities 32,610 28,150 29.970 30,970 (1,640) ·5.0% 

Information 44,070 36,860. 41,590 49,420 5,350 12.1% 

RnanciaJ & Leasing (F I R E) 83,740 79,720 89,230 103,400 19,660 23.5% 

Professional & Managerial Services 124.280 101,960 118,060 139,790 15,510 12.5% 

Health & Educational Services 97,870 101,810 115,390 129,400 31,530_ 32.2% 

Arts, Recreation & Other Services 95,010 96,990 110,260 123,460 31,530 29.9% 

Government 29,040 24,400 26,860 30,630 1,590 5,53 

TOTAL 642,500 568,730 647,190 748,100- 105,600 16.4% 

2. Employed Residents and· Commuters 

During the early part of the decade, the number of en;tployed residents in San Francisco de

clined (Table 1-11) However, that trend has been reversed and by the end of the decade, a total 
·of almost 413,870 employed residents is projected. ABAG's ProjectUms 2009 also indicate that 

th.is trend will continue over the 20 years with the addition of over 108,860 employed residents 

between 2010 and 2030. 
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Year : Emplll';ed Residents No._ of Change - %Change 
--- --- -- - -

lil.bfe f-ll 2000 437,533 

2005 390,102 

2010 413,866 

-47,431 -10.8% 
Employed Residents Trends 
and Projections, ·san Francisco, 
2000-2030 

23,764 6.1% 

2015 426,770 12,904 3.1% 

2020 460,322 33,552 7.9% 

-2025 495,5$1 35,209 7.6% 

2030 522,727 27,196 5_5% 

SOURCE, ABAG, .E-Toj<ction• 2009 

The nuinber of workers per household. also declined between 2000 and 2005, from 1.33 to 

1.15 (Table I-12). 1his number is expected to remain fairly constant until 2030 when it will 

.increase to 1 _25 workers per household.. The Bay Area region will follow a similar trend. 

Bay Area Region 1.43 

SOURCE:. Planning- Dcpamnc:nt b~d on .ABA.G ProjmiOns 2009 

AS of 2000, commuters into San Francisco held 44.4% of the jobs in the City (Table I-13), 

According to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's Commuter Forecasts for the San 

Francisco Bay Area: 1990-2030, over half of these workers commute into the City via the Bay 

Bridge corridor_ Between 2000 and 2010, it is estimated that commuters will have obtained 

86.5% of nevv jobs in San Francisco. 

As a regional job center, San Francisco will continue to have a larger share of commuters than 

other cities in the Bay Area. The regional transportation goal in the neirr ren years is .ro reduce 

commuting vvirh ·a smaller share of new jobs created in San Francisco being taken by non-San 

Francisco residents. Table 1-13, however, is not a job fo~cast nor does it show disrribution of 

jobs throughout the area. Rather, it assun;i-es that more. of the future jobs in San Francisco a.ri: 
expected to be taken by San Franciscci residents than has occurred in the past. 

·- Category 20011- 2010 2020 2030 
- - - -- - -- - ---- --

Commuters 257,341 300,069 338,196 351,074 

I San Francisco Residents 321,913 328,563 
0

362,044 402,829 I 
TOTAL JOBS 579,254 628,632 700,240 759,903 

% of Commuters 44.4% 47.7% 48.3% 47.0% 

Increase 49,378 71,608 59,663 

Change in Commuters 42,728 80,855 18,878 

Regional Goal of · 
86.5% 53.2% 31.6% 

Percent Change of Commuters 

SOURCE: Met:mpolicz..n T~nsportai:ion Comm~ion 
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C. INCOMES 

1. Median Incomes 

The 2000 Census noted San Francisco's median household income at $5 5,221. This represents 

an increase of about 65% in the 10 years between Census counts (Table 1-14). Table I-14 

also shows that median and mean family incomes tend to be. higher than that of non-fumily 

· households. The 2008 knerican Community Survey (ACS) esrimares the median household 

income at just under $73,798 or about a 33.6% increase in the last eight ye=. Table 1-15, 

moreover, shows these same incomes acljusred for inflation, where median household and me

dian non-fumily household incomes have increased slightly, median family household incomes 

have increased almost 12%. 

1990 . 2000 2008 AGS 
----- - - - -- - - - - - - --

Median Household Income $33,414 .$55,221 $73.79B 

Mean Household Income $108,753 

Median Family Household Income $38,443 $63,545 $91,812 

Mean Family Household Income $131,564 

Median Non-Family Household-lncsme - -- - $46,465 - ___ __$6j ,4BJL_ 

Me.an Non-Family Household Income $88,772 

Income Category 1 sso (1 sss oouars) 2000 (1999 lncilme) , 20DB (1999 Dollars) 
- ~ - - - - ----- - - -

M~dian Household Income $44,024 $55.221 $57,104 

Median Family Income $53,440 $63,545 $71,044 

Median Non-Family Household Income $35,696 $46,46~ $47:573 

Per Capita Income $25,949 $34,556 $36,693 

Table I-16 bdow shows household incomes by household type, tenure and etbniciry. In 

addition to the difference between median family income and median non-family income, 

disparities exist between home-owning households and renters, and amongst ethnic groups. 

This.array of income, as well as household type, affects housing demand and affordability. For 

example, the family median income is not enough to afford the average.2008 rent for a two

bedroom apartment at $2,650. And while the median family income is somewhat higher than 

that of a non-family household, it is spread among more people in the household and would 

have to pay for larger housing to accommodate the larger average family household size. There 

is thus a need for larger units affordable to families and large households in San Francisco and 

an on-go~g neeq for affordable housing for i:he population in general. 
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- - . - · : , - _ · %otSanFranciscoMellian- _ 
Characteristic - _ : - _ Meifian Jrn:ome flousehilld Income ($55,221) 
--- -- - ---- - ----- - - --- --- ---- --

HOUSEHOLD ll'PE 

Family Household $63,545 

Non-Family Household $46,457 

TENURE 

Owner Occupied Households Median Income $77,917 

Renter Occupied Households Median Income .$45,275 

ETHNICllY 

White $63,227 

African American $29,640 

Americari Indian/Alaska Native $30,994 

Asian $49,596 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander $33,750 

Other Race $47,651 

Two or More Race $49,040 

· Hispanic or Latino $46,883 

· Pmplew/,11 ide11tify tknu~hiaas'His]uuric or~o mayoboidentifJth~Mll.partkulardbnici¥). 
SOURCE: Cmsus Bureau 

115.1% 

84.1% 

141.1% 

82.0% 

114.5% 

53.7% 

56.1% 

89.8% 

61.1% 

86.3% 

88.8% 

84.9% 

2. Employed Residents, Household Workers and Income 

Generally, the overall number of employed persons in a city is probably not correlated with 

income. Rath.er, income levelS rdate more directly to general econoffiic ch.aracteristics of an 

area, lluctuatio ns in wages earned, inflation, and most directly, job mix.. However, data suggest 

that some family incomes may rise as a result of increased employment. It is reasonable to 

e:X:pect that as employment increases, funi!ies would benefit from increased .employment, thus 

increasing family income. This is evidenced in the higher m~dian family income presented in 

Table I-15 above. Between.1990 and 2000, the nu.mbei of fumilies with no workers decreased 

from 14.7% to 12.8 %, possibly benefiting families {Table I-17). Additionally, this table 

shows that the number of families with two workers increased by about 6.6%, implying that 

those families earned more. However, one cannot be sure because, for instance, a family may 

have lost one job and ~eplaced it with. two lower-paying pasitions. 

woi"-ers · 1990 2000 
- - ----- -

0 21,147 18,798 

38,150 38,729 

2 62,099 66,231 

3+ 22,422 23,428 

SOURCE: Ccn$11S Bun::au 

1;,b1<1-u 
Number of Workers in 
Family, San Francisco, 
1990-2000 
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3. Income Disparities 

Income disp~ity is even more significant when households' median incomes 

are compared by ethnicity. Table I-18 shows that across all types of house-

T.1blo l-18 
Incomes by Ethnicity 
and Household Type, 
San Francisco, ZODO 

- holds and per capira measures, white households have significantly higher earn- _ 

ings than other ethnicities. Only White households earn more than the 2000 

Census citywide averages. African American households' median illcome of $29,640 is 54% 

of the City's median income, while White households' median income is $63,227 or 115% of 

the City's median income. Asian households have a median income that is 90% of the City's 

overall_ median income, followed by "Two or More Race" and "Other Race" households whose 

median_ incomes-are about 89% and 86% of San Francisco'; median income respectively. Me

dian income of Hispaillc or Latino -households was pegged at $46,883 or about 85% of the 

cicywide median. 

Mellian Me!llan Median - Average - Per Capita 
Elhmcny HcusellolU lncome Family Income Non-Family Income - - Family Size lncnme 

-- --- -- -- - - - -- - -
White $63,227 $81,891 $52,715 2.72 $48,393 

African American $29,640 $35,943 $21,103 3.16 $19,275 

American Indian /Alaska N-ative $30,994 $35,000 $24,922 3.39 $22,588 

-- --- ---- - -Asian ----- --$49,596 - $56;679- '$30,365 --- 3.67'- -- -- __ .$22,357 -

Native Hawaiian I Pacific Islander $33,750 $31,985 $38,333 4.47 $12,476 

Other Race $47,651 $46,683 $31,801 4.19 $15,730 

Two or More Races $49,040 $51,571 $41,677 3.33 $22,091 

Hispanic or Latino $46,883 $46,809 $35,911 ass $18,584 

Citywide $55,221 $63,545 $46,457 3.22 $34,556 

As noted earlier, ethnic households tend to be larger than the City's overall average household 

size (Table I-7). Thus a look at per capita income provides a starker reality of income disparity. 

The 2000 Census shows that per capita income of San Franciscan of Native Hawaiian or ; 

Pacilic Islander heritage is equivalent to only 36.1% of the City's overall, bur for white San 

Franciscans, it is 140%. And while Asian households earn on aVCI3ge about 90.4% of the 

City's median income, per capita income of San Franciscans of.Asian decent is_ $22,357 or 

64.7%. -
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4. Employment Trends and Income 

The housing needs of San Francisco -are based on providing housing to support the Cii:y's 

workforce, which includes both San Francisco residents and commuters. While San Francisco 

serves as a regional center for employment, a substantial portion of its workforce lives within 

the city boundaries. San Francisco's share of the regional housing needs assessmenc reflect i:he 

continuing need to provide housing for its workforce. The average income for the San Fran

cisco workforce demonstrates the lack of housing affordable to many San Francisco workers, 

both residents and commuters. Table I-19 below shows the average wage by sector and total 

jobs in each sectoL The office sector was by far the largest employer with 195,521 jobs. The 

retail and industrial sectors had 96,033 and 84,693 jobs respecrively. The_ atltural/institurional 

sector also h.a.d a large number of jobs with 128,7~5 employees as of2005. Wii:h an average 

rent of $2,650 for a two-bedroom apartment in 2008, a household must have an annual 

income ofatleast $106,000 to afford such a uniL 

Industry 
--- ----- ---- A:'~rag:._ Annual wages ~~DS Average Emp!Oyl!lent 21l116 

- -- ---- ---

TOTAL PRIVATE INDUSTRY $71,174 446,359 

Goods Producing $58,145 28,430 

Natural Resources and Mining 40,895 259 

Construction 64,939 16,962 

Manufacturing 48,263 .11,209 

Service Producing $72,061 417,929 

Trade, Transportation and Utilities 52,215 68,538 

Information 87,003 17,098 

Rnancial Activities 160,040 57,827 

Professional and Business Services "89,032 , 14,320 

Education and Health Services 48,363 53,740 

Leisure and Hospitality 28,083 74,074 

Other Services 29,004 32,30tj 

TOTAL (;!OVERNMENT . $83,800· n/a 

SOURCE: 5-E Planning Deparnncnc; C.aHfomi2. Employmcn[ Dcvdoprni:nr DivWon 

Because each sector in Table I-19 contains a variety of 6ccupatlons, it is useful to call out the 

fastest growing categories of jobs in S~ FrancisC::O, as shown in Table I-20. Of these, only 

i:hree job classifi~tions - Lawyers, General and Operations Managers, and Computer Software 

Engineers, Applications- have esrimated annual Wages around or above the $106,000 required 

to afford asking renrs of an average two-bedroom apartment in San Francisco . 
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Job 015enings 
-Mean Estimated 

Occupational Trtta l:laurlyWil!Je,- • Annual Wage* 2004-2014 2008 2008 
- - - - - - - -- - - - -- - - --

Retail Salespersons 14,030 $13.97 $29,049 

Waiters and Waitresses 11,090 $10.69 $22.236 

CaShiers 10,970 $12.37 $25,730 

Counter Attendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop 7,660 $9.81 $20,391 

Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners 6,520 $12.94 $26,919 

Combined Food Preparation and Serving Wolkers. Including Fast Food 6,290 $10.71 $22,267 

Registered Nurses 5,950 $44.46 $92,477 

Office Clerks, General 4,780 $15.79 $32,831 

Computer Software Engineers, Applications 4,74-o $49.92 $103,829 

General and Operations Managers 4,190 $62.52 $130,045 

Food Preparation Workers 4,040 $11.14 $23,168 

Executive Secretaries and Administrative Assistants 3,660 $25.03 $52,072 

Accountants and Auditors 3,650 $36.57 $76,058 

Security Guards 3,620 $14.39 $29,921 

Carpenters 3,620 $29-11 $60,555 

Cooks, Restaurant 3,430 $13.09 $27,226 

------caDorers-ancf Ffeight; Stock;aoo IVlatenarlVlovers, Rana- ·-3.290 - - $14.31 - $29;771 

Stock Clerks and Order Rllers 3,140 $13.29 $27,661 

Customer Service Representatives 3,000 $19.52 $40,597 

Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks 2,850· $20;79 $43_.243 

Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners 2,720 $13.18 $27,400 

Medical Scientists, Except Epidemiologists 2,670 $45.76 $95,174 

Tellers 2,640 $14.41 $29,980 

Rrst-Une Supervisors/Managers of Office and Administrative Support Workers 2,630 $28.10 $58,438 

Table l-20 
Job Classifications wilh 

Most Job Openings 2004-
2014 and Mean Hourly 

Wages,2008 
San Francisc!J'.Marin-San 

Mateo Counties, 2004-2014 

Lawyers 2,570 $70.00 $145,600 

• iwwnes'40-l>ourwomwcck, 52-wd<J"= 
SOURCE. Odifumm Emplopnen< D=lopmcn< Dep"""~' OmpadmudEmp£pnmt s,.,;m,, &mo<y 

ch«kh<tp://www.calmis-CLgDY/filolocq>rnjlwol$ocanorum 

Much of the growth forecast to occur in the coming years will be in low- to medium-skilled

jobs such as retail salespersons, waitpersons, cafeteria and coffee shop arcendants, janitors and 

cleaners, and food preparation workers, with approximate annual pay scales .rangllig from 

$20,900 to $29,000 (Table 1-20). Some of this growth may be absorbed by San Francisco 

resident$ through the First Source Hiring Program. ~wever, th.is is a limited program since it 

only applies to city contracts and commercial devdopment that is'over 25,000 square feet. 1 

l San Francisco's Fin;tSo~ Hiring Progt2111(Cliaprcc83 ofrhe Admlnis:tratlveC.odc) wu created. tD fonermnsCnla:ion and pc:mancnt employment Of':" 
portunitics for quallficd economically dind.v;m1~cd individU:.tk.. Partklp:Wa11. in rhis pmgram is rcquiKd in Ory amfr.llctt and Ocy ptopaty conttx1s·. 
To ~~ du: First Sowo: Hiring Prognm has cmpfoycd :IC lezsr 229 people pcnnancndy :md 332 people rhrough conmuc:rion jobi. Thc:sc: numhctt 
ttprc:sc:nt minimWD$,. bec:i.usr. nor a:ll hires~ m:onlcd. 
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Housing 
Characteristics 

. This section.provides background information on the physical and qualitative characteristics 

of San Francisco's housing stock. Totaling about 363,660 units, the City's housing stock is 

roughly divided into low-, medium-, and higher-density structures. The City's housing stock 

is older than other West Coast cities, with over 50% of the City's housing units constructed 

before World War IL San Francisco's housing tends to be smaller in size, with ~out 72% of all 
units containing two bedrooms m less. San Frandsco, like most large cities, is a qty of renters 

who occupy 62% of housing units in the City. · . 

About 18,960 new housing units were added to the City's housing stock in the nine years 

following the 2000 Census; of these, 88% were in structuies with ten or more units. Since 

2000, almost 43% of all new hous~g was constructed in the largdy industrial areas of the 

South of Market planning district; an additional combined total of 13% were built in the 

residential-zoned Inner and O~ter Sunset, the Richmond, Ingleside, and Central and South 

Central planning districts." 

Housing affordability continues to be a major concern as San Francisco has one of the least 

affordable housing markets in the nation. Roughly 26% of,new housing built since 2000 

qualified as affordable to ·households making 100% or less of the area median income. The 

croling housing market, notwithstanding, homeownership in San Francisco =ains elusive 

for most residents. Only 11 % of all San Francisco households could afford the $603,600 

median housing price Aver2f?,e asking rents stood at $2,650 in 2008. 
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A. EXISTING HOUSING STOCK 

1. General Characteristics· 

Structure Type and Tenure: According to the. 2000 Census, San Francisco's over 346,500 

housing uni rs consisted of roughly equal proportions of low-density _single family units, two 

to nine unit medium density structures, and ten unit plus high-density buildings (Table 1-21). 

This has not changed dramatically in die last severi·years. San Francisco is also city of renters: 

an estimated 62 % of all households rent according to the latest American Co~unity Survey 

estimates (2007). This latest Census survey, however, estimated that there has an increase in 

the rate of h.ome6wnership, with 39% of all households owning their homes, up from 35% 

seven years earlier. Table I-21 also shows that a Vast majority of single-fun.i.ly u:nits are owner-

occupied (72%). . 

T,1b/c f-2! 
Housing Characteristics, 
San Francisco, 
2000 and 2007 

· · · All Untts - - DCCU)lliid - Rem · - Own 
Characlenstic ·--~- --- -=·----· ----- ~ -~~- -~------- ---- ~~- --- --

2000 2DD7 . 2000 . . 2007 2000 . . 2007 · 2000 - 2007 
- - - - - --- -- ---- -- - ---- - - - - - - - -- ---- - -- - -

TENURE STATUS 

65.0%. 62.2% 35.0% . 37.8% 

STRUCTIJRE TYPE 

Single Family 32.1% 34.4% 32.7% 34.9% 11.7% 14.5% 71.6% 68.5% 

2-4 Units 23.3% 20.4% 23.4% 20.7% 26. 7"/o 22.8% 17.2% 17.2% 

5 - 9 Units 11.3% 10.4% 11.3% 10.2% 15.9% 14.1% 2.8% 3.8% 

10- 19 Units 10.1% 10.2% 10.1% 9.7% 14.3% 14.2"..b 2.3% 2.2% 

20+ Units 22.9% 24.5% 22.3% 24.5% 31.2% 34.3% 5.9% 8.2% 

Other 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

UNIT SIZE 

No Bedroom 18.0% 14.1% 17.7% 14.0% 26.0% 21.7% 2.4% 1.3% 

1 Bedroom 28.0% 28.2% 28.0% 27:9% 36.9% 39.1% 11.3% 9.6% 

2 Bedrooms 29.8% 30.4% 29.7% 30.5% 25.0% 25.5% 38.5% 38.5% 

3 Bedrooms 17.3% 18.5% 17.5% 19.1% 9.2% 9.8% 32.8% 34.4% 

4 Bedroom 5.3% 6.3% 5.3% 6.2% 2.2% 2.5% 11.2% 12.3% 

5 or more Bedrooms 1.7% 2.5% 1.8% 2.3% 0.7% 1.4% 3.8% 3.8% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

AGE OF HOUSING BY YEAR BUILT 

2000 and later 3.7% 4.6% 4.9% 4.1% 

1980-1999 8.8% 8.5% 8.9% 8.6% 8.5% 9.0% 9.5% 7.9% 

1960-1979 18.8% 14.6% 16.3% 14.6% 19.5% 17.1% 10.4% 10.6% 

1940-1959 24.0% 20.0% 24.8% 20.4% 23.7% 18.6% 26.9% 23.2% 

1939 or earlier 48.5% 53.3% 50.0% 51.9% 48.3% 50.5% 53.2% 54.2"/o 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100:0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SOURCE: O::nsus BUC'C':l.u. 
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Sttuctare Size:/Bedroom Counts Dwelling units in San Francisco are generally small in 

size. The 2000 Census showed. that 76% of all units had two bedrooms or less. Only 7% of 

housing units had four or more bedrooms. These units were pri.i;narily in single-family homes 

and two unit residential flats. Renters, who make up two-thirds of all households in the City, 

tend to have smaller units. Over a quarter (26%) of renting households live in units without 

a bed.room, compared to just 2.4% of home owning households. 

Age of Housing Stock: Over 53% of San Francisco's housing stock was built prior to 1940. 

New construction since 2000 accounts for just under 4% of the City's total housing stock. 

Housing added in the last 27 years represents approximately 12% of all units. Unlike some 

jurisdictions where older housing stock is targetted for demolition or replacement, most of San 

Francisco's older ho1,1Sing stock is in sound condition. Indeed, the City's iconic Victorians are. 

over 100 years old. (See page 58 fur discn.5sion on repla=ent of units.) _Table I-21 derarts 

other differences in housing characteristics by household tenure status. 

Location and Strncture Type: Table I-22 in the following page shows the cli?tribution of 

the City's housing inventory by planning discricr (see Map I-3) and by structure size. The 

Northeast plann4tg district has the most housing units, followed by the Richmond, West

ern Addition and Downtown. The largely residential districts of Inner. Sunset, Buena Vista 

and. Bernal Heights,_along~wirh_the industcy-s_~. 'Bayriew, _a,ccount fax ilic: fewest:_ units. __ _ 

Single-family homes are concentrated in the residential-wned districts of South. Central, Inner 

Sunset, Outer Sunset and_Ingleside. The Northeast planning district has th.e m~st high-density 

structures, followed by Western Addition, South of Market and Marina. 
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Planllinll District . Slng!S F3mUy 2.to4!.lf!l!S 
- - --· 

1 Richmond 1.,0,441 15,371 

Percent 29% 42% 

2 Marifla 2,964 5,982 

Percent 11% 23% 

3 Northeast '1,802 7,290 

Percent 5% 18% 

400W11town 210 509 

Percent 1% 2% 

5 Western Additiofl 2,264 5,979 

Percent ' 8% 20% 

6 Buena Vista 2,123 6,777 

Percent 13% 41% 

7 Central 8,657 9,442 

Percent 34% 37% 

8 Mission 2,430 9,364 

Percent 10% 40% 

9 South of Market 2,010 2,858 

Percent 10"!. 1.4% 

10 South Bayshore 6,900 1,769 

Percent 60% 15% 

11 Bernal Heights 5,355 3,135 

Percent 57% . 33% 

12South Central 20,675 2,422 

Percent 80% 9% 

13 Ingleside 16,514 1,495 

Percent 72% 7% 

14 lnfler Sunset 9,898 4,534 

Percent 53% 24% 

15 Outer Sunset 19,020 4,546 

Percent 73% 17% 

CITYWIDE TOTAL 111,263 81,473 

Percent 31% 22% 

SOURCE: SF Planning Dcpanmcn 

. -=· ... 
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5io9 Unils 
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5,031 

14% 

4,139 

16% 

6,849 

17% 

880 

3% 

4,063 

14% 

3,493 

21% 

2,927 

11% 

4,560 

19% 

1,033 

5% 

1,661 

15% 

481 

5% 

1,344 

5% 
462 

2% 

1,602 

9% 

1,321' 

5% 

39,846 

11% 

944 

10+ Ulli!S ' District Total 
- - ·-- - - - --=---

5,728 36,571 

16~ 10.1% 

12,839 25,924 

50% 7.1% 

24,075" 40,016 

60% 11.0% 

28,945 30,544 

95% 8.4% 

17,172 29,478 

58% 8.1% 

4,018 16,411 

24% 4.5% 

4,651 25,677 

. 18% 7.1% 

7,248 23,602 

31% 6.5% 

15,138 21,039 

72% 5.8% 

1,193 11,523. 

10% 3.2% 

469 9,440 

5% 2.6% 

1,329 25,770 

6% 7.1% 

4,348 22,819 

20% 6.3% 

2,708 18,742 

14% 5.2% 

1,219 26,106 

4% 7.2% 

131,080 363:662 

36% 100.0% 

7~/;/el-22 
Housing Stock by Planning 
District and Structure Size, 
San Francisco; 2008 
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KEY: 

Outer SUnset Planning District 
26.081 Total Units 
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2. Changes to the Housing Stock, 2000- 2008 

Despite the economic downturn at the beginning of the new millennium, housing produc

tion in San Francisco seemed unaffected_ Accounting for new producqon, demolitions, and 

alterations, the Citj has seen a net increase of over 18,960 housing units - ~ annual a~erag.e 
of almost 2,010 unit:S - in the last nine years. In comparison, a net total of 9,640 housing 

units were added between 1990 and 1999 or an annual rate of about 964 units per year. The 

three-year spike in demolitions between 2003 and 2005 is a result of extensive public housing 

renewal pr.ojecrs, all of which have since been replaced wich new affordable housing. Table 

I-23 also shows a growing trend - ·roughly: 15% in the last nine years - of new units from the 

conversion of commercial buildings. 

Year Units Completed Unl!S Demofishe~ Units Gained or Net Change In · 
from New Construction Lost from Alreratlons Number of Units 

- - - -- -- ~ - --
2000 1,859 61 (1) 1,797 

2001 1,619 99 259 1,779 

2002 2,260 73 221 2,408 

2003 2,730 286 52 2,496 

2004 1,780 355 62 1,487 

2005 1,872 174 157 1,855 

2006 1,675 41 280 1,914 

2007 . 2,197 81 451 2,567 

2008 3,019 29 273 3.263 

TOTAL 19,011 1,199 1,754 19,566 

SOURCE: SF Planning- pcpartmmt 

a Type and Location of New Construction, 2000 -2008 

Most of the new construction in che last nine years has occurred in larger structures, with 

85% of the housing devdoped in buildings with more than ren units (Table 1-24). South. of 

Market absorbed most of che new housing development since 2000, accounting for over 8, 070 

new units or almost 43% of all new housing during that period; Downtown and the Western 

Addition follow with roughly 3,465 and 1,504 respectivdy, together accounting for over 26% 

of new housing (Table I-25 and Map I-4). The largely residential districts of the Richmond, 

Inner and Outer Sunset, Ingleside, Central and South Central, combined, netted only 13% of 
the additional units to the City's housing stock 
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Tiible l-25 
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-

_ -·--~~~ Exist~~ ~~k ___ -~---' _ Ne1v Consttuction 
Building Type 1980 .1990 2000 2000·2008 

- -- -- -- -

Single Family 32.3% 32.0% 31.3% 3.0% 

Two Units 12.6% 24.0% 23.7% 3.9% 

3 to9 Units 20.8% 11.3% 11.1% 8.2% 

10 + Units 34.3"/o 32.7",{, 34.0% sS.0% 

TOTAL 100.D°/a 1CXW% 100.0% 100.0% 

· 20 Net Additions Total Housin~ " . 
Pla~~i:inct_ ~~-~~--- ~Jll~ 2000 - 2008 ~tock, 2008 1b of Net AdilitlD~ 

· 1 - Richmond 36,195 376 36,571 2.0% 

2 - Marina 25,710 214 25,924 1.1% 

3 - Northeast 39,052 964 40,016 5.1% 

4-Downtown 27,079 3,465 30,544 18.3% 

5 -Western Addition 27,974 1,504. 29,478 7.9% 

6 - Buena Vista .... 16,058_ - 353 16,411 --- __Ll1% ---·--------------- - ------

7-Central 25,415 . 262 25,677 1.4% 

8-Mission 22,414 1,188 23,602 6.3% 

9 - South of Market 12,967 8,072 21,039 42.6% 

1 0 - South Bayshore 10,956 567 11,523 3.0% 

11 - Bernal Heights 9,212 228 9,440 1.2% 

12 • South Central 24,969 801 25,770 4.2% 

13 - Ingleside 22,284 535 22,819 2.8% 

14 - Inner Sunset 18,627 115 18,742 0.6% 

15 - Outer Sunset 25,786 320 26,106 1.7% 

San Francisco Totals ~44,698 18,964 363,662 .100.0%. 

SOU~ SF Manning Dc:panmc:nr 

. ~ .. ·· '", . 

127 
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Outer Sunsel 
3201.7% 

· Inner Siinset 
115 0.6% 

Ingleside 
5352.8% 

SAN MAUD CDUHn' 

Net Change to the Housing Stock by Planning District 
San Francisco, April 2000 - December 2008 

Outer Sunset 
320(1.7%) 

Less than 5% share 

5.% - 15% share 

Over 15% share 

District 
Net Unit Change(% share) 
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b. Construction of Low and Moderate Income Housing, 2000 - 2008 

Betwceu 2000 and 2008, over 4,920 n~ affordable housing units, including indusionary 

. affordable units, w~e added to San Francisco's housing stock. San Francisco, however, did 

. uot meet its fuir share of tb.e regional. housing needs productiou targets, especially for low 

aad moderate iucome housi.J?.g. (See Appendix A for details of tb.e City's housing production 

performaace in the evaluation of the 2004 Residence Element.) 

Since 2000, 26% of all new housing units built in the City have been affordable units. Nearly 

60% of tb.ese qualified as affordable at very low-income levels and.another 16% that was 

cousidered affordable for low income households (Table I-26). An affordable rental unit is 

defined as housing for which renr equals 30% of the income of a household earning 60% or 

less of tb.e area median iucome (AMI}.1 

.:·: These totals represeut coustructiou of new units, including new units from alterations and 

conversion of commercial structures, but do not include permanently affordable units that 

result from the acquisition and rehabilitation of existing residential buildings by non-profit 

housing orga_I!izatious. Of these affordable units, almost 2,410 units were specifically targeted 

for fumilies and featured three- and four-bedroom units. Anotb.er 970 units were reserved 

___ ~r senio~citize_E.S and ~ost 76)_1!Ilitsw~e_fficiency_Uiij(S.Qr one-bedroom units ro house __ 

tb.e formerly homeless. The Mayor's Office of Housing (MOH) noted that 2,320 affordable 
T"blel-26 

Construction of New 
Affordable Housing Units, 

San Francisco, 2000-2008 

Very low. 

Low 

Moderate 

Total Newly Constructed 
Affordable Units 

. /ls % of Total 
Ne\iV Construction 

units were acquired or rehabilitated siuce 2000; almost 335 more units are underway or beirig 

planned. These numbers include both MOH and Redevelop!Ilent Agency projects. 

67 82 711 150 383 453 316 412 361 2,955 

54 BO 81 94 2 236 17 120 61 765 

31 10 50 115 163 110 158 203 361 1,201 

152 172 842 359 548 799 491 735. 823 4,921 

B.2% 10.6% 37.3% .. 13.2% 30.8% 42.7% 29.3% . 33.5% 27.3% . 25.9% 

SOURCE: Pl:umingDepucml'!llt. Housinglnvenroiy 

---··-·----------------------------···-··- ·--·-------·-
I W.a:unc 211d :i.ffonbbility gaiddincs: .m: discussccl on pp. 41.-43. 
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c_ Units Demolished 

7(1b/c 1-27 

A total of 1, 199 housing units were donolished between 2000 and 2008, or an annual average 

of over 130- This is lower than the number of units demolished in the two decades between. 

1980 and 1999 with an annual average of ahout 148 units. The City has a one-to-one unit 

replacement policy that requires unit> lost through demolition be replaced with the. same 

number of units or more. As shown in Table· 1-27, almost 60% of all unit> demolished were in 

larger multi-unit structures_ The two-year spike in housing demolitions were of that of North 

Beach Place and Valencia Gardens, two large, older public housing structures that have sini:e 

been replaced by new affordable housing developments_ Single-&mily homes represented over 

a quarter of residential units demolished from between 2000 and 2008 (316 units). Demolitions by Structure 
Type, 2000-2008 

. Units Demolished 61 99 73 286 355 174 41 81 29 1,199 

Single Family 31 48 55 34 30. 70 18 

2 Unit Building 18 22 8 14 10 16 12 

3-4 Unit Building. 12 15 10 3 9 ;3 11 

5+ Unit Building 14 235 306 . 85 

d_ Other Changes to the Housing Stock 

In addition to changes resulting from new ~nstruction and demolition, the quantity of hous

ing in the City= be altered by other fuctois including the subdivision of units, dwelling unit 

mergers, and building conversion (e.g. converting housing to co=ercial space). 

a. Alterations: . Since 2000, some 1,754 net units have been added to the City's housing stock 

by some type of alteration. The majority of alterations that produce additional housing usually 

result in a single new unit. Most losses through alterations result fro;m dwelling unit mergers, 

although re=nt legi5lative efforts have curbed h~rorically high merger trends_ A number of 

· illegal units are also removed from.the housing stock each year by code enforcement. A total 

of 204 housing un!-ts were removed in this fashion from 2000 to 2008. 

19 

8 

3 

51 

11 

4 

3 

11 

Tab!. l-28 
Housing Units 
Converted lo Non
Residenlial Use, 
San Francisco, 
1970-2008 

b. Conversions: A growing trend in alreratlons is the conversion ·of com

mercial buildings [O residential uses. Between 2000 and 2008, 1,318 units 

were added through· commercial to residential conversion. Moreover, the 

number of housing units lost by conversion. to n.on-r~idential uses has 

decreased dramatically over the last three decades after controls that discour

age conversion to commercial uses were set in place in the mid-1980s and 

1990s. Approximately 49 units were lost to ~uch·conversion between 2001 to 

2008, at a.siinilar rate in the previous 10 years and fur reduced from the over 

1,000 units that were converted to non-residential uses in the decade from 

1970-1980 (Table I-28). No information is available on the number of Un.its 

illegally eonverted from residential use. 

Time Period _ ' _!'I~· lJnils --=--

950 

. 1970to1980 1,094 

-1981to1990* 165 

1991to2000 42 

2001to2008 49 

NOTES 
"' SF Pb.nning DepU"ancc~.A Str'4Ji ofCtmVrniort 

of .Aµrtm~ntr /:II No1t Rc:ik,,tittl. Us~ irr Cum
madal and lrufutridAr=. 1981 

SOURCE: SF Pla.nning Department 
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Legalization of Secondary 

Units, 2000-2008 

Tablel-30 
Citywide Inventory of 

Public Assisted Housing, 
San Francisco, 2007 · 
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3. Secondary Units 

No information is available on the number of illegal secondary units that have been added to 

the City's housing stock. However, a total of 80 units have b~ legalized between 2000 and 

2008 and another204 illegal units were removed in the same period (Table I-29). 

Vear Units legalized !!regal Units Removed 
- - - - --- - --

2000 - 12 

2001 8 22 

2002 9 36 

2003 11 33 

2004 B 22 

2005 16 38 

2006 9 12 

2007 11 10 

2008 8 19 

TOTALS 80 204 

soURCEo SF Housing Autborii;y 

4. Federally-Assisted Units 

Table I-30 describes units in San Francisco that receive support under the Federal Section 8 

rent subsidy program or are managed by the San Francisco Housing Authority. In the Section 

8 program, residents pay 30% of their monthly income in rent, and the government subsidizes 

the difference so that the property owner receives a HUD-dererniined fair market rent each 

month. Section 8 subsidies are associated either with a particular housing unit (project-based) 

or with a qualifying household (voucher/certificate pro~)-

2007 --- - - -- -- - --- - - - . 
Type o! Assistance Total No. of Units Elllerly Units Family Units 

- ·- - --- -- - - -

Project Based Section 8 8,042 

For Profit 4,085 NIA N/A 

Non-Profit 3,957 N/A NIA 

Tenant Based SeC:tion 8 7,409 N/A NIA 

SF Housing Authority 6,262 2,025 4,237 

TOTALS 21,713 2,025. 4,237 

SOURCE. SF Housing AmhoritJ' 

Section 8 housing units and those managed by the Hotising Authority rotal over 21,710 units, 

representing about 6% of the city's toi:al housing stock. Senior and disabled renters that meet 

the income eligibility requirements are given priority on roughly a third of all Housing Author

ity Units, while the remaining units are ptedominantly occupied by family householclS. Almost 

half of all residents in Housing Authority Units are African-American, and approximatdy one

fifth is Asian-American. 
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5. Residential Hotel Stock 

Residential hotel units (also called Single.Room Occupancy or SROs) typically provide afford

able rental housj.ng for solo occupancy and generally r:enred to lower income persons. · There 

are over 500 residential hotels in San Francisco containing about 19,120 rooms (Table I-31); 

most of these SRO units have. shared bathroom and kitchen facilities. Since 1990, non-profit 

organizations have purchased residential hotels and ·now maintain nearly a quarter of the units 

with a guaranteed level of a1fordability and, in some cases, related supportive services to resi

dents. Of the residential hotels operated by private entities, about\000 of the 14,230 rooms 

operate as tourist rooms and therefore do not contribute to the affordable housing stock .. 

' l'or Prolil Resi~entiaJ Hatets · Non~Pmfi! Residential Hll!e!S : · Total _ 
Year 

-=--- -- - ....:..:__ - - -=----- - -~-~ -- --=--=----=-=---~---=--

ND.Of Raslden!ial Touris! ND.of Residllll!ial No.or Resitlential 
Buildings Rooms fiooms B111ldings Rooms Builtl!n!!S Rooms 

-- - -- --- -
1990 495 18,521 4,449 36 1,831 531 20,352. 

1995 496 18,415 4,457 36 1,481 532 19,896 

2000 457 16,331 3,781 61 3,314 518 19,645 

2005 435 15,106 3,345 71 4,217 506 19,323 

2007 419 14,233 3,004 84 4,886 503 19,119 

SQURCE: SF Depanmenr of Building ln6fl'Cction· 

With the adoption of the Reside"a.tial Hotel Ordinance in 1980, and subsequent amendments 

to that ordinant:e strengthening its enforcement in 1990, conversion of residential hotel room5 

has significantly decreased. ~ver 481 uillts were lost due to demolitions or fire from 2000 

to 2007 (Table I-32). These units are slated to be replaced or have already been replaced by 

permanently- affordable units. 

Conversions 2)10 1,188 109 

Earthquake Damage 202 

TOTAL 3,695 1,188 410 909 481 

SOURCE: SF Dcparoncnt of Building fmpeaioo 

6. Live/Work 

Although the City's Planning Code considers livdwork units as commercial space, they serve as 

housing units and the Planning Dep"artment tracks infor.mation on live/work units and counts 

these as part of the city's housing stock.: Over 4,570 live/work units have been completed since 

1987. Construction of live/work units surged especially between 1997 and 2003 when some 

29% of net h.ousing added during that period were live/work units (Table I-33). 
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Residential Hotel Slalus, 
San Francisco, 1990-2007 

],",b/., f-32 
Loss of Residential Hotel 
Rooms, San Francisco, 
1975-2007 
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- Year No of Live/Work Units Net Units Live/Work as ~h of 
- Net New Units 

- -- -

1987 46 1,426 3.2% 

1988 3 1,907 0.2% 

1989 104 2,345 4.4% 

1990 44 1,737 2.5% 

1991 225 1,732 13.0% 

1992 75 725 10.3% 

1993 93 288 32.3% 

1994 55 1,186 4.6% 

1995 126 . 401 31.4% 
-1996 196 68!3 . . 28.7%· 

1997 276 725 38.1% 

1998 219 874 25.1% 

1999 658 1,285 51.2% 

2000 694 1,797 38.B"k 

2001 349 1,779 19.6% 

2002 417 2,408 17.3% 

2003 646 2,496- --25.9%~ - -·------~~--------------

2004 148 1,487 10.0% 

2005 62 1,855 3.3% 

2006 95 1,778 5.3% 

2007 42 2,567 1.6% 

TOTALS 4,573 31,481 14.5% 

Most live/wo~k dcydopment occurred in such areas where land was relatively cheaper and 

many industrial buildings were converted to residential lofts. Over 70% of completed live/ 

work units are located in the South of.Market planning area. As. commercial development, 

live/work units were exempt from obligations and conditions typiCany required of residential 

devdopment such as school fees, inclusionary affordable housing requirements and open space 

provisions. Displacement of viable businesses and land use conflicts also prompted the Plan

ning Commission to adopt interim zoning controls for southeastern portions of the city aimed· 

at preserving industrially roned lands from competing uses. These controls created Industrial 

Protection Zones wh= new housing and live/work units are not allowed, and accompanying 

Mixed Use Districts where housing would be encouraged.. Concerned with distortions in 

the housing supply and with displacement of industrial space, the San Francisco Board of 

Supervisors also passed a six-month moratorium on the construction of new live/work units in 

February 2001. The temporary moratorium was intended to halt the approval of new projects 

while a study on the impact oflive/work unin; on the city's housing market and industrial lands 

was being conducted.. This morarnrium was extended several times and evenrually live/work 

loopholes were mended. Live/work units built after the moratoriwn were from development 

projects that were grandfathered in at the time of the legislation. 
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B. HOU SI NG TENURE AND AFFORDABILITY 

1. Owner-Occupied Housing 

The rate of homeownership estimated in 2007 (38%) has in~eased since the 2000 Census 

(35%) but is still much lower than the national average (69%). Table 1"34 below shows rates 

of home ownership by planning district. .At. least 50% of homes owned are in the Ingleside, 

Inner·Sunsec, Outer Sunset, South Central, and South Bayshore planning districts. Home 

ownership rates are lowest in the downtcr1¥n. with only two percent of people owning. their 

home. 

San Francisco's housing prices are among the highest in the nation. And despite recent price 

declines, af y-ear-end 2008, the ·median price for an average single family home in San Francisco 

=eeded $603·,600 and was over 1.5 times the cost of similar housing in the Bay Area and 

three rimes the national average (Table I-35). It is estimated that only 11 % of San Francisco's 

households can afford a median priced home in the City. 

-

Plannin)l District 
----- --

1 Richmond 

2 Marina 

3 Northeast 

4Downtown 

5. Western Addition 

6 Buerla Vista 

7Central 

B Mission 

9 South of Market 

10 South Bayshore 

11 Bernal Heights 

12 South Central 

13 Ingleside 

14 Inner Sunset 

15 Outer Sunset 

San Francisco Citywide 

SOURCE, 2000 US Censu, 

RatewHome 
- 0l'JllBJSliip 

- ---- -

38% 

25% 

15% 

2% 

19% 

26% 

41% 

20% 

32% 

50% 

53% 

67"..{, 

59% 

56% 

59% 

35% 

.Titf,/ef-54 
Rate of Homeownership, 
San Francisco, 2000 
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Planning District 
- -- - ~ 

1 Richmond 

2Marina 

3 Northeast 

4 Downtown 

5 Western Addition 

6 Buena Vista 

7 Central 

8 Mission 

9 South of Market 

1 O _South Bayshore 

11 Bernal Heights 

12 South Central 

13 Ingleside 

14 Inner Sunset 

15 OUfer Si.inset 

Citywide Average 

Tn.M,· l-36 
Rental Affordability for 

Lower Income Households 
by Planning District, 
San Francisco, 2008 

Tizblcl-37 
Va1<ancy Rates by Vacancy 

Status, 1 970-2008 

CPC ADOPTED HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 

Average Rent ror a 2 Afftlrdabilily Sap _ ~=- ~- __ -2~-o~_er~~tsAfford~!e_~L _ --- - - --Bedroom Apartmerr! Very Low Income - t.owlnccme Very Low lm:ome _ Low Income 
- ~ - - - -- - -- -- - - -

$2,305 $1,372 $812 247.05% 154.39% 

$3,174 $2,241 $1,681 340.19% 242.59% 

$3,120 $2,187 $1,627 334.41% 208.98% 

$2,717 $1,784 $1,224 291.21% 181.98% 

$2,700 $1,767 $1,207 289.39% 180.84% 

$2;750 $1,817 $1,257 294.75% 184.19% 

$2.834 $1,901 $1;341 303.75% 189.82% 

$2.495 $1,562 $1,002 267.42% 167.11% 

$3,284 $2,351 $1,791 351.98% 219.96% 

$2,000 $1,067 $507 214.36% 133.96% 

$2,700 $1,767 $1,207 289.39% 180.84% 

$1,966 $1,033 $473 210.72% 131.68% 

$2,292 $1,359 $799 245.66",(, 153.52% 

$2,250 $1,317 $757 241.16% 150.70% 

$2,017 $1,084 $524 216.18% --- 134.10% -

$2,650 $1,717 $1,157 284.03% 1n.49% 

C.VACANCY 

The overall housing vacancy rate in ~an Francisco is indicative of an enduring tight n:iarket. 

In 2000, vacang rates at 2.5% for rem:als and less than I% for homeownership ineVitahly led 

to· intense bidding and rising housing costs. Even as effects of the economic downturn in the_ 

dot-com indµstty were being manifest with job cuts and population out-migration, just 5% 

of the City's housing stock was vacant at the time of the Census in April 2000 (Table I-37). 

1his is considered a healthy frictional rate in most housing markets. Of these vacant units in 

2000, almost 3,800 or LI% of the total, were second homes for funilies with another primary 

residence, time shares, or corporately owned and utilized for employee housing. The 2008 

American Comm.unity Survey shows units that are vacant and for sale stood at 2.0% and 

vacant units for rent at 5.4%. The unusually high i:oral vacancy rate of 10% in 2008 suggests 

an increase in secondary homes, time-shares, and corporate homes used for employee housing. 

However, sampling error could also be a factor. 

Vacancy Status 1970 1BB(} 1S90 2DDD 2DD8 
-- -- - -- - ------ --- -- -- - --

Vacant 4.89"/o 5.58% 6.97% 4.86",b 10.2% 

For Rent Vacant 3.17% 2,68% 3.71% 2.50% 5.4% 

For Sale Vacant ·0.56% 0.80% 2.0% 

SOURCE: Census Bwc:au 
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The vacancy data included in Table I-37 is calculated as part of the decennial census, supple

mented by tle 2007 American Community Survey. The Census Bureau also undertakes an . 

annual Hou.sing Vacancy Survey which calculates vacancy rates for rental and homeqwner 

properties in large metropolitaii areas throughout the cowitry.. The methodology used to 

create this sUIVey is different from that used for the decennial Census. Therefore, the resulrs are 

not comparable. For example, the decennial census calculated a vacancy rate of2.5% for 2000 

while the Housing Vacancy Survey calculated a vacancy rate of 3.1 %. The Housing Vacancy 

Survey dara =y not be as reliable as the decennial census because of sampling, it ·nevertheless 

allows for ye:0y comparisons. The Census Bureau is in the process of improving the Housing 

Vacancy Survey to make it consistent with other relared Census data. Both data are provided 

here. Figure 1-6 and I-7 below show vacancy rates for San Francisco from 2000-2007 based 

on this annual survey. This information can supplernem Table I-37 ro compare trends in 

vacancies.· 

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 ZOO& 2007 

SOUR.CE: ~Fao::s. San Francisco Marker. 0¥erviov, 4Q 2007 

3.03 ---··-----------~----------------------

2.53-+---------------------~----· 

2.03 

1.53-t-----

1.03-1----

D.53 

2000 Z001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 Z007 

SOURCE: Census Bureau. Housing Vaancy Survey 
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Figurel-6 
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· Fig1a·c [-7 
Homeowner Vacancy Rates, 
San Francisco, 2000-2007 



Tiible l-38 
New Construction, 

Alleralion and Demolition 
Activity In Coastal Area, 

San Francisco, 2000-2008 

CPC ADOPTED HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 

D. COASTAL ZONE HOUSING 

California state regulations require that the Housing Element detail new construction and 

demolition activity occurring within Califomia Coastal Zone areas. The City's entire western 

shoreline is within California'.s coastal wne area. The coastal area zone boundary includes 

about 30 residential blocks thadi:onr the Paci.fit Ocean (Map I-5). Appro;rirnatdy 320 units , 

(or about 19% of the total) of the honsing in these blocks were built between 1982 and 

1999. 

Twenty-eight new units in 14 ·structures were added to the hoTising stock between 2000 and 

2008, or an average of about three new units a year (Table I-38). In chis same period, three 

buildings with four units were demolished. The current development pipeline includes 'a 

56-unit ~esidential project within the coastal ione. 

_Within the larger census tract areas fronting the coastal shoreline (about 150 blocks), new 

construction in in-fill sites has generated 140 new units. This has been offset by 13 units lost to 

demolition or alteration projects. Some 112 new units are slated ~o be built in 49 stru~es in 

this larger area. In this larger area, about 830 units were built between 1982 and 1999. These 

units represent 7% of the total units counted in the 2000 Census .. 

- ---

Coastal Area - Larger Census Tracts 
- =-- -- ~ - =-- =- -- - - --- -,,- -·--Cons:rut110n iype 

- , No. 01 Structures No. of Units . No. DI Structures No. Di Unffil 
- --- - - -· --

· New Construction ·completed 9 23· 25 119 

Addition through Alterations 5 5 21 21 

· Loss through Alterations . 1 (1) 3 (4) 

Demolition Completed ·3 (4) 6 (9) 

Net Change in Housing Stock 18 23 55 127 

Development Pipeline (04 2008) 1 56 49 112 

SOURCE: SF Planning Depamnc:nt 

Residential development in the Coastal Zone must conform to Ciry Planning Code density 

requirements. Development projects _in the coastal zone also are required to apply for a coastal 

permit and are· reviewed for consistency with Western Shordine General Plan policies con

tained in the Western Shoreline Plan and Proposition M policies, one of which aims to preserve 

the Ciry's supply of affordable housing. 

In addition, niryv construction and demolition permits are reviewed for consistency with Ar

ticle I 0 of the California Government Code which requires that affordable lower income units 

converted or demolished in the Coastal Zone.Area be replaced on a one-for-one basis, and that 

new hou~ing developments, where feasible, provide housing units for persons and families of 

low or moderate income. 
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Regional Housing 

Needs Assessment lor 
San Francisco, 

2007-June 2014 
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Hous.ing Needs 

This section examines the type, amounr and affordability of new housing construction needed 

in San Francisco, as determined by the Association of Bay Area Gov:ernments, through June 

2014. It is based. in part, on the data presented in the preceding Sections. 

A. REGIONAL HOUSING NEED ASSESSMENT 

The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), in coordination with rhe Callfurnia Sme 

Department of Housing and Community Devdopment: (HCD), decermine the Bay Ards 

regional b.ousing need based on regional trends, projected job growth and ccisting needs. San 

Francisco's fair share of the regional housing need for January 2007 through June 2014 was · 

calculated as 31,190 units, or about 4,160 units per year (Table I-39). This goal seeks to 

alleviate a tight housing market stemming from furecast houseb.old and employment growth as 

well as allocating regional household and employment growth to jurisdictions with established 

or planned transit infrastructures. More important, rhe regional housing 11:eeds assessment 

(RHNA) determination includes production targets addressing housing needs of a range of 

household income categories. A total of about 18,880 units or 61 % ofrhe RHNA target must 

be affordable to households making 120% of the area media income (AMI} or less. 

Household Income Gategory No. of Units % of Total Annual Productiall Gaal 
-- - - - - - - - - -

Extremely Low ( < 30% AMI ) 3,294 10.5%. 439 

Very Low ( 31 - 50% AMI ) 3,295 10.6% 439 

Low ( 51 - 80% AM!) 5,535 17.7% 738 

Moderate (81 - 120% AMI) 6,754 21.7% 901 

Above Moderate (over 120% AMI) 12.315 39.5 1.642 

Middle (120% -150% AMQ 3,325 10.7% 443 

Marl<et(over 150"/oAMI) B,990 2a8% 1,1!!9 

TOTAL UNITS 31,193 100.0% 4,159 
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The Depart:ment of Housing and Urban Development determines the annual area median· 

income (AMI) for the San Francisco Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which includes 

the counties of San Francisco, Marin and San Mateo. 'For 2008, the area median income for a 

single person household was over $66,000 and $94,300 for a household of four people (Table 

I-40). 

!ncnme Categories -~--__ :~~~ House~~J~meby~~eror _ _ ~-~-~-
as pm:enJage of Area Median Income (AMII 1 2 3 4 5 

--- -- -- - -- - - -- - - - - -- - - ---

Extremely Low ( < 30% of AMI) $19,800- $22,650 $25,450 $28,300 $30,500 

Very low (50% of AMI) $33,000 $37,750 $42,450 $47,150 $50,950 

Low (80% of AMI) $52,BOO $60,350 $67,900 $75,450 $81,500 

Median (100% of'AMI) $66,000 $75,450 $84,850 $94,300 $101,850 

Moderate (120% of AMI) $79,200. $90,550 $101,800 $113,150 $122,200 

SOURCE: ~pa.rnncm of Housing and Urban Dcvdopmcnt (HUD) 

The median income in San Francisco, however, is lower than the area median income. This is· 

due in part to higher median incomes _in San Mateo and Marin counties and the concentra

tions of lower-income families in the City. For =mple, in 2007, Marin County's median 

household income of $83,732 and San Mateo's $94,517 were quite higher than the City's 

median household income of$68,023.1 Roughly 40% of all San Frarlcisco households make 
less than_ 80% of-the San Francisco PMSA area median income, and fall under the Department 

of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)'s low apd very low income categories (Table 

I-41). . 

Median Income for SF. 2007 

SOURCE: Census Rurca.U.: 2007 Am~iom Communicy Survey 

In order to acC:ount for this income variance, the Mayor's Office of Housing publishes a lo

cal AMI standard (Table I-42). San Francisco's Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program 

regulates housing assistance based on the San Francisco Area Median Income (SF.AMI). 

. ., ·-··-·-··-_...._ ...... _, ____________ ,.,, .. , .. __________________________ , ..... _, ___________ ,.,, ______________ , __________________________________ ,,, 
1 F'{;urcs cited arc in 2007 in8arinn-adjustal doll:us. 
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Household Income Categories 

Extremely Low 
Income· 

~0%of 
UD Area Median 

Income) 

Very Low Income 

~0%of 
UD Area Median 

Income) 

Low Income 

·~O%of 
UD Area Median 

Income) 

Median Income 

~00%of 
UD Area Median 

Income) 

Mod.erate Income 

~20%of 
UD Area Median 

Income) 

Ta6u!-42 
Affordable Housing -

Guidelines, San 
Francisco, 2008 

; 
; . 
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Household Average Maxtmum Monthly Maximum 
S!ze I Uni!SiZe _ Annual lflcome Housing El!pense Plircllase !'lice 

1 Studio $19,800 $545 $50,000 

2 1 Bedroom $22,650 $623 $57,000 

3 2Bedroom $25,450 $700 $64,000 

4 3Bedroom $28,300 $778 $72,000 

5 48edroom $30,550 $840 $78,000 

1 studio $33,000 $908 $84,000 

2 1 Bedroom $37,750 $1,038 $97,000 

3 2 Bedroom $42,450 $1,167 $109,000 

4 3 Bedroom $47,150 $1,297 $121,000 

5 4 Bedroom $50,950 $1,401 $131,000 

1 stlldio $52,800 $1,452 $133,674 

2 1 Bedroom $60,350 $1,660 $154,752 

.3 2Bedroom $67,900 $1,867 $176,035 

4 3 Bedroom $75,450 $2,075 $197,113 
-

-~ -- --

5 4Bedroom $81,500 $2,241 $213,070 

1 Studio $66,000 $1,815 $181,193 

2 1 Bedroom $75,450 $2,075 $209,030 

3 2 Bedroom $84,850 $2,333 $237,072 

4 3 Bedroom $94,300 $2,593 $265,114 

5 4Bedroom $101,850 $2,801 $286,397 

1 Studio $79,200 $2,178. $228,711 

2 1 Bedroom $90,550 $2,490 $263,308 

3 2 Bedroom $101.,800 .$2;800 .. $298,109 

4 3Bedroom $113,150 $3,112 $335,115 

5 4Bedroom $122,200 $3,361 $359,723 

Sow= U.S. Dq>amncnc of Homing om! Uthan DO>Clopmem {HUD) 

Note:: Incomes an: based on she 2008 Am. Mccl.iaa lncomt: (AMI) Ii mils for the San Franciscu HUD Mmn FMR.~ (HMFA). Mondily hou.sing: 
apea="" olcubtcd lwd! on 33% of g= mombly mcomc. (FMR • Fm Mod.. Renn). Mmmum pmcbue prlcc;, the :offixcbhlc price fmm. 
Szn. Fancis:co"s Inclwianary Homing l?.rogrzm and. incmpontt:S monthly fcc::s and i:a::e:s inr;a sales price. 
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B. HOUSING AFFORDABILITY NEEDS 

1. Affordability of New Housing Construction 

Stare law_ requires that the City ad~ess the housing needs for all income levels. ABAG esti

mates housing need by income group to provide a basis for determining what income levels 

need to be most served by new construction. ABAG figures are based on income distribution 

of all existing households in the City and in the Bay Area. ABAG's estima~s split the dif
ference between the City and the regional. figure in an effon to move the Cicy closer to the 

regional income distribution.. Table I-39 (see page 41) shows that the City must construct . 

almost 31,200 new housing units to meet its fair share of the Bay Area region's estimated 

housing need. At least 39% of these new units must be affordable to very low and low-income 

households. Another 22% should be affordable to households with mod~rate incomes. 

The high cost of housing leads to numerous troublesome effects including overwhelming 

rent burden (as more of a household's income is needed to go toward rent); overcrowding as 

more people squeeze into smaller affordable units to share costs; an increase in workers per 

household needed to pay mongage or meet monthly rent;-increased commuter traffic from San 

Francisco job holders who cannot afford to live in the City; and an increase in the homeless 

population.. 

2. Households Overpaying 

Rising housing costs lead to overpayment ai more of a household's income is spent on housing. 

The 20~8 American Co=unity Survey (ASC) estimated median monthly rent at $1,262 

and median monthly housing costs for own.er occupied units at $3, 182. Overpayment comes 

about when 30% or more of a household's income goes to paying rent or 35 percent or more of 

household in= me for mortgage payments. A higher percentage of poorer households thus tend 

to overpay: as Table I-43 shows, almost 68% of extremely low income renting households over
pay, compared to 36% or"all renting household.s Table I-43 below ;uso shows that about 40% 

of all San Francisco households spent more than 30% ofits income on housing costs in 2008. 

The number and percentage of households overpaying has_ also grown since the 2000 Census.· 

In 2000, housing costs for over two-thirds are very low income households represented 30% 

or more of their household income. Table I-43 :ilso shows that a higher percentage of renting 

households tend to overpay. The marked increase in h~meowning households overpaying by 

2008 may be due in large part on th~ relaxation of criteria for mortgage financing. 

Extremely Low Income 36,790 . 67.6% n/a 

Very Low Income 16,012 60.4% n/a 

Owner Occupied * 18,237 17.4% 48,915 38.6% 

Extremely Low Income 6,833 66.8% n/a 

Very Low ln=me 4,727 49 .. 9% nfa 

All Households 94,837 28.8% 128,929 39.9% 

• Gmss Reots or Mon~ly Housing: Com as 30% or more ofbouschold income. 

'-~·•:.:.- SOURCE:: Census Bure:r.u., SCOS: CHAS Dat2.2000 
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3. Overcrowded Households 

A-household is considered overcrowded when there is more than one person per room in 

che dwelling unit. The 2000 Census"reported that over 40,900 or 12% of all San Francisco 

households were overcrowded (Table I-44). Of these households, 9,400 (3% of all San Fran

ciscci households) are severely overcrowded, with more than 1.5 occupants per room. Renter 

households are also more likely to be overcrowded than home-owning households. 

Table 1-44 
Overcrowded Households by 
Tenure, San Francisco, 2000 

Tenure Type 
--

Owner Occupied 

Renter Occupied 

All Households 

-
- Overr:rawded -

--- --

11.291 9.8% 

29.630 13.8% 

40,921 12.4% 

Severely Overcrowded 
- -- -- -- - --
1.B08 1.6% 

7,636 3.6% 

9,444 2.9% 

SOURCE:- Cc:n.ms Bwcau 

Asian-American households make up a disproportionate. number of overcrowded households. 

(Table I-45). This table also shows chat a· substantial percentage of Native HawaiianlPacific 

Islander, Other Race, and Asian-American households are overcrowded. These households are 

· llkdy "tc;-be-i.;g-;(s~Table r--::j-~~-page9) and have lOwerlnoomeslseeiafiles _I~Ii5arul. r:rs;-
pages 16 and 17, respectively). Larger households have d.iffirulty securing housing with three 
or more bedrooms, especially with the City's very limited stock oflargerunits. High housing 

costs also forces overcrowding. To afford the cost of housing, many low-income families crowd 

into smaller units. 

Tnb{e 1-45 
Overcrowded Households 

by Household Bhnicily, 
San Francisco, 2000 

-
- _ Household Ethnicily -

- --

WMe 

African American 

American Indian /Alaska Native 

Asian 

Native Hawaiian I Pacific Islander 

Other Race 

Two or More Races 

Hispanic I Latino 

All Households 

963 

No of Housetiolcls % 01 Houselmlils 
-- - - -

9;452 4.7% 

2.495 10.5% 

168 12.9% 

21,452 27.1% 

358 39.6% 

5,046 39.4% 

. 1,950 16.5% 

9,472 30.1% 

40,921 12.4% 

·.::.: . .::: 
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4. Expiration of Units at Risk of Conversion or' Expiration 

Government Code Section 65583(a)(8)(A-D) requires that the Housing Element update 

inventory assisted housing devdopments at risk of expiration or .conversion to market rate 

within the housing element planning period (2007-2014). Assisted housing developments 

include multifum.i.ly rental housing complexes that receive government assistance under any 

of the following federal, State, and/or local programs (or any combination.of rental assistance, 

mortgage insurance, interest reductions, and/or direct loan programs) which aredigible to 

change to market-rate housing due to termination (opt-out) of a rent subsidy contract (e.g., 

Housing Choice Vouchers, Section 8) mortgage prepayment (e.g., FHA), or other state or local 

programs with expiring use restrictions. 

Some 6,770 units funded through tax-credit, HCD, bond, and FHA. identified as at-risk with 

expirations between 2000 and 2006 have been secured through renewed contracts. According 

to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, as of2008, Section 8 housing is the only housing 

type at risk of conversion to market rate in San Francisco. -As shown on Table I-46, almost 580 

_low-income units are at risk of losing their Federal Rental Section 8 subsidies by 2014. The 

SF Housing Authority manages contracts for over 8,000 Section 8 units. Almost half of these 

units are in projects owned or managed by non-profit organizations. Section 8 units receive· 

Fe4eral subsidies that provide the owners of these units with the difference between 30% of.the 

tenant's inco=e, and a HUD established rent for the units. 

Expiration 0£ Section: 8 subsidies in priv;;i.tely owned projects could force tenants to pay market 

rate rents for their unit, or face eviction. Expiration of Secti,on 8 contracts in nonprofit owned 

projects will burden organizations. that lack sufficient income to meet operating costs and 

mortgage payments. Preservation costs for these units is estimated to be $43,275,000. 

According to the state Department ~£Housing and Community Devdopment, the following 

entities are qualified to manage assisted units in San Francisco: 

Orgarnzalion · Allllress Cily 1 2ip Code Phone No. --- - -- ---- ----- ---
I 

(415) 387-7834 I Affordable Housing Fo1J1dation P.O. Box 26516 San Francisco 94126 I --
Asian Neighborhood Design 461 Bush St 4th Fir San Francisco 94108 (415) 982-2959 

Bernal Heights Neighbomood Center 515 Conland Ave San Francisco . 94110 (415) 20&-2140 

BRIDGE Housing Corporation One Hawthorne, Ste. 400 San FrancisCo 94105 (415) 98!1-1111 

BUILD Leadeiship Development Inc. 12so Bison. Ste. 89-200 Newport Beach 92660 (949) 720.7044 

Chinatown Community Development Center 1525 Grant Ave San Francisco 94133 (415) 964-1450 

Christian Olurch Homes Of No. Ca/~omia, Inc. 303 Hegenberger Rd, Ste. 201 Oakland 94621-1419 (510) 632-6714 

Foundaf1on for Affordable Housing. Inc. 2847 Stary .Rd San Francisco 95127 (408) 923-8260 

Housing Corporation of America 31423 Coast Hwy, Ste. 710.0 · Laguna Beach 92677 (323) 726-9672 

Mission Housing Development Corp 474 Valencia St, Ste. 280 San Francisco 94103 (415) 864-6432 

Northern California Land Trust. Inc. 3126 Shattack Berkeley 94501 (510j 548-7878 

San Francisco Redevelopment Agency One S. Van Ness, Filth Floor San Francisco 94103 (415) 749-2400 

Satemte Housing Inc. 2526 Martin Luther King., Jr Way Berkeley 94704 (510) 647-0700 

Tendertoin Neighborhood Development Corp. 201 Eddy St San Francisco 94102 (415) 771'>2151 

West Bay Housing Corporation 120 Howard St. #120 San_.Fra.ncisco 94105 (415) 618-0012 
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Tublc l-46 
Expiration and Dpt-Duis of Project Based S.ecllon 8 Conlracts, San Francisco, 2008 

DIAMOND HEIGHTS 

Casa De Vida PM 12/14/2001 21 No 

· Hayes Valley 

Fair Oaks Apartments LD . 07/20/2021 20 No 

INGLESIDE 

Page I Holloway Apartments PM or LO 12/15/2020 ' 15 No 

MISSION 

Mission Bart Apartments PM 10/20/2013 13 No 

Mission Pl_azaApartments PM 07/14/2000 132 No 

NORTH BEACH 

Wharf Plaza I PM 04/05/2002 116 No 

Wharf Plaza II PM 06/15/2002 114 No 

TENDERLOIN 

Crescent Manor LD 10/31/1996 92 Yes 

WESTERN ADDITION 

Erneric-Goodrnan Building LD 12/19/2004 30 No 

Univista Apartments LD 08/31/1997 24 Yes 

Total - - 577 -

NOTI'S 
1 LD ~ Llmid. Diwidcnd. PM= Profir Motivmd 
2 Fim ocpir.u:::i.on ofSeaion e Conmc:c, typially '.ID rem afu:r originaOon. Conu.u:::i: is renewed. annuafly och yc:u ~ 
.s Units .rcccivinr;- project b:ucd Seaion 8 subsid.r 

No No 

Yes Yes 

No No 

No. No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No Yes 

No No 

No Yes 
---· 

- -

4 RciaDk Suhsidy Use Agrccmcnc HUD rcbabiliwion loui pmgram that provided. funds to own en m cteb211~ for a no--prcpaymcnr provision, and. increased Secrion 8 
concracc m1t lcYds to cover new debt 

! i.o'w lncomc Honsiog PICSCrnrion .znd Iksidc:or Homeownership .Arr. Provided. fcdccd funds ta purdmc ;at-risk pmpcrrics and cxtcDd afford2hlliry rcquh:cmcnB form 
additional~)'ca:cli · 

SOIJRCE, SF IW<vclopmontAgcncy 

965 
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B. HOUSING NEEDS OF SPECIAL POPULATION 
GROUPS 

All San Francisco ho.useholds require specific unit sizes and ·levels of affordability; various 

population groups have more specific housing requirements. Special housing needs are those 

associated with specific demographic or occuparion.:i.l groups which call for specific program 

responses, such as preservari<;>n of single-room oc~ancy horels or the development of units 

with more bedrooms. Housing element law specifically requires analysis of ~e special hous

ing needs of the elderly, the disabled, female-headed households, large f.amilies, and homeless 

persons and families, as well as the needs of any other group deemed appropriate by the City: 

These other groups include: the. mentally ill; persons with HN/AIDS; immigrants, refugees 

and undocumented workers; artists; and students. Most of special needs groups require some 

degree of affordable housing. 

The permanent housing needs of specific population groups are surru::riw.zed below with state 

required categories discussed first and locally determined groups following (Table I-47). It 

is importaur to note that these population groups are not mutually exclusive and needs may 

overlap. For example, a person can be both elderly and homeless. Roughly 39% of the home

less suffer from mental illness and as many as 23% of the elderly have mobility or self-care 

limltarions. Between 60 to 80% of all homeless individuals may suifer from one or more 

physical disability, mental illness, or substance addiction. 

PoplllaHOn Group Type of Housing Ulli!sl'leetle!I . 

- - -- - --- - -
Homeless Shelters, Transitional Housing; SROs, Small and Large Family Units 

Physically Disabled Accessible Units of all Types 

Mentally Ill Board and Care, Institutional Facilities 

Accessible Units of all Types, Large Fam[ly Units, Board and Care, 
Developmentally Disabled Institutional Faciflties, Modified Units for Medically Fragile, Afford-

able Rentals or Homeownership Units 

Elderly Senior Housing Projects, Studios, 1 · B9ciroom 

Families with Children 2 or more Bedroom Family Housing ,, 

Female-Headed Households 2 or more Bedroom Family Housing 

New Immigrants, Refugees 
Small and Large Families, various 

and Undocumented Workers 

Students Dorms or Studios 

Artists Affordable Live/Work Space -

SOURCE: SF Mayor's Offic: ofCommunirr, Dc\ldopmenc. Dc:vdopmc:ntal Dinbilirics Board Area 5 

1. Homeless.· 

The San Francisco Human Services. Agency counted almost 6,380 persons on the streets ~d 

in homeless ;helters in 2007 (Table I-48). Of these persons; about 44% were counted on 

the streets and some 43% were in shelt~s or tran5itional housing. Ninety-one perce~t of the 

homeles_s were single adults, while the remaining nine per=t counted in this survey were in 

families. 

966 

&hie l-·i7 
Permanent Housing Needs 
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Table l-48 
Eslimaled ·Homeless 

Population, San Francisco, 
2007 
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~ocatian Single Adults Persons in Family Sta1us Total Families : Unknown 
- - - - --- -- - ~- - - -- -=- - - -- - - -- -- --

Street 1,935 66 770 2,771 

Shelter · 1,175 322 0 1,497 

Transitional Housing & Treatment Centers 1,076 190 0 1,266 

Resource Centers & Stabilization 321 0 0 321 

Jail 400 0 0 400 

Hospitals 122 0 0 122 

TOTAL 5,029 576 770 6,377 

SO!JRC£, SF &man Scnkcs ~c:y. San Fnma,;,, Homda Cm""20DT 

Homel~s househo1ds require affordable housing thar is appropriately sized, with appropriate 

services. As reported in the ten year plan to end homdessness, appropriate housing for this 
population is permanent and includes 24 hour access to appropriate services. 

2. Persons with Disabilities 

San Francisco's housing stock and housing market present challenges to persons living with 

- disabilities.-This segment-oLthe population,_which_indudes_individuals_wir4 m~tal,E.hysk __ 

cal, and devclopmental disabilities, require a variety of living arrangements depending on the 

severity of their disability. Some can live at home in an independent environment with. the 

help of other family members; others .live independently with some assistance that includes 

special housing design features. Those who cannot work may require income support; and 

those with medical conditions would need in-home supportive services. Accessible housing 

can also be provided via senior housing developments. 

The majority of persons with disabilities live on an income that is significantly lower than_ the 

non-disabled population. Many disabled individuals live on a small fixed income which severely 

limits their ability to pay for housing. The Task Force on Family Diversity escimates that at 

least one-third of all persons with disabilities in the United Sw:es llve in poVerty. Persons with 

disabilities have the highest.rate of unemployment rdati:ve to other groups. For most, their 

. only source of income is a small fued pension afforded. by Social Security Disability Insurance 

(SDI), Social Security Insurance (SSI), or Social Secw:iry Old Age and Survivor's Insurance 

(SSA), which will not adequately cover the cost of rent and livirig expenses even when shared 

with a roominate. In addition, persons with disabilities oftentimes experience discrimination 

in hiring and trainihg. When they find work, it tends to be urutable and at low wages. 

a Physical Disabilities.-

The Northern California Council for the Community estinlates that 63,032 San Franciscans 

are physic.ally disabled. The 2000 Census counted 56,216 non-institutionalized adults having 

a physical disability, which is defined as a condition that substantially limits one or more basic 

physical activities, such as walking, climbing stairs, reaching, Lifiing or carrying .. Over half 

of disabled adults are over 65 and may require appropriate housing. There are over 26,300 
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people between 16 and. 64 with a physical disability.. If one in five of disabled non-seniors 

require affordable housing, this specific population group would_have a need for roughly 5,~50 

subsidized units. 

Some physically disabled people require accessible housing with features such as: wheelchair 

accessible entrances, wide interior spaces for wheelchair circulation, a=ssible bathing facilities, 

adjustabie heights for counters and cabinets, and other ~enities. Since over three-quarters 

of San Francisco's housing stock built before 1950, much of the existing stock was not built 

with these acrorrunodationdn mind; some, but not most, can easily be converted to acces

sible standards. Most subsidized units developed by the Housing Authority; Redevelopment 

Agency, or otherwise supported by other public funds are accessible. 

b. M£;Jntal Disabilities 

According to the 2000 Census, almost 39, 120 San Franciscans identify as having a mental 

illness; about 94% are over the age of 16. Not everyone with a mental illness has special 

housing needs. However, a substantial number of persons with severe psychiatric disabilities 

often have extremely low incomes and are consequently force~ to live in substandard housing 

wirhout the s.upportive services and assistance that would allow them to live independently. 

De-institutionalization of the state's mental institutions in the late 1970s left the charge and 

housing of psychiatrically disabled residents to privare board and care _facilities. In 1977 there 

were 1,278 board ~d care beds. By 1995 this number shrank to 465. 

In 1999, licensed board and care facilities in San Francis~ managed 525 beds for SanFranclsco's 

mentally ill. However, the growing costs of patient care may again reduce the modest gain in 

out-patient service. Ar current supplemental security subsidy levels, operators are finding the 

provision of board and care for the mentally ill financially unattractive. 

A survey conducted by the San Francisco Mental Health Association indicated an overwhelm-_ 

ing desire on the part of mentally disabled persons to live alone or with one ·to two friends in 

apartments with support services as needed. The ,absence of affordable housing linked to sup

portive services, however, sends many of the City's mentally ill to a cycle of short-term acute 

care and ho!Ilelessness. While large scale supporrive housing is a cost-effective way of meeting 

this group's housing needs, .advocates working with special needs groups emphasize the need 

to balance large-scale development with small site develop~ent and rehabilitation of units 

within basting neighborhoods, to enable people to li.Ve within their neighborhood of origin 

wherever possible, and to avoid geographic concentration that often hinders the transition .to 

independent living. The Department of Public Healrh's Division of Mental Healrh estimates a 

need for 2,000 supportive housing units for San Francisco's mentally ill 

c. _Developmental Disabilmes 

Development.al disability is defined by "the State of California as a lifelong dis~ility caused by 

a mental and/or physical impairment manifested prior to the age of 18 and are expected to 

be lifelong. Conditions included under this .definition include: mental retardation, epilepsy, 

autism, andlor cerebral palsy; and "other conditions needing services similar to a person with 

mental retardation." 
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Pe.rsons with developmencal disability may also suffer multiple disabilities as the Devdopmen

ral Disabilities Board Area 5 estimates below show: 

• ·Mental Illness: a conservative estimate of 10% as the portion of people wit:h a develop
mental disability who are also living. with a mental disability. 

• Mobility Impairment: Staff and service providers report chat approximately 10 % of' 
all people With a developmental disability also have a physical disability; their mobility 
impairment will call fur housing that !s ADA accessible, or certainly readily adaptable 
to their needs. 

• VJSual/Hearing Impairment: It is estimated. from prior experience that 2-3% of the 
devdopmenral disabled population are living with a visual and/ or hearing impairment, 
and require reasonable accommodation·to their disability. 

• Medically Fragile~ 2 % of the developmental disabled population require 24/7 medical 
care, in housing specifically r~habilitated or constructed to include features like. those 
in hospital settings, with space for care-givers and specialized equipment 

Many individuals with developmental disabilities are independent and can live in their own 

apartments or homes with very linle support. Other individuals will have mar~ severe disabili

ties, and may require24-hourcare and assisrance in residences thar are m_ocljjied_sp_egp.cally to _ 

accommodate their individual needs. 

The Developmental Disabilities Board Area 5 esrimated rhar there are some 11,472 San Fran

ciscans have a developmental disability. Its report also noted that seven out of 1 o people with 

developmental disabilities are unable to earn substantial gainful income and must rely on 

Supplemenral Security Income (SSI) to support themselves. With SSI capped at u'nder $9.00, 

people with developmenral disabilities are finding it increasingly difficult to find affordable, 

accessible, and appropriate housing that is inclusive in the local community. In the past, 

many people with developmental disabilities were institutionalized in large hospital-like set

tings, often fur life. Current practice, made possible by the Lanterman Act and the Olmstead 

Decision; now calls for the "maximum possible integration into the general community." Th.is 
is realized through the creation ofhousing, with affordable rents and appropriate s\lpportive 

services, dedicated to the long-term needs and empowerment of t:hlS population. 

Based on a survey of 2,642 developmentally disabled clients, rl).e Developmental Disabilities 

Board Area 5 estimated a housing need of 853 units for the 2009-2014 period. According to 

the Board Area 5, types of housing opportufiities appropriate for·peopleliving with a develop

mental disability include: 

• Rent-subsidized affordable housing; with services, accessible, close to transit and com-
munity·. 

• Licensed and unlicensed Single Family'homes, modified, of3-4 bedrooms 

• lnclusionary within larger housing developments serving the general population 

• SECTION 8 Apartment Housing Choice Voucher 

• Home purchase through special programs {first time home buyers, Fannie Mae) 
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• HUD Section 811/ MHP-SHP developments for disabled populations 

• Housing specially modified for the Medica.Ily Fragile (SB 962 Hoines) 

3. Elderly 

The 2000 Census counted 136,369 or 18% of San Francisco's population as 60 years or older. 

San Francisco's elderly poplllation is expected to grow to 173,200 by 2010 and to 279,800 

by Z030; this growth is consistent with national uends. ··The recent Census also estimated 

th.at 24% of all San Francisco households have one or mor~ persons over 65 years old. About -

32;300 elderly householders, representing about 10% of all households in 2000, lived alone. 

Senior citizens have different housing needs especially as they develop health problems or expe

rience decreased mobiliry. The 2000 Census estimated that 23% of per:sons 65 and over have 

mobility or self-care limitations. The City's Long-Term Care Pilot Project Task Force estimates 

that the City must develop a minimum of 1,500 units of affordable supportive housing. Older 

and disabled adults who require long-term care have a need for a broad range of on-site and 

off-site services including central dining, transportation· services, limited or complete medical 

care, recreational and other services. For seniors living independently, there is a need for safe 

and easily maintained dwelling units. Tablel-49 below shows that 33% of all elderly and 1-2 

person households overpay; generally a larger proportion of lower income households have 

heavier housing burdens. 

-- Renting Households - - Homeowning ttouseholds_ -
- - ----=--~ - =------------ ~--~---=-- -= ----

Household Tyim by lncomll 
Eld!llly, - - Total Elderly, Total 1&2 Renling - 1 &2 Ho!OODwnlng An 

- member - member Housetlolds 
HouselJOla Housel!o!ds Housellolli Households 

---- -- . - --- - - -~ --

Extremely Low ( < 30% of AMI) 18,149 .49,334 . 6,167 10,229 59,563 

% Overpayjng 60.8% . 67.6% 63.8% 66.8% 67.5% 

Very Low ( <50% of AMI) . 5;610 26,510 4,620 9.472 35,982 

% Overpaying 53.1% 60.4% 32.7% 49.9% 57.7% 

Low (up to 80% of AMI) 4,774 - 40,139 6,430 1]'.,920 58,059 

.% Overpaying 32.8% 37.1% 23.0% 45.2% 39.6% 

Total Households 34.022 214,272 31,825 115,299 329,571 

% Overpaying 48.0% ~.9% 27.9% 30.9% 32.9% 

SOUR.CE: Sare of rbe Otics Daci Systems.CHAS Dar:t 2000 

4. Families with Children and Large Family Households 

Approximatdy 54,700 or 38% of family households include children. Some 63,900 h~use
holds, or almost one in five San Francisco households, include a person under 18 years of age. 

Many of these children are in low-income households in ethnic communities that tend to be 

larger and poorer (Tables 7 and 18 on pages 9 and 16, respectively). The high cost of housing 

and limited supply of larger units can result in overcrowding. These communities require 
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char the existing affordable housing stock be adelJ.uately maintained and rehabiliraced where 

necessary, and char new larger affordable unirs are consrrucced_ 

Vµrually all large households, or those containing live or more persons, are funily households_ 

Family households as d~fined by the U.S_ Census Bureau include only chose households with 

persons related_ to the householder by birch, marriage or adoption, residing together.. About 

20% of all funily househol~. roughly 29,000, have live persons or more_ Table I-50 below 

shows the number of suitable accorrunodations available for larger funilies and/or households. 

This mismaech is exacerbated as only a si:nall portion of new construction consist_ of rwo bed

rooms or more. -

_ Based on the current waiting list managed by the San Francisco Housing Authority, there is 

an estimated unfilled need for over 17,000 affordable housing units-f~~ low-incoaie fainilies_ -

Two-thirds of these families require a two or three-bedroom unit due to their larger funily 

sizes. 

Families wich children generally earn -less- per capita than the average San Francisco house

hold, yet require larger housing units. Table I-Slshows that larger funily households tend to 

overpay more than typical households. Like most groups, families also require public transit 

and neighborhood serving retail in close proximity. But they have specialized needs as well: 
------ ·-·-----·- ----·- ---·-

accessible routes or transit connections to schools, nearby childcare (if it cannot be provided 

on-sire), laundry and storage facilities on-site, recreational oppormnities chat are directly ac

cessible from each unit on-site_ 

Even more important for families is their ability to access housing_ Because many fumilies are 

two-worker hotiseholds, they have very little time: to pursue affordable housing oppormnitles 

which can be listed in multlple locations under various agencies_ They require a simple, easily 

accessible-"one-srop" syst~ to help chem find housing opportllnities, as well- as significant 

support such as counseling agencies to move towards homeownership oppormnitles. 

No. of 
Househol~ S!i'e HousellOlds % ofTo!al Unit Size No. of Untts % OITO!al 

-- - - --- -- -- --

1-person household 127,380 38.6% Studio 62,278 18.0% 

2-person household 101,781 30_9% 1-bedroom 96,929 28.0% 

3--person household 41,831 12.7% 2-bedrooms 103,199 29.8% 

4-person household 28,563 B.7% 3--bedrooms - 59,793 17.3"..b 

5-person household 14,293. 4.3% 4-bedrooms 18,331 5.3% 

6-person or more 
16,002 4.9% 

5-bedrooms or 
5,997 1.7% household more 

TOTALS- 329,851 100_0% -TOTALS 348,527 100.0% 
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Renting HousehO!!!s - - : iiomeowning HD_!ISllllO!ds __ -_ 
House1101t1 iype liy income -~--smau ---=-, Wi;Q; _ -~ Tota1-----s~I- ----L~e-· ,:~ - '_-:-~ _ AD 

RelaJetl Related Rentmg Related: . Relale!I- owiiing Housellolds 
__ ______ _ ____ (2·4people) (5crmcre) H~~ ~pe~- {5ormcre) · Househ~- __ -_ 

Extremely Low { < 30% of AMI) 8,665 2,675 49,334 1,774 569 

% Overpaying 69.9% 72.7% 67.6% 73.5%" 68.4% 

Very Low (up to 50% of AMI) 7,035 2,400 26,510 2,310 1.274 

% Overpaying 51.7% 35.0% 60.4% 61.5% 70.2% 

Low (up to 80% of AMI) 9,755 3,580 40,139 5,610 3,070 

% Overpaying 28.5% 17.3% 3Z1% 56.0% 46.1% 

Total Households 50,225 12,655 214,272 43,074 15,448 

% Overpaying 28.0% 27.8% 33.9% 29.2% 27.5% 

SOURCE: Scui: o.f the Cities Dam Syncms CHAS Dam.2000 

5. Female-Headed Households 

Many fumilies with a single parent are in households headed by w_omen. Female-headed 

households in 2000 tomprised 8% of all households. Women·still suffer from income dispari

ties in the job market, forcing them to survive with less income than their male counterparts. 

Ar. me time of the last Census, about 17% of female headed households were under poverty 

level, compared to 8% of :iJl funilies under poverty level (Table I-52). Seven years later, the 

American Communiry Survey esrirnated that 18% of families were under the poverry level 

while 22% of female-headed households were under the poverry level. 1his increase in poverty 

exacerbates the need for affordable housing in order to avoid an increase in homeless families, 

· especially female-headed households. . 

2DDU Census 
20o7ACS% Household iype - -=-===-- ---~ ----

No. % 
--- -- -- - - ---

Tota/ Households 329,700 100.0% 18.0% 

Total Female Headed Householders 28,380 8.6% 8.0% 

Female Heads with Children under 18 10,820 38.1% . 40.6%. 

Total Family Households 17,560 44.6% 44.1% 

Total Families Under the Poverty Level 11,515 7.8% 18.0% 

Female Headed Households Under 
4,718 16.6% 22.1% the Poverty Level 

SOUR.CE: C~BUIC:l.u 

6. Persons with HIV/AIDS arid Terminally Ill Patients 

San Francisco has the third highest number of total AIDS cases in the United States, compris

ing almost one in five of California AIDS cases ~nd about 3% of AIDS cases iiarionwide. As of 

December 2006, San Francisco ranked third in the cumulative number of AIDS cases among 
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10,229 59,563 

66.8% 67.5% 

9,472 35,982 

49.9% 57.7% 

17,920 58,059 

452% 54.3% 

115,299 329,571 

30.9% 32.9% 

7.1ble 1:51 
large Households and 
Housing Burden, 
San Francisco, 2000 
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metropoliran areas nationwide. The number of deaths from AIDS has decreased significantly 

from a high of over 1,820 in 1992 to fewer than 250 in 2007, in part because most deaths are 

listed under other causes given AIDS patients' compromised immune system. The number of 

people living with ~{AIDS continues to increase steadily, from about 13,650 in 2002 up · 

to, according to the AIDS Housing Alliance, over 7,000 in 2007. 

Approximately 10% of people living with AIDS are homeless. The San Francisco. Department 

of Public Health's Annu:tl HNfAIDS Epidemiology.Report for 2007 noted that "Homeless 

persons suffer from high rates of substance abuse, mental illness, tuberrulosis, infectious hepa:

titis, and insufficient health care. Among HN-infected persons, unstable housing has been 

associated with poor utilization of health care services including greater reliance on emergency 

departments, more frequent hospit:a1izations, and fewer ambul:i.tory care visits. Use of ari.ti

retroviral therapy· and prophylaxis against opporturristit illnesses is less frequent among the 

homeless. Among homeless persons, .prescribed antiretroviral therapy and adherence to these 

medications is suboptimal" The report continues on to note that "After taking into account 

those factors that are known· to affect AIDS survival (such as age and use of anrirerroviral 

therapy), homelessness increased the risk of death by more than 20%." 

The Housing Waiting List (HWL), created in 1995, is a cenrralized wait list that makes re

fem:lno mi:lSt: housm:g-pwgrams designated-for· prop le living-with HIVIAIDS-exrept- for- - -

hospices and emergency shelters. Most HOPWA funded (Housing Opportunities fu:r Persons 

with AIDS) projects use this wait list. Approximately 7,000 people are currently active on the 

list. This list has .been closed to new applicants since November 2001. According to rhe AIDS 

Housing Alliance, some 13,000 or 72% of people with HN/AIDS have an unmet housing 

need. The Alliance also says that only 60% of people with ffiYIAIDS in the Ory's REGGIE 

database have stable housing. 

Compounding the barriers facing people living with HIV/ AIDS in San Francisco is the highly 

competitive local housing market. People living with HIVIAIDS with very low incomes com

pete with high-income prospective tenants in a private, consumer driven rental market. For 

this reason, a tenant-based rental subsidy program is one of the largest HOPWA-funded pro

grams in San Francisco. Unfortunately, due to increasing housing costs, and despite extensive 

cost-containment measutes, this program is able to subsidize fewer people over time. The 

current referrals from the HWL to the tenant-based subsidy program enrolled on the list in 

1997 - or over 12 years ago. 

The San Francisco HN Health Services Planning Council is a community planning group 

that oversees the prioritization and allocation of Ryan White CARE Act Utle I and II funds 

for the Eligible Metropolitan Aiea of San Francisco, San Mateo and Marin Counties. The 

federal Health Resources and Services Administration (HRSA) administers these funds. The 

Planning Council conducted the 2005 Comprehensive Needs Assessment, which focused 

on underserved and populations in the most severe need of HIVIAIDS-related health and 

social services. Housing was consistently rated as one of rhe top three most needed and most 

requested among these populations. Changes to CARE ht funds further limit the amount of 

CARE Act funds that can be spent on housing, which creates additional barriers to providing 

appropriate affordable housing for people living with HNI AIDS in San Francisco. 
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In 2006, the Board of Supervisors requested that a new ci~de HIV/ AIDS Housing Plan be 

done. The Department of Public Healrh's Housing and Urban Health section le~ this process, 

which included assembling an HN/ AIDS Housing Work Group. The result of rh.is process 

is the Co~prehensive HN/AIDS Housing Plan. This Plan estiinares that between 7,520 

and 14,470 people livµigwith HN/AIDS in San Franc!sco !ii!.ve 3,1! unmet need for housing. 

Among these, between 1,410 and 2,560 are estimated to be currently homdess. 

7. Immigrants, Refugees and Undocumented Workers 

San Francisco has long been a "pon of entrf' to the United States for immigrants and refugees. 

San Francisco also shdters a number of undocumented persons who are in the United States 

without legal status. Although data on the number of total number of immigrants, refugees, 

and undocu.mented :workers is not available, the 2000 Census found that more than 13% of 

all households, or 43,710, :ire linguistically isolated. Many of these new arrivals need low cost 

housing and support services; a limited number of housing and immigrant agend.es in· San 

Francisco provide multicultural and multilingual assistaii.ce. 

Shdrer providers for the hoindess also assist homeless persons who are undocumented. These 

persons have an urgent need for shelter because they are ineligible for public assistance programs 

such as General Assistance. Most immigrants .and refugees, regardless of immigration status, 

also ne~ housing services that are provided in a multicultural and multilingual context. 

8. Artists/Artisans 

Anists have special housing needs for affordable accommodations that provide large wall space, 

high ceilings, lofts, lighting, and the ability to work at all hours of the day or night. There is 

high demand for such flexible space in the city. Past efforts to secure housing for artist in San 

Francisi;:o through th!! live/work program failed to meet the target housinp market. "While 

there are not official counts of artists, the cultural and economic value of artist to San Francisco 

is undisputable. 

9. Students 

Institution..~ of higher learning have not provided sufficient housing for thcir student popula

tions. For example, the University of California Medical Center has a Student eruolltn=t of 

3,780 but only accommodates 178 single srudEnts and 130 studl!Ilts in :fumily housing. San 

Francisco ~tat': University had a student enrollment of 26,800 in 2000 but only provided 

1,500 student housing Units. San Francisco City College's Phdan Campus totaled 25,000 

students in 2000 with_ an estimated need for approximately 1,000 units. Students generally 

require smaller housing units near their school and job centers. Without dedicated housing, 

students ofi:en end up in overcrowded and/or costly accom~odations. 
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c.· HOUSING PRESERVATION NEEDS 

San Francisco has an older housia.g stock, with 75% of all unirs over 50 years old. This is the 

. largest concentration of o_lder housing stock in the state. Seismic retrofitting requirements also 

create the greatest housing. preservation need for San Francisco. 

1. Private Housing Rehabilitation 

Housing restoration, remodding and maintenance is an on~goi.p.g activity through.our the City. 

Renovation projects completed between 2000 and 2007 totaled $486.7 million, affecting some 

18,900 units: Over 92% of these permits were for residential improvements in one and two 

unit buildings. Almost 73% of th~ total rekbiliration costs.were for projects in single-family 

units where the average cost of improvements was just over $53,000 per unit. 

2. Public Housing Rehabilitation 

There are 6,156 public housing Uni.rs in 50 developments located throughout the City. Recent 

programs have rehabilitated 1, 149 units of new and affordable housing with 2,607 bedrooms. 

The 2007 Comprehensive Physical Needs Assessment performed by rhe San Francisco Housing 

Authority (SFHA) indicated that rhere is a-backlog 0£.immediate physical-rehabilitation needs 

rhat will cost $269 million. An additional $26 million a year is needed to forestall physical 

deterioration in SFHA housing. The SFHA has identified projects totalia.g $2.54 billion to 

comprehensively address all of the physical problems that currently exist. 2 

3. Seismic Retrofitting 

In the early 1990s, there were apprOximately 11,850 units in 399 unreinforced masonry resi

dential hotels and apartment buildings (UMB), most of which are ocrupied by low-income 

households. As_ of August 2008, five aparanent buildings with 84 units and one residemial 

hotel with 18 units have yet to comply with the City's retrofit requirements.3 The San Fran

cisoo Department ofBuildi.p.g Inspection and the City Attorney are working together to bria.g 

these remaining buildings into compliance. It is estimated that on average, it takes as much 

as $45,000 per unit in public subsidies to rehabilitate and seismically upgrade these buildings · 

and srill maintain their low-income rent structure. Rehabilitation and.seismic upgrade_ cosrs 

vary depending on the type of building, the level of retrofit, and the availability of construction 

expertise. 

In addition to unreinforced masonry buildings, much of San Francisco's older housing stock 
.is in _need of some type of seismic upgrading such as _ foundation bolting and strucrural re

inforcement. Soft-story, wood frame, multifamily housing - typically wood-frame buildings 

wirh open fronts, usually large openings on the ground floor such as multiple garage doors 

2 PHA Plans-An11u:d Plan fur F"d Yc:u: 2008--09, San Fn..nc:isco Housing Audioricy, Augusr2008 
3 Infunnadon pro't'ided by Jerry Sullivan of the Sa.n rn.nc:isco Dcp:unncnc of Building lnspcaion. August 13, 2008. 
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or large storefront windows -- is particularly at risk. The City's Communi-ty Action nan far 
Seismic Safery (CAPSS) is looking at potential merhods of instigating their retrofit, as well as 

other action steps to improve the City's earthquake resilience by addressing rhe performance of 

existing b~dings during an earthquake and faciliratlng the repair of damaged buildings after 

an earthquake.. 

. D~ REPLACEMENT OF LOST UNITS 

Demolitions, abatement enforcemenr, mergers and conversions, and fires au diminish the 

City's housing stock, and lost units need to be replaced. Table I-53 bdow anticipates losses. 

based on hisroiic trends. 

- Reason for Replacenient ' - Unlls 
- - --- - ---- -----

Demo/iti on and Replacement 1,125 

Unit Mergers 225 

Loss of Secondary Units 400 

Conversion to Commercial Use 60 

Owner Move-In 5,530 

Ellis Act Evictions 2,100. 

TOTAL 9,440 

SOURCE: Pla.nning Dcpamncnc: 

lab!.:l-H 
Estimated Replacement Housing Needs, 
San Francisco, 2007-June 2014 

1. Loss of Units through Building Demolition 

Since 2000, building demolition has accounted for the loss of almost 1,200 units (Table I-27 

on page 30), ::1rate10% lower than the annual demolition average of 148 units between 1990 

and 1999. The City has a one-to-one unit replacement policy and units lost through demoli

tion are subsequently replaced with the same number of units or even more. Housing demoli

tions in this period included the demolition of North Beach Place and Valencia Gardens, two 

large, older public housing scructure_s that have since been replaced by new affordable housing 

devdopm=ts. Similar public housing renc:wal projects are foreseen in rhe near fuoire.. 

2. Loss of Units through Mergers 

Dwelling unit mergers result in fuwer but larger units. Smaller units are generally considered 

more affOrdable_ However larger units enable families to grow without leaving their com

munities- The City established legislation that aims to limit dwelling. unit mergers that result 

in larger: and more expensive units. A slight decline in dwelling unit mergers followed this 
legislation. Between 1995 and 1999, dwdling unit mergers resulted in the loss of some 233 

units, an average of 47 a year_ .Trends slowed down even further, between 2000 throllgh 2008, 

only 287 unitS were merged to make larger dwdling units, a loss of about 32 units a year.. 
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3. Loss of Illegal Secondary Units through Code Enforcement 

A secondary unit is generally a smaller unit that does not have the same amenities as the 

primary unit·or units on a lot. Often these units are built in basements, garages, attics, or in 

rear yard structures. While many illegal secondary units. may not meet existing code require

ments, rhey still constitute a major supply of affordable housing. Some illegal units create 

life safety hazards; other units require altemarive standards for open space, parking, rear yard 

·requirements, or density requirements to be legalized. 

Between 2000 and 2008, 204 illegal secondary w:i.i~ were removed; 80 units were legalized 

(Table I-54). The voluµie of complaints has been increasing; wirh a strengthened code enforce~ 

ment team, it is estimated that in the future, 50 to 100 illegal units per year will be removed. · 

Based on a projected average loss of 75 units per year, it is estimated that about 400 units will 
be needed between January 2007 and June 2014 to replace these typically affordable units. 

Vear UnilS LegiiliZed Illegal Units Remcwed -- - -

2000 - 12 

2001 B 22 

2002 9 36 
- ·- ---

2003 11 33 

2004 B 22 

2005 16 38 

2006 9 12 

2007 11 10 

2008 B 19 

TOTALS BO 204 

Soun:c: Planning Dcpamnmt 

4. Loss of Units from Conversions to Commercial Use 

. Forty-nine housing units were legally eonverted to com.tnercial uses between 2000 :ind 2008 

(Table I-28). This is comparable with the annual average of about five units removed between 

1990 and 19?9. While the conversion of residential use to commercial uses has declined 

significantly from the high rates experienced in the late 1970s! illegal conversions are still a 

roncern in a ntimber of areas. Unfortunately, no reliable data can detail the extent of illegal 

conversions, but based on trends in the previous decade, at least 30 new housing units will 
be needed to replace housing _lost to legal conversion to commercial use expected during the 

period covering January 2007 and June 2014. 
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5: Loss of Units from Owner Move-In and Ellis Act Evictions 

Changes in. tenure status through Ellis Act evictions or owners move-in is seen to result in a 

loss of affordable units. These units a,re_alfocdable rhrough rent control, rental srarus oc smaller 

~t size. Units held off the macket rhrough. the Ellis Act increased significantly in recent yea,rs 

(Table I-55). From the passage of the Act in 1986 until 1998 thece were a total of 44 eviction 

notices given through the Ellis Act. ln 1998 that nuniber incceased to 206 notices and in 

195!9 it peaked at 440 evicti~n notices. During the second half of the i990s, however, owner 

move-in evictions increased dramatically; more than 1,000 eviction notices were given out 

annually through this process. · 

Year Own.er Move-In 
-----

FY 1997-1998 1,400 

CY1998 1,545 

CY1999 872 

CY2000 1013 

CY2001 802 

CY2002 548 

CY2003 357 

CY2004 345 

CY2005 267 

CY2006 227 

SDURCEo SF R<nt Board 

, ems Act m Other 
Removal from Market 

- -

12 

157 

473 

345 

292 

251 

238 

368 

359 

304 

978 

r;,f,f,, f-55 
Evictions lrilm Ellis Acl·and 
Owner Move-Ins, 
San Francisco, 1997-2006 
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Meeting 
. Housing Needs 

This section provides an analysis of the overall capacity for meeting the Gty's projected housing 

needs. The first part presents and inventory of the land use capacity for new housing based on 

the e'risting zoning, including an analysis of their suitability to a variety of affordable housing 

.types. The second part discusses constraints to housing development in the City chat could 

forestall the City's ability to meet San Francisco's RHNA allocation. The third part presents 

information on potential future projects arid recent community plans. An estimate of housing 

development over the next five ro ten years is also provided.. 1his section shows char ~hile 
San.Francisco may have the land capacity to meet overall housing needs for the next planning 

period, the City. must make programmatic and policy changes in order to meet targeted levels 

of affordability and achieve local and regional sustainability objectives. 

San Francisco is already highly developed. It is also bounded on .three sides by water, limiting its 

ability to expand outwards to meet the need for more hpusing. As San Francisco has relatively 

few large undeveloped sites and the following analysis is based on a cumulative examination 

of vacant and underdeveloped sites' potential development at less than the theoretical maxi

mum capacity allowed under current zoning in· acknowledgement of existing neighborhood 

~ristics. Nevertheless, some 62,600 new housing units could potentially be built on 

numerous in-fill development opportunity sites under airrent zoning allow:inces. In addition, 

some 11, 100 can be accommodated in. vacant or nearly vacant lands currently or previously 

zoned ~Public" such as Mission Bay, Treasure Island and Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard. 
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A. NEW HOUSING DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL 
UNDER EXISTING ZONING 

Residential .development is allowed as-of-right in most of. the City's zoning districts. All 

residential and residential-commercial (RH, RC and RM) districts permit dwelling units as 

of right. Housing is also permitted in most of the South of Market's mixed-use districts and 

all of the niixed-use districts in Chinatown; similarly; residential developments are allowed 

in downtown and commercial zoned districts. In the neighborhood commercial districts, 

housing is permitted but generally encouraged above the commercial ground floor in new 

constructioa. projects. Housing development is a. conditional use in industrial districrs and 

the South o:fMarker's Service and Secondary Office (SSO) district. The only zoning district 

wherein hou.sing projects are not pennirted unless it is affordable to low-income households is 

in the South of Market's Service-Light Industrial (SLO district. New residential development 

is not allowed in the new Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) districts. 

Residential uses in San Francisco include single and multi-unit housing, residential care fu.. 

cilities, and group housing. Group housing in San Francisco include homeless shelters and 

transitional supportive housing. Group housing is not permitted in low density; single-family 

residential distriets (RH-I, RH-2 and RH-3) and in the South of Market'sresidential enclave 

districts (RED). They are accommodated in the moderate density residential, downrnwn, com-

. mercial, and neighborhood commercial districts where other supportive amenities are more 

accessibk. Group housing are also allowed o~ a conditional basis. in low- to meiliurn-d~ity 
residential districts, the industrial disrricts and most South of Market distri~. Em~rgency 
shelters, considered hotel use because these offer only shott-term residency; are not permit

ted in low density, single-family residential districts but are allowed as conditional use in the 

moderate density residential districts, downtown commercial and neighborhood commercial 

districts. (Affachment D~2 in .Appendix D lists residential development types and standards for 

· all zoning districts.) 

1. Land Inventory 

Housing Element law requires local governments to prepare an inventoty of land suitable for 

residential development to help identify sites that· can be developed for housing within the 

housing element planning period. It is a general estimate of the City's total housing capaclty 

and is determined without specifying which sites may or may not be developed within the 

. next five to seven years. This land inventory does not include sites that are under construction 

or are already slated for development in the n= five .to ~even years, i.e. parcels with building 

permits ~eady ob~ed and ready to start construction, or parcels that have received Planning 

Department entitlements and have applications for building permits filed. 

The housing potential estimates shown in Tables I-56 and I-57 were derived using a computer 

model based on current zoning standards and an. inventory of existing uses· citywide. (See 

.Appendix D for additional detaiu on methodology, terms used.) The largely undeveloped Treasure 

Island and Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard are currently. zoned "Public" and thus considered 

separately in this exercise. The number of units listed are currently proposed for these redevel

opment areas. Similarly; parcels in Mission Bay are treated as distinct from the rest of the City's 

housing opporrunity sires. Some 2,500 units out of the 6,000 proposed .units have already 

been built in t:he Mission Bay redevelopment area. Construction has also began for Phase I of 
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the Hunter's Poinr Naval Shipyard. Approximately 30% of units in these redevelopment areas 

are programmed to be affordable. · 

A database listing all parce!S in the City, along with rurrent land uses, zoning designation, and 

devdopment or lot improvements forms the basis of this evaluation. Land use information 

collected included type of use, building square footage, number of stories, building height, lot 

area, .floor area rario, and other peninent dara.. 

Table 1-56 categorizes the housing opportunity sites by zoning districts and lists the build-out 

·capacities of ·potential housing sites according to permitted residential densities. Over half 

(58%) of the new housing can be accommodated in neighborhood commercial and mixed~ 
districts; only 18%· can be expected to be built in traditional residential districts. 

vacant or NeET vacant Sil!is · Untlerda~eloped Stles , . 
. . - - --~- -- ---- -- -- --~~- =-- = • - --=--- --~ 1 No of . 

General Zorung Disllicts No. of , No of - . ParCeis Net Units Total Acres 
_Parcels Net Uruts Acres Parcels Not Umts Acres 

------- - ----- - -------- - ---- ------ ---------------- - --

ReSidential 919 2,775 101.9 1,155 8,013 151.7 2,074 .10,788 253.6 

Neighborhood Commercial 282 7,044 86.2 1,846 14,851 232.9 2,128 21,895 319.1 

Mixed Use Districts · 191 2,942 32.8 481 7,848 92.8 672 10,790 125.6 

Downtown Commercial 64 658 33.9 193 1,176 44.6 257 1.834 78.5 

Downtown Residential 21 -~·Ei_1_Ei_ - 4.4 .25 ?,299 5.9 46 4,814 J(J}_ -

Industrial 173 6,263 107.3 421 6,254 110.2 594 12,507 217.5 

Sub-Total 1,676 22,814 377.6 4,207 45,663 713.1 5,883 62,628 1,090.6 

2gf~Jf.~~Mi§~w!~~fitN~¥~,!~}~t~~-~#:{Jtgt~;t~ii&~'.fh#i~W&${t1&~i1,J~~t~:~;:~~');~~)~;;;'~0~::tt1t:'.Gi~4f'::~?;;Ii':;f~;1{~:,1 . 
Mission Bay 3,500* 

Treasure Island 

Hunter's Point Shipyard 
(Phase I) 

Sub-Total 

TOTALS 

Tablel-56 
Eslimaled New Housing 

Construclion Polenlial 
in Undeveloped and 

Underdeveloped Siles 
by Generalized Zoning 

· Districts, San Francisco, 
2008 . 

6,000 

1,600 

11,100 

73,726 

.,.. hRJ;jning anits ·ID be built 

SDURCC SF Planning Dcpanmcru: 

Tables 1-56 and 1.-57 disaggregate this new housing potential according to the parcels' existing 

state of underutilization or lack of development. There are 1,650 parcels totaling 366 acres 

that are classified as undeveloped where almost 22,200 new housing units could potentially 

be constructed._ Another 4,120 lots are aISo seen as developable for residential uses, possibly 

yielding over 40,4;40 new units. As detailed in Appendix D, only parcels developed up to 30% 

of pared potential are considered in this inventory. Due to high demand for housing, new 

construction have occurred in developed parcels, not just vacant or underdeveloped parce!S. 

Hence, parce!S with more than 50% of zoned capacity have been and are being redeveloped; 

live/work and loft developments as well as rehabilitation and conversion of existing buildings 

are examples. About 58% of all live/work and loft-style developments have been built in de

veloped industrial-zoned parcds; some 77 buildings were demolished to accommodate about 

1,460 units while 79 buildings were convetted and rehabilitated, resulting in 1, 190 units. Only 
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T,7/;f;! f-57 
Estimated New Housing Construction Polential in Undeveloped and Underdeveloped Siles 
by Zoning District, San Francisco, 2008 

Zorung GrDlljl 

Residential 

Neighborhood 
Commercial I 
Neighborhood 
Commercial 

. Transit 

Commercial 
I Downtown 
Commerclal 

Zoning 
DiSl!lct 

RH-1 

RH-1(0) 

RH-1(S) 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RM-1 

RM-2 

RM-3 

RM-4 

RTD 

NCD 

NC-1 

NC-2 

NC-3 

NC-S 

NCTD 

NCT-2 

NGF3 

SoMaNCT 

C-2 

C-3-G 

C-3-0 

C-3-0(SO) 

C-3-R 

C-M 

Curr?nt Utilization 
------·--~·---- ' - --=-==----==--~~ 

Vatant or Near Vacant Siles · Undardevelopell DT-"SoftS~es" Total 
(Less Ulan 5% of zoned capacily) (From 5% - 30% _ Parce!S 

~-~--~~~~----~~~~-__ ofz~ned cap~~~J_ __ 
Par:cels ll!e! Unils Acres_ Parcels Net IJruls Acres 

919 2,775 101.9 1,155 8,D13 151.7 2,074 

457 676 44.1 54 241 1B.O 511 

135 135 21.9 2 2 0.1 137 

6 . 6 0.4 0 0 0.0 6 

169 564 18.1 337 736 31.9 506 

55 207 4.8 244 589 16.8 299 

43 238 4.8 . 161 1,793 36.7 204 

9 107 1.5 34 609 92 43 

14 230 2.2 69 1,115 12.1 83 

13 423 2.1 25 1,494 8.1 38 

1B 189 2.1 229 1,434 18.7 247 

282 7,044 86.2 1,846 14,851 232-9 2,128 

31 410 5.4 352 2,505 37.0 383 

24 139 2.8 250 931 21.4 274 

70 1,016 19.5 579 2,443 54_5 649 

BB 1,021 15.0 474 4,353 65.0 562 

11 58 12 34 1,537 28.7 45 

-22 3,265 34.9 66 754 7.9 BB 

3 174 1.9 10 134 1.4 13 

32 958 6.3 71 2,133 14.9 103 

3 0.0 10 61 1.1 11 

64 658 33.9 193 1,176 44.6 257 

16 384 26.3 26 282 19.6 42 

20 145 4.2 57 316 9.7 77 

7 71 1.3 30 - 278 4.8 37 

5 16 0.5 22 66 1.6 27 

6 02 13 41 1. 14 

13 30 31 143 4.7 44 

2 6 0.3 14 52 2.8 16 
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Total 
Sumo! 

Net Units 

10,788 

917 

137 

6 

1,300 

796 

2,031 

716 

1,345 

1,917 

1,623 

21,895 

2,915 

1,070 

3,459 

5,374 

1,595 

4,019 

30B 

3,091 

64 

1,834 

666 

461 

349 

82 

47 

170 

59 

·Total 
Sumo! 
·Acres 

253.6 

Zone!I 
Urn1s/ 

--Acre 

62.1 15 

22.0 11 

0.4 15 

50.0 29 

21.5 44 

41.5 54 

10.B 73 

14.2 109 

10.2 218 

20.B See note 1 

318.1 

42.5 See note 1 

23..2 54 

74.0 54 

80.2 73 

29.8 54 

42.7 See no1e 1 

3.3 See note 1 

22.1 73 

1.2 See note 1 

78.5 

45.9 54 

14.0 348 

6.1 348 

2.1 348 

1.6 348 

5.8 348 
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SUD/ 21 Z,515 4.5 25 Z,Z99 5.9 46 4,814 10.3 
Downl1111111 

SB-DTR 100 0.6 0 0 0.0 100 0.6 See note 1 Residential 
VNMDRSUD 13 687 . 2.0 1B 1,728 4.9 31 2,415 6.9 See note 1 

RHDTR 7 1,728 1.8 7 571 1.0 14 2,299 2.8 See note 1 

Mixed Use 191 Z,94Z 3Z.B 481 7,848 gz.a 67Z 10,798 1Z5.6 

CCB 10 0.0 5 86 0.4 ~6 0.4 218 

CRNC 3 60 0.3 10 167 O.B 13 227 1.1 218 

CVR 0 0 0.0 13 0.1 13 0.1 218 

MUG 3 0.1 17 184 3.0 18 187 3.0 See note 1 

MUD 16 270 2.8 19 351 4.2 35 621 7.0 See note 1 

MUR -----ro ---- ----2-:s -----
58 1~050- 7.1 79· 1,501" 9.9' See note 1 451 

RC-3 2 52 0.5 20 209 2.0 22 261 2.9 109 

RC-4 30 942 4.4 99 3,033 13.5 129 3,975 18.9 218 

RED 3 31 0.3 15 70 0.9 18 101 12 109 

RSD· 5 153 <l.7 7 '246 1.1. 12 399 1.8 218 

SU 40 77 4.4 53 301 17.6 93 378 22.0 218 

SPD 0 0 0.0 2 3 0.1 2 . 0.1 73 

Ufy!U 39 756 13.5 138 1,969 382 177 2,725 51.7 See note 1 

SLR 31 137 3.1 37 166 4.3 68 303 7.4 218 

Industrial I 173 6,253 1~7..3 4Z1 6,Z54 110.Z 594 1Z,507 Z17.5 
PDR 

M-1 148 4,7)7 78.6 409 5.346 942 589 10,729 185.9 54 

M-2 25 1,536 28.6 12 908 16.0 64 7,624 119.6 .54 

Sub-Totals 1,650 ZZ,187 365.~ 4,1Z1 40,441' 63!1.1 5,771 62,&ZB 1,005.0 

Prllgrammeit I Redevelopment Areas 11,100 

Mission Bay 3,500 

Treasure Island 6,000 

HIUller's Point Shipyard (Phase Q 1,600 

TOTALS 73,7ZB 

SOURCC SF Pluming Dcpamn=r 

No= 
1 These disuicu do not nomlo.ally rcruii:t n:sidcntial. dcnsiey; bile rcgulaccs it b~ OD F.ictora such as lot cover, cxpoJWC,, and unit mix rcquin:mcncs. 
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General iZed Permitted Housing Densities 
by Zoning Districts, 
San Francisco, 2008 

DensitY (Average .Units per Acre) 

I 
·Low (14) 
Moderately Low (36) 
Medium (54) 
Moderately High (91) 
High (283) 
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40% of live/work: unin. were built in vacant or nearly vacant parcels. Other examples include 

the full conversion of a 140,690 sq ft office building inco a 104-unic residemial building, and 

the demolition of a tourist hotd to construct a new 495-unit rental housing. Given· San Fran

cisco is largely built-up, parcels such as these would not have been considered in estimating the 

remaining zoned land capacity but were nevertheless redeveloped; the estimates in this section . 

are thus conservative for considering only vacant and up to 30% developed parcels. 

In addition, redevelopm~t of Mission Bay, Treasure Island and Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard 

will bring an additional 11,100 unit5. Undeveloped or underdevdoped parcels with proposed 

residential developments in rh.e pipeline arc not included in this assessment. About 230 of 

800 acres of soft sites fall in areas with receiitly adopted area plans (Eastern Neighborhoods, 

Market & Octavia, Balboa Park, Rincon Hill, VISitacion Valley). The residential development 

pipeline, which account5: for some 50,200 unit5 at the time of this repo_rt's writing, will be 

discussed at a later section of this report. 

2. Suitability of In-Fill Housing Development Under Existing 
Zoning · · 

-Approxim.atelyone~half-of Sarr ·Francisco's developable-1.and is devoted·roresidential-use;-Gf- ----

the residentially zoned acreage, a majority of the area (76%) is zoned for single family and two 

unit housing, at a housing density of appro:rimacely 10. to 29 units per acre. Other residential 

areas with higher housing densities, such as the Van Ness corridor and neighborhoods north of 

Market Street, bring average housing density citywide to 15 net dwelling units per acre.1 Table 

I-57 lists the City's zoning categories that permit residential development, grouping these by 

generalized housing density levels. Map I-6 provides a gerieralized illustration of housing 

densities citywide. 

The locatioil' of San Francisco's housing stock is detailed in Table I-22 (page 24) and the geo

graphic boundaryusedforthis data is the Planning District (shown on Map I-3, page25). The 

North~t and Richmond distriet5 have the most units. One-third (34%) of the city's unin; 

are located in buildings with ten or more unin;, while single funily homes account for almost 

another third (31 %). 

All parcels considered in chis estimate meet the minimum lot requirement for development. 

Seventy-four of these parcels are vacant or undeveloped, and cover·half an acre or more. Most 

non-profit developers. of affordable housing consider 0.5 acre as the minimum lot size neces

sary to meet economies of scale. Altogether, these parcels - about-half of which are one acre or 

larger - can accommodate aver 5,550 new housing units. 

l Noc induding righr of wa.y md. nn:cu.. 
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z - Aveli!!e - Estimated _ - _ _ _ -- --
Densily 115 n:ri - -Uni!$ per · Population - . £eneral ~harac!erislics and LocaUons 

____ _::_ - ___ Acre _ ~~iei-~cre_: _____________ , __ -__ 

Low Density 

Moderately 
Low Density 

Medium 
Density 

Moderately 
High Density 

High Density 

RH-1 

RH-1(D) 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RM-1, RTO 

C-2 

M-1, M-2 

Eastern 
N'hoods 
Mixed-Use 

NCs 

RM-2, 
RM-3 

RC-3 

Chinatown, 
NCTs, RED 

RM-4 

RC-4 

DTR 

C-3 

C-M 

14 - 32. 

36 83 

54 124 

91 209 

283 651 

Mostly single-family housing located primarily in the southern and 
western parts of the City 

Smaller multi-family housing such as duplexes, triplexes, and flats 
located around the City's central hills areas of Diamond Heights, 
Twin Peaks, and Potrero Hill; also around Golden Gate Park in the 
Richmond, and the northern part of the Sunset districts, the Marina 
and edges of Mission Bay bordering open space areas 

Non-residential commercial and industrial districts; certain areas adja
cent to commercial zones; also in the central areas of Mission Bay 

More intensively developed northeastern part of the Cily; along major 
transit corridors such as Van Ness Avenue, Upper Market Street and 
Columbus Avenue; in' major redevelopment areas such as the West
ern Addrrlon, Golden Gateway; in Nob Hill, Chinatown, North Beach, 
edges of Mission Bay bordering commercial and industrial areas 

Downtown districts, Rincon Hill, Cathedral Hill, parts of the Western 
Addition; parts of Diamond Heights, parts of Parkmerced, _Nob Hill, 
parts of the northeastern section of the City; heavy commercial 
districts. 

li<bl• f-58 

3. Locating New Housing Development in .Existing 
Nefghbo_rhoods and Planned Areas 

Generalized Housing 
Densities Allowed by Zoning 
Distric!s, San Francisco, 
2008 

As l;'ahle I-57 on page 64 shows, residential districts contain a substantial number of undevel

oped lo~. _Locating new housing development in these districts makes sense, as housing should 

go where other housing already exists. These in-fill sites are scattered throughout all residential 

neighb;rhoods and construction of additional units will have very minimal cumulative effect 

on infrasrrucrure needs. The build-out assumption for these districts also takes lnto account 

typical housing types (single-fumily homes in RH-I, for example); and there would be little 

impact on the neighborhoods' residential character. 

Neighborhood commercial districts are also ideal for additional housing· because of these 

neighborhoods' proximity to transit and services. Typically; the calculation assumes upper sto

rey residential development over ground floor commercial uses, although height limits in some 

neighborhood commercial districts may have a dampening effect on residential development. 

Downtown districts are s~ly ideal for residential development given proximity to jobs and 

transit. The higher densities allowed under currem zoning in these districts could bring almost 

2,200 new units. Some industrial lands may be more suitable than other industrial sites for 
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residential development ba5ed on its proximity to existing residential districts arid transit. Ar 

least 18,350 units can be accommodated in these industrial lands. 

The City's mixed-use districts in Chinatown and South of Market are generally buik up and 

yielded smaller numbers of developable sites. However, with higher densities allowed in these 

areas, in-fill development could accommodate at least a:n additional 5,980 units. 

The Mission Bay Plan, adopted and being carried out by the San Francisco Redevelopment 

Agency; envisions a new neighborhood arising from one of the City's few vast and under~ed 

vacant industrial tracts. Projected land uses include a mix of housing and job oppartunities. · 

Mission Bay North will accommodate 3,000 units of housing while Mission Bay South will 
have 3,090 units. Over 2,120 units ·have already been built and the remaining 3,900 are 

expected to be completed by 2020. 

Hunters Point Naval Shipyard, another redevelopment project, will involve re-use of the 500-

acre former miliruy base. The HPNS Redevelopment Plan sees the decommissioned shipyard 

transformed into a mini-city with housing, job opportunities and recreational uses. The resi

dential component of Phase I in the 25-year, three-phase Redevelopment Plan will bring about 

some 1,600 new housing units in the proposed Hills Neighborhood. Construction has begun 

-- - ancit!iefust resiaentln>fthe redeveloped-sires-are-expected to-move-in-by-20-Hl at-the-~liest.-- -- -

Redevelopment of Treasure Island, while not expected co commence during the 2007-2014 

RHNA reporting period, has been included in the la.rid inventory because of its lo~g-term 
potential for housing. The current proposal includes some 6,000 to 7,000 units. 

a. Housing in Residential Areas 

Housiag development on remaining vacant, residentially zoned sites will occur as market pres-

. sure intensifies to build on available residential sites throughout the City. These sites generally 

have low or moderately low density residential-house zoning designations (RH-1, RH-2 or 

RH~3), which permit only one, two or three units per lot in most rues. Most housing- es

pecially family housing - is already located in these residential districts. It is estimated that 
there is an in-fill housing potential of approximately 1,825 units on vacant and underutilized 

RH-1 and RH-2 parcels, which allow for single-family and duplexes, respectively. Typical 

densities range from a maximum of 14 units per acre for RH-1 districts and 39 units per acre 

for RH-2. An additional 460 units can also be accomm:odated in RH-3 parcels that allow for 

development of triplexes at about 43 units per acre density. 

Residential mixed districts (RM) and residential commercial combin~d districts (RC) permit 

non-residential uses but rem:ain predominantly residential in c:haracter. These ar.eas are gener

ally adjacent to commercial zones and can have incense, compact development. Medium 

density residential districts typically contain a mixture of dwelling types found in RH districts 

but have a signifo;ant number of apartm~nt buildings. Over 2, 115 new units can be developed 

in low-density residential mixed districts (RM-1 ). This zoning category allows for a maximum 

of 54 units per acre. About 530 and 1,030 additional new units can be in the RM-2 and RM-. 

3 districts respectively. Almost 2,730 new units can be in-fill development in the downtown 

residential districts ringing the City's downtown core, where higher densities are p=itted.. 
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All told, there is the potential for almost 8,300 new units on vacant or underutilized parcels in 

these medium- and high-density residential zones. 

b. Housing in Neighborhood Commercial Districts 

Both Planning Code regulations and General Plan policies encourage housing over com

mercial sp=es in distt:iets throughout the City. More recently, regional and national interest 

in transit-oriented development has grown considerablf. The close proximity of neighbor

hood cornm.ercial districrs to transit preferential streets makes in-fill sites in these districrs' _ 

particularly suitable for developmenL There is also a proven strong marker for mixed-use 

development:.. Mked-use projects, with commercial and residential components, accounted 

for a significant: amount of c:he new buildmg construction in the last decade. Opportunity sites 

in neighborhood co=ercial districts cover over 330 acres of land in che City. This represents 

the potential for roughly 22,350 new housing units over ground floor commercial spaces. 

c. Better Neighborhoods Program 

The Better Neighborhoods Pro~am was initiated by the Planning Department to address the 

Cir:y's related housing and transportation challenges. It seeks to do so by-strengthening the 

linkages between land use _and rransportation planning, so that each one dfect:ively supports 

the other. Market and Octavia, Balboa Park, and the Central Waterfront were chosen as three 

pilot neighborhoods and selected t-o -serve as a model for other areas in the City. Glen Park and 

Japan.town were later added as compact versions of the Better Neighborhood planning pro

cess. Thes,e neighborhoods' proximity to transit and essential services 'are ideal for additional 

housing, including .units in upper stories above commercial uses: The Market Octavia Plan, 

promising an additional 5,900 Units, was adopted ill mid-2008. The Central Waterfront Plan 

was adopted, along with three other Eastern Neighborhoods, at the end of 2008. Balboa Park 

was also adopted in December 2008. The Central Waterfront Neighborhood Plan allows for 

the potential development of about 1, 100 to 1,500 new units while Balboa Park could mean 

some 800 to 3,150 additional units. 

Development opportunities in the Better Neighborhood areas vary. About 2, 100 units can be 

built in vacarrt or near parcels in the Market and Octavia area while underdeveloped parcels 

can accommodate about ~,570 units. The demolition of the Central Freeway and its replace

ment with Octavia Blvd. in the Market and Octavia Plan Area freed up about seven acres for 

redevelop.went All told, these publicly owned parcels have the zoned capacity tri accommo- -

date over 1,000 units and have been included in the overall estimate for the area. In Central 

Waterfront, vacant or near vacant parcels have the waed capacity to accommodate 865 units. 

Underdeveloped sites, mostly industrial uses such as warehouses, _can be redeveloped and yield 

over 1,000 units. Balboa Park, on the other hand, can see over 3,100 units in vacant or near 

vacant properties . .Ap_other 600 units can be built in underdeveloped parcels that have exiSt:ing 

uses such as single-storey commercial buildings or gasoline srations. 

d. Housing in Industrial Areas and the Eastem Neighborhoods 

A significant portion of new housing construct:ion (over 40%) _in the last decade occurred in 

the areas sourh of Market Street. These industrially zoned parts of the City provided a ready 

988 



. ·! 

CPC ADOPTED HOUSIHG ELEMENT 2009 

supply of flexible and inexpensive industrial space well suited for conversion to office space 

required by dot-com start-ups. At. the same time, these same areas became highly desirable 

residential locations, especially for live/w'ork or lofi:-styie housing. Many traditional occupants 

of industrial space ....:.... notably production, distribution and repair businesses· (PDR) - were 

displaced by rising rents brought on by new office and residential uses. Conflicts between new 

residents and remaining business~, esp~cially over noise and smells associated with many PDR 

activities made it difficult for businesses to operate. Some businesses found space elsewhere in 

San Francisco; many others left: the Ory altogether, and a number went our of business. 

Interim wning controls and Planning Commission po\ici.es underscored the importance of 

retaining_PDR activities and encouraging these uses on certain indusrrially zoned parcels while 

permitting housing and mixed-use activities on other industrially zoned pari:els. Recently 

approved community planning in the Eastern Neighborhoods, where most industrially zoned. 

laii.ds are located,-· proposed new zoning conrmls that define uses permitted on these parcels. 

An additional potential of 7,400 new ho~g units in industrial ~els came about with the 

passage of new zoning standards. 

The mostly industrial Bayview neighborhood can see an additional 3,100 new units with the 

devel_opment of vacant or mostly vacant parcels. Redevelopment of underdeveloped sites in 

---------------- ·-me area coiild-mean an·-aadioonaI-(l;600-wuts~-· -vacant-or· near vacant parcels--in-SoMa-have- ---

the wned capacity to accommodate about l, 120 units. Underdeveloped parcels in East SoMa. 

are largely mostly low htdustrial buildings and can potentially be redeveloped to 1,500 units. 

Development of vacant or near vacant parcels in the Mission can add 470 to tb.e areas housing 

stock. Underdeveloped sites in the Mission - largely commercial and some industrial buildings 

- have the potential to be redeveloped into some 2,600 units. In Showplace Square/Potrero 

Hill, about 380 units can be built in vacant parcels and another l,~00 units in underdeveloped. 

sites. With rezoning of the largely residential VISitacion Valley, deVelopment of vacant or near 

vacant sit~ can result i.i;i 820 units and 400 units in underdeveloped sites. Vacant or near vacant 

sites in West SoMa have ·the potential to be developed into 270 units while underdeveloped. 

sites can acconim.odate almost 980 units. 

4. Suitability of Potential Affordable Housing Sites 

Affordable housing in San Francisto includes subsidized rnulti-f.unily units, single room oc

cupancy units (SRO), emergency shelters, transitional housing, and other types of group hous

ing. As noted earlier, such housing types are generally permitted in aS of right or as conditional 

use in all wning distri~ in San Francisco =pt in the low-density, single-family residential 

districts, the South of Market's residential enclave districts, and the industrial/PDR districts. 

In other municipalities, affordable housing includes housing for agncultur.il workers and low 

. cost nla.nufactured housing. San Francisco is highly urbanized and generally a distance from 

agricultural° employment. Some manufactured single-family housing have been erected in ·san 
Francisco bur prefabricated units may nor be appr~priate for high density, affordable housing 

in San Francisco, especially given seismic safety concerns. 

Affordable housing projects with on-site services requice a minimum of 90 units per s.ire to 

gain economies of scale for construction and operations. Of all potential in:lill sites, some 108 

parcels- with a total capacity of22,993 units - would permit this type of development. 
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Construction of affurdable multi-family llllirs genei-ally require a minimum lot size of 0.3 

acre or roughly 40 units per project to meet economies of.scale- There are around 220 such 

potential sires that are vacant or undeveloped.. Altogether, these larger parcels, which average . 

1.6 acres each, could accommodate some 29,066 new housing units. 

5. Accommodating Housing Suitable for Persons With 
Disabilities · 

San Francisco building code ensures that new housing developments comply with California 

building standards (Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations) and federal requirements 

for accessibiliry. The San Francisco building code incorporates the 2000 International Building 

Code. It provides reasonable accommodation for persoi'i.s with disabilities in the enforcement 

of building codes and the issuance of building permits through its flexible approaches co retro

fitting or converting existing buildings and corisrruction of new buildings that meet the shelter 

needs of persons with disabilities. 

a. Procedures for Ensuring Reasonable Accommodations 

While single-family and duplex or 2~family dwellings are generally not required to. be acces

sible =epc when they are part of a condominium or planned-use development, multi-family 

building accessibility requirements are contained in the California Building Code Chapter 

11.A, Chapccr 10, Chapter 30, and section 101.17.9.1. Commercial building access require" 

ments are contained in the California Building Code Chapter l lB, Chapter 10, Chapter 30, 

and section 101.17_ .11. The Planning .Code additionally requires parking spaces be specifically 

designated for persons with physical or mental disabilities. 

·b. Information Regarding Accommodation for Zoning, Permit Processing, and 
Building Codes 

The City provides information t? ;i.ll interested parties regarding accommodations in zoning, 

permit processes, and application of building codes for housing for persons with disabilities. 

c. Zoning and Other Land Use Regulations . 

There are no zoning or other land-use regulatoiy practices in San Francisco char could dis

criminate against persons with disabilities and impede the availability of such housing for 

these individuals. The City per~ts group homes. of all sizes in mosr residential districts; as 

noted above, group housing is allowed on a conditional basis in low density; single-f.unily 

residential dist:dcts (RH-I, RH-2 and RH-3), as wdl as the industrial districts and most South 

of Market districts. All of the City's commercial zones also allow group homes: they are permit

ted as of right in the moderate density residential, downtown, commercial, and neighborhood 

.commercial districts where other supportive amenities are more accessible. In addition, San 

Francisco does not restrict o=pancy of unrelated individuals in group homes and does not 

define f.unily or enforce a definition in its zoning ordinance. The City grants variances. for 

"reasonable accomffiodations," i.e. necessary structures or appurtenances to assist with access 

and is developing legislative ordinance to bypass this variance procedure to provide a stream

lined procedure for exceptions needed by persons with disabilities. 
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d. Efforts to Remove Regulatory Constraints for Persons with Disabilities 

The Stare has removed any City discretion for review of small group homes foe persons wich 

disabilities (six or fewer residcnrs). The City docs not impose additional wning, building code, 

or permitting procedures ocher rhan chose allowed by State law. The City has also ~e wn

ing acco=odation.5 to encourage housing for persons wich physical and mental handicaps. 

Planning_Code Section 207 .4 and 209 .1 set che dwelling unit density for dwellings specifically 

designed for and occupied by senior citizens or physically or mentally handicapped persons 

at twice che density ratio established by any residential or neighborhood commercial district. 

Planning Code Section 135 reduces che minimum amount of usable open space to be provided 

for use by each dwelling unit to increase development feasibility. 

e. Permits and Processing 

The City docs not impose special permit procedures or requirements chat could impede che 

retrofitting of homes for accessibility. The City's requirernenrs for building permits and inspec

tions are che same as for other residential projecrs and are straightforward and not burdensome. 

Ory officials are not aware of any instances in. which an applicant _experienced delays or rejec

tion of a rerrofirting proposal for accessibility to persons with disabilities. 

---------------- - --- -------

B. CONSTRAINTS TO HOUSING ACCESS, 
PRODUCTION. AND CONSERVATION 

Housing development in California is a complex: and lengrhy process. San Francisco in par

ticular is one of che more challenging environmenrs to build housing. Factors including high 

land_ and_ construction costs, protracted entitlement and permitting processes, and organized 

opposition pose real obstacles to developing housing in San Francisco. 

One result of chis diffirulr landscape. has been the development of new housing in areas not 

fully appropriate fur residential development, such as in predominantly industrial areas without 

~ sufficient services and sodal infrastructure to support a pleasant and vical neighborhood. 

In meeting the City's housing goals, it is important to focus on areas that can absorb new 

development in the context of crearing viable ndghborhoods. The fim part of S~tion N, 

"Meeting Housing Needs," discussed suitable locations for potential new housing. This second 

part will discuss the challenges to new housing production and conservation. 

1. Equal Housing Opportunity 

All residents have the right to housing that is available without discrimination - that is, without 

limitations based on race, color, religion, sex, handi~p, familial starus, or national origiri. The 

federal Fair Housing An of 1968, and Californiis Fair Employment and Housing An. as well 
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as other non-discrimination acts, were enacted to prohibit discrimination; and San Francisco . 

has adopted a number of local anti-discrimination ordinances addressing housing and public 

accommodations (Adininistrativ~ Code Sections 12 A & 12 B, Police Code Sections 33, 38, 

and 1.2). These federal, srate and local provisions are enforced by the City's Human Rights 

Commission (HRC), which offers mediation services for filed complaints, technical assistance 

wirh referrals to nonprofit organizations and City agencies, and fair housing training for hous

ing provid=s. 

However, with. all of these protections, discrimination still occurs. Some of rhe major impedi

ments to fair housing include disccimination in access. to housing, condition, evictions and 

even lending practices. 

• Discrintination: The most .common forms of housing discrimination in San Francisco 
occur in. rental housing, when tenants - who may be facing racial discrimination, pov
erty, mental and physical handicaps, or have alternative sexual orientation or gender 
identity - are denied housing, discriminated against in the terms or conditions orher
wise avcL.ilable to orher tenants, or harassed by a landlord or fellow tenant. Section 8 
tenants in particular have difliculr}r accessing market rentals, as many landlords choose 
to not rent: to Section 8 tenants. 

• Poor conditions: Many available housing units are maintained in poor condition, at 
me expense of the quality of life for their tenants. The need to make physical improve
ments is critical to improve living conditions in low-in,come housing. Also, given the 
City's high percentage of renters with. disability; it is particularly critical for persons 
with special needs, to provide improved accessibility to existing housing units. 

• Formal and in:furmal evictions: Even with stare and local regulations against formal 
evictions, abuses ocarr as many residents are unaware of their protections. "Buyouts" 
(where t:he landlord pays the tenant an agreed upon dollar amount to vacate the property 
and therefore avoid any eviction processes) are also prevalent throughout the City. 

• Lending practices: Predatory lending, often directed towards low-income and minority 
comm_unities, has arisen as a facet of housing discrimination. The current foreclosure 
crisis is affecting chose communiries disproponionarely; and is also affecting renters of 
those foreclosed units, who are without traditional eviction rights 

Connecting all of these issues is a lack-of education about fair housing issues and a lack of in

formation connecting people to resources. Often, fair housing issues pit landlords.with. access 

to capital, legal advice and time, against renters who may not be aware of their rights and who 

may face other impediments in the system such as a language barrier. While San Francisco is 

fortunate to have a number of nonprofit organizations in addition to rhe City's Human Rights 

Commission (HRC) that provide public education, access to legal services and counseling, and 

even funding, they often lack resources to reach the majority of the population in need. 

2. Non-Governmental Constraints 

Government Code Section 65583(a)(5) requires rhat the Housing Element update include 

an assessment of non-governmental constraints to housing development. Such constraints 

include th.e price ofland, the cost of construction, and availability of financing. 
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a. Land Avajfability and Costs 

. Much of San Francisco exhibits an established, relatively dense development pattern and is 

considered by many to be substantially built-out. While there ace parcels of land still poten

tially available for development (see Tables I-56 and I-57 on pages 63-65), San Francisco's 

tight land market increases pressur~ on land value5. Both market-rate and affordable housing 

developers report that acquiring land for housing in the City is a challenge. The heightened 

values ofland make some of tht; land identified as a potential housing site infeasible for actual 

housing development, especially housing aifordable to lower income households. 

The City's fuiite supply of land, coupled with strong development pressure, means that land

owners can expect high prices for parcels they own, if they choose to sell for housing develop

mem ar alL Sites identified as po_tenrial housing sites may nc~t be sold to residential developers 

as some property owners are· satisfied wirli the.stare of their p~op17rties' devdopmenc. Institu

tions, for =mple, may keep surface parking uses to support other adjacent properties' more 

intense uses. Similarly, building owners may keep smaller but profitable commercial buildings 

instead of fully developing their properties. Furthermore, except in purely residential wning 

districts, housing developers must comp~te with other potential users. If it is more profitable 

for a landowner to hold or sell land for a commercial project, the land will not be available for 

housing. Privare vacant or underdeveloped lands identified as housing opportunity sites will 

--------·------- --on1.y see development if-lanao-wners-decidno-sell-;-arrd-the-prices-rhey demand-from-housing---

Ta.bk l-59 
Average Price per Square 

Foot of Vacant lands Sold, 
San Francisco, 2DDD-2DD7 

developers will allow for profitable development. 

Averar,e land values vary g=.tly by wning district as development potential varies greatly. 
Table I-59 bel~w details the average sales price per square fuot of vacant lands sold between 

2000 and 2007. It shows that vacant lands in the industrial zoning districts were the least 

expensive and sold, on average, at just over $48 per square foot:. These areas' lower priced 

lands made for the mid- to late 1990s' rapid and often detrimental incursions of housing into 

still viable industrial districts. 

_ Zonill!l Districts No. of Transactions Average Price per Sq. Ft. - - -- - - - --

Residential Districts 169 $83. 

Residential Mixed Districts 11 $176 

. Neighborhood Commercial Districts 32 $92 

Downtown Commercial Districts 5 $951 

Industrial Districts 39 $48 

South of Market Mixed Use Districts 12 $326 

SOURCE: SF As.tcssor-Recordcr':5 Offic:i SF Plannin' Department 

Single-family zoned districts, where typically one unit is permitted per lot, cost on average just . 

$57 a square foot. Vacant parcels in moderately low density residential wnes (where duplexes · 

and triplexes are permitted) and the neighborhood commercial districts, averaged $97 and $92 

per square foot respectively. Vacant land in the downtown and high density residential wning 

districts was considerably higher, averaging above $183 per square foor. The costliest vacant 
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lots sold recently were in the downtown commercial zones - which allow land uses more 

profitable r:han residential uses - averaging $951 ·per square foot. Vacant lots ia. the densely 

built South. of Market Mixed Use districts bordering downtown had sold, on average. just over 

$326 per square foot. 

Though specific land costs varied greatly depending on an areis location and underlying zon

ing, the price of land is a major component of a developer's overall cost of producing housing. 

(See Table I-60 on the following page) A r=a.t Planning Depanment study that ex?lored 

options for expanding the City's inclusioa.ary housing requirements compiled cost information 

from a,variety of data sources. It showed that land for housing development in San Francisco 

often cost around $110,000 per unit. 

b. Housing Development Costs 

In addition to high land costs, other direct costs of building new housing- the cost of labor, 

of construction materials and contractor fees - continued to escalate. Steep construction costs 

are generally seen as a major constraint on housing development ;u;_d especially impa~ afford-

. 'ability. In 2007, total development cost for an average two-bedroom condominium totaling 

925 sq. ft. was about $508,265 a unit or $549 per square foot. Table I-60 below breaks down 

these costs c:o direct (or hard) costs such as building construction and indirect (or soft) _costs 

sui:h as entitlement fees, financing, and insurance charges. 

In th.is estirr:iate, planning, entitlement and orher permitting fees - discussed ia. rhe section . 

above - totaled less than 2% of development costs. Specific site conditions may also add to 

rhe cost of new housing construction. For example, building demolition may be required with 

the re-use oE a site; toxic waste clean-up needed to mitigate chemical contamination in some 

former _industrial site:S; or increased foundation costs in potentially seismically unstable soils. 

Cost Ca!ElQDlieS Ciists % of Total Cns!S 
- - -~ - - --- -- - - -

DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS 

Land Cost $110,000 21.6% 

Building Construction $247,900 48.8% 

Parking Space Construction $20,000 3.9% 

Total Direct Costs $377,900 74.4% 

INDIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS 

Planning and Building Entitlement Fees $9,893 1.9% 

School Impact Fees $2,072 0.4% 

Developer Project Management, Architecture, Engineering 
$92,500 18.2% 

and Other 'Soft" Costs 

Construction Rnancing $25,900 5.1% 

Total Indirect Costs $130,365 ) 25.6% 

-TOTALDEVELOPMENTCOST $508,265 100.0% 

Total Cost per Square Foot 
$549 

(Average Net Unit Size: 925 sq ft) 

SOURCE: Sf Pknning Dq:iamnenc 
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c. Availability of Open Space 

Most of the potential housing sites identilied -- some 5,260 parcels -- are within walking dis
tance (114 mile) of open space amenities. Many of the remaining sites are located inn~ plan 

areas that include plans for more ·open space. For example, the Mission Bay project inclu~ 

new public open spaces to serve the residents of its 6,_000 new units and those of ~urrounding 

areas. The Rincon Point-South Beach Redevelopment area includes wo new shoreline parks 

while Guy Place Park is curr~tly being implemented per the Rincon Hill plan, due to open 

early 2010. The draft &creation and Open Space Element update prioritizes new open space in 

underserved areas. As new areas are planned for housing,. additional open space will need to be 

provided and should be included as part of future redevelopment plans, area plans, rewning 

provisions, and subdivision projects. 

d. Access to Commercial and Other Sewices 

Many of the areas where new housing is likely to occur offc;r a rich mixture of uses that can 

readily serve new residents. About 85% of potential housing· development site5 are within 

walking distance (1/4 mile) from a neighborhood commercial district. Additionally, much 

of the future housing development will be in mixed use projects that will likely include local 

--serving-eommereial-aGlivitles~If-these-new,-larger-scale .. dev:elopments.are_well .planned..and_ 

designed, the additional residents and businesses will enrich existing neighborhoods nearby. 

Major new housing developments that are isolated from requisite services do not create livable· 

neighborhoods, and can contribute to citywiQe traruportation problems. Plans for new neigh- . 

. borhoods, and specific plans for improving existing areas, must respond to the commercial and 

service needs of new residents. 

e. Transportation 

San Francisco's transportation system has been strained by the availability of free and relatively 

inexpensive parking in many parts of the City, which promotes driving. Coupled with job 

and population growth, th.is has increased congestion while decreasing the efficiency of public 

transit services. Recent planning efforts seek to address this issue and continue to closely ex

amine the interaction of land use and transportation to assure that current and furore residents 

are able to travel conveniently and efficiently to jobs, services, and recreational opportunities. 

Also, planners at the San _Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) are currently 

preparing the Countywide Transportation Plan that will prioritiz.e numerous improvements to 

i:he Oty's tranSportation system. 

f. Infrastructure Standards 

·Tu;: City imposes rees on sponsors of new development for_ various on- and off-site infrastruc

ture improvements when necessary. Various standards for street widths, curb requirements, 

and circulation improvements have been developed over time and are not believed to be 
excessive or to impose undue burdens on development. They apply cicywide and conf~rrn 

to the developed pattern of the City. More specific infrastructure improvements, such as 

particular streetscape design treatments, may be required of major new developments in the 

City's project areas. Given the densities at which residential land is developed in San Francisco, 
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these ~tr.ucture costs, even when borne partially ~y the developer, represent a relatively 

small cost per unit 

San Francisco's current housing stock is approximately 364,000 units. The housing_ produc

tion goal set by. HCD/ABAG for San Francisco is 31,200 units by 2014. This_ represents an 

increase of almost 8.7%. The capacity of the City's in&asoucture including water, sewage 

treatment, and utility services is generaJly not a con5traint to meeting San Francisco's housing 

goals .. M~y potential development sites are in areas .that are well~served by the existing in

frastructure. Som(: proposed area or neighborhood plans and very large development projects 

may require additional local infrastructure improvements. 

The San Francisco Public Utilities Co=ission's (SFPUC) Urban Wizter Management Plan 

(UWMP) for the City and County of San Francisco (SFPUC, December 2005) projects water de

mand from residential and commercial customers. While the SFPUC does project an increase 

in total demand, it also expects residential water use to decline, even as population increases, 

because of in.creased conservation measures and efficiency. The 2005 Plan also relies on greater 

use of groundwater.supplies and recycled water. The UWMP projects sufficient water supply 

in normal years, though during drought years demand will exceed supply. During drought 

years, plans are in place to institute varying degrees of water rationing depending on the sever

ity of the drought. The SFPUC has begun the implementation of a 13-year Water Supply 

Improvement Program (WSIP) approved by the voters of San Francisco in the November 

2002 General Election as Proposition A The $4.3 billion WSIP will ensure that safe and 

reliable drinking water service will be provided to meet projected San Francisco retail cusromer 

d=and anticipated in the UWMP through 2018. 

The WSIP will maintain compliance with state and federal drinking water standards while 

· ensuring that the system will be functional in the event of a natural disaster, and will attempt to 

provide adequate water supplies during drought conditions. The SFPUC also has an on-going 

program to repair and replace outmoded and aging components of the City's water delivery 

and distribution infrastructure. 

The SF PUC has committed to a number of programs to reduce water demand, whicn . are· 

described in greater detail in the uWMP. The SFPUC is also implementing a Recycled Water 

Program to produce recycled water for ~on-potable irrigation purposes. 

In 1997, the City completed a 20-year program to upgrade its wastewater trearment syst=· 

to bring it into full compliance with federal and state clean water regulations. Because San 

Frari.cisco has a combined sanitary and stormwater system,_ the largest volume of wastewater 

occurs during wet weathe_r. 

In 2005, the SFPUC launched a citywide $150 million, Five-Year Wastewater Capital Im~ 

provement Program (WWCIP) to improve the reliability. and efficiency of San Francisco's 

combined wastewater and storm water system. Over the next few years, this program will help 

address the most critical needs .of the aging wastewater system, improve the capacity of sewer 

mains, and upgrade treatment facilities. 
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The Warer Pollution Concrol Division of rhe SFPUC reports char rreacmenr capaciry is available 

ro serve expected growth. However, rhere are areas where local sewers, which transport waste 

to rhe treatment system, might be undersized and Will need to be examined on a case by case 

basis. In 2012, the SFPU.C will begin a public process to update rhe completed Oean Water 

Master Plan to identify rhe future course of the City's wastewater and storm water collection. 

and !Ieatment system, including repair or replacement of structurally-inadequate sewers to 

address localized flooding problems. Some proposed area plans or very large devdopment 

projects may need local infrastructure improvements to connect to the City's system. 1 

In 2006, pursuant to SB 1087 and Government Code Section 65589.7, the SFPUC approved 

Resolution. 06-0185 adopting a written policy to provide water and sewer service to new 

developments on an income-neutral bask The SFPUC will also give priority to applicants 

for devdopments chat include the sale or remal of housing that is affordable ro lower-income 

households during any period when supply, ueatment, or distribution capacity is limited.. 

San Francisco's solid waste is transferred to the Al=ont Land.fill, in Alameda County. In 

1988, the City signed a long-term disposal agreement chat provides for the disposition of up 

to 15 million tons of solid waste at Altamont. As of January 1, 2008, approximately 11.875 

million tons of this capacity had been used, leaving a balance of 3.125 million tons. The 

-- - --- - --- ------- -------- ----Solid Waste--Frogram-is-asivfily-warking-to-in.Grtlase recyding-,-resulting-in-le-ss-disposal-at the 

landfill. Current City incentives to Norcal Waste Systems to decrease waste disposal even 

further would allow landfill capacity at Alt:amont to extend to 2015 .. The City is exploriD.g 

long-term options for solid waste disposal for when Alnmont capaciry has been reached. 2 

Despite .recent supply problems, future gas and dectricity supply should mee_r projected needs. 

Pacific Gas and ·Electric Company (PG&E) has filed a "Load Forecast" for San Francisco 

through 2014 with rhe California Energy Commission. This forecast is rbe basis for capital 

and operating plans, and covers both residential and commercial demand. PG&E is planning 

for a 20% increase i..a: demand between 2006 and 2014. In addition, the City and County.of 

San Francisco in 2004 commenced the San Francisco Electric Reliability Project that calls for 

a new City-owned power plant to operate during periods of peak demand. 

g. Environmental Features 

San Francisco is a built-up city: The sites inventoty in rhe previous section identified par

cels that are suitable for infiiI devdopment. Unlike other jurisdictions, devdopment in. San 

Francisco is not constrained by environmental features such as protected wetlands or oak tree 

preserves. However, major programmed redevdopment efforts are proposed in areas that have 

been identified in the 2008 Floodplain Management Ordinance as potentially flood-prone. 

This lisr includes Mission Bay; Treasure Island, Candlestick Point~ Bayview Hunters Point Area 

C, and the Hunters Point Shipyard. ·Floodplain management requirements are incorporated 

into redevdopment plans in these areas to ensure that.any land at risk of flooding will be raised 

above the floodplain prior to redevelopment. 
·---·--·--···--·-·····-·-·-·-···-·----···········-·-·-······-·····-····-----··----·····--··-·-.·····--·-·---···-------·······-·-
1 Greg Braswell. San Fr2r1cisco DcpartmCDt of Public Wodts. Bul'CllJ. ofE.nginecrin'° E-mail communiclaciori, August 22. 2008. 
2 This information ll on the Solid W:mc. Progrun.'s website: www.sli::nvhoomc:nr.org. 
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San Francisco has several brownfield designatiim.s that have been identified under th_e Califor

nia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). San Francisco has initiated planning dfoits in each 

of these areas to f.tcilitate the dean-up process. Full clean up of the sites to residential standards 

has been required under the EIR's for each plan area: 

• Mission Bay: The Mission Bay redevelopment area has been the subject of =ensive 
dean-up sio.ce the mid 1980's, when the Santa Fe Pacific Realty Corporation began to 

remediate and redevelop the former railyard at Mission Bay in California. The redevel
opment plan is now more than 60% complete. 

• Hunter's Point Shipyard: The Hunters Point U.S. naval shipyard, a federally designated 
Superfund site contaminated by toxic ~. has been the subject of redevelopment 
plans for 20 years. In July 2010, the Environmental Impact Report for a redevelop
ment plan which would dean up the site and add 10,500 homc:s (32% affordable), as 
well as 320 acres of parkland and open space was certified. Clean up on the site was 

initiated this y= 

• Eastern Neighborhoods: The industrial character of many sites in these neighborhoods 
meant cliat individual clean up efforts may be necessar:y. Recently, several sires have 
been fully deaned and converted to residential activities, most recently the Deres Lofts, 
where a fotmer paint manufacturing plant converted into 500 units. 

• Schlage Lock Site: The former Schlage Lockfactotyoperations polluted the groundwater 
at their site and on adjacent parcels. Ingersoll-Rand, the longtime owner of the Schlage 
Lock Co. factory that existed on the ~ice, transferred the property to a developer, UPC, 
who has agreed to spnsor site clean-up. In 2009, the Board of Supervisors adopted 
the Visitactiori Valley/Schlage Lock Redevelopment Plan,, which will provide slipport 
for clean-up activities. Demolition and remediation activities began immediately after 
adoption 

San Francisco's Maher Ordinance (San Francisco Public Works Municipal Code, article 20) 

also mandates soil analysis for hazardous waste .by the Department of Public Health.. This 

regulation requires site history and soil analysis reports foe all building permit applicants in 

areas where dup:lping may have occurred in the past. Affected areas have been mapped by staff, 

and cover the majority of the City's Downtown area and its eastern shoreline. The Hazardous 

Waste Program staff continue to review and process th.e reporrs require.d in the Analyzing tlie 

Soil for Hazardous Waste Ordinance (Maher) and oversee activities in the City. 

Like most coastal cities, San Francisco is vulnerable to sea level rise. However, recent plans for 

· shoreline development include measures to protect development from rising sea levels. ·Tue 

Treasure Island Master Plan concentrate development at the island's center, elevates the build

ing pad for the island's proposed developed area, and protects the buildings with a levee and 

a wide setback. Hunters Point Shipyard also elevates the total building pad for development, 

and also designed a flexible managem.ent strategy including incremental strategies on how 

tci deal with shoreline based on accual rise levels. San Francisco staff continues to collaborate 

with the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) on overall 

adaptation strategies for the City. 

Finally, San Francisco has taken seriously the impacts of greenhouse gas emissions. In 200 l, the · 

City adopted Resolution No. 010-01, which mandated local efforts to curb global warming, 

including adoption of a greenhouse gas emissions reductions goals for the City and County of 
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San Francisco and continued actions toVv:irds achieving these goals. A primary component of 

meeting these goals is directing development towards transit-served areas, to reduce greenhouse 

gas emissions from transportation. The City's area plms serve to dicect development to transit 

served areas, and numerous policies in Part Ii of the City's Housing Element also support i:his 
aim. 

h. Community Acceptance 

San Francisco has a suong tradition of public involvement in policy discussions and pos

sesses a very engaged ci~ on development issues. This activism ofren takes the shape 

of organized opposition to housing projects across. the City, especially affordable housing for 

low-income residents and even towards well planned and designed developments. Sucli vocal 

opposition poses very real impediments to project sponsors and can lead to significant time 

delays, additional cost, or a reduction in the number of residential units produced. The City is 

committed to the involvement of citizens in the planning process and to the need to expound 

on the importanee of working towards cityW:ide housing objectives. Two recently approved 

planning initiatives - the Market/Octavia plan and the Eastern Neighborhoods Community 

Planning plan and re-zoning - have engaged .residents, property owners, workers, and other 

stakeholders and sought broad public community backing through participatory programs of 

. -ea.ucatioii,-pllblfc-di:i.logue and iiiput, anclc6nsea5us l:milaing 

The number of Discretionary Review requests initiated by members of the public ranged 

from 281 in 2001 to 126 in 2008. The relationship between Discretionary Review requesrs 

~d building permit applications (as a percentage of total permits filed) has been relatively 

.constant with a recent high of 9%_ in 2005 and low of 6% in 2007. The current Discretionary 

Review process does not produce eonsistent or fair results, makes the devdopment process 

more lengthy and costly for all involved, and takes tlme away &om the Commission to address 

larger planning issues. . 

3. Governmental Constraints 

.Housing producrion in San Francisco is affected by a number of governmental regulations, 

from local policies and codes to state and federal land use regulations and state environmental 

laws. This section will examine the impacts of local governmental regulations on residential 

development as these can be addressed by local housing policy. These regulatory controls' have 

been carefully crafred over time to balance citywide needs and address public concerns. These 

regulations were established to be consistent with the City's General Plan priorities to conserve 

and protect e:xist:ing housing and neighborhood character. They also regulate new develop- · 

ment to be compatible with and not detrimental to the area with respect to size, shape, ~c 
and its generated noise, open space and urban design requicernents. The time required to 

administer and approve projects can add to the- cost of housing production. Bur without 

these standards, an even greater check on new housing construction could result from public 

opposition to new development. 

Addressing these constraints must be balanced against other citywide needs and will also be 

tempered by public concerns. Most of San Francisco's existing regulations were established to 
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be consistent with the City's General Plan priorities to conserve and protect existing housing 

and neighborhood character, regulating development to be compatible with' ne.ighborhood 

characcer, and not detrimental to the area with respect to size, shape, traflic and its generated 

noise, open space and urban design requirements. The time required to administer and ap

prove projects can also add to the cost of housing production. But without these standards, 

an even greater check on new housing construction could.result fi-om public opposition to 

development 

To address these issues, the City has made a number ~fimprovements to remove hurdles in the 

City's General Plan and Planning Code, including: 

• Using community planning processes to adopt streamlined regulations around discre
tionary process and reducing Conditional Uses; 

• Using community planning processes to increase development capacity, including 
height, density and required lot sizes; 

• Reduction of parking and open space requirements. 

a. Entitlements 

Proposed developments that deV:iate from or exceed permitted development standards, or that 

bring up other planning or environmental concerns, are subject to additional ass~ment and 

woµld require conditional use approi.Js, variances, and discretionary reviews. All these special 

permits take longer to process as they require greater srudy and.analysis, public notifications 

and hearings, and approvals fi:om the Planning Commission or the Zoning Administrator: 

The Commission may impose conditions or mitigation measures. 

I) Land Use &gulations and Community Plans. The Planning Code, in particular, 

can present constraints to housing development. Height and density limits, parking and open 

space requirern.ents, for example, can constrain housing form and increase production costs; 

discretionary processes such as Conditional Use authorizations can extend both the timeline 

for and the cost of housing construction." 

The San Francisco Planning Department has prepared a number of community plans intended 

to shape growth in our urban neighborhoods, by encouraging housing where it makes sense 

and by using that housing growth to strengthen neighborhoods. The community planning 

process provides a neighborhood-based forum to-grapple with issues such as appropriate height 

and density. It: also provides the opportunity to shape new regulations for development which 

streamline the housing approval process yet make sure development still is designed according 

to the appropriate neighborhood character. · 

In the past five ·years, the Planning Department has completed several plans for the Downtown 

area (Rincon Hill and Transbay), a series of"Better Neighborhoods Plans" (Market & Octavia, 

Balboa Park and the Central Waterfront), and the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans (East SoMa, 

Showplace Squ.are/Potrero Hill, and Mission). Adoption of these plans into the City's General 

Plan enabled dearly stated housing development policies. Each new neighborhood plan is 
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also accompanied by a set of new regulations, including amendments to the General Plan, 

Planrung Code, and other required documents. The goal of these amendments is to escablish 

parameters for new development that give resi~ts and developers a clear sense of what is and· 

is not allowed in these neighborhoods. Amendments· reduce discretionary processes such as 

Conditional Use authorizations as much as possible while still ensuring adequate co=unity 

review (in the Better Neighborhoods and Eastern Neighborhoods Aiea Plans, most housing is · 

permitted as-of-right, arrd ~nditional use requirements for des.ign aspects such as height have 

been eliminated)._ In many cases, the amendments a.!So include a clarified public review and 

approval process that reduces permitting time and hearings. 

Planning Code amendments adopted with each new neighborhood plan also seived to expand 

potentlal development capacity in each of these· areas, using tools such as height increases, 

removal of maximum densities, and removai ·of mini.alum required lot sizes .. This increases 

flexibility for development on all sites in the projecc ar~, and has resulted in an expanded 

development capacity which is detailed in Appendix D. 

2) Parking Requirements: Providing parking repres~ts a significant cost to develop

ers and can affect housing prices, adding as much as $50,000 to the pf!'.ce of a new unit. Surface 

level parking also takes up valuable real estate that could be devoted to housing or other uses . 

. --&;u~ par~~eq~enrs·c.m acras a conStralliti:Onoiisi.rig-d~elopmeiit:--·· --- --- --- -

Parking requirements vary throughout the City's zoning districts, hlll!ed on factors like density 

and transit~=· For example, in the City's low density districts (one-, two- or three-funily 

.. housing distriets), one parking space is required fur each dwelling uniL The City's big.Ii-density 

residential districts, including RC-4, RSD, and other mixed use areas, require o'ne parking 

space for every four units. In Downtown districts such. as the DTR, NCT, RTO or C-3 

Districts, n~ parking is ~uired. ProviSion of guest parking is not required by the City for 

any housing development; it is only required for temporary stay usc:S such as hotel, motel or 

medical institution. Parking is not required for housing designed for and occupied by senior 

citizens, for group housing or for single-room occupancy dwellings; parking requirements for 

100% affordable housing projects can be modified as a "vanance" to reduce the 1:1 parking_ 

ratio requirement. 

Recent amendments to the Planning Code removed parking requirements altogether iri. a 

n~ber of zoning districts; instead, a maximum number of parking spaces serves as a c:ip. 

Newly adopted zoning districts such as Downtown Residential. (DTR), C-3, Neighborhood 

Commercial Transit (NCT), and Residential Transit Oriented (RTO) Districts, have been 

established in several parts of the City do not require parking; provision of parking space is 

capped ar one car fur every four dwelling uni~ (or less with a conditional use). 

To address the cost parking adds to the development price tag, the "unbundling" of parking 

spaces has also been institutionalized through the Planning Code. The newly adopted Sec

tion 167 of the Panning Code requires that parking costs be separated fu:im housing costs in 

housing developments of 10 or more units. Off-street parking spaces that are acces~ory to 

residential uses can be leased or sold separately from the rental or purchase fees for dwelling 

units for the life of the dwelling units, so potential rentel'S or buyers have the option of renting 
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or buying a residential unit at a price lower than would be the case if th.ere were a single price 

for both the residential unit and the parking space. 

3) Open Space Requirements: The City's Planning Code currently requires that all. 
new multi-family residential development provide outdoor open space, ranging from 36 to 

125 square feet per unit, based on density, available public open space, and other factors. 

This open space may be provided on the ground, at in spaces such as balconies, terraces or 

rooftops. 

To reduce ilie burden of open space requirements, as well as to gain the bendits that common 

space provides (collective place for residents to gather; residents get to know their neighbors 

well; space can foster a sense of commwiity; etc.), the Planning Department has reduced open 

space requirements for developments which provide usable open space as publicly accessible_. 

The Depart:mem is also proposing amendments to its Ge~eral Plan which would provide this 

and other reductions to promote the provision of common open space. 

4) Redevelopment Preject.Areas: The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency uses the 

state tool 0£ redevelopment to revitalize local neighborhoods where appropriate. Redevelop

ment provides several tools that aid with th..e preservation of, rehabilitation of and production 

of affordable housing for' low-and moderate-income families. San Franciscos local redevel

opment ordinance specifically requires that 50% of redevelopment tax increment funds be 

committed t:o housing programs. 

The unique power of being able to use tax incremem revenue allows SFRA to commit signifi

cant dollars towards housing development, as well as to other project area improvements which 

encourage private development to do the same. In addition to the existing redevelopment 

plans which. have removed institutional barriers to housing and spurred the development 

of significant amounts of new housing (Bayview Hunters Point, Mission Bay, Transbay and 

Yerba Buena. Center), a redevelopmmt plan was recently adopted in V!Sitacion Valley; another · 

redevelopm=t plan .is underway for the India Basin/Hunters Pollit Shoreline (Area C) Survey 

Area. 

5) California Environmental QualiryAct review procedures: Like all projects in Califor

nia. proposed residential projects in San Francisco are subject to environmental review under 

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). CEQA can act as a constraint to housing 

development because it can increa5e both the cosrs and the time associated with develop

ment review. Environment:il analysis can take upwards of 18-24 months to complete. In San 

Francisco, environmental review fees are calculated based on a project's calculated construction 

costs and can =sily exceed $100,000; independent consultants. are often involved, also at a 

substantial ~st. Moreover, under state law CEQA determinations may be appealed directly 

to. the Board of Supervisors, an appeal body that is available to very few other types of land 

use decisions in San Francisco. It is not uncommon for the Planning Department's CEQA 

documents of any type to undergo lengthy appeals processes, further increasing the time and 

costs associated with environmental analysis. 
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The Deparonenr is implementing a variety of initiatives to increase the efficiency of the en

vironmental review process and thereby reduce the time and costs associated wic:h chis effort. 

CEQA itself affords a variety of opportunities to streamline environmental review for urban 

infill and/or affordable housing projects, particularly in locations under an adopted area plan. 

The Planning Department takes advantage of these opponunities as available; however, v.:hen 
a project could result in significant environmental impacts (such as impacts to historical re

sources) the ability to streamllne environmental review is substantially reduced. 

Some common environmental impacts and their mitigations are relativdy staridard and could 

be addressed on a legislative level by ordinance and thereby incorporated into the building 

permit .process. The b~nefir of this approach.is that it would make more projects eligible for 

~emption from environrnem:al review,. b~use the necessary measures to. avoid significant 

environmentai impacts would be required for c:Omplia:n~ with relevant code provisions. The 

Board of Supervisors has enacted such legislation such as adoption of the Environment Code, 

the Green Building Ordinance, and the establishment of the Department of the En..,Uonrnent, 

and others with regard to several air quality-relared _concerns; other such ordinances could be 

pursued in the future to address other areas of environmental impact. 

With regard to_ the time and fees required for environmental review,' sponsors of 100% af-
- -FOrdil:lle housrngprojecis a1£granted-pnont:f permit processiilg-srat:US aiid-a.re ilio-eligiole 

for deferred payment of environmental evaluation fees. These measures reduce the amount 

of time that a pcoject is in c:he environmental review process and facilitate the initiation of 

applications for environmental review. 

6) Discretionary &view: The Discretionary Review process can result in a significant 

cost to developers. The costs are typically c:he result of architectural fees, holding costs associated 

with-extended time delays, and compensati~n that is sometimes requested by c:he Discretionary 

Review requester in order to mitigate con=s or withdiaw the Discretionary Review Applica

tion. Due to c:he ambiguous outcome and _undefined timeline associated with the filing of a 

Discretionary Review Application, many project sponsors forgo projecrs altogec:her because 

of the additional tiine and financial burdens caused.by this process. In 2008, almost 8% of 

all building permits reviewed by c:he Planning Department had Discretionary Reviews filed 

by a member of the public. The additional time and costs caused by Discretionary Review 

Applications are absorbed into the price of new or renovated dwelling-units, and therefore, the 

Discretionary Review process acts as a constraint to h~using development and increases the 

overall cost of housing. 

The City's Discretionary Review process is the Planning Commission's authority to review 

Code-complying projects and take action if the Commission finds that the case dernonstrate5 

"exceptional and extraordinary" circumstances. Con~prually, Discretionary Review is a 

second look at building permit applicatio~ that have already been determined to comply 

with the minimum Planning Code standards and applicable design guidelines. The idea is 

that additional scrutiny might be necessary in some cases to judge whether the design guide

lines were applied appcopriately or if th.ere are circumstances uo.ique to a case that warrant 

further modifications to the project. The problem wic:h the Discretionary Review process is 

that becau5e there are no guidelines for chis process and no definition of "exceptional and 
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extraordinary circumstances'', it eliminates a developer's sense of predictability and certainty 

in the entitlemenr process. There are no barners to file a Discretionary Review Application 

- other than a nominal fee of $300- and there are no limitations as to the amount of time the 

process can take. In 2007, 37% of the Discretionary Review cases were withdrawn, 35% were 

approved as _proposed, 23% were approved with modifications, 5% were approved with revised 

plans, and no permits were denied. 

The Discretionary ReView process is most frequently used as a response to· development in 

the City's low density districts, (RH - one-, two-, or three-family housing districts). From 

2001 through 2008; the Southwest quadrant of the City received the most Discretionary 

Reviews, with the Northwest quadrailt receiving the second most number of Discretionary 

Review filings. The costs associated with Discretionary fuview in lower density districts have a 

greater impact to rhe affordabiUry of ho~ing, as there are fewer dwelling units associated with' 

each project: to absorb the additional costs of the process:. Furthermore, the minimal filing 

cost of $300 for a Discretionary Review Application does nor nearly re.Hect the actual cost of 

processing the Application, which is about $3,225. The Department recovers the difference ~y 

adding a surcharge fee of $81 to the cost of every building permit application with a value over 

$50,000. This too adds to the overall cost of construction in the City, which increases the cost 

and acts as a constraint of housing development. 

As part of th.e Department's Action Plan, the Department is seeking to reform the Discretion

ary Review process. One _of the goals of this reform effort is to provide more certainty .and 

predictability in the developrriem process. This will eliminate some of the costs associated with 

developing housing in the City, and will improve a process that currently constrains housing 

development 

b. Permit Processing 

A typical timeline for a medium-density, multi-family residential project (50 to 100 units) is 

about one year to 1 ~ years from the initial conceptual project review with the Planning De

paronent to commence~ent of construction. This schedule assumes concurrent procedures 

for reView under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a conditional use 

application teq uiring Planning Commission review and approval If an environmental impact 

report is required, it can take nine months to a year for all necessary studies and analyses to be 

conducted and the EIR heard before the Planning Commission. Applications can be filed at 

the same time or filed and heard upon completion of the environmental rev.iew. Both proce

dures are subject to public comment and appc=a.ls periods. The conditional use permit can be 

appeaied befo:r;e the Board of SuperVisors within 30 days following the Planning Commission's 

approval On= planning entitlements are secured, the project sponsor can prepare detailed 

building plans to be reviewed and approved by the Department of Building Inspection. De

pending on the proposed project's complexity, the plan. preparations, review and approval 

process can -take from four to six months before building permits are issued. If no building 

permit appeals are fil~d against this project after the 15-day period following permit issuance, 

buildi.D.g construction can begin. B"ut if this typical project has received a conditional use, then 

the Bureau of Permit Appeals has no jurisdiction. 
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Min~r alterations a:nd neir housi~g projects of up to three single-family dwelling units or up 

to six units in _a single structure may not require substantial environmental review. Projects 

proposing principally permitted uses (or "as of right") meeting all applicable Planning Code 

requirements and· noc" triggering staff-initiated discretionary review will involve less permit 

processing time. Construction of these kinds of projects can typically begin within nine 

months of initial project review. 

As the City's permitting arid review agencies. the P~g Department, the Department of 

Building Inspection, an~ other related agencies have a significant. effect on the efficiency of the 

housing construction process. To address this, the Planning Department initiated in 2008 an 

Action Plan containing procedural and operational reforms to improve the professionalism 

and efficiency of ~e City's planning process. Improvements to the Planning Code. and its 

effect on permit processing are already underway. Other key fea~es of the two-year program 

include improved application processing, including priority processing for favorable applica

tion types; creation of an in~rated, on-line pennit tracking system, rueamlined California . 

Environmental Qua:lity Act review procedures, and improvements to the discretionary review 

processes. 

1) Planning Code Improvements: The Planning Code itself could be considered a de-

.· f'a®-c:Oruttaful:oiaiousliigprodU:Ciion; hec:auSeofits complerities~ Many projects;-particularly 

larger projects, mighr require a Conditional Use authorization for aspects.such as dwclling unit 

density. Variances are required to deviate (even slightly) from dwelling unit exposure require- . 

. ments and parking minimums, and a Discretionary Review in order to demolish an existing 

dikpidated building .. 

Acknowledging _chis; and as an effort to establish a single and moi;e straightforward entitlement 

path, the Department has adopted a new' one-stop' review path in the recently rezoned eastern . 

portions of San Francisco. Ho~ed in Planning Code Section 329, this authodzation process is 

an effort to provide greater certainty and expediency for those developrn~ntapplications which 

meet the fundamental requirements of the Planning Code, regardless of minor deviations so 

long as they are in ~ping with the intent of the Code and neighborhood character. Section 

329 approval is available to projects of moderate scale (small projects have largely been made 

as-of:.right) and requires a single public hearing and entitlement by the Planning Commis

sion based mainly on the physicality of the proposal rather than the land use and density 

characteristics. 

2) Applica:tWn Processing: Processing time fyr projects can be a constraint to housing 

development, especially during economic boom times when multiple applications are submit

ted simulcaneoµsly. Staffing levels, staff workloads and level of review required can all affect the 

Planning Department's processing time, staffing levels, applications that were filed consecu

tively may have different processing times, Planning, entitlement and other l?ermitting fees 

- to be discussed in a separate section below- totaled less than 2% of development costs. 

The San Francisco Planning Department adheres to a set of Application Processing Guidelines, 

· to ensure that all project applicants receive equitable creamient as the Planning Department 

reviews applications in the order received. However, under those guidelines, the Planning 
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Department has established priority criteria to ensure that housing projects that hdp meet 

cl).e Ot:y's identified Housing Elemenr or other General Plan goals are prioritized. Affordable 

Housing Projects, "green" housing construction projects (Le. those that meet or =ed a Gold 

Rating using the LEED Building Rating System• or that achieve high sustainability standards 

under anorher "green building~ rating systems approved by the Director); and o_ther applica

tions which are needed to secure the health or s;tlety of users, promote disabl~ access, etc, 

re~eive prioritized review by staff. 

The overwhelming majority of projects which seek to create additional" housing are subject 

to some levd of neighborhood notification. Such notice can stern either· from a required 

discretionary entitlement, such as a Conditional Use authorization, or fro~ Planning Code 

provisions vvhich apply to as-of-right projects and are seek to inform and solicit input from the 

broader community. ReqU:ired notific~tion periods generally span 10 to 30-days and include 

notices mailed_ to property owners and/ or occupants~ notiees posted at a project site, noti~ 
appearing in local newspapers, and all combinations thereof An effurr is currently underway 

to establish a single "Universal Planning Notice" applicable to all projects which will be more 

efficient for both the Department and Sponsors and more a effective public communications 

tool. 

3). PermitTracking: The Planning Department.is also pursuing the d~dopment 

of an integrated permit cracking system to coordinate and streamline planning and "building 

permitting processes. This system will establish a single intake application system fur all Plan

ning and Builmng cases to provide early and comprehensive information to- applicants, and 

should have a signifi=t effect on proc;essing rime. 

c. Permit Application ?2nd Development lmpaCt Fees 

The Planning Department and the Department of Building Inspection require fees for entitle

ments and building permits based on a project's estimated construction costs. Projects of 

much smaller scale - such as interior rehabilitation, minor alterations or upgrading - gener- · 

ally require over-tl;u!-counter Planning Department approval and a buUding permit. Projects 

that are broader in scope, however, may require additional permits, such as conditional use, 

demolition, and coastal zone permit, or may require other actions such as a variance, a· zoning 

re-classific:arion, a subdivision, or a more in-depth environmental evaluation. Payment of an 

applicarion fee may be required for these additional permits. The application fee for most of 

these additional permits is also based on the total estimated cost of construction of the project. 

Other new housing construction fees include water and sewer hook.up and school fees. Table 

I-61 on the fullowing page provides an example of various fees imposed on ;_ew construction. 

New housing devdopment in the City of San Francisco is subject both processing fees, which 

support staff review of development proposals, and devdopment impact fees which. sup: 

port additional infrastructure ·needed to support new residents, such as cransit, open space, 

community =nters, sch?ols, affordable housmg, and water capacity. According to the state 

· Department of Housing and Comm~ty Devdopment's 1999 Pay to Play survey, residential 
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development fees in San Francisco were lower than Bay Area ~d California average develop

ment fees (including entitlement and permitting fees). According to this report, for example, 

development fees for an in-fill house in San Francisco totals $15,476 while the Bay Aiea aver

age is $25,859 and California, $20,327. 

- JI Requireil 
- -- - - - -- =--- -=----==-~=-=--=-=-----=--=--o.-

Eslimatml New Building Permit City Planning Plan Check ComlitionaJ Use Variance Coas!al Zone Environmsntal 
Gonslructionl:ost (DBI) Fee Fee ior Building Permits Fees -Fees Fees Evaluatillll Fee 

- - - ----- - ---- - --- -- ---- -

$100,000 

$500,000 

$1,000,000 

$10,000,000 

$25,000,000 

$50,000,000 

$100,000,000 

$1,953 $2,010 $1,818 $3,495 $363 $5,755 

$6,085 $11,450 $4,046 $3,495 $811 $12,076 

$1.0,250 $15,163 $6,833 $3,495 $1,370 $19,386 

$74,570 $26,894 $61,176 $3,495 $12,252 $129,816 

$179,570 $27,644 $90,324 $3,495 $18,082 $186,516 

$354,570 $28,894 $90,324 $3,495 $18,082 $233,816 

$654,570 $31,395 $90,324 $3,495 $18,082 $250,616 

SOURCE::: SF Pb.im.ing Dcpmmcnt; SI: Dcpzmn~t of Building Inspecr::io11 

-tJ;L;-r~'CSum.marizes- currentprocessiiigrees ror-n.ew developmentbytost ofcon:strUdion.;

Larger projects genecally require more review from environmental planners, land use planners, 

and building inspectors; however economies of scale gene.rally result in a lower per unit cost 

for processing. Projects that are Consistent with the planning code and general plan and .do 

not require variances or conditional use authorization, have lower processing co~ts. The City 

generally updates fees ;umually based· on· inflation. Periodically processing fees are evaluated to · 

insure accurate cost recovery for staff time, materials, and .overhead. 

Development impact fees fund public· infrastrucrure to support new residents. There are a · 

number of citywide fees to fund affordable housing, water and sewer hook-up and school 

fees. ~tly planned areas of the City (Rincon Hill, South of Market, V!Sitacion Valley, 

Market & Octavia, Eastern Neighborhoods and Balboa Park) include add.itionai localized 

impact fees which have been imposed to fund the infrastructure needed to support growth, 

including transportation infrastructure, open space, child=, and other community facilities; 

These community based planning processes enabled the City to more closdy evaluate localized 

infrastruttw:e needs, especially in areas where zoning was adjusted to accommodate additional 

growth. New impact fees were dC:termined through. a needs assessment, nexus study and a 

financial feasibility analysis before tbcir adoption to ensure they to not constrain new housing 

production. To further ensure feasibility, development impact fees may be deferred until the 

project receives certificate of occupancy. 
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-
-- Avefl!ge Development Impact Fees for a 1,00D s1111Mefoot Houslng uru1 in San Francisco --

- _ Citywide : Planned Davelopmem_Areas-wilh _ 
_ _ _ _ ___ _ __ _ __ __ RecentRe-Z~~ 

Affordable Housing $ 55,000- $ 55,000 -·$ 60,000 

Transit, Open Space and Community Facilities $0 
$ 4,500 - $18,000 
average: $ 9,000 

Water and Wastewater -$ 2,162 $2,162 

Schools $2,240 $2,240 

Total Average Impact Fee per new1;000 SF unit $59,402 $ 74,402 

Average Processing Fees per 1,000 SF unit $ 6,000 $6,000 

Processing and irri.pact fees are critical to the City's ability to ensure that new housing is safe, 

sustainable, consistent with current policies and supported by the infrastructure necessary for 

maintaining the service levels. Table I~O (page 75) shows entitlement fees are an insubs=tial 

proportion of development costs and are nor seen as a s~ificant constraint on housing devel

opment- Development projects by non~profit housing organizations are eligible for reduced 

or deferred City Planning permit fees pursuant to City Planning Code Section35 l(a), (e), (g), 

(h), and (i). 

d. Building Code Standards . 

San Francisco's Building Code is based on the 2007 California Building Code. San Francisco 

made certain. amendments to the California Building Code, which local gover=ents are 

permirred by the State to do if these amendmenrs are proven and justified by local ropography, 

geology or climate. The Building Code is intended to assure health and safety. Some San 

Francisco arriendments to the State code, while maintaining health and safety s=dards, ease 

the production of housing by recognizing the particular local conditions. For example, the San 

Francisco Building Code permits fire escapes for certain requ~red exits in existing buildings, 

whereas _the State Code does not. Local amendments to the ~uilding Code do not make 
housing more difficult or expensive than housing elsewhere in California. 

Federal and state laws require that co=er:cial and public use buildings, and new housing, be 

designed and constructed to be accessible to persons with disabilities. Local agencies do not 

enforce the federal American with.Disabilities Act (ADA) prohibiting discrimination against 

persons with disabilities. The San Francisco Dep_arrment of Building Inspection, implement

ing the San Francisco Building Code, requires all new construction and rehabilitation projects 

to comply wi,th the Code's disability access requirement5. (San Francisco does not make any 

amendments to the California Co&'s disabled access provisions.) Generajly, one and two

famil~ dw~ are not required to be accessible. Exis~ privately funded multi-family 

dwellings cail generally undergo alterations w~th little ·or no accessibility upgrade. All new 

buildings of three cir more units must meet the accessibility s=dards of the Code. Exceptions 

may be granted -if compliance would result in an unreasonable hardship, in which case any 

reasonable a=ssible features will still be required. 

In addition, San Francisco's 2007 Electrical Code consists of the 2007 California Electrical 

Code with local amendments. Similarly, the 2007 San Francisco Mechanical Code and the 
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·2007 San Francisco Plumbing Code consist of the 2007 California Mechanical Code and the 

2007 Plumbing Code, respea:ively, with local amendments. The 2007 San Francisco Eru:rgy 

Code is essentially the same as the 2007 California Energy Code, as it does not include local 

amendments. 

4. Financing 

This section is a discussion of the availability of financing as a non-governmental consuaint to 

housing development as r~uired by Government Code Section 65583(a)(5). 

The Planning Department's regulatory capacity can encolirage housing- especially affordable 

housing - development and conservation. But actual housing production or rehabilitation 

can only be realized with adequate financing. Some of the costs of providing housing occur at 

one time (capital expendirures stich as land acquisition, construction or rehabilitat:io.n cosrs). 

Conservation of affordable housing, however, requires recurring annual funding fur rental 

subsidies, operating subsidies an<i supportive sr:Mces. Ass~bling the necessary funding to 

produce and maintain adequate affordable housing for the City's low- and moderate-income 

residents remains an enormous challenge. 

In light of the recent national financiar criSes, it is difficult to-determine the availability of 

appropriate financing. 

a. Prtvate Financing Sources 

_Private lenders offer consuuction loans on a conservative loan to appraised value ratios and pay 

particular attention to a project's costs. This limits the lenden;' risk but may also reduce avail

ability of financing for new housing construction. Larger, multi-unit condominium projects 

can be especially difficult to finance as lenders assume that construction c-osts tend to be higher 

as developers provide more amenities and that units may take longer to sell, stretching the 

period to recover construction costs. 

Private financial inscitutions provide financing to affordable housing projecrs - often as con

struction loans - to comply with the Community _Reinvesi:ment Acr. requirements. Private 

lenders also participate in first-time homeownership programs that enable moderate-income 

households. 

b. Public Financing Sources 

Affordable housing development and conservacion. depends largely on the availability of public 

funding sources. Table I-62 lists the various federal, state ~ local funding available for 

·affordable housing production. for fiscal year 2008-2009. Clearly,_ these funds will not cover 

.the tremendous affordable housing need described in previous sections. 

Public financing covers capital funding for the acquisition, rdiabilitation, construction, and 

preservation of affordable housing. Other public financial programs also provide for sup

portive services, rental assistance, and assistance to first-time home buyers, and administrative 
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cosrs to city agencies and· non-profit corporations that provide affordable housing and other 

cominunity devdopmenr and human services. 

Some of the funding programs above - such as CDBG, HOME - are expected to be stable 

sources of affordable housing funds. However, these are also subject to budgetary constraints. 

Similarly state funding sources are vulnerable to the· budgeting process, although additional 

state funding became available with voi:ers' approval of new bond issues in November 2002. 

Most local sources such as the Hord T3;JC Fund and the Jobs-Housing Linkage Fund are even 

more dependent on economic trends. One signifi~ant local affordable housing bond (Proposi

tion A) was fully committed in 2003; issuance of additional bonds fell short of receiving 

two-thirds of San Francisco voters' support. 

- Set-Aside fin Available for Funding Program Funding Soorces I. 
.Total.Altocation 

• c Plpel_!e_!'rl>jects · New Projec!S 
- - - - -- - --, 

Supportive 
Housing 

CDBG.HOME, HOPWA $36,882,336 $31, 782,336- $5,100,000 

Family Rental 
Affordable Housing Fund, . 
Affordable Housing Bond $23,652,027 $23,652.027 

Housing 
funds 

Senior Rental 
Hotel Tax, Mission Bay 

Housing 
and Affordable Housing $30,876,817 $30,876,817 
Bond funds 

Single Family 
.Homeowner CDBG,CERF $2, 182,000 $2,182,000 
Rehabilitation 

Public Housing $5,250,000 $5,250,000 

Existing Affordable 
$9,678,063 $9,678,063 

Preservation 

Existing 
Non-Profit Housing CDBG, HOME $2,906,293 $2,906,293 
Preservation 

Homeownership Tax Increment funds $28,615,355 $21,465,355 $7,150,000 

Housing Opportu- CDBG, HOME, Tax lncre-
$1,651,557 $1,651,557 

nities mentfunds 

TOTALS $141,694,448 $125,610,891 $16,083,557 

SOURCE: Drafr 2/JU8-2009 Action Pim, Mayor's Offio=: ofCornmuniry Dadopm=nc. Mayor's Officc-r>f Huwing, S;.n Fanciscu kdcvdupmen.c.A:1;cncy 
CDBG: Community Devdopmenr Block: Granr HOME: Home lnVt:StmCTIC ParOlc:rship PCOg"am. 
HOPWA: Housing Oppormcitics fur Pcoomwid::i AIDS CERF: . Code Enfcrccmcnc Rch.abiliarion Fund 

Some public funds are restricted to particular housing types and/or population groups; for 

example the dderly housing pro~ (Section 202, Hotd .Tax Fund), die disabled housing 

program (Sed:ion 811, Hotd and Tax Fund), and HOPWA (Housing Opportunities fur Per: 

sons with AIDS). Administrative costs are also not covered by most public funding soiirces. 

Federal grants often carry a number of restrictions and regulations that can make the funds 

difficult ro use. For example, some federal programs require marching grants while others are 

impossible ·to combine with other funds. Most affordable housing programs require three or 

more sources of funding to become feasible. Different funding sources may have to be tapped 

for pre-development, coristruccion, and p=anent financing costs - leading to considerable 

transaction and legal costs and delays in the devdopment process. 

1010 

T.1ble IH6.2 
federal, State a11d Local 
Funding lor Housing 
Programs, San Francisca, 
2008-2009 



Tn.ble 1-63 
Annual Produc!lon Targets 

and Average Annual 
Praduclion, San Francisca, 

1999-2006 

Tnblel-64 
Housing Production Targets 

. and Estimated Annual 
Production, San Francisca, 

2007-2014 

CPC ADOPTED HOUSIHGi ELEMENT 2009 

C. QUANTIFIED HOUSING GOAL 

The state Department ofHqusing and Community Development, with the Association ofBay 

Aiea Gov~rnments, determined San Francisco's &ir share of.the regional ho~ing- need for the 

period covering January 1999 through June 2006 at 20,372 units. Even with very aggressive 

policies and programs, given that San Francisc;o is a mature, built-up city with limited large 

tracts of undeveloped land and the previous decades' housing production recbrd, the "&ir 

share" of affordable housing units was not achieved. Table I-63 below shows that 86% of 

the state manchred production targets and 47% of the affordable housing production for 

the period covered by the 2004 Residence Element were achieved; this statistic is a result of 

the overproduction of market rate units. Appendix A proVides details of the Citfs housing 

production performance in the evaluation of the 2004 Residence Element. 

Housing Actual 
Goals _ Production % Cll Productton Production 

Housenald AlfordiilliITty 1999- 2005 I 1999-2005 Dellcil 
-----=--- =1- ---=------=- Target Achieva!f (Surplus) 
Total Total 

- -- -- - - -
Very Low Income {below 50% AMI) 5,244 4,342 82.8% 902 

Low Income (50% - 79% AMI) 2,126 1,113 52.4% 1,013 

ModerateJncome.(B0.%~120% AMI). - - 5,639 __ - _i25 -- _ 12.~%. - A.fil..L 

Market Rate (over 120% AMI) 7,363 11,293 153.4% (3,930) 

TOTALS 20,an 17,473 85.8% 

More than the performance in the production of very low- and low-income housing, the 

deficit of 5,750 ~its affordable to moderate income households has been seen as critical in 

turning the City's housing problem into a crisis of affordability. As Table I-64 below shows, 

housing construction in the last two years, along with projected pipeline completion by 2014, 

point to an exa.Cerbation of construction deficit in hoy.sing affordable to low- and moderate

inC:rime households. 

Extremely Low (< 30% AM~ 3,294 3W 555t 1,405t 1,548t 3,904 (610) 240 1,500 

Very Lew (31-49% AMQ 3,295 395' 556t 1,406t 1.S48t 3,905 (610). 239 1,500 

Low (SG-79% AMI) 5,535 309 149t 27t 485 5,0SO 106 500 

Moderate (8Cl-120%AMI) 6,754 569 B33t 573t 1,193t 3.168 3,586 Q. 

Mar1<et (over 120% AMI) 12,315 4,349 4,723 3,250 6,759 19,DB1 (6,766) 

TOTALS 31,193 6,483 6,816 6,634 11,075 31,543 592 3,500 

Unir:s aft'onUblc ta Emcmd.y Low .and Very Low Income Heuscholds do nor include chose units th:&c h:tvc hC01 ;acquired :md/or rehabbed as pcrmiad 
by Housing Element Law.. 

" 1hk dOi:S. nor include major pm;cm undr;r Pbnning n:.vii:w indudi:ng FarkM~ Tu:asmc Isbnd. or CmdlcsDck Point I Huncrrs Puinr Shipyard 
Phase II which are r:xpec:ted ra be compli:ccd after-the 201 (reporting period. 1hc.limiled. pipeline 255Uinption include projcca tbar are. c:urrcndy under 
cormrucrlon. entidcd. projecu (appmved. by Planning Depmmcnt and D~anmenr of Building Inspi:aion), and projcctS of250 unia or less cnncntly 
un_dcr Pluming Dep:mmcnt imew that -ucttpcacd robe: completed. by 2014; also a.uun\15 SF Hope is completed. by 201-4.. ' 
Based on affordable housiog projcm EpOll>cm:d by; the Mayor's Office of Housing. du:: SF Rcdadopmcm Agai.cy :and the SF Housing Authority. 
B:lSCd·on estimated indusionz:y affordable housing unils in projects under consmiaion. cntidcd and 11ndcr Pbnning DI'" OBI n:ricw. 

SOUR.CE: ABAG; SF Planning Dcpamni:nc 
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D. REALIZATION OF HOUSING POTENTIAL 

1. Projects in the Pipeline 

In addition to new housing completed recently, housing in the production pip.dine is an 

important indicator of future development. For the purposes of this report, the Planning 

Departmenc: defines the pipeline as those projecrs under construction, projectS that have been 

approved by- tb.e Building Department within the past three years or filed within the past five 

years. It should be noted that project applications and permitting activities in the near future 

could ini:reased1e number of new housing production in the next five years. 

Housing proje= move through a multi-tiered approval process .. A development proposal is 

first reviewed bjr the Planning.Department for compliance with tlie Planning Code and con

sistency with the General Plan. The project then goes through review by the Departrn~t of 

Building Inspection (DBI) for approval and issuance of a building permit. Once construction 

is finished and the project passes inspection by DBI, it is issued a certi.fi.cate of final comple

tion. Only when a project receives a certificate of fuµJ completion can the housing units be 

officially counted as part of San Francisco's housing srock. 

As ofDeceruber 31, 2008, the Planning Department was reviewing 148 projects, comprising 

32,160 residential units (Table I-65). At that time, 101 projects, consisting of 4,040 units, 

had been approved by th.e Planning Commission but had yet to apply for building permits. 

Additionally, the Department of Building Inspection was reviewing 360 applications for 4,350 

units. A total of 2,840 units in 182 projects had received Planning Department approval 

and have been approved or issued building permits. A number of these projects have already 

started construction, and several are nearly complete, but are yet to receive DBI's certi£care · 

of final completion. A toral of 199 projects, totaling 6,820 units, were under construction at 

the end of 2008. It is possible that some of these projects, especially those in the early stages 

of development such as Planning review, ~ay not go forward due to shifts in economic and 

legislative conditions. Production rrends over the last decade, however, show that as much as 

85% to 90% of pipeline projects units are completed wirhin five to seven years. 

Type of Plpellne Activily No. of Projecls 
--- - - - -

Under Construction 199 

Building Permit Approved I Issued 182 

Building Permit Application Filed 360 

Planning Department Approved 101 

Planning Department Filed 148 

Total Pipeline 990 

NII. of Unils 
--

6,820 

2.840 

4.350 

4,040 

32,160 

50,200 

1_012 

T,,f,f,, t-6.5 
New Hausing Cans!ruction 
Pipeline, San Francisco, 
042008 
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Estimated New Housing 
Construction Potential with 

Proposed Rezoning ot 
Selecl Neighborhoods, · 

San Francisca, 2008 
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CPC ADOPTED HCUSIHG ELEMENT 2009 

2. Housing Potential Under New Zoning Proposals 

Through multi-year community planning efforts, rhe City of San Francisco has recently up

dated zoning controls for over 1/3 o{rhe city. These plancing efforts devdoped appropriate 

wn.ing, heights, bulks, and densities in balance with infra.structure and funding srrategies 

to support new growth. A number of other planning efforu are underway including Balboa 

PIDk, the Transbay Terminal Dlstrict, and Japaritown which. will result in increased residential 

development potential. 

Table I-66 below details the estimated additional potential capacity with rezoning in p~g 
initiatives currently underway. 

-- __ ___ yn~~Gur~~~~~g -~~ _w~~P~pos_eaRezoning* __ -
Additlonal 

Area Undeveloped Saft Biles Total Estimate TolalNew Potential 
Eslimale Units wilb 

Rezoning 
- - - -- - -- ----- - - -

-Glen Park ___________ -
-·· 5 6 ·--- --1-"1---- -- - 100 ·---·-- ___ 89 __ ----

Japantown 99 514 613 To be determined 

ParkMerced . 3 0 ·3 5,600 5,597 

Transbay Terminal 44 78 122 1,200 1,078 

Visitacion Valley * 885 460 1,345 1,200 0 

WestemSoMa 466 743 1,209 2.700 1,491 

India Basin 1,200 1,200 

Hunters Point Shipyard 1,500 4,000 2,500 

Candlestick Point 7,500 7,500 

Treasure Island 8,000 8,000 

TOTALS 1,616 1,898 5,014 33,100 28,844 

3. Plans for Future Affordable Housing Construction 

Stahle government support in the last few years covered almost all of the affordable housing 

production. Public subsidies tend to fund very low and low~income housing, with very limited 

grants allocated for moderate-income home buyers. The revised aad eiqianded indusion

ary affordable housing requirement is expecred· to improve the" provision of new housing for 

households earning moderate incomes. For example, an annual average of209 indusionary 

affordable units were built in the Jive years from 2004 to 2008 as a result of this change. In 

comparison, only 128 fudusionary units were built from 1992 ·to 2000, or an annual average . 

of16 units. 
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Tables I-56 and 1-57 indic.ated that there are more than enough in-fill housing opportunity 

sites to meet the projected housing needs. Yet historic housing production trends, rogether 

with recent public financing flows, could mean only some of these sites would be developed. 

Capital subsidies needed to bridge this ~timated shortfall can be enormous (Table I-67). 

Funds available for new affordable housing construction, rehabilitation and supportive service 

provision in 2008 totals just about $48. l ffiillion. The estimated additional capital subsidies 

needed to =eet: the City's regional housing share would require over $1.6 billion in funding. 

- - Eslimaled Annual _ Estima!ed Estimaled Capi!a! Subsitlies lRCOJllB Category · ShorllaD in Prodnc!Jon Af!orllabifity Gap Required to Meet Pro~uction_ Goals 
-- - - ---- - - - -- - --

Extremely Low Income · 
0 $170,000 $0 

(below 30% AMI) 

Very Low Income 
0 $170,000 $0 

(30-49% AMI) 

Low Income· 
5.050 $200,000 $1,010,000,000 

(50% - 79% AMI) 

Moderate Income 
3,5B6 $180,000 $645,480,000 

(80%-120% AMI) 

Total 8,636 $1,655,460,000 

• Assumi:s: middl~ of rb.e r:lngc:, thus 15% of AMI (EU),40% of AMI (VU), 65% of AMI (U) and 100% of AMI. (lvfod~rc), 2008 fnc:omc:Guiddincs 
.. 30% of annual householdinC:omc 
SciURCE: SF Planning Dcpamncm; SF Mayor's Office of Housing 

With the availability of furure public subsidies impossible to predict at best, an op~tic 
assumption would anticipate funding that would susra.in _the last decade's affordable housing 

production. Achieving the housing production and aifordability targm set by HCD-ABAG 

is clearly·very difficult. But setting the goals to be more "realistic" and "achievable" could only 

_weaken efforts at seeking and obtaining resources necessary to meet the City's urgent housing 

needs. 

A practical solution would be to uphold these long-tcrm targets and annually assessing pri

orities against the reality of available resources. The City, therefore, will take the production 

targets set by HCD-ABAG for its quantified housing production objectives. Each year, as 

resources are known to be, or reasonably expected to become available, shortfalls fil. achieving 

goals can be assessed, program targets shifted apprnpriately, '.lld resources allocated efficiently 

and effectively. 

4. Opportunity Sites on Public Land 

Most San Francisco city agencies do not own large tracts of land that do not serve as part of 

clieir stated mission. There are occasional exceptions; for example, when new technology 

results in op~rational changes or when departmental objectives change over rime. A few city 

agencies, notably the SF Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA, formerly Muni) an~ the 
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San Francisco Unified School District, have fowid o\i'er time that some of their parcels can be 

disposed of or can be utilized for a mixture of other uses (fable 1-68). 

- . 
• San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency: The SFMTA, in particular, has 

been exploring new uses for its surplus sites where furore housing devdopment might 
be possible. 

Phelan Loop and Balboa_Park Station area-Alternative use options are being 
explored for Muni property near Balboa Park as pan of the Better Neighborhoods 
program. The 1.4-acre Phelan Loop (Ocean and Phelan Avenues) is currently the 
terminus fur the 49-Van Ness-Mission, 9AX-San Bruno Express, 9BX-San Bruno 
Express, and 9X-San Bruno Express lines. This site has the capacity to accom
modate ground floor commercial uses and some 80 dwelling units. In addition, 
SFMfA and Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) properties collecrively called Upper 
Yard and BART Sracion area, with some in-fill development along San Jose Avenue 
can together have capacity for more than 400 new units. 

Presidio Trolley Coach Division (at Geary and Masonic) - Covers 5.4 acres 
.and services about 170 trolley coaches. It is an attracfi:ve location for rerail, office 
and housing development. If rewned from P (Public) to NC-3 (Neighborhood 
Commercial-Moderate Scale) like the adjacent properties along Geary Boulevard, 
the site has a capacity of392 units · 

Woods Motor Coach. Division (adjacent to the 22nd Street Caltrain Station) 
- At the end of the Dogpatch's mai~ neighborhood co=ercial street, this 3.9 
acre site is ideal for high-density, mixed use residential development. It lies within 
the Central Waterfi-ont plan area and is estimated to have a housing potential 
capacity of about 1,000 new units. 

Potrero Trolley Coach Division Yard {Mariposa and Bryant) - Currently 
housing about 180 _trolley coaches on 4.4 acres. SFMTA is looking at a multi
story parking garage above the yard, or rnarkeNate and affordable housing. If 
developed as a Planned Unit Development (PUD), this site could accommodate 
318 units. . 

18th & Castro Streets - The SFMfA is also in conversation with the AIDS 
Housing Alliance to develop the two parking lots in the Castro for some 100 
housing uni~ sp~cally for pe.ople wich HN/AIDS. 

San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD): The SFUSD is currently preparing 
a Facilities Master _Plan that will identify possible surplus land that could betome avail
able for housing development. The SFUSD's Seven/Eleven Committee for Long-Term 
Leasing and Property Sales has detennined that approximately 20% of the District's · 
current square footage is considered surplus. They have engaged Bay Area Economics 
to-study the potential and viability of housing for some of these areas. SFUSD expects 
the study and iti recommendations to be completed by January 2009. 1 

• San Francisco Community College District (SFCCD)/ San Francisco Public Utili
ties Commission (SFPUC): Both the SFCCD and the SFPUC's Water Depamnent 
share ownership of the 25-acre Balboa reservoir site. The reservoir is also within the · 
Planning Department's Better Neighborhoods Balboa Park Station study area. Plan-

1 Cwiverntioi_i wich Phillip Sm.idi., Dircaor of the San fmicisco Uni6cd School Dimict"z; Re;.( E.statc andksr!t M::i:nagcmc:nt rcaion, August 21, 2008 
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ning esrimates between 575 to 1,000 new housing units could be built on this site. 

- • Central Freeway Parcels: Demolition of the Central Freeway freed up some seven 
acres of public lands for residential developmenL The freeway parcels have an esti
mated housing development potential capacity of900 units. Ahout'half of these public 
lands will be dedicated to affordable housing. 

MTA Phelan Loop Turnaround 1.4 BO 

MTA Green LRV Division Upper Yard 1.8 200 

MTA Balboa Park Station Infill Housing on San Jose Avenue 7.7 222 

MTA Presidio Trolley Division Yard 5.4 392 

MTA Woods Motor Coach Division Yard 3.9 1,000 

MTA Potrero Trolley Coach Division Yard 4.4 318 

SFCCD Balboa Reservoir 10.0 575 

PUC Balboa Reservoir 15.0 425 

Central Freeway Parcels 7.0 900 

TOTAL 56.6 4,112 
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i. 8Uf'J1fv1AR'f. OF OBJECT!Vt::S & POLICIES -. . 

ISSUE 1: 
ADEQUATE SITES 

OBJECTIVE 1 

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE 
FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE 
SITES TO MEET THE CITY'S HOUS
ING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMA
NENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

POLICY1.1 

Plan for the full range of housing needs 
in the City and Coumy of San Francisco, 
especially affordable housing. 

POLICY12 

Focus housing growth and infrastructure" 
· necessary to support growth according 
to communfy plans. Complete planning 
underway in key opportunity areas such 
as Treasure Island, Candlestick Park and 
Hunter's Point Shipyard. 

POLICY1.3 

Work proac:tively to identify and secure 
opportunity sites for permanently 
affordable housing. · 

POIJCY1 .. 4 

Ensure community based planning 
processes are used to generate changes 
to land use controls. 

POIJCY1.5 · 

Consider sec:Ondary units in community 
·plans where there is neighborhood 
support and when other neighborhood 
goals can be achieved, especially if that 
housing is made permanently affordable to 
lower-income households. · 

POLICY 1.6 

Consider greater flexibility in number and. 
size of units within established building 
envelopes in community based planning 
processes, especially if it c:an increase the 
number of affordable units in mul1i-family 
structures .. 

POLICY 1.7 

Consider public health objectives when 
designating and promoting housing 
development sites. 

POUCY1.8 

'Promote mixed use development, and 
include housing, particularly permanently 
affordable housing, in new commercial, 
institutional or other single use 
development projects. 

POUCY1.9 

Require new commercial developments 
and higher educational institutions to 
meet the housing demand they generate, 
particularly the· need for affordable housing 
for lower income workers and students. 

POLICY1.10 

Support new housing projects, especially 
affordable housing, where households 
can easily rely on public transportetion, 
walking and bicycling for the majority of 
daily trips. 

ISSUE 2: 
CONSERVE .l\ND IMPROVE 
EXISTING STOCK 

OBJECTIVE2 

RETAIN.EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, 
AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAIN
TENANCE STANDARDS, WITHOUT 
JJ;OPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY. 

POLICY2.1 

Discourage the demolition of sound 
existing housing, unless the demolition 
results in a net increase in affordable 
housing. 

POLICY22 

Retain existing housing by a:introlling the 
merger of residential units, except where a 
merger clearly creates new family housing. 

POLICY2.3 

Prevent the removal or reduction 'of 
housing for parking. 

POUCY2.4 

Promote improvements and continued 
maintenance to existing units to ensure 
long term habitation and safety. 

POUCY2.5 

Encourage and s·upport the seismic 
retrofitting of the existing housing stock. 
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OBJECTIVE3 

PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF 
THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK, 
ESPECIALLY RENTAL UNITS. 

POUCY3.1 

Preserve rental units,. espeqially rent 
controlled units, to meet the City's 
affordable housing needs. 

POLICY3.2 

Promote voluntary housing acquisition and 
rehabilitation to protect affordability for 
existing occupants. 

POLICY3.3 

Maintain balance in affordability of existing 
housing stock by supporting affordable 
moderate. ownership opportunities. 

POUCY3.4 

Preserve "naturally affordable' housing 
types, such as smaller and older 
ownership units. 

POIJCY3.5 

Retain permanently affordable residential 
hotels and single room occupancy (SRO) 
units. 

iSSUE 3: 
EQU.A.L HOUSING 
OPPORTUNiT!ES 

OBJECTIVE4 

FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT 
MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESI
DENTS ACROSS LIFECYCLES. 

POLICY4.1 

Develop new housing, and encourage the 
remodeling of existing housing, for families 
with children. 

POIJCY42. 

Provide a range of housing options for 
residents with special needs for housing 
support and services. 

POLICY4.3 

Create housing for people with disabilities 
and aging adults by including universal 
design principles in new and rehabilitated 
housing units. 

.... :;t'f'. 
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POLICY4.4 

Encourage sufficient and suitable rental 
housing opportunities, emphasizing 
permanently affordable rental units 
wherever possible. 

POUCY4.5 

Ensure that new permanently affordable 
housing is located in all of the City's 
neighborhoods, and encourage integrated 
neighborhoods, with.a diver8ity of unit . 
types provided at a range of income levels. 

POLICY4.6. 

Encourage an equitable distribution of 
growth a=rding to infrastructure and site 
capacity. 

POUCY4.7. 

Consider environmental justice issues 
when planning for new housing, especially 
affordable housing. 

--OBJECTIVE 5 - ·_ 

ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS 
HAVE EQUAL ACCESS TO AVAIL
ABLE UNITS. 

POUCY5.1 

Ensure all residents of San Francisco have 
equill access to subsidized housing units. 

POUCY52 

Increase access to housing, particuiarly 
for households who might not be aware of 
their housing choices. 

POUCY5.3 

Prevent housing discrimination, particularly 
against immigrants and households with 
chhdren. 

POUCY5.4 

Provide a rarige of unit types for all 
segments of need, and work to move 
residents between unit types as their 
needs change. 

OBJECTIVES 

REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THE 
RISK OF HOMELESSNESS. 

POLICYB.1 

Prioritize permanent housing solutions 
while pursuing both short- and long-term 
strategies to eliminate homelessness. 

POUCY62 

Prioritize the highest incidences of 
homelessness, as well as those inost in 
need, including families and immigrants. 

ISSUE4: 
FAC!L!TATE PERMANENTLY 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

OBJECTIVE7 

SECURE FUNDING AND RE
SOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING, INCLUDING 
INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE 
NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON TRADI
TIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL. 

POUCY7.1-- --- -

Expand the financial resources available 
for permanently affordable housing, · 
especially permanent sources. 

POUCY72 

Strengthen San Francisco's affordable 
housing efforts. by planning and 
advocating at regional, state and federal 
levels. 

POLICY7.3 

Recognize the importance offunds for 
operations, maintenance anq services 
to the success of affordable housing 
programs. 

POUCY7.4 

Facilitate affordable housing development 
through land subsidy programs, such as 
land trus1s and land dedication. 

POUCY7.5 

Encourage the production of affordable 
housing through process and zoning 
accommodations, and prioritize affordable 
housing in the review and approval 
processes. 

POLICY7.6 

Acquire and rehabilitate existing housing 
to maximize effective use of affordable 
housing ·resources. · 

1021 

POUCY7.7 

Support housing for middle income 
households, especially through programs 
that do not require a direct public subsidy. 

POLICY7.B 

Develop, promote, and improve ownership 
models which ·enable households to 
achieve homeoW(lership within their 
means, such as qown-payment assistance, 
and limited equity cooperatives. 

OBJECTIVES 

BUILD PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SEC
TOR CAPACITY TO SUPPORT, FA
CILITATE, PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

.POUCYB.1 

Support the production and management 
of permanently affordable housing. 

POUCYB2 

__ Enc~yrag~-~mplqy~ieJc>cateclJ11it11iaJ>§n . 
Francisco to work together to develop 
and advocate for housing appropriate for 
employees. 

POUCYB.3 

Generate greater public awareness about 
the quality and character of affordable 
housing projects and generate community
wide support for new affordable housing. 

OBJECTIVE9 

PRESERVE UNITS SUBSIDIZED BY 
THE FEDERAL, STATE OR LOCAL 
SOURCES. 

POUCY9.1 

Protect the affordability of units at risk of 
losing subsidies or being converted to 
market rate housing. 

POUCY92 

Continue prioritization of preservation of 
existing affordable housing as the most 
effective means of providing affordable · 
housing. 

POLJCY9.3 · 

Maintain and improve the condition of the 
eXisting ·supply of public housing, through 
programs such as HOPE SF. 
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I. SUMM.A,RY OF OBJECTIVES & POLICIES 

ISSUE5: 

REMOVE CONSTRAINTS TO 
THE CONSTRUCTiON AND 
REHP..BlLITATION OF HOUSING 

OBJECTIVE 10 

ENSURE A STREAMLINED, YET 
"THOROUGH, AND TRANSPARENT 
DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 

POUCV10.1 

Creaie certainty in the development 
entitlement process, by providing clear 
community parameters for development 
and consistent application of these 
regulations. 

POLICY 1 0.2 . 

Implement planning· process 
improvements to both reduce undue 
project delays and provide clear 
information to support community review. 

POLICY10.3 

Use best practices to reduce excessive 
time or redundancy·in local application of 
CEQA.. 

POLICV10.4 

Support state legislation and programs 
that promote environmentally favorable 
projects. 

ISSUE 6; 
MAIN1AIN THE UNIQUE 
AND DIVERSE CHARACTER 
OF SAN FP.ANCISCO'S 
NE!G.HBORHOODS 

OBJECTIVE 11 

SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DI
VERSE AND DISTINCT .CHARACTER 
OF SAN FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBOR
HOODS. 

POUCY11.1 

Promote the construction and 
rehabilitation of well-designed housing 
that emphasizes beauty, flexibility, and 
innovative design, and respects existing 
neighborhood character. 

POUCY112 

Ensure implementation of accepted design . 
standards in project approvals. , 

POLICY11-3 

Ensure growth is accommodated without 
subs_tantiany and adversely impacting 
existing residential neighborhood 
character. 

POLICY 11.4 

Continue to utilize zoning districts which 
conform to a generalized residential land 
use and density plan and the General 
Plan. 

POLICY11.5 

Ensure densities in established residential 
areas promote compatibility with prevailirig 
neighborhood character. 

POUCY11.6 

. Foster a sense of community through 
architectural design, using features that 
promote cC?mmunity interaction. 

POLICY 11.7 

Respect San Francisco's historic fabric, 
by preserving landmark buildings and 
ensuring consistency with historic districts. 

POLICY 11.8 

Consider a neighborhood's character 
when. integrating new uses, and minimize 
disruption caused by expansion of 
institutions into residential areas. 

POLICY 11.9 

Foster development that strengthens local 
culture sense of place. and history. 

!SSUE7: 
BAL.Ji..NCE HOUSING· 
CONSTRUCTION AND. 
COMMUNl!Y INFRASTRUCTU.RE 

OBJECTIVE 12 

BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH 
ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT 
SERVES THE Cli:Y'S GRow1r-iG 
POPULATION. 

POUCY12.1 

Ent:ourage new housing that relies 
on transit use and. environmentally 
sustainable patterns of movement 
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POLICY 12-2 

Consider the proximity of quality of life . 
elements, such E!S open space, child · 
care, and neighborhood services, when 
developing new housing units. 

POUCY1.2.3 

Ensure new housing is sustainably 
sup ported by the City's public 
infrastructure systems. 

ISSUES: 
PR!ORIT!ZiNG SUST/i,iNABLE 
DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVE 13 

PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVEL
OPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND 
CONSTRUCTING NEW HOUSING. 

POUCY13.1 

Support "smart" regional growth that 
locates new housing close to jobs and 
transit. 

POUCY132 

Work with localities across the region to 
coordinate the production of affordable 
housing region wide according to 
sustainability principles. 

POLICY13.3 

Promote sustainable land use patterns that 
integrate housing with transportation in 
order to increase transit, pedestrian, and 
bicycle mode share. 

POUCY13.4 

Promote the highest feasible level of. 
"green" development in .both private and 
municipally-supported housing. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Housing element law mandates that local governments 

adequately plan to meet the existing and projected housing 
needs ofall =onomic segments of the community. The City 
of San Francisco has. embraced this requirement as an op
portunity for a community based vision for San Francisco's 
future.. Part 2 of the Housing Element sets forth objectives, 

policies, and programs to address the housing needs iden
tified in Part one. The Housing Element is intended to 

provide the policy baclcgroWld for housing programs and 
decisions; and to provide broad direction towards meet~ 

ing the City's housing goals. As with other elements of the 
General Plan, it provides the policy framework for future 

planning decisions, and indicates the next steps the City 
plans to take to implement the Housing Element's objec
tives and policies. Adoption of the Housing Element does 

not modify land use, specify areas for increased height or 
density. suggest specific controls for individual neighbor

hoods, implemen_t changes to the Zoning Map or Planning 

Code, oi: direct funding· for housing development. Any 
such changes would require significant community and 
related legislative proceSses, as well as review and public 
hearings before the Planning Commission and Board of 

Supervisors. 

Why is Housing an Issue? 

San Francisco's populatio~ continues to grow; now sur
passing the 1950s population peak; with over 800,000 
residents. As a hub for the region; San Francisco hosts a 
significant proportior; of the Citf s jobs; as well as the core 
of local transportation infrastructure .. Despite the ~ecent 
economic impacts of the :national recession industries 
in San Francisco are - ;lowly ~ growing, pa:ncularly in 
the categories of fina.i:tcial and professional services, and 

. knowledge industries such as bioteebnology, digital ~edia, 
and clean technology. With new employment opportuni
ties comes the increased demand for a variety. of homing 
types. ' 

Affordable housing is the most salient housing issue in San 
Francisco and the Bay Area. ABAG projects that at least · 

39% of new housing demands wil). be from low and vi:ty 

low income households (households earning Wlder 80% 
of area median income), and another 22% aifo~dable fi:om . 
households of moderat!' means (earning berw-een 80 and 

120% of area median inco~e). The policies and prog~ 
offer strategies to address these specific housing demands. 
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Based on the growing population, and smart growth goals 

of providing housing in central areas like San Francisco, 

near jobs and transit, the State Department of Housing 

and Community Development (HCD), with the Associa
tion of Bay Ar.ea Governrnenrs (ABAG), estimates that San 

Francisco must plan for the capacity for roughly 31,000 

new units, 60% of which should be suitable for housing 
for the extremely low, very low, low and moderate income 

householdS, in the next Housing Element period to meet 

its share of the region's projected housing demand. Because 
Sa,n Francisco also shares these state and regional objectives 

to mcn:ase the supply of housing, improve the regional 

jobs-housirig balance, protect the environment, and pro- · 
mote a more eflicient development patter~, this Housing 

Element works to ·meet those targets. 

The City's Housing Values 

In developing the 2009 Housiii.g Element Update, the City 

worked closely across agencies and broadly with San Fran

cisco neighborhoods, community organizations, housing 

ORF.FT l:iOUSU-!G ELEMENT 2009 PART ii 

advocates, and residents. Thr~ugh a broad outreach process 

that induded a Community Advisory Body, stakeholder 

sessions, over 30 communiry workshops, moni:hly office 

hours, and interactive web o~treach including an online 

survey; four housing values were developed to guide the 

2009 Housing Element: 

1: Prioritiz"' permanently ajfordahle. housing. Across 

the City; participants acknowledged. that the .cost of 

housing in San Francisco was an issue affecting ev
eryone, from working families to the very poor. Thus 

che Housing Element focuses on creating the right 
type of housing, to meet the financial, physical and 

spatial needs of all of our residenrs who cannot afford 

mark.et-rate housing. This requires not only creating 

new housing, ·but addressing th~ numerous housing 
types needed for San Francisco's diverse population, 

and preserving and maintaining the existing housing 
stock, which provides so~e of the City's most afford

able units. 

2. .Recognize <ind presme neighborhood cbaracter. 
Residents of San Francisco, from its wealthiest neigh

borhoods to its lower income areas, prioritized their 

own neighborhoods' physiatl and cultural character. 

Therefore the Housing Element recognizes that any 

plans fur housing, from individual projects to com
~unity plans, need to acknowledge the unique needs 

of individual neighborhood which they are located.. 

No individual strategies proposed in this Housing 

Element: are appropriate universally; each needs to be 
considered within the neighborhood context. By us

ing community planning processes that are driven by· 

che input of the community itself, the Ciry can ensure 
that the best qualities of neighborhoods are not only 
maintained, but strengthened.. . 

3. Integrate plmzning of bousinJi, jobs, transportation 
and infrastructure. Participants stressed that ~ousing 
does not occur in a vacuum- that successful housing 

roust be considered as a part of a whole neighborhood, 

one that includes public infrastructure such as transir, 

open space and community facilities, and privately 

provided infrastructure such as retail and neighbor

hood services." As one considers the needs of various . 

household types, steps roust be taken to encourage 

amenities required by families, such as child care, 

schools, libraries, parks and other services. 

3 
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4. Cultivate the City as a sustainable. model of devel

opment. The City's residents recognized the "City's 

social, practical and legislative responsibility to address 
housing needs from both the local and the regional 
perspectiv.e, given S~ Francisco's role as a job center 
and a transit nexus. Thus, the Housing Element pd
oritizes increasing transit availability and accessibility, 

and prioritizing housmg development where rransit 
and otb.er mode options are improved, to reduce rhe 
impacts of greenhouse gas emissions. Ir promotes 
«green' developm~r in both new and reconstruction. 

Ir does nor; however, promote growth ar all com: the 
Housing Element recognizes that a truly sustainable 
San Francisco balanc:eS housing production with other 
major values disrnssed above, in the context of afford
ability needs, infrastructure provision, and neighbor
hood culture and. character:. 

Challenges Ahead: Balancing Goals 
with Resources and Realities 

In an effort to plan for and respond to growing housing 
demands, the Planning Department has eng:iged. several 
neighborhoods in specific community planning effom. 
Ten community plans-; the Candlestick and Hunters Point 
Shipyard Plans, Rincon Hill, Marker & Octavia, Camal 
Water.front, East SoMa, Mission, Showplace Square/Pottero 
Hill and Balboa Park Area Plans, and the Visitacion Valley 
Maste.r & Redevelopment Plan - have been adopted since 
the 2004 Housing Element update. Together these recently 
adopted Plan Areas are projected to add gri:>wrh of ~osr 
40,000 new units, which, in combination with cirywide 
infill potential provides sires which can accommodate over 
6, 000 new units, as cited in Parr 1 of the Housing Ele~ent. 
Ongoing community planning efforts, including major 
redevelopment plans at Mission Bay, Treasure Island and 
Hunter's Point Naval Shipyard, will add even more capac
ity ove.r the next 20 years. 

Implementation of these plans, both on the housing and 
infrastructure side still requires significant planning and 
support. The City has made. strides in developing new 

housing to serve that growiO:g population - abour 18,960 

new ho~sing units were added ro the City's housing stock 
since 2000 - housing affordabilicy continues to be a major 

policy issue. Even with very successful policies and pro
grams, and an all~rime high average production rare of over· 

2000 units per year, San Francisco achieved only 67% of 

its housing goals for very low and low production,. and a 
total of 47% of ill affordable ho~ing production. l Because . 

of the high cost of housing subsidies required to provide a 
unit to low and very low income households ranges from 
$1_70,000 to $.200,000 per unit. _Total costs to meet the 

total need projected by the RHNAs exceed $2 billion dol~ 
Im, significantly more than funding has allowed.in previ~ 
ous years. Given current economic conditions this level of· 

funding is fu more than can be realistically expected in the 
short term. 

This Housing Element addresses residential development 
during a period of national recession, against a backdrop 
of reductiops in sale and rental values, packlogs of unsold · 
units, and a dearth of funding for new hi:>using develop

ment. Working within. this context, rhe Ho rising Elein~r 
stresses stabilization strategies that respond to the eco- · 

nomic downturn. Creative new context specific strategies 

include: 

• Small-site acquisition and rehabilitation, where the 
City takes an active role in securing and stabilizing 
ex.isring units as" permanently affordable housing.· 

• Owner-inlriated rehabilitation, where the City sup-. 
. ports- financially or otherwise - owner or landlord 
initiated improvements to existing housing, par
ticularly at-risk rental units. 

• Project partnerships, fostering relationships between 
affordable and marker rate developers on new sites, 
or on projecrs· which may have stalled, to expand 
affordable housing.opportunities. 

• Providing assistance in foreclosures, including as
sistance 1:0 existing hotneowne.rs and working to 
secure foreclosed units as affordable opportunities. 

However, even with these strategies the City will nor likely 
see the development 31,000 new units, particularly its af

fordability goals of creating over 12,000 units. affordable to . 
low and very low income levels projected by the RHNA 
There are adequate sites to meet projected housing.needs, 

and the policies of this Housing Element support further 
housing development. HoweVcr, realizing the City's hous

ing targets requires tremendous public and private financ
ing - given the state and local economy and private finance 

conditions is not likely to be availabl~ during the period of 

this_ Housing Element. 

""·-····-··-·····-··--·-·······-··-·-··-···-··-·-·····--·······---·····-····--··············--················-·-····· 
l Nore: Ochc:r major cities., such :u Oalc:Land :i.nd Los Angdcs, faced tbe .same challenges, 

mcctiag on ;i.vcr;ige only 30% of chc:ir affordabilhy ca.rg:ets 

1026 

.i' 

::-::b ~ .-" ~' _;~~,!(.;~· 

: ·: ~--;;~~:- J-:~ 
.. .; .. ;.·:.:;i~1~ 

:· ... : ~ ~ . 

.·.· 



..;. 

For the City is to be truly successful in achieving thfl 

type and amount of housing targeted by the RHNAs 
and mandated by local and regional sustainability goals, 

a full partnership with the state and the region is required. 
Funding at the state and regional levds need to continue 

to consider - and prioritize - San Francisco's share of the 
statewide housing, particularly its affordability challenges, 
when allocating funding for affordable housing and for 

public inframucrure. Only thr~ugh this partnership, and 

if infrasrrucrure and housing funding priorities are coor

dinated with regional growth objectives, ~ the Oty truly 
·move towards these housing production targets. 

Acknowledging Tradeoffs 

The Housing Element is intended to be an integrated, 

imcrnarry consistent and compatible statement of policies 

for housing in San Francisco, based upon the goals of the 

Po~~ Qf_~~~!ry; l·fowever, many of these goals have a 
natural tension between ~~For =mpk;ilie l:datlon- . 

ship of market rate to affordable housing can often seem 

competitive, and even oppositional Yer increased levels of 

affoidilile housing' cannot be achi~ed without me private 

· development sector, which. brings significant funding to

wards affordable housing and its needed services through 

rax revenU:~, inclusionary requirements and other fees. In 
balancing th.is rdationship, 1fi.e City needs to consider how 

all typ~ iihousing contribute to overall goals. 

Another tension exists between the demand for more ho us-
. ing in San Fraricisco and the impact ...:. real or perceived . 

- that new development can have on neighborhoods. To 

meet local and regional sustainability goals, more housing 
and greater density is required, but growth needs ro be 

shaped s~ that it does riot occunr the expense of valued 

San Francisco neighborhood qualities. Community plans 

balance these factors to increase housing equitably while 

still _preserving what people love about their neighbor

hoods. 

.·.I 

Another major.issue to balance is the rdationship between. 

housing and infrastructure The Ci_cy's goal is to locate hous

ing in areas that already have access to i:ofu.structure and . 

services, many sites large enough for affordable housing are 
often found in transitioning areas that require additional 

inftastructure. The City needs to seek equilibrium for hous

ing opporrunities by prioritizing increased infrasrrucrure or 
servjces to these rransirioning areas. 

The purpose of this Housing Element is not to resolve all of 
those tensions, but ro provide.a framework the City can use 

to highlight concerns that should be balanced l:iy &rision 

makers; to achieve the City's stated housing goals. 

The Document 

The objectives and policies that follow are intended to 

addiess the State's objectives and the Oty's most pressing 

h~using issues: identifying adequate ho~ing sites, con

serving and improving existiri.g housing, providing equal -

housing opportunities, facilitating permanently affordable 

housing, removing gove=ent constraints ro the con
struction and rehabilitation of housing, maintaining the 
unique and diverse character of San Francisco'; n~ighbor
hoods, balancing housing c:Onstruction with community 
infrastructure, and sustainability: · Eacb. set of objectivc:S 

and related policies is accompanied by implementingpro
grams - a detailed scheduie of actions that will implement 

the housing element including timelines, steps, projected 
outcomes and entities responsible for each action. Also, 

each set of objectives and·policies is followed by~ series of 

strategies for farther review~ id_eas which. were raised over 

the course of the Housing Element development and out

~, whlcb. require further examination, and potentially 
long-term study, before they can be direC:dy implemented. 

These strategies will be examined in more derail with the 

appropriate agencies over the course of the draft Housing 
Element's- review, to determine if suc;b. strategies are pos

sible and can be pursu~ as implementation programs. . 
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Issue 1: 
Adequate Site~ 

OBJECTIVE 1 

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR 
DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET 
THE CITY"S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY 
PERMANENTLY .AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

Even during declining economies, housing demand in San· 

Francisco continues. Families continue to grow, life expec

tancy has increased, and more people seek to live closer 

to where they work. The need ·for housing comes from 
households of all income l~els. 

In an effort to manage the regional growth and accommo

date projected ho.using needs throughout the Bay Area, the 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) allocates a 

number of h.ousing units at various income levels to each 
commua,ity in the region based on projected job growth. 

.ABAG has allocated mored1an 31,000 new housing units 

in City and County of .San Francisco through the year 

2014, with over 60% of those units required to be afford

able to households of moderate income (defined as 120% 
of Area Median Income) or below. .. 

Reaching these ABAG goals will require the implementa

tion of a number of strategies, including planning and con

structing new permanently affordable housing, for which · 
land must be identified. Housing sites must be considered. 

carefully in order to make the most of a limited land sup

ply while ensuring that new housing is. in keeping with 
existing neighborhood character. Specific criteria should 

be considered when planning fo.r; and securing, sites for 

housing. To enable easy access and movement throughout 

the City, housing should be located close to transit, and · 

to oilier necessary public infrasrrqcrure such as schools, 

parks and open space, as well as quasi-public or privately· 

. provided services such as child caie and health facilities. 

To enable access to retail and services, new housing should 

· be located throughout tlie City in a mixed-use fuhion. To 

ensure the health of residents, housing should be located 

away from concentrations of heali:h-impacting land u,ses. 

New housing is not the only answer to addressing housing 

n~ds in S'!Il Francisco. Ocher strategies; such as retention 

of existing Un.its, and making existing units .P=anently 
affordable, as discussed. i.n Objectives 2 and 3 , enable the 

City to meet many of its housing affordability goals. 

POLICY1.1 

Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City 
and County of San Francisco, especially affordable 
housing. 

San Franciscans are a diverse population, witli a diverse set 

of housing needs. Funire housing policy and plahning ef
forts must take into account the diverse needs for housing. 

The RHNA projections indicate housing goals for vari

ous income "levels, these provide basic planning goals for' 
housing affordability. San Francisco's housing policies and 

programs should provide strategies chat promote housing 

at each income level, and furthermore identify sub-groups, 
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such as middle income. and extremely low income house

holds_ that require specific housing policy. In addition to 

planning for affordability, the City should plan for housing 

that serves a variery of household types ~d sizes. 

POUCY1.2 

Focus housing growth and .infrastructure-necessary 
to support growth according to community plans. 
Complete planning underway in key opportunity 

____ ,areas_s_u~b as Treasure Island, Candlestick Park and. 
Hunter's PointShipyard-. ____________ , ---

In order to increase the supply and affordability of housing, 

the Ciry has engaged in significant planning for housing 

through Area Plans. (portions of the General Plan which fu.
cus on a particular part of the Ciry), Redevelopment Plans 

(community i:evitalization plans authorized and organized 

under the provisioi:is of the California Community Rede

velopment Law), anc;I. ~ajor development projecrs created 

in partnership with private sponso~. Adopted community 

plans include Balboa Park,_ Market and Octavia. and the 

Ce.ntr:al Waterfront neighborhoods; the Eastern Neighbor

hoods progtam including the Mission, South of Market, 

Showplace Square and Po=o Hill; Candlestick, . and 

Hunters Point Shipyard; and several Redevelopment Azea 

Plans, most recently Visitacion Valley/Sc:hlage Lock. 

Plans underway include Glen Park, Western SoMa and 

Executive Park. Other major projects in development with 

the City include Treasure Island, Park Merced and the 

Trans bay Transit Center. These ongoing community plan

ning eff?ns should CO\ltinue. These projecrs could result 

in a community accepted housing vision for the neighbor

hood, related zoning changes and neighborhood specific 

design.guidelines that will encourage housing development 

.in appropriate "locations. 

·'.! 

DRAFT HOUSIN"G ELEMENT 2009 PART II 

Together, these planning efforts could provi& capacity 

for significantly more than the 31,000 units allocated for 

this planning penod (2007-2014). However these plans 

will require significant investment in infrastructure and 

supporting services in order to support ~ growth.. Each 

adopted plan contains related programs for affordable 

housing (directing the mix of housing types, tenures and af
fordability needs), infuistrucrure a:nd community services, 

they also contain design guidelines :i.nd co=unity review 
procedures. The. City should prioritize public investmeni: 

in these phn_ ai-eas, accordirig ro each plans' .infu.structure 
and co=unity improvement program. Th~e· plans_ Will ___ --. -. ~--
also require diligence in their application: each plan con-

tains numerous policies and principles intended to ensure 

neighborhood consistency and compatibility, and it is up 

to Planning Department staff and the Planning Com-

mission to uphold those principles in project review and 

approvals. 

7 
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Plan Areas 

1111 Adopted Area Plan 

- Pending Adoption 

;:, 

- Plan Areas Under Development 

. ·.~ .. •··· ,. 

·.~ 

· .. -· 

Balboa Park - staiiiin --· · · 

. Glen Park 

\iii~ Plan Areas In Coordination With Redevelopment Authority or Other Groups 
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- - -
. - Estimated t•lew Housing 

Plan Area 1 rv1a1or Pro1ect Construction Potential* 

Balboa Park Area Plan _ 1,BOB 
---------------:-----l--------· 

Marke!fQctavia Area Plan . 6,000 

Central Waterfront Area Plan 2,000 

- Mi~sianAr~a-Plan i,100 
------'------------1------

East SOMA Area Plan 2,900 ------------------"-----
Sh~Wpl~ce-Sq~~ejPotfe;o Hill Area 
pjiirJ ·' -- ,,_ --- ._,,_ "' --- - 3,200-

---+--~------
Rincon Hill Area Plan 4,100 

__ Visilaci()[) Valley Redevelopment Plan 1,500 
--------- --1-----'~--

Transbay Redevelopment Plan 3,400 

- Mission Bay R~c:li!V~lopm_en_t_P __ lan~-~-----+--3_,o_o_o __ . ___ _ 
Hunters Point Shipyard/ Candlestick 
Point · 10,000 

Executive _Park 1,600 :__· ----

DRAFT HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 PART ll 

future public operations, such as public offices, schools or 

utilities should be considered for sale or lease for develop

ment of permanently affordable housing. The City should 

ensure that future land needs for transit, schools and other 

services will be considered before public land is repurposed 

to support affordable housing. Where sites are not appro

priate for affordable housing, revenue generated from sale 

of surplus lan:ds should continue to be cliarinded into the 

City's Affordable Housing Fund iµider the San Francisco 

Administrative Code Sections 23A.9 -- 11. 

The City's land-holding agencies should also look for cre

ative opportunities to partner with affordable housing de

velopers. This may include identifying buildings where air 

rights may be made avi.ila.ble for housing without interfer

ing with their dlrrent public use; sires where housing could 

be located over public parlcing, transit facilities or water 

storage facilities; or reconscruction opportunities where 

public uses could be rebuilt~ part of a joint-use affordable 

housing project. Agencies should also look for opportllni-
Glen Pii,rk 1_oo ____________ ties_where public facilities coul-9- be reloc;a~t1-_t_(l~ther· rn.or~ _ 

Park Merced 5,600 approp_riate sites, thereby making such sites available fur 

Transit Center-OistriCt 1 ;zoo hou".sing development. For example, certain Muni fleet 

West SOMA 2, 700 storage sites located in dense mixed-use or residential areas 

Trea,s!-Jre_ l~la!)d 7 ,ODO could be relocated, thereby allowing in-fill mixed use or 

jq:@;r)~(~f~i~~ 0na~~~;;--: _>"1 a;~pp :; > , __ : "'' • _ _ residential development. The Ory should proactively seek 
sites for affordable housing development by buying devel-

TOTAL 57,800 _L_ l ds 1 opments mat are no onger moving towar comp etion. 

POLICY 1,3 

Work proactively to identify and secure opp.ortunity 
sites for permanently affordable housing. 

While in previous years ~d pri!:es have dramatically in

creased, current land prices s= to have stabilized. This 
may provide opportunity for sites for permanently af_: 
fordable housing development that should be aggressively 

pursued. · 

Publidy-ownetl land offers unique opportunity for devel

opment of affordable housing. The City should regularly 

review its inventory of surpl~, vacant or rinderused public 

property; through an annual reporting process that pro

vides such information to the Mayors Office of Housing. 

Public property no longer needd for current or foreseeable 

This may iJ;iclude properties that have received some or 

all City land use entitlements, properties that have begun 

conscruction but cannot continue , or properties that have 

completed_ construction, but whose owners must sell. 

; POLICY1.4 

Ensure community based planning processes are 
used to generate chaf!ges to land use controls. 

Community plans are an opportunity fur neighborhoods 

to woi:k with the City to develop a strategic plan for their 

furure, including housing, services and amenities. Such 

plans can be used to target growth strategically to increase 

infill devdopment in locations close to rransit and other 

needed services, as appropriate. Community plans also 

develop or -update neighborhood speci£c design guide

lines, infi:astrucrure plans, and historic resources surveys, 

as appropriate. As noted above, in recent years the City has 
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undertaken significant community based planning efforts 

to accomm.odare- projected growth. Zonfug changes that 
involve several parcels or blocks should alwa.ys involve sig

nificant community outreach. Additionally zoning changes 
that involve several blocks should alwa.ys be made as part of 

a co=uniry based planning process. 

Any new community based planning processes should 
be initiated in partiiership with the nclghborhood, and 

involve the full i:ange of City stakeholders. The process . 
should be initiared by the Board of Supervlsori, with the 
suppon of die Dist:ricr Supervisor, through their adoption 
of the Planning Departrrient's or other overseeing agency's 
work program; and the scope of.the process should be ap
proved by die Planning Commission. To assure that the 
Planning Depanment, and other agencies involved in land . 
use approvals conduct adequate community outreach, any 
changes to land use policies and controls that result from the 
communiry- planning process may be proposed only after 
an open and publicly noticed process, after review of a draft 
plan and environmental review; ·and with comprehensive 

opponuniry- for commrni.ity input Proposed changes must 

be approved by the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors at a duly noticed public hear:\ng. Additionally, 
the Depamnent's Wo.rk: Program allows dtizens w know 

. what areas are proposed for community planning. The 
Planning Department should use the Work Program as a 

· vehicle to inform the public about all of its activ:ities, and 

should .publish and post the Work Program to its webpage, 
and make it availabk for review at the Depa=ent. 

POLICY1.5 

Consi~er secondary units in community plans where 
there is neighborhood support.and when other 
neighborhood goals can be achieved, especially 
if that housing is made permanently affordable to 
lower-income_ households. 

Secondary units (in-law" or ugranny units") are smaller 
dw~ uruts within a structure cont2ining. another much 

larger unit, frequently in basements, using space thar is sur
plus to the primary dwelling. Secondary units represent a 
simple and cost-effective method of expanding the housing 

supply. Such.units could be developed to meet the needs of 
seniors, people with disabilities and others who, ·because of 

modest incomes or lifestyles, prefer or need small unirs at 
relatively low rents . 

Within a community planning process, the Ciiy may =
plore where secondary units can occur without adversely 

affecting the =erior appearance of the building, or iu . 

the case of new construction, where. they can be accom
modated within the permitted building envelope. The 

process may also examine where existing secondarj units · 
can be legalized, for =mple through an amnesty program 
that requires building owners to increase their safety and 

. habitability. Secondary units shoUld be limited in size rci 
control their impact. 

POLICY1.6 

Consider greater flexibility in number and size 
of units within established building envelopes in 
community based planning processes, especially 
if it can increase the number of affordable units in 
multi-family structures. 

In San Francisco, housing density standards have tradi
tionally been set in terms of numbers of dwelling units in 
·propomon to the size of the building lot. For example, in 

an RM-1 district, one dwelling unit is permitted for each 
800 square feet of lot area. This limiratiori.generally applies 

regardless of the size of the unit and the number of people 
likely to occupy it. Thus a small studio and a large four
bedroom apartment both count ~ a single unit Setting 
density standards encourages largei: units and is particularly 
tailored for lower density neighborhoods consisting pri
marily of one- or two-family dwell4igs. However, in some 
areas whlch consist mostly of taller apartments and whlch 

are well served by transit, the volume of the building rather 
than number of units might more appropriately control 

the density. 

. Within a community based planning process, the City 
may consider using the building envelope, as established 
by height, bulk, set back, parking and other Code require
ments, to regulate the maximum residential square footage, 
rather than density conrroh that are not consistent with ex-

. isting patterns. In setting allowable residential densities in 

established neighborhoods, consideration should be given 

ro the prevailing building type in the surrounding area 
so thar new development does not detract: from existing 
character: In some areas, such as RH-1 and RH-2, existing 

height and bulk patterns should be maintained to protect 

neighborhood ~aracre"r. 
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POLICY1.7 

Consider public health objectives when desigriating 
and promoting housing development sites. 

A healthy neighborhood has a b~ce of housing and the 
amenities needed by residents at a neighborhood level, such 

as neighborhood serving retail, particularly stores offering 

fresh produce, child= and medical services. Community 
planning efforts should include requirements, incenrives OE 

bonuses to encourage necessary amenities as appropriate. 

Land use and transportation planning decisions are directly 
related to environmenpU health ahd justice issues in San 

Francisco. For example, SFDPH environmental health 

inspectors frequently observe that families live in buildings 
that cause a variety of health outcomes such as asth.ID.a and 

lead poisoning. Understanding rh;e impacts of past uses on 
the soil, me proximity to currently operating heavy indus

trial uses, and the surrounding air quality are critical when 

developing housing. 

- - -- In 2007 the San Francisco Depamnem: of Public Health -

completed the Healthy Development Measure _Tool 

(HDMT), a system to evaluate healm impacts of new de

velopment. The HDMf proposes a checklist for evaluating 

a range of project types from smaller housing devd.opments 
to neighborhood wide-community plans. The:: HDMT cov

ers six topics: ~vironmental stewardship, sustainable and 

safe uansportation, public infrastructure (access to goods 

and services), social oohesfon, adequate and healthy hous

ing. and a healmy economy, wim over 100 benchmar~ 
in total. The level of analysis the tool provides can be very 

useful in developing housing policy and programs for 
a large area. as it can aide in identifying gaps in services 

and a.a:ienities to be addresi.ed at a policy level Because of 
HDMT tool's breadth, iris im.porti.nt that it be used in the 

appropriate context. Therefore t;he HDMT should be used 

to provide a general review of overall context, parricularly 

in me development of community plans. 

POUCY1.s· 

Promote mixed use development, and include 
housing, particularly permanently affordable 
housing, in new commercial, institutional or other 
single use development projects. 

DRAFT HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 PART II 

San Francisco has a strorig ttad.irion of mixed-use neigh

borhoods, allowing residents to take advantage of the City's 

rich rriix of servic;es and amenities on foot and by transit. 

Mixed-use buUdings in San Francisco allow residents to 

live above street-front commercial space, services or insti

tutional uses. Housing should continue.to be considered as 

a joint use with all compatible non-residential uses. While 

separation of some uses will always be requir:ed _to protect 
public health, the majority of the City's non-residential 

uses, such as retail, services and workplaces, are compatible 
with, and·can be improved by, the inclusion of housing. 

POLICY1.9 

Require new commercial developments and higher 
educational institutions to meet the housing demand 
they generate, p.articularly the need for affordable 
housing for lower income workers and students. 

New commercial or other non-residential development 

ptojecrs increase the City's employment base, thereby 
increasing_the demand for hotising. Similarly, institutions 

of higher education provide needed services and contribute 

to the intellectual and cultural life of the City, while at the 

same time create a demand for housing by students, which 

can pressure on exisring housing stock 

EF= 
11 

1033 



San Francisco General Plan 

~.:..;.:;~;t 

12 

The City's Jobs-Housing Linkaie Program, whldt c.ollecrs 
fees for aff"ordable housing production from commer

cial developments, should continue to be enforced and 
morutored. Higher educational institutions should assist 
in the provision of additional housing, including afford
able housing, as well The City sh~uld use the insrimtional 
~aster plan (IMJ.l) process required by the City's Planning 
Code to encourage insrlturions to provide housing, should 
support new construction of student housing that could 
reduce pressure on the existing horuing srock, and should 
consider incentives for s_rudent housing developrn:enr: 

POLICY 1.10 

Support new housing projects, especially affordable 
housing, where households can easily rely on pu.blic 
transportation, walking and bicyclirig for the majority 
of daily trips. 

San Francisco enjoys an extensive network of transit lines, 
including a. number of major transit lines that provide 

nearby residents with the oppormnity to move abo11t the 
C::ity without need of a car. Because of proximity to· transit 

and bicycle networks, neighborhood serving businesses 
and job cenrers, some 29% of the City's households do not 
own cars and 33% of San Franciscans rake public transit 
ro work, with. higher rates for households in transit-rich 
areas. Infill housing in transit-rich areas can provide lower 
income households, affordable unsubsidized housing oP.. 
pominities. Housing with easy access to transit facilitates 
the City's efforts to implement the City's Transit First 
policy. Additionally housing near transit can provide sitec 
efficient and cost effective housing. 

I.a. reviewing i:eliance on public transportation, it is impor
tant to disringu.ish areas that are atransit-rich." and locatec! 

along major transit lines, from those that are simply served 
by transit. For the purposes of this Rous~ Element, "ma

jor n:ansit lines" are defined as those )hat have signllicant 

ridership and ·comprehensive service -. meaning almost 
24-hour service with minimal headways. This network of 

major transit: lines includes BART's heavy rail lines, MUNI 

Metro's light: rail system including the F, J, K, L, M and N 
lines, and Muni's major arterial, high-ridership, frequent 
service local network lines. These lines are defined and 

prioririz.ed. in Mun.i) Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) a.S 

rhe. "Rapid .Network,".pending environmental review. The 

Departtnent should support housing projects along these 
major transit lines provided they are consistent with cur

rent _wning-and design guidelines. 
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OBJECTIVE 2-

RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, AND 
PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAINTENANCE 
STANDARDS, WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING 
AFFORDABILITY. 

The majority of San Francisco's housing stock is over 60 
years old -- it is an important culrural and ho~ing· asset 

that the City must protect for future generations .. Nearly 
all of San Francisco households will make rheir home in 

existing housing - RHNA goals for new housing represent 

I~ rhan one percent of rhe existing housing stock. There
fore, conserving and improving rhe existing ~tock is critical 
to San Francisco's iong ren:D. housing strategy. Retaining 

existing housing reduces rhe needs for resources to build 
· new housing. Policies and programs under this objective 
f.acilitare conservation and improvement of rhe variety of 
unit types physical conditions. 

Housing i;naintenance includes routine mainrenan~, ma

jor repair pro jeers, and preventive care - especially seismic 
work. The healrh of the existing housing stock requires rhat 

all types of maintenance be pursued to the exrenr possible, 
while not overburdening low-income· groups. The seismic 

sustainability' of the existing stock is of particular local 
concern. 

POLICY2.1 

Discourage the demolition of sound existing 
housing, unless the demolition results in a net 
increase in affordable housing. 

Demolition of existing housing often results in the loss of 
lower-co~ rental housing.units. Even if the exisnng hous

ing is replaced, rhe new units are generally more costly. 
Demolition can result in displacement of residents, causing 

personal hardship and need to relocate. Older housinf; stock • 
should only be considered for demolition and replacement 

when die resulting project results in a significant increase 
in unit affordability. 

There are environmental and narural resources consid- ' 

erations when demolishing housing stock that is physi
cally sound. Therefore, a determination of 'sound housing' 

should be based on physical conditiqn, not economic value. 
San Francisco's Planning Code and Planning Commission 

guidelines require public hearing and deliberation for 
demolition .of units, discourage rhe demolition of sound 

housing stock, especially historically s~=t structUres, 
and require that replacement projects be· entitled before 

demolition permits are issued. The City should continue 
th~ policies.· 

POLICY2.2 

Retain existing housing by controlling the merger 
of residential units, ex;cept where a merger clearly 
creates new family housing. 

·San Francisco is vulnerable to both subdivisions and unit 

. mergers in response to shon term market trends. The City 
must prorecr the existing units and their relative afford
ability while recognizing the need for some flexibility to 
support family housing. Merging of two units, especially 
small units, can allow a family to grow without leaving 
their co=unity. Yer. mergers also result in a net loss of 
housing units in the City, where rhe resulting unit is often 
less affordable, rhus amplifying both problems of hous

ing supply and affordability. All proposals to merge units 
s~ould be caiefully considered within the local context and 
housing uends to assure that the resulting unit responds to 
idenrified housing needs, rather than creating fewer, larger 
and more expensive units. 
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POLICY2.3 

Prevent Qie removal or reduction of housing .for 
parking. 

Maintaining existing space m: buildings that is dedicated 

to housing reduces the need for the production of new 

housing to support: existing and furore households. The 

more habitable space in a strucrure, the greater the abil

. ity of the structure to adapt to a variety of lifecycles, and 

the. more flexibillty provided for the growth of families. 

Space currently dedicated to. housing people should not 

be converted into parking. Fu.-Lhermore, the City should 

encourage the conversion of ground floor space to housing, 

provided such a convers.ion does not impact the long term 

seismic·sustainability of the existing structure. · 

. POLICY2.4 

Promote improvements and contin.ue.d maintenance 
to existing' units to ensure long_ term habitation and 
safety. 

As. the City's housing stock: ages, maintenance becomes 

increasingly impon:int. 1,b.e majority of San Francisco 

housing is more than 60 years old. Property owners should 

be encouraged and supported 1n. efforts· to m;tlntain 

and improve the physical condition of housing units. 

DRAFT HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 PART II 

Maintenance is generally the responsibility of property 

owners, with the City enforcing appropriate seismic and 

safety standards. But in some circumstances such as low 

income homeowners, senior homeowners, or n:eg!ected or 

abandoned property; the City should take a more active 

role through funding and programs in order to facilitate 

mllintenance and improvements and ensiire the long term 

habitability of the housing stock. 

Although code ~nforcement should be aqivdy pursued, 

Hexibfllo/ should be granted to low-income households 

where Code violations do not creare a public safety hazard 

or a serious household safety condition. Legalization of 

existing setondai:y units should be considered, ~h~e Code 
violations d~ not ~eate a public safety hazard, in exchange 

. for designating the unit permanently for senior or afford

able housing . 

POUCY2.5 

Encourage and support the seismic retrofitting of 
- the -eXiStirig llOUSli'fg-stOCIC..------· --· -- - ---- -- - - --

A major ~quake could jeopardize 8,600 to 100,000 

·housing units. Seismic retrofitting of t)i.e existing housing 

stock increases the possibility of sound housing after a 

seismic event. 
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The City should prioritize public resources to address the 
mosr imminent risks:_ l) srrucrures at high risk of collapse 

and therefore pose the highest public safety risk, such as 
soft-story buildings; 2) strucrures that house low income or 

- vulnerable populations; and 3) srrucnu-es that are vulner

able due to consrruction type. DBI should focus seismic 
upgrade programs towards vulnerable geographies ind soils 
typ~ (as identified by CAPPS), populations (areas with 
low median-incomes or high population of seniors) and 
building types (older, rent-controlled and soft story). 

The City sh.ould also continue to educate and assisr prop
erty owners in their efforts to make seismic safety ·improve

ments. Currently property owners can find information on 
DBI's earthquake preparedness web~ite, attend lunchtime 

talks, or reference the Seismic Safety FAQ fur building 
owners sheet. 

OBJECTIVE 3 

PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF THE 
EXISTING HOUSING STOCK, ESPECIALLY 
RENTAL UNITS. 

San Francisco is a city of renters - which enables incredible 
diversity of age,' income, and household type. Students, 
young professionals, artists, new funilies, low in~me 
households, and many others rely on the availability of 
rental housing to -live in San Francisco. The City's market

rate rental units generally provide moderately priced hous
ing options, while rent ·controlled. units and permanently 
affordable rental units meet needs at lower income levels. 

Thus-the availability of sound and affordable rental ho~ 
is of major importance to meet the City's housing needs. 

Regulations protecting the affordability of the existing 
housing stock have traditionally focused on rental housing, 
such as rent control and its associated tenants rights laws, 
and condominium conversion limits. Both ·rent control' 

and condominium conversion limits evoke an impassioned 
-public discussio.µ. around housing rights, private property 

rights, and quality of life in San Francisco, and property 
owners continue to emphasize the negative effects of rent 
control policies on the supply of housing. This discussion 

warrants continued public engagement "in the ongoing 
effort to provide a balani:e of housing opportunities -to sup
port San Francisco's diverse population. 

POLICY3.1 

Preserve rental units, especially rent controlled 
units, to meet the City's affordable housing needs; 

Sixty,--two percent of San Francisco's residents are renters .. 

In the interest of the long term health and diversity of 
the housing srock the City should work to preserve this 
approximate ratio of rental units. 'The City should pay 
particular attention to rent control units which contribute 
to the long term existence and a:ffordability of the City's 

rental housing stock without' requiring public subsidy; by 
continuing their protection and supporting tenant's rights 
laws. Efforts to preserve r~ntal units from physical dete

rioration include programs that support landlord's efforts 
to maintain rental housing such as: maintenanc.e assistance 

programs, programs to support and enhance property 

management capacity; especially for larger companies, and 
programs to provide financial a_dvice to landlords. 

POLICY3.2 

Prpmote voluntary housing acquisitton and 
rehabilitation to protect affordability for existing 
occupants. _ . 

As the majority of San F~cisco's housing units are over 60 
years old, maintenance issues, particularly in rental proper
ties, often impact the overall livability of sorrie housing. 

The level of invesu:n=t required for significant mainte
nance can jeopardize the affordability of the unit, putting 
low income tenants at risk. To balance the need for afford

able, yet safe; housing, affordable housing funds should 
be invested into rehabilitation of existing stock. As a c~st 
dfective way for the Cit}r to secure permanently affordable 

housing, this su:i-tegy ~ust occur with full participation of 
the property owner, and must not reSult in displacement of 

erisri.i:tg tenants. 

POLICY3.3 

Maintain balance in affordability of existing housing 
stock by supporting affordable moderate ownership 
opportunities. 

The intent of maintaining a balance of housing opportu
nities is ro maintain housing for a diversity of household 
types and income categories. 
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Units in limited equity cooperatives remain affordable 
because they are deed-restricted to an affordability levd, so 

that the owner can sell hls/her unit for a price up to that 
maximum affordability levd. Opportunities to create af
fordable homeownership opportunities through programs 

such as limited equity cooperatives should be supported. 

Limit~ conversions of rental stock co condominiums 
also hdp achieve affordable homeownership, providing a 

category of housing stock for moderate income housing 
needs. Thus, while the City needS to ronsider t;he impact 

of ronvei;sion of rental units to ownership status, as it will 
impact preservation of rental units, this issue should be 
balanced with the need for a diversity of housing choices. 

Conversion of rental housing to time share or corporate 

suite use should b.e prohibited. 

POUCY3.4 

Preserire "naturally affordable" hc?using types, such 
as smaTieranlfofifer ownership umrs:- --- ---- - -

A review of current sales prices reveals that new homes 

are priced considerably higher than eristing, older hous
ing stock. This is particularly true of smaller units, such 

as the mid-century construction in, c=in lower density 

residential neighborhoods. These housing units provide a 

unique. homeownership opportunity for new and smaller 
households. While higher density housing generally. results · 

in more shared costs ~ong each unit, the pre-existing 

investment in lower density housing generally outweighs 

the benefits of higher density in r~ ;}f housing atford

abilii:y. To the extent that lower densii:y older housing units 

respond to this specific housing need, without r~quiring 
public subsidy, they should be preserved. Strategies detailed 

under Objective 2, .to rerain existing housing units, and 

promote their life-long stability, should be used to support 

th.is housing stock. 

POLICY3.5 

· Retai.n pennanently affordable·residential hotels· and 
single room occupancy (SRO) units. 

Residential or single-room occupancy hotds (SROs} o:ffer 

a unique housing opportunity for lower income dderly, 
disabled, and single-person households. The proxirnii:y of 

most SROs to the_ downtown area has fueled i;iressure to 
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convert SRO's to tourist hotels. In response to this, the City 

adopted its Residential Hotel Ordinance, which regulates 

and protects the existing stock of residential hotels. This 
ordinance requires· permits for conversion of residential 

hotel rooms, requires replacement on a 1 .to 1 levd, and 

requires 80% of the co~ of replacement to be provided to 
the Cii:y in the case of conversion ~r demolition. 

Residential hotels located in predominantly residential 

areas should be protected by zoning that does not permit 

commercial or tourist use; in non-reside.ii.~al areas, con

version of units to other uses should.not be permitt~d or 

should be permitted only where a residential unit will be, 

or has been, replaced with a com.parable unit elsewhere. For 
those hotels that are operat~d as mixed tourist/permanent 

resident hotels, strict enforcement is needed to ensure that 

the availability of the_ hotel for permanent residential oc

cupancy is not diminished. City programs should support 
the retention of residential hotels, restrict conversions and 

demolitions, and require mitigations to any impacts on the 
affordable ho.using stock: --- - - -
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OBJECTIVE4 

FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS 
THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS 
LIFECYCLES. 

Population diversity is one ·of San Francisco's .mos.r im

portant assets; San Francisco's residents span ethnicities, 

income levels, household types and sizes. Supporting 
household diversity requires the City suppon a variety of 
housing opportunitic:s, so that everyone has the opportu
nity 1:0 live ~ a suitable home that they can afford. 

A diverse housing stock provides housing for people 
throughout their lifecycle, as they move from being a single 
household, ro families with children, to aging and elderly. 
It accommodates different types of households, from tra

ditional married couples to cooperative living households, 

from fi;male-headed · h~useholds ro multigenerational 
families With adult cliildren who live at home. It provides a 
range of housing options foi people's varying needs, which 
m1ght span illness, disabi)ity, or unique supporrive service 

needs. Designing housing that can accommodare all physi
cal abilities is criticil to maintaining housing diversity. 

A diverse housing stock provides unit rypes that span 
financial abilities as well as personal choice, in diverse, 
economically integrated neighborhoods that offer a posi-

. tive quality of life. Households should be able to choose 

the form of tenure most suited ro their needs, from either 
a rental or an ownership housing stock. And they should 
be able to find suitable, affordable places ro live in healthy 
neighborhoods, free &om con==tions of pollutants 
such as aging industrial uses, power planrs, and sewage 
treatment facilities. 
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POLICY 4.1 

Develop new housing, and encourage the 
remodeling of existing housing, for families with 
children. · 

Families with children are very much part of the Oty's vi

tality and diversity. While currently funilies with children 

constirute a small portion of San Francisco households, 

·with only 12% of the City's total population being 14 years 

old and younger, the cha.ngfug demographics of the <;:ity 

illustrate that the need for family housing is growing, as 

larger, =ended fumilies increase and as more and more 

· households desire to stay in the City as they have children. 

Much of the new housing constructed in the last decade 
was smaller srudios and one-bedroom units. New multi

bedroom units are ofi:en too expensive for the average San 

Francisco fa.in.ily. Many large fumilies; especially those 

newly immigrated to the United Si:ates, are crowded into 

units designed for much smaller households. As a result, 

San F.i:ancisoo's f:m:J.i.l.ies With: children are-leaving-or -are 

experiencing overcrowded conditions. 

· Wbile all agencies in the City acknowledge the need for 

housing for families with children, particularly low and 

. very low family_ needs, there still is no accepted definition 

of family .housing. The Department of Children Youth 

and Families has devdoped a number <?f reco=endations 

for action towar~ familY housing, including a proposed 

definition of family-friendly housing.'This work should be 

codified into a formal city definition that can be ~ed to 

shape housing requirements, and inform housing construc

tion approvals. 

Recent community planning efforts promote the con

struction of new housing for fumilies by requiring that a 

minimum. 40% of new unitS constructed have two-bed

rooms or more. lli practice should be continued where 

appropriate. Existing units can also offer opportunities for 

"family-sized" housing through expansion and in· some 

cases unit mergers. A number of c::rist:ing units are already 

sized for family households, especially single family homes. 

The City should offer support for dderly people who seek 

to downsi:ze their homes, and encourage people who may 

·be better served by alternatives, particulatly in term of size, . 

upkeep and budget, to downsize. . 

i -
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For family sized units to work for funilies the City needs 

. to look beyond the provision of hoU.Sing to ensure that the 

other amenities critical to families are provided. Proximity 

to schools, to open space, and to afford;i.ble child care are 

critical for the well-being of families. 

POLICY 4.2 

Provide a range of housing options for residents 
with special needs for housing support and 
services. 

There are a numb.er of groups in the City in need of special 

housing consideration. Populations in need of support in-

. dude the physically and mentally disabled; those suffering 

fi:om mental illness, cognitive impairment; or dementia;. 

or those suffering from severe illness such as AIDs. They 

also include _people undergoing rransitions, such as those 

trying to exic homdessness, aging out_ of foster care, leav

ing a hospital or institutlonal care; or populations in need 

- of special security, such as rransgender-individuals.-Many.: -

of these groups need housing with supportive services 

provide.cl either on-site or nearby; many face bias in their 
existing housing situations, and many are at risk of losing 

housing due to disruptive behavior, deteriorating medical 

conditions, or an inability to afford rent. 

Another category of at-risk individuals includes the City's 

recent immigrants, particularly refugees and undocument

ed workers,. including day laborers and domestic workers. 

Many of these new arrivals need low cost hon.sing and · 

support services including multicultural and multilingual 

assistance. Many have families whom they sµpport, and are 

srressed fi:o·m overcrowding and substandard living condi

tions; many are homeless. 

The City should take-an active role to encourage the con

struction of new facilities, and the expansion of the avail

able housing uniu;, in appropriate locations suited to needs 

of these groups. The City sho~d also support effons by 
potential sponsors to identify and deVdop sites for special 

· users and work cooper.iriv:ely with social service agencies 

and housing providers. The City should also seek to reduce 

institutional barriers to development of innoVa.tive form& 

of housing that would b~tter serve these individuals, fi:om 

group housing to supportive housing to residential rreac

ment facilities. One category of need that is ~ected to 
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"increase dramatically in corning years , due to a reduction 
in custodial Ca.re for older adults at hospitals and in nurs

ing facilities,is dementia care. Also, there will be a grow
ing.population of people with cognitive impairment and 
dementia iri San Francisco between 2010 to 2030. A broad 

range of residential = facilities will be needed to provide 

step-down 24-hour _care. A range of = settings, from 
Residential Care Facilities for the Elderly or Residential 
Care Facilities for the Chronically ill to new, more flexible 
models,- such as the GreenHouse model, a group-home 

facility for seniors, should be exf.lored. 

Of particular importance are the ancillary social and medi
cal service Facilities, employment or advocacy services that 

enable positive living for members of in-need populations. 
The link 'to services is critiCal- in some cases, intensive 

case management and availability of seryices c:l.n make the 
difference between someone becomir)_g instirutionaliz.ed 
or homeless, or remaining in their own home. Therefore, 

support facilities need to. :be located on-site, or integrated 
into neighborhoods within close pedestrian or transit ac

cess from residences. In particular, board and = facilities, 
group h~~es, and services that allow at-risk or disabled 
persons to live ai: home while still receiving daily support, 
should be permitted to locate close to i:heir clients. Where 
new residential care facilities are constructed, they should 
be located close ro existing services, and in underserved 

. ne_ighborhoods i:o allow clients to remain meaningfully 
engaged in their community. 

POLICY4.3 

Create housing for people with disabilities and 
aging adults by including universal design principles 
in new and- rehabilitated housing units. · 

Despite the cost of housing, Sari Francisco remains attrac
tive to seniors and people with disabilities becaU:Se of the 
City's transpoitation, health services, ~d other rt;sources . 

. While some of the disabled and elderly will require.housing 

chat provides supportive, long-term care arrangements as 
discussed .above, many will remain largely independenr for 

longer periods of time, needing only physical accommoda
tions ro enable active living. Yer people with disabilities and 

aging San Franciscans often have difficulty finding hous
ing constructed to meet their physical. accessibility needs. 
While i:he current San Francisco Building Code requires 
all new construction =pt one and two-family dwellings 

to comply with the_ Code's disability access requirements, 
much of the City's existing stock is inaccessible, and 

existing privarely funded multi-family dwellings are not 
· required to include a=sibility upgi:ades when completing 

alcerarions. Those with physical disability issues are further 

at risk in obtaining housing because they often have lower 
than average incomes. . . 

The City's community planrung processes should foster 

private and publicly supported housing designed according 
to universal design principles, meaning chat it is accessible, 
or can be made adaptable, to i:he disabled or elderly. ~Ac

~ible" m~ i:hat the housing presents no physical bar
riers to handicapped or elderly people. ~Adaptable" means 

housing whose entry and circulation are designed and 
constructed so that relatively minor adjustments and addi
tions can make the unit fully ac~ible. Existing housing 
may be more difficult to retrofit, and more costly. when it 
is being rehabilitited as permanently affordable housing, so 

accessibility and adaptability design requirements should 
be made flexible for reconstruction projects. 

Similar ro the discussion above regarding .housing for 

people with supportive needs, of particular importance 
are the everyday services and accivitii:s that sustain healthy, 
independent living for those with cogllitive impairments, 

physical constraints and low mobility. . Co=unity plan
ning processes should also foster direct, walkable access to 
recreational facilities and open· space, to co=ercial areas 

and shopping, and to community services. They should go 
beyond phy5ical access to ensure that people with cognitive 

. impairment, dementia, other disabilities and aging adults 

feel comfortable and safe. Inclusion of public realm features 
thar promote security, such as dearly~ible sign.age, bright 
lighting and surveillance features that iffiprove public 

. safety, can go a long way towards creating age and disability 
friendly communities. 

POLICY 4.4 

Encourage sufficient and suitable rental-housing 
.opportunities, emphasizing permanently affordable 
rental units wherever possible. 

In recent years the production of new housing has yielded 
primarily ownership units. ·However, this trend may be 

. shifting, as low vacancy rates and high rents indicate a 

strong demand fur rental housing, and as lending practices 
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shift in fuvor of projects :Wth a long-term source of income 
. (rents). The Ciry should make a concernd effort to do what 

is within its control to encourage the contjnued develop

ment of rental housing throughou~ the City, including 
market-rate rentals that can address moderate and middle 

income needs. 

Recent: community planning efforrs have explored incen
tives. such as fee waivers, or reductions in indusionary 

housing requirements, in return for the development of 
deed-restricted, long-term rent:al housmg. The City should 

also seek: new ways to prom:ote new, permanently .afford

able rental housing, such as by l~ok:ing to existing sites 

or buildings for acquisition by the City as permanently : 
affordable units; this would require a local fund that is 

structured to act quickly to enable such purchases as they 
become available. 

POLICY~.§ __ 

Ensure that new permanently affordable housing 
is located in all of the City's neighborhoods, and 
encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a 
diversity of unit types provided at a range of income 
levels. 

Ecouomically-integru:ed, diverse· neighborhoods provide 

residents with a 'number of benefits. Crime levels,' school 

attendance and graduation rares, employment opportuniry 

and health st:arus of residents tend to be markedly unproved 

in integrated neighbothoocls, as compared to exclusively 
fower-ineobie areas. 

While San Francisco's neighborhoods are more ~onomi
cally integrated than its suburban. counterparts, concen
trations of low-income households still exist.. Special 

efforts should be made to expand housing opportunities 

for households 'of lower-income levels in other areas of 

the city; and community planning effom should include 
policies and programs that foster a c!M:rse, integrated 

housing stock. These planning dforts should also include 

protections against the displacement of Cxisting low- and 
moderate-income households by higher income: groups. 

The City's Inclusionary Housing Program, which requires 
that affordable: housing units be proVi.ded on~sitc:, provides 

one method for on-site integration (Map II-2: Below 

Market fui.te Housing Projects). Construction of new af-
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fordable housing projects should likewise be distributed 

throughour the City, to ensure equitable neighborhc;ods ~ 
well as equal access to residents living in different parts of 

San F.i;ancisco (Map Il-3: .Affordable Housing Projects). For . 
· example, the homeless population lives in many neighbor

hoods throllghout the City and would benefit from having 
housing reso)lices in. the neighborhood in which they work 
and live. All neighborhoods of the city should be expected 

to accepr their fair share: of affordable housing, whether 

it is through the City's inclusionary affordable housing 

policies, consrruction of new 100% affordable projeets, or 
rehabilitation projects. 

POLICY 4.6 

Encourage an equitable distribution of growth 
according.to infrastructure and site capacity. 

Equitable growth brings economic opp~nuniry to all 
residents, provides for intelligent·infrastructure investment 
and offe.tsarange-ofhousing-choices. Distributing growth 

equitably p:ieans that each part of the 'City has a role in 
planning for growth, and receives an equl~ble distribution 

of growth's benefits. It is as much about revitalizing and 

redeveloping transitioning parts of the City such as the 
Eastern Neighborhoods, as it is about guiding new com

munities in areas such as Treasure Island. 

Whether in existing or new neighborhoods, all of the City's 
resident's should have access to public infrasnucrure, ser

vices and amenities. In ideal circumstances, infuistructure 

will be available before or in concert with new housing. 

Therefore: growth should be directed through community 

planning to areas where public infrastructure exists and 
is underutilized; or where there is significant site capacity 

and,new infrastructure: is ~lanued in cooperation with new 

development. 

POLICY 4.7 

Consider environmental justice issues when 
planning for new housing, especially affordable 
housing. 

The term "environmental justicen wa5 born out of a concern 

that minority. and low-income populations' bear a dispro

portionate share of adverse health and environmental im

pactS because of where they live:. Proximity to undesirable 
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land ·uses, substandard housing, housing discrimination, 

personal safety in housing, and community displacement 

are environmental justice issues that need to be addressed 

in many of the City's neighborhoods. 

Housing is an important component of addressing en

vironmental justice. The City should promote new, and 

rehabilitated, low-income housing on sires that do not 

have negative health impacts, near services and supplies so 

that.residents have ac;cess to transit and healchy fresh food, 
jobs, child care and youth programs. The City needs to also 

ensure chat the coSts of housing do not lead to other en

vironmeni:al. justice impacts, such as sacrificing nutrition, 

healthcare, and the needs of their children. 

OBJECTIVES 

ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HAVE EQUAL 
ACCESS TO AVAILABLE UNITS. 

Previ~us policies llave diSeussed·ili-:iieedro-mam:ram. and 
add new housing to meet San Francisco's identified needs; 

the policies that foll~w under this Objective_are intended 

ro make sure that al\ residents have access to those units. 

Governmental 'red tape', including bJ=ntine application 

sysrems and disparate ·housing application processes; can 

make accessing the supportive housing system extremely 
·difficult, particularly for people' already burdened by lan
guage or other social barriers. Social and economic factors 

can discriminate against certain population groups and . 

: limit their access to housing opponunities, leading to pat

terns of economic and racial" segregation. And.even when 

people have .successfully entered the supportive· housing 

system, options seldom provide an exit strategy towards 

independence. 

POUCYS.1 

Ensure all residents of San Francisco have equal 
access to subsidized housing units. 

Federal fair housing laws prohibit discrimination ~ 
protected classes of people as described below in Policy 

6.4; they also prohibit most types of preference so as to 

avoid discrimination. Many communities, including San 

Francisco, have adopted some furm of local preference, 
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providing priority for people who live-and/or work in 

the municipality to affordable and/or workforce housing 

sponsored and/or supported by.the City. However, smaller 

geographic preference areas, or any specific racial or other 

preference, pur local governments at risk of violating fair 

housing laws and constitutional law. To ensure all residents 

have access to housing, public agencies should make special 

efforts to attract cultural, racial or ethnic groups who might 

·not normally be aware of their housing choices, particu

larly those who have suffered discrimination in the past. 

Marketing and ourreach effon:s should encourage applica

tion by households who are least likely to apply because of 

characteristics protected by fair housing law. 

POLICY5.2 

Increase access to housing, particularly for 
ho~seholds who might not be aware of their housing 
choices. 

Currencly;subsidizec! J:igµsing is offered through a number 

of City agencies, including the San Francisco Housing 

Authority, rhe San Franciseo Redevelopment Agency; the 

Mayor's Office of Housing, and the Departn:ienc of Health 

and Human Services; by nonprofit entitles managing their 

own housing developments; and even by =ket-rare 

developers in the case of the City's Indusionary Housing 

Program. The result of so many programs, With different 

administrating entities, creates difliailty in navigating the 

City's affordable housing placement system, and places a 

high burden on housing advocates and service providers. A 

comprehensive, single~stop source of all available housing 

is needed to link residents to prospective homes in a timely 

matter. 

Efforrscoimproveaccessshouldfocusparticularlyongroups 

who might not be aware of their housing choices, including 

those with lower incomes, language and comprehension 

barriers, and chose wqo have suffered discrimination in the · 

past. The City should therefore· partner with community 

providers already serving rhose groups. Available housing 

should be advertised broadly; wirh targeted outreach to at

risk populations and communities, in multi-lingual media 

to ensure fair niarkering practi= And information about 

housing rights, such as safeguards against excessive rent in

creases, should be given the same marketing and outreach.. 
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POLICVS.3 

Prevent housing discrimination, particularly against 
immigrants and households with children~ 

Housing disc:riminat:ion is defined as the denial of r.ghts . 

to a group of persons by direct providers of housing whose 

practices making housing unavailable to certain groups
of people. Discrimination can be based on race, color, or 

nation"al origin; religion; ·sex or gender; funilial starus; and 

disability; and furthermore on factors such as HIV/AIDS 
statuS, weight or height, source of income, and economic 

discrimination. Discrimination in housing is governed pri

marily by rhe federal Fair Housing Act. To ensure housing 

opportunities for all people, me City should assist iii the 

implementation of fuir housing and anti-discrimination . 
. laws. The Human Rights Commissio~ enforces the City's 

Fair Housing Law and handles complaints of housing 
discrimination. 

Households with children are one groµp that is often cited 
as having difficulty finding suitable housing because some 

landlords discriminate against children as tenants. The 

City should continue enforcement of the 1987 ordinance 

p~hibiting. residential apamnent owners from discrimi- . 

nating against families based on household size unless the 
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. •' . ·~ 
.. ··~:..:·.-... ~ ·.- ";.. '. 

·.·, 

Building Code does not p~t oC:cupancy of the dwelling 

by a family of that size. In publicly subsidized housing, · 
h~useholds_ with dependent children should have multiple 
bedroom units. 

-Th~ State and City have developed numerous tenants' rights 

laws and fair housing statutes. Education of residents and 

tenants is critical-to ensure implementation of these laws, 

and the City should wm:k not only to uphold such laws, 
but to broaden their affect by partnering with community 

5t'.rvice provideI5 and housing rights advocates to expand 
both knowledge and .protections. 

POLICY 5.4 

Provide a range of unit types for all segments of 
need, and.work.to move residents between unit 
types as their needs change. 

Changes in life·scige or household _rype, such as a personal 

need, illness oi: disabiliry; the binh of a child; or a change in 

economic situation or job opporrunity, can affect the type 

of unit a household requires. Once re5id=ts do achieve 

housing. they ate also challenged in :moving beyond that 

unit to another hou~ing unit that may be more appropriate 

25 

1047 



San Francisco Gener'"i Plan 

26 

.... 

·._, .. 

for their current life stage. To meet the diversity of need 

demanded by t:he residents of San Francisco, a range of 

housing types must be provided, and the ability to move 

between these i:ypes.- often referred to as "moving up the 

housing ladder" must be available. 

Supportive housing, or housing for the formerly homel~s, 
is often the .first step on.the ladder for many individuals. 

However, ID. uch of the housing ii.med at meeting this need 

is temporary, renting by ihe week or month, and intended 

only to provide short-term housing until another option 

can be .found. Other options, and support service that 

help move· people between these options, is :required. To 

make such movement possibie, the City needs to make a 

concerted effort to link its various programs, and provide 

counseling £or residents in aspects of those programs so 

they have tb..e ability to move between them. The City also 

needs to provide financial sµppon needed to scan at the 

next level, w-.hether that is a rental dep9sit for .an apartment 

or a down payment for a fuse home. 1be City should also 

look to helping people on the ocher side of the housing lad

der, such as those who might be downshlng, l'articularly 

from single family homes into either smaller units/condos 

oriental units. 

.'.-. 

·• ";;.,.·.·.•·· -:-:l· :- -~· ••. 
~~--- '.: :• . .::.:.::; ___ , 

... ~--·.· . 

OBJECTIVE 6 

REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THE RISK OF 
HOMELESSNESS. 

Over the last Housing Element period, San Francisco has 
made strides_ in addressing homelessness, with documented 

decreases in population living on the street. The policies of 

the 1980s that r~ded temporary shelter as an acceptable· 

housing plan fur homeless households has been superseded 

by an increased focus on permanent supportive housing 

programs, as well as programs such as Project Homeless 

Connect (where volunteers connect homeless individuals 

to services), Care Not .Cash (which redistributes general 

relief support in the form of housing & other services), and 

eviction prevention services that attempt to stem the onset 

of homelessness before it starts. 

However, homelessness continues, and recent figures show 

that homelessness figures have increased as unemployment 

has risen. Statistics show that the category at most risk for 

homelessness is middle-aged individuals, particularly males, 

of all races; immigrants and farniµes. Special categories of 

risk include veterans, those with subs=ce abuse probl=s, 

~d transgendered individuals. 
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POUCY!U 

Prioritize permanent hol..!sing solutions while 
pursuing both short- and long-term strategies to 
eliminate homelessness. 

While shdters can provide an alternative to sleeping on the 
streets, they do little to address .the underlying causes. A 
permanent solution to homdessness requires permanent 
affordable housing. San Francisco has focused homeless 

housing efforts on providing very low-income homdess 

singles and families a range of supportive options that are 
intended to stabilize their.housing siruation for ·the long 

term. Programs sponsored. by the Human Services Agency · 
include Permanent SRO Housing for Single.Adults through 

the Master Lease Program, Rental Housmg Subsidies for 

Single Adults and Families with Disabilities including 
mental health, substance abuse and.for HIV/AiDS, and 

Permanent Supportive· Housing for Families. 

In addition to pennanen:r housing, temporary shdrers and 
- -~ces-are-still-need.ed; particularly services_rhat_provi_ded 

in an unbiased, multi-lingual and. multiculrural context. 

Immediate housing will be needed to serve socio-economic 

groups thai will be particularly impacted by the recent 
economic trends. In particular, more home-improvement 

workers and day laborers, &cing more competition and 

a dwindling number of construction jobs, are becoming 

homdess. Yee few flexible options for housing - meaning, 
ho~ing that is not already reserved for a specilic program 

- exist in the neighborhoods they call home, rC:sulting in 

·people shuttling from neighborhood. to neighborhood. to 

find ail open bed: 

The City's "Continuum of Care: FIVe-Year Saategic Plan," 

c:reared by the San FrancisC:o LoCal Homdess Coordinating 

Board (the primary City policy board. responsible for plan
ning and. coordinating homeless programs in the city), is 

intended to provide a comprehensive roadmap for policy 
and services d.irecred towards pe0ple who are homeless 
and at risk for homdessness. Its upriority" s~rs of action 

include permanent, subsidized housing; transition frojl]. 
incarceration, foster ~e .and. hospitals as wdl as avoiding 

. evictions; interim housing in shelters as a stopgap until 

permanent housing is available; improVement of access to 

housing and support services; increased. economic stability 

. !. 
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through employment services and. education; and respect
ful, coordinated Citywide action dedicated to individual's 

rights. The City's ulO Year Plan to End. Chronic Home

lessness" focuses more deeply upon permanent supportive 

housing for the chronically homdess including families, 

which make up an estimated. 20% of San Francisco's home

less population. Both plans should. continue to be ex:ecuted 

and implemented, and creariop. of the housing types they 
promote·- both peananently affordable and necessary ad

ditional shdters - should be located equitably across the 

City according to need. 

POLICY6.2 

Prioritize the highest incidences of homelessness, 
as.well as those most in need, including families and. 
immigrants. 

Between 60 co 80% of all homeless individuals in San Fra.ri.

cisco may suffer from physical disability, mental illness, or 

substance i\dc!ict:ign. The Cicy'~''l'.::?_ntin_u1:1:11:1:_?f C~~I'l~ 
prioritizes stable, permanently housing fur this group. 

Families, while not the highest incidences of homelessness 
(last year's count by the Human Services Agency found 

thar 91 % of the homdess were single adults, and 9% w= 
in fumilies) are an important category of need.. Homdess 

family housing is exuemdy limited; focusing on the City's 

chronically ho~dess often leaves out families, who tend 

to become homdess situationally, based on current job or 
economic conditions. 

Refugees and immigranr.S also face housing hard.ship. 
Language ba.rrlers and, frequently, the additional hurdle 

of illegalio/ can create unique barriers to housing access. 
Homdess people who are.undocumented can fu:e prej~ce 
jn trying to secure beds or units, inability to communicate, 

=.d frequently have difficulty accessing beds on a regular 
basis, or the more stable, long-term forms of housing 

.that might enable them to move up the ~using ladder. 

Both families and immigrants should. be given particular 
consideration in the Oty's homdess policies and. housing 
creation. 

= 
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Issue 4: 
Facilitate Permanently Affordable Housing 

. . 

OBJECTIVE 7 

SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR 
PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING, 
INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT 
ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON TRADITIONAL 
MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL.. 

Rc::sponding to the needs for affordable housing is the most 

critical housing objective in San Francisco .. San Francisco's 

projected afford~ble housing needs far.outpace the capacity 

for the City t:o secure subsidies for new affordable. µnits. A 

successful funding strategy will require a range of resourcc::s 

including federal, stare, and reg!onal partners, and the 

City. 

First; the Ciry must continue to proactively pursue addi
tional federal, Stare and regional affordable housing and 

infustrucrure dollars ro support projected housing needs. 

Second, the City must continue to a{;gressively develop 

local programs to fund affordable housing, including mat

egic::s that '.more efficiently use exi.Sting subsidies to work 

towards the desired mix of affordable housing options. 

Third, the City needs ro look beyond dollar~ for creative 

ways to facilitate affordable housing development that 
make sense in tlie current economic dirnare,. such as land 

subsidy programs, process and zoning accommodations, 

and acquisition and rehabilitation programs. 

POUCY7.1 

Expand the financial resources available tor 
permanently affordable housing, especially 
permanent sources. 

San Francisco should continue ro be a leader in identifying, 

;ecuring and mandating funding for permanently afford

able housing. Building on a good track record for securing 

federal' and state funds, the City shall continue to lobby for 

necc::ssary funding in coordillation with regiohal entities; " . 

Local programs such as HOPE-SF, inclusiorury- housing 
and 50% set asides of Redevelopment Areas' Tax Incre

ment Financing dollars demonstrate a strong dedication 

to providing local funding to affordable housing. These 

programs should be continued and ex~ded as feasible. 

The Stare should also consider methods of increasing fund

ing for affordable housing. Ballot measure5 d_o not promote 

long-tenn security for affordable housing, and given recent 

ballot trends, asking voters i:o go further into debt every 

four years is· a risky proposition. The City should support 

state efforts ro identify a permanent state fund that would 

finance housing for low- and middle-income households. 

A dedicated, permanent source oflocal funding for housing 

programs will also help address the need for affordability 

ovei the long-term. Currently, local funding for affordable 
housing is dependent on annual budgeting, which makes 

long-term planning difficult. It also cr=tes a situation · 

where affordable housing funding is dr~tically eifected 

. by downturns in the economy, which further exacerbates 

issu~ already faced by low-ihcome familic::s. Ultimately 

San Francisco's affordable housing programs should have a 

pennanent funding source. 

POUCY7.2 

Strengthen San Francisco's affordable housing 
efforts by planning and advocating at regional, state 
and federal levels. · 

Housing affordability in San Francisco is not an issue that 

may be addressed in isolation from other municipalities in 

the region. Because the region's growth forecast is based 

on increased housing development that supports akerna

tive transportation modc::s, the St.ate and region's policies 

project that a large proportion of the region's growth will 
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concinile in San Francisco. Thus, the. City needs to advocate 
strongly for a coordinated regional strategy that takes into 
account the planning and capit.al required to accommodate 
the household growth in a susrainable way. 

Also, because the RHNAs originate from state allocarions, 
state funding sources need to program funding for afford
able .housing and infrastructure ac:cording to growth fore
casts. Senate Bill 3-75, Callforoiis landmark smart groWth 
bill adopted in 2008, legislates the reduction of greenhouse 
gases through regional and local planning efforts, and re
quires that any transportation projecrs and programs .that 
receive state funding must be ro~nt with these green-
house gas reducdon plans. HDVl'.l:"er, the State should seek 
to go further in tying funding to smart growth allocations, 
by directing housing and infrastrucrure funds towards ju
risdictions accommodating that smart growth; and federal 
stimulus fund efforts should. follow this same model. The 
Chy needs to use it's planning and redevelopment efforts, 
which outline a land use and infrastructure framework for 
growtli., to more strongly advocate ar the state and.federal 
funding world. 

. DRAFT HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 PART II 

POLICY7.3 

Recognize the importance of funds for operations, 
maintenance and services to the success of 
affordable housing programs. 

A holistic approach to affordable; housing includes careful 
consideration of the operation, services and maintenance 
programs necessary to maintain the housing once it is built. 
As the income level of households decreases, the income 
subsidy needed to cover the gap berween eligible operating 
coslS and project income becomes deeper. 

Operatio~ and maintenance costs should be considered as 

a.nec'.essary aspect of publicly subsidized affordable housing 
projects. One potential strategy is the development ofafund 
earmarked for operations and maintenance cosrs affordable 
to very low-incoine persons, based on the supplement to 

rent revenue required to covet ongoing opera.ting expenses. 
Services plans should in.dude resldent pla=ent and· sup
portive services, including job placement, as needed. . 

POLICY7.4 

Facilitate affordable housing development through 
land subsidy programs, such as land trusts and land 
dedication. · 

Land costs are a considerable portion of affordable housing 
development costs. Land trusts and land d.edication prcr 
grams can reduce those costs - thus reducing the overall 
subsidie;; required to build new affordable housingunits. 
The City shall support and encourage land based subsidies, 
especially when land is well suited for affordable housing 
development. 

= 
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Land trusts ;ely on individuals or groups' to purchase the 
land and facer devote that land rn affordable development 

entities; this model is appropriate for public agencies or 
larger employers as a way of supporting affordable housing 
developmeut The Sau Francisco Community Land Trust 
is one example of how a nonprofit can purchase land and 
:maintain permanent affordability by creating long terms 

ground leases that include re-sale restrictions. 

La.rid dedication allows propeity owners to designate their 
land for an affordable housing project; this model could 
most likely be used by private citizens or private develop- ". 

ers wishing t:o provide community benefits .. _The Trust for 
Public Land has a program which promotes dedication for 
open space purposes by providing major tax deductio~; a 
similar program could be developed for charitable contri
bution of land for housing purposes. 

POLICY7.5 

Encourage the production of affordable housing 
through process and zoning accommodations, 
and prioritize affordable housing in the review and 
approval processes. 

Public processing time; staffing, and fees related to City 
approval make up a c0nsiderable portion of affordable 
housing development costs. The City should expedite the 

review process and procedures as appropriate; to reduce 
overall development costs and increase i;he performance of 
public investment in affordable housing. 

Local planning, zoning, and building codes should be 
applied to all new development, however when qwlity of 
life and irr:e.safety standards can be maintained zoning ac
commodations should be made for permanently affordable 

housing. For example exceptions to specific requirements 
including open space requiremenrs, exposure requirements, 
or density limits, wh,ere they do not affect neighborhood 
quality and meet with applicable design standards, includ
ing nelghborhood. specific d~ign guideline, can facilitate 

the development . of affordable · housing. Current City 

policy allows affordable housing developers to pursue these 
zoning accomniodations th~ough rezoning and application 

. ofa Special Use District (SUD): . . 

City review and approval of affordable housing projects 
should be improved to reduce costly delays. Affordable 

housing proje= already receive Priority Applfcarion Pro-

cessing through coordination with the Planning Depart

ment, Department ofBuilding Inspection, andDeparonent 
of Public Works. This process could be further enhanced by 

des~aring a planner(s) to coordinate governmental activi
ties related to affordable housing.· 

POLICY7.6 

Acquire and rehabilitate existing housing to 
maximize effective use of affordable housing 
resources. 

The Cirf s existing housing stock provides a resource which 
can be used to fulfill a number of affordable housing needs; 
The City should pursue and facilitate prog=S that en

able households to better access existing housing stock. By 
acquiring and rehabilitating such units, the City can use af
fordable housing funds in a cost-effective way that provides 
stability in existing low-income neighborhoods,_ where 
units may be at. risk of poor safety or· conversion. Such 

housing acquisjrion and rehabilitation should happen o:nly 
on a voluntary basis, and must not. displace o=pants. 

San Francisco should tlso explore opportunities to take 
advantage of projects that are delayed, abandoned or are 

on the market Having a readily accessible pool of fund
ing available for purchase of such projecrs would enable 
affordable housing developers to take over the land and 
enriclemenrs of such projecrs. The City should =plore a 

number of options to assist in securing these oppommities 
for permanently affordably housing, co-ops or land-trust 
housing, including subsidies, affordable housing programs, 

new tax incentives or government intervention. 

POLICY7.7 

Support housing for middle income households, 
especially through programs that do not require a 
direct public subsidy. . 

Market rate housing in the City of San Francisco is gener
ally available to households making at or above 180% of 
median income. Affordable housillg programs, including 

City subsidized affordable housing and inclusionary 
housing, are provided to households at or below 120% ,of 
median income. This leaves a gap of options for h~useholds 
in between those two categories, referred to as "middle 
income" households and defued for the purposes_ of this 
Housing Element as housing affordable to households 
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making between 120 and 150% of median inrome. Un

fulfilled demand for middle income housing impacts the 

supply and pressure on housing stock for lower inrome 

households. 

San Francisco prio~tizes federal, state, and local subsidies 

for lower income households; therefore the City should 

. support innovative market-based programs and practices 

that enable middle income housing opportunities. Creating 

smaller and less expensive unit types that are "affordable by 

design" can assist in providing units to households falling 
in t;his gap. Devdopment strategies that reduce construc

tion costs, such as pre-fuhricated housing and other iow 

cost co~on types" can decrease overall hollsin.g ~sts, . · 

making it affordable to middle income households without 

subsidy. lndustria!W;d wood construction tecb.D.iques used 

in lower density housing and light-weight prefuhricated, 

pre-stressed concrete construction in moderate and high 
density housing also have the potential of producing great 

savings in construction rime and cost. 

POLICY7.8 

Develop, promote, and improve ownership 
models which enable households.to achieve 
homeownership within their means, such as 
down-payment assistance, and limited equity 
cooperatives. 

Affordable homeownership opportunities are part of pro

viding a diversity of housing opportunities in the City. 

San Francisco should continue homeownership _assistance 

programs including counsding, do-ivn payment assistance, 

silent second mortgages and programs thar support teach

ers. Other programs that reduce the burden of homeown

ership such as limited equity cooperatives, which can be 
created through community land trusts and are disaISSed 

in Policy 3.2; should be supported by the City. 

Recent homeownership andforeclosme trends have resulted 

in potential opportunities for affordable homeownership 

programs. To the extent that San Francisco experiences 
foreclosures,_ San Francisco should provide assistance to 

existing homeowners and wotlc to secure foreclosed units as 

affordable ownership opportirnities. Where larger, multi

unit buildings become available via foreclosures, the City_ 

should look to acquire them as permanently affordable 
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units; this would require the ability to reformulate related 

programs to access funding, or a designated local fund that 

is structured to act quickly to enable such purchases as they 

become available. 

OBJECTIVE 8 

BUILD PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR 
CAPACllY TO SUPPORT, FACILITATE, 
PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING. 

The devdopment of affordable h<;>using is critical to the long 

.= health, sustainability and diversity of San Francisco. 

In order to successfully ddiver affordable housing the City 

and private sector must have the tools they need to devdop 

and rehabilitate affordable housing. It is in th~ interest of 

the City to ensure that both public and private entities 

that participate in the delivery and maintenance of afford

able housing have resources and materials, in addition to 

. funding_.tha_t; .:Y:f. ~~ary to cieliver affer_tia_blc:_ _ _h~usln.g-. 
Key functions include technical suppcn and services, and 

political support an_d devdopm_ent of public awareness. 

POLICYB.1 

Support the production and management of 
permanently affordable housing .. 

Non-profit housing devdopment corporations devdop 

most of San Francisco's subsidized affordable housing. The 

City should continue to provide technical and financial 

assistance to suppon continued operations and enhanced 

capaciry of these entities. One strategy is to facilitate part

nerships, such as linking nonprofits with private devdopers 

for joint devdopment opportunities, or with lenders to 

cx:pand fiinding options. Another is providing information 

and advice, such as training on design, green building and 

energy efficient remodeling, and information about con

stmetion products. 

Additionally the City should invite partnerships towards 

affordable housing development with market rate develop

ers, major employers, religious organizations, other philan

thropic organizations and trade unions. These organizations 

. may offer development ~r organizational capacity, funding 

or land resources .. 

=-"~ 
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POLICY8 __ 2 

Encourage employers located within San franci~co 
to work together to develop and advocate for 
housing appropriate for employees. 

Local employers, particularly larger employers, have a 
vested interest in securing housing necessary to support 
their work force. The City should foster srronger housing 

advocacy amo~g employers, who could advocate for hous
ing projects and types. The City should also connect maJor 
employers tp hoth market-rate and affordable developers, 

. especially those with a vested interest in workforce hous
ing; such partnerships could provide. developers with a 
funding resource, or a pool of commirred residents, which 

could redu= the risk of developing a project, while secur
ing housing for employees. 

POLICY8.3 

Generate greater public awareness about the 
quality and character of affordable housing projects 
and generate community-wide support for new 
affordable housing. 

Affordable housing projects are sometimes delayed or with
drawn because of community opposition. Greater public 
awareness of affordable hollSing challenges and potential 
solutions· would generate broader long~= support for 
housing. San Franciscans, faced with one of the_most ex
pensive housing markets in the City, generally support the 
notion of providing more affordable housing options and 

understand t:he range and severity of affordable housing 
needs in the City. However when individual projects are 
presented the macro understanding of the affordable hous
ing.crisis gets lost in"fears about changes to an individual 
neighborhood or block. The City, in coordination with 

affordable housing providers, should wor:k to showcase suc
cessful afford.able housing projects that improve neighbor
hoods, help h.ouseb.olds, and provide much needed workers 
for our City. _ 

OBJECTIVES 

PRESERVE UNITS SUBSIDjZED BY THE 
FEDERAL, STATE OR LOCAL SOURCES. 

In 1997, in response to a change in federal guidelines that 
allowed the affordability provisions on subsidized housing 
to expire, San Francisco created a program to preserve af
fordable housing. Through this program the Mayor's Office 
of Housing and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 
has acquired and transferred. a number of at-risk develop

·ments to non-profit entities for permanem affordability. . 

Continuing to maintain the existing stock of ~ubsidized 
units is a critical component of S~ Francisco's affordable 

housing strategy. As units provided by the Redevelopment 
Agency and MOH~ which currently apply life-long afford

ability res~:rictions to their projects, are not partirularly at 

risk, efforrs need to focus on properties not financed by 
these endties. Additionally, the City should continue to 

provide long term funding strategies to new subsidized 
units, to protect the public's investment in affordable hous

ing and maintain housing stability. 

POLICY9.1 

Protect the affordability of units at risk of losing 
subsidies cir being converted to market rate 
Musing. 

Existing affordable housing units should be maintained and 

preserved at their currenrlevels of affordability. Through the 
Housing Preservation Program (HPP), the City's housing 
agencies wor:k to resrrucuire funding terms of Community 
Development Block Grant funds and housing office bonds 

_to extend affordability terms of s~bsidized developments. 
In most cases, the land is purchased by the Redevelopment 
Agency, with long-term affordability contracts required for 
the units. The City should continue these efforts to ensure 

that subsiciiz.ed units remain affordable when a·specific sub
sidy expires. T~ protect affordability, preservation program 
efforts need to begin early, prior to the contract's expiration 
date, so careful tracking of existing "subsidized housing and 

coordinated planning among various agencies should be 
continued. . 
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The City also has additional ordinances that limit ·profit 

- &om market-rate conversions of restricted unirs, thereby 

motivating HUD contract renewals. These include the Rent 

Control Ordinance (Administrative Code, Chapter 37), the 
.Assisted_Housing Preservation Ordinance (Adminisnative. 

Code, Chapter 60), the Source oflncom~ Ordinan~ (City 

Police Code, Article 33, Sett:ion 3304), and the Just Cause 

Eviction Ordinance (Residential Rent Stabilization and Ar
bitration Ordinance, Chapter 37.9). The implemen:ration 

of these ordinances should be continued. 

POUCV9.2 

Continue prioritization of preservation of existing 
affordable housing as the most effective means of 
providing affordable housing. 

DRAFT HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 PART ii 

Additionally, other agencies in the: City should look to 

retain existing affordable housing stock with supportive 

programs and policies. Privately owned and operated rental 

housing is under continuing pressure to convert to market 
rate housing, and programs such as the acquisition and 

rehabilitation model discussed previously can aid in their 
retention. 

-POLICV9.3 

Maintain and improve the condition of the existing 
supply of public housing, through programs such as 
HOPE SF. 

The San Francisco Housing Anthority is the largest land

lord in San Francisco with over 6,200 units, and is one 

of the most important sources of permanently affordable 
Fmancial support· is required to continue to support ·the housing for low-income households. The devolution of re-

preservarion of existing affordable housing. The HPP sponsibility for public housing from a federal to local level 

program has used tax-exempt bond financing, low income requires increased local resf,onsibility for- public housing 
-=_-credirs-and-federal--funds-to-finance_acquisition_and_-_develoI:Jment:s. The Ciry _i;ho_11ld continue to pursue in:nova-

~ehabilitarion costs. In addition, the Agency has engaged- -iive local financing tecbnlq~, ;n~g}:dfici~cy measur~:--
tenab.ts and built organizing capacity to support acquisi- and creative property management and customer service. 

tion negotiations with owners of such d,evelopments. Innovative programs such as HOPE SF, which distinguish 
The City should continue these mechanisms tci q>mplete San Francisco as a leader in public housing redevelopment 

acquisitions of existing~ ar-risk subsi4ized unirs. should be continued with City investment and support. 

... "······ •p;•i«:~~!i;·;:;:;~;'.(\i.~t~t\~i~~il~ti1f ~!~~!~ 
--

-.:-- : ':-_..;_ .. -~- . 
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Issue 5: 
Remove Constraints to the Construction and 
Rehabilitation of Housing 

OBJECTIVE 10 

ENSURE A STREAMLINED, YET THOROU~H, 
AND TRANSPARENT DECISION-MAKING 
PROCESS. 

. Many factors can consrrain the development, maintenance,· 

and improvement of the housing stock. Market conditions, 
such as the cost of land, the availability of materials, and 
rhe rate ~flahor, are diflictilr to :iifect through government 
actions. Local requirements, such as noticing procedures, 
review periods and public comment periods, are necessary 
to ensure opportunities for neighborhood participation. 

However, pro~ding clarity of planning and permitting 
requirements, processing time, application and review 

procedures, and environm~ntal review requirements, can 
reduce unn=essary delays. 

POLICY10.1 

Create certainty in the development entitlement 
process,· by providing clear community parameters 
for development and consistent application of these 
regulations. 

There is a clear public benefit to creating, and applying, a 
strict approach to regulatory land u5e controls. Certainty 
in the development regulations simplifies the process for 
applicants, and allows neighbors "to understand an_d antici~ 
pate the likely outcomes of changes in their neighborhood. 
It also reduces misunderstandings between developers and 
con:imunities before' proposals have been designed to a 
level of detail where change can be very costly or rime
consuming. The ultimate goal of a "certain" development 

entitlement process is to create greater transparency arid 
accountability in the process for all parries, empowering 
both the public and developers. 

Agoalof~e=tPlanningDeparrmentcommunityplanning 
proc:eSses is to use the intensive neighborhood-based plan
ning process to coordinate citywide goals with the needs 
of individual neighborhoods. The resulting adopted area 

plans have directed both land use arid urban form to create 
development that is of a character and qualicy specified by 
rhe community, through clear Planning Code provisions as 
well as neighborhood specific Design Guiddines. 

Ir is critical_ that the spirit and letter of these adopted 
area plans are implemented. Full ii:nplementation of the 
Copmiunity's vision requires consistent application of 
plan policies and project review. Once such controls are 
in place, it "is the responsibility of planning and permit
ting staff to adhere to- consistent and clear application of 
Planning Code, Design Guidelines, and other adopted 
requirements. Monitoring repons adopted as a pan of each 
area plan should be used to improve consisrencyand results 

of the regulatory process. 

Affordable housing projects are ofi:en granted exreptions to 

general requirements to further the City's ability' to meet 
affordable housing objectives. Often simple =ceprions 
raise confusion and concern among community members. 

Where additional support- may be required for projects 
which meet the City's rargeted housing needs, such as 
permanently affordable housing for very-low and low-in
come households, the City should explore methods such as 
designating Planning staff, or taking an active role in medi

ating disputes with neighbors. Such a function could either 
be provided within the City or contracted with an outside 

non-profi~ entity to provide free mediation services. 
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POLICY10.2 

Implement planning process improvements to both 
reduce undue project delays. and provide clear 
information to support community review. 

As part of the Action Plan, the Planning Department is 

exploring a number of procedural and operational reforms 

intended to reduce project delays and increase co=unity 

review. 

To provide a more efficient review process that also provides 

die potential.for earlier communiry:.review,_the Planning 
Department is implementing a "Revised Development 

Review Process," based on the concept that earlier input 

and coordination by all divisions of the Planning Depart
ment on larger, more complex projecrs results in a more 

efficient review overall The efficiency is gained by identify

ing and addressing significant project issues, and providing 

developers more comprehensive procedural information 
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early in ·the review process. This approach also improves 

the likelih~od that communities surrounding potential de

velopment projects Will be more aware early in the review 

process. Together, t;hese features reduce the overall review 

time for a project, allow for earlier co=unity awareness, 
and-perhaps most importantly-ultimately result in bet

ter projects being approved and built. 

To initiate neighbor communication early on in the devel

opment process, and provide the project sponsor the op

portunity to address neighbor concerns about the potential 

impa~ of the project prior to submitting an application~ 
the Department has also implemented a required Pre-Ap--

. plication Process that requires eligible project sponsors 
to conduct communicy meetings prior to filing any en

titlement, inviting all relevant Neighborhoo.d Associations, 

abutting propercy owners and occupants. This process 
allows the community access to planned projects, and al-· 

lows the projeC:t sponsor to identify. and address, issues and 

concerns early on. 
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POLICY 10.3 

Use best practices to reduce excessive time or 
redundancy in local application of CEQA. 

The California Environmental Quality Act was utltiated to 

open development decisions so th.at action could be taken 

to offset negative erivironmental effects, and as a .mecha

nism for comm.unity review of projects. Ar irs basis, CEQA 

offers a tool to balance environmental values with concrete 

development decisions, and as such, was one of the early 

tools citizens and agencies had to promote environmentally 

favorable projects, and'reject, or reduce the impact. of, nega
tive ones. However, its provisions have created numerous · 

con=s about delay and misuse of CEQ.A; policymakers 

have re~tly sr:aned discussing reform of CEQA to help 

·address concerns about misuse and delays to good hous-

ing projects. Reform should be pursued in a way that does 

nor 1J.!1duly limir neighborhood participation in revievV- of 

. development proposals.· 

Using best practices,· Community Plan e=ptions and 

tiered en.vironmental reviews can help enable CEQA to be 

more closely tuned. to its initial intent, and to become a 

strong mechanism_ for smarr growth planning and develop

menL In particular, the City should explore mechanisms 
that will maintain the strength of CEQA and its use as 

a tool for environmental· protecdon while eliminati.rig 
aspects of it:s implementation that are nor appropriate to 

the City's context. One such improvement underway is the 

i:ec<;nt Board of Supervisors direction to study the updat
ing of antomobile "Level qf Service" (LOS) with Auto 

Trip Generation (ATG) as a more meaningful measure 

of rraffi.c impacts in an urban context. The City should 

ensure best practices do not impact :W.y community's abil
ity to understand, and provide input towards, ~pacr:s of 

· proposed projects. Reside"uts should continue to have due 

process ·available to them to participate in future of their 

neighborhoods. 

POLICY 10.4 

Support state legislation and programs that promote 
environmentally favorable projects. 

Senate Bill 375 legiSlates the reduction of greenhouse g;i.ses 

through regional and local planning efforts, to achieve state

wide sustainable development goals. SB 375 provides some 

regulatory ·relief for "sustainable projecr:s" to reduce project 

costs, processing time and legal risks, includirig reducing 

some CEQA pro~sions. It also hints at linking future State 

infra.structure funding, specifiCally transportation funds, to 

achievement of smart growth goals, including lower vehicle 

miles traveled. Allocation of affordable housing resources, 

particularly for new producdon, should be consistent with 

smart growth principles. 

SB375, and future regional and state efforts, sho~d be ac

companied by the kind of funding that will enable growth to 

truly be "smart". Linking funding directly to efficient land 

use, rather rhan td population or regions, would encourage 
smart land use parterns. The implement:ation of SB375 

should be monitored, and addressed with amendments if 

necessary, to ensure it successfully provides the tools necesc 

sary to meet its smart growth goals in San Francisco. 
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Issue 6: 
Maintain the Unique and Diverse Ch~racter of 
San Francisco's Neighborhoods 

OBJECTIVE 11 

SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND 
DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN FRANCISCO'S 
NEIGHBORHOODS. 

to achieve beautiful and innovative design that provides a 
flexible living envirownent for the variety of San Francis~'s 
household needs. 

The City should con~ue to improve design rerl~ to 

San Francisco is a City of neighborhoods, each wirh a ensure that the review process results in good design t:b.at 
distinct character and quality. While t:b.e Housing Element complements existing character. The City should also seek 

provides a citywide housing strategy; no policy should ·be out creative ways to promote design exccllence. Possibilities 
applied without fust examining its applicability co each include design competitions that foster innovative rillnk-
specilic neighborhood's unique context. Its_ implemenra- ing, and encouraging designers to meet with other local 
tion shollld be applied and expressed differently in each . architecrs w provide peer revi~ New York City recently 
neighoomoOO:-The exiSting cl:iaracrer,-O.es1gn-amten- -:--implemented a similar initiatiVe-that-awards public pro jeers,- -

(including neighborhood specific design guidelines), his- inducling affordable housing, based on talent and experi-
toric and cultural context, and land use patterns of each ence rather than to the lowest bidder, which has resulted in 

neighborhood shall inform and define the specific applica- several builclirigs with lauded design. 

rlon of Housing Element policies and programs. As each 
neighborhood progresses over rime the distinct characters 

_ will form the foundation to all platining and preservation
work in the area. Just as the City seeks a variety of housing 
types to meet the diversity of needs, the_ City also values 

a variety _of neighborhood types to suppo~ the varying 
preferences and lifesry:les of existi~ and furore households. 
Changes planned for an area should build on t:b.e assets of 

the specific neighborhood while allowing for change. 

POUCY11.1 

Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well
designed housing that emphasizes beauty, flexibility, 
and innovative design, and respects existing 
neighborhood character. 

San Francisco has a long standing history of beautiful and 
innovative architecture that builds on appreciation for 
beauty and in.Ilovative design. Residents of San Francisco 

should be able to live in well-designed housing suited to 
their specific needs. The City should ensure that housing 
provides quality living environments and complements the 
character of the suirounding neighborhood, while striying 

POLICY 11.2 

Ensure implementation of accepted design 
standards in project approvals. 

As the. City's Reside!J.tial J?esign Guidelines state, San ~ran-
- cisco is known for its neighborhoods .and the visual quality 

of its _buildings. Its architecture is diverse, yet many neigh
borhoods are made up ofbuildings wirh common rhyrhms 
and cohesive elements of architecnu;d expression. For all 
new buildings and major addirlons, die fundamentals of 
good urban design should be followed, ~peering the ex

isting neighborhood character, while allowing for freedom 
of architectural expression. A variety of architectural styles 
(e.g. Vlctorlan, Edwardian, Modem) can perform equally 
well. Proposed buildings should relate well to the street 

and "to other buildings, regardless of style. New and sub
stantially altered buildings should be designed in a manner 
that conserves and respects neighborhood cliaracter. High 
quality materials, aiid a strong attention to details, should 

be carried across all styles. And buildings should represent 
their ~ yet be tinielC:Ss. 
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Planning Department review of projects and development 
of guidelines should build on adopted local controls, in

cluding recently adopted Area Plans, neighborhood ·specific 

design guidelines, and historic preservation district docu~ 

menrs. Planning staff should be aware of, and be a resource 

for, on-goi"ng individual community efforts that support 

good pl~ng principles, such as neighborl;iood-specific 

Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&R's) and 
design guidelines. New development and alterations or 

additions to existing structures in these neighborhoods 

should refer to these controls in con= with the cirywide 

Residential Design Guidelines, althoUf;h only those guid

ing documents app~oved by the Planning Commission 

may be legally enforced by Planning staff. A.40 projects in 
historic; preservation districts should refer to related design 

documents. 

POLICY 11.3 

Ensure growth is accommodated without 
substantially and adversely impacting existing 
residential neighborhood character. 

Accommodation of growth should be achieved without 

damaging existing residential neighborhood character. In 
community plan ~. this means development projects 
should adhere to adopted policies, design guidelines and 

community review procedures. fu exisring residential 

neighborhoods, this means development projects should 

defer to the prevailing height and bulk of the area. 

To ensure character is not impacted, the City should 

continue to use community planning processes to direct 

growth and change according to a community-based vi

sion. The Planning Department sh~uld utilize residential 

design guidelines, neighborhood specific d~ign guidelines, 

and oth~ documents describing a specific neighborhoods 

character as guideposts to determine compatibility of pro-: 

posed projeC:ts with exisring neighborhood character." 

The Department should support the adoption of neigh

borhood-specific design standards in order to enhance or 

conserve neighborhood character, provi!kd those guide

lines are consistent with overall good-planning principles 
and help foster ·a more predictable, more tirri.ely, and less 

costly pre-development process. To this end,. the Depart- . 

mem should develop official _procedures foi: submittal of 

neighborhood-initiated design guidelines, for review by 

Department staff, and for adoption or endorsement. 

POLICY 11.4 

Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to 
a generalized residential land use and density plan 
and the General Plan. 

Current wning districts result in land use and density pat

terns shown on the accompanying Generalized Permitted 

Housing Densities by Zoning District, Map 6; and the ac

companyingtable illustrating those densities, Table I-64, in 

Part 1 of the Housing Element. The parameters contained 

in the Planning Code under each wning districts can help 

enSl,ll"e that new housing does not o~crowd or adversely 

affect the prevailing _character of existing neighborhoods. 
The City's current zoning districts conform to this map 

and provide clarity on land use and denshy throughout the 

City. When_ proposed zoning map amendments are con

sidered as· part of the Department's comrnllniry planning 

efforts, they should conform generally to these .this map, 

although minor variations consistent with the general land 

use and density policies may be appropriate. They should. 

also conform to the other objectives and policies of the 

General Plan. 

POLICY11.5 

Ensure densities in established residential areas 
promote compatibility with prevailing neighborhood 
character. 

Residential density controls should reflect prevailing build

ing types in established residential neighborhoods. Par

ticularly in l;{H-1 and RH-2 areas, prevailing height and 

bulk parterns should. be maintained to protect neighbor
hood character. Other strategies to maintain and protect 

neighborhood character should also be explored, including 

«neighborhood livability initiatives" that could =mine 

guidelines and principles to preserve what is beloved about 

the area. ·Such ~ initiative could result in strategies to 

improve the appearance and accessibility of neighborhood 

commercial districts, or neighborhood specific design 

guidelines for speci£c RH-1 and RH"2neighborhoods. 
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POLICV11.6 

Foster a sense of community through architectural 
design, using features that promote community · 
interaction. 

Buildings define the public realm. Building height, set-· 

back, and spacing define the meets, sidewalks, plazas, and 

open space :rhat provide the setting for people to meet and 
interactinformally and.shape the neighborhood's range of 

social experiences and olferings. Buildings shape views and 
affect the amount of sunlight that reaches the street. And 

the frontage of.bi.ill.dings can encourages in=ction, while 

providing saEetY and increasing surveillance of the street. 
Thus, buildings should be· designed with a human scale, 

consist~t with each individual areis r_raditional pattern of 
devdopment. Design feanires such as regular entrances and ' 

windows along the street, seating ledges, outdoor sea.Ling, 

outdoor displays of wares, and attractive signage, the use of 

stoops and po_rticos; and limiting blank walls all assist in 
ensuring an inviting co=uniry environment. 

The uses ~fbuildings and their relationships to one another 

can also affect the variety, activity, and livdiness of a place. 

Zonmg . for a mix of use, open spaces and community 

facilities in appropriate locations, such as neighborhood 

commercial centers, can increase opponunities for social 
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. interaction. Mixing compatible uses within buildings, such 

as housing with retail, services or small-scale workplaces, 

. can build activity for friendly streets and public spaces. In 
the best cases, the defining qualities of buildings along the 
street create a kind of"urban roarri where the public life of 

the neighborhood can thrive. 

POLICV11.7 

Respect San Francisco's.historic fabric, by 
preserving landmark buildings and ensuring 
consistency with historic districts. 

Landmarks and historic buildings are important to the 

character and quality of the City's neighborhoods and are 

also important housing resources'. A number of these struc

tures contain housing units particularly suitable for larger 
households and families with children. 

New buildings adjacent to or with the potential to visually 

inlp!_cr ~oric con~exrs or strucrures should be designed to 
complemenr the character and s~e ofrhili~;;u:~~. Th~ 
new and old can stand next to one another with pleasing 

effects, but only if there is a successful transition in scale, 
building form and proportion, detail, and niarerials. 

39 
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POLICY11.8 

Consider a neighborhood's character when 
integrating new uses, and minimize disruption 
caused by e}(pansion of institutions into residential 
areas. 

The scale and design of permitted commercial and insti
tutional buildIDgs should ackllowledge and respond to the 
surro~ding neighborhood contex:t:, incorporating neigh
borhood specilic design guidelines whenever possible. To 
ensure a successful integration of these uses, especially large 
institutions, the City should pay close attention io plans 
for expansion through master planning- efforts. Analysis 
should include needs generated for housing, transporta
tion, pedesrrian amenities, and other services. 

POLICY1L9 

Foster development that strengthens local culture 
sense of place and history. 

In addition. to the . fu:tors discussed above, including 

physical design, land use, scale, and landmark dements, 

neighborhood character is also defined by long-standing 
heritage, community assets, inStltutional and social char
acteristics. Maintaining the linkages that ~ch dements 
bring, by connecting residents to their past, can contribute 
to the disrin.criveness of community character and unique 

sense of place; as well as foster community pride and par
tlcipation. 

Elements of community heritage can include the public 
realm, including open space and streets; and the built envi
ronment, insrirutlons, markets, businesses that serve local 
needs, and special sites. Other, non-physical aspects can 

include ethnicity, language, and local traditions. Devdop.: 
meilt of new housing should consider all of these factors, 
and how they _can aide in connecting to them. Housing 
types that relate to the community served, particularly the 

income. household and tenure type of the comm.Unity; can "" 
ht;lp to address ~egarive changes in socioeconomic condi- _ 
tions, and reduce displaceme~.r: Constructing housing that 

includes comm~ty components that btiild upon this sense 
of place, such as public plazas, libraries, community facili

ties, public an, and open spaces, can buil~ a sn:onger sense 
of commlllliry heritage. And the development of neighbor
hood-specific design guidelines, as discussed above, should 

review local neighborhood characteristics that contribute 
to and define its character beyond the physical. 

Historically; neighborhoods in San Francisco.have become _ 
identified with certain cultural groups, including ethnic

communities that have settled within corridors or areas of 

larger neighborhoods. It is important to recognize,· how
ever, that local culture is not static- San Francisco's cultural 

character and composition have shifted as social, ethnic, 
and political groups have moved across the City's landscape. 

Plans and programs, including housing. developmei:it:S, 
need to recognize the duality of changing environments 
when they occur, and work to both preserve the old while 
embracing the new. 
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Issue 7: 
Balance Housing ·construction and 
Cominuriity ~nfrastructure 

OBJECTIVE 12 

BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH 
ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES 
THE CITY'S GROWING POPULATION. 

San Francisco'!i plannllig should take into account all 

elements or a whole neighborhood in coordination wirh 

new housing. Citywide and neighborh~od specific plan

ning should consider neighborhood infrasm.icture such as 

parks, recreational facilities and schools, and neighborhood 

services such as grocery stores, drug stores and orher com

mercial services. 

The City must continue to plan for rhe necessary infrastruc

ture, especi.a.lly ttan...<portation and warer services, to support 

existing and. new households. These fundamental services 

should be planned at a system level by each relevant agency 
. and coordin.ated wirh new growth. Additionally; standard 

development: pro jeer review procedures should continue to 

consider rhe relationshlp between new development and 

necessary in:fi:astrucrure. 

Orher important neighborhood · elements maintain the 

health, well-b~, and social standards of our.City, includ

ing publicly provided functions such as schools, parks; 

libraries; as well as privately d_eveloped ones such as grocery 

St:ores and neighborhood retail, child care, art and cultural 
facilities. These elements are critical to maintaining and 

enhancing the quality of life in San Francisco and should 

be encouraged and supported. 

POUCY12.1 

Encourage new housing that relies on transit · 
use and environmentally' sustainable patterns of 
movement. 

New residents require access to neighborhood serviog 

businesses, employment centers, recreation facilities, and 

regional centers. To the extent possible rhese trips should 

be easily acco=odated on rhe existing transportation net

work with increased services. To that end the city should 
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promote housing devdopment in are.as that are well served 

wh:h transportation .fufustrucrure including Bart trains, 

and Muni light rail trains. However, changc:S to the Plan
ning Code to furthcr accommodate housing near trans.it· 

will occur through a community based planning process. 

Encouragement of the use of public traruit and car-shar

ing must be accompanied by improving the reliability and 

usability of public transportation and broadening access to 

and location of car share options, as ways .to make these 

alternatives more attractive. Additionally, bicycle amenities 

other neighborhood scrvices such as libraries,. neighbor

hood-serving retail (including grocery stores), community 

centers, medical offices, personal services; locally owned 

businesses, and a pedestrian a.D.d bike-friendly environ

ment. These elements enable "residents to ~ntinue to live 

in their neighborhood as their nee~ change, a.rid encourage 

neighborhood rdationships . .&= to these amenities and 

services at a neighborhood level enables residents to make 

many trips on foot or public transportation. 

can-and-should-be-an-int~gral-component to_housing_and·_. __ Som~Qf the5e am_eniti_es are 1I1_ain~ed by the City, such as 

supporting the City's Transit First policy. The City m~t open space and some child = fac:ilitles~-The Cio/sh;-clcC-

. maintain and improve the transportation network in co- ronsider projected growth patt~ in plans for the growth 
ordination with new devdopment. Long range transporta- and maintenance of these quality of life amenities. Other 

tion planning should consider acrual and projected growth neighborhood ·serviees such as grocery stores, drug stores, 

partenis. Tools such as impact fees should facilitate the and restaurants are provided by private pW:ies - the City 

coordin~on of new growth with improved transportation should 5upport and encourage the adequate proVision of 

infustructure. As the City has been directing planning ef- these services whenever possible. 

fom to shape housing construction in =~it-riCh locations 

through its Red~dopment, Better Neighborhoods and 
othcr community planning processes, its fun.ding dfons 

should prioritize these parts of the City. To ensure that new 

neighborhood ~cture, particulariy transir; is pro

vided concurreni:J.y with new growth, agencies within the 

City should prioritize"funding or planning efforts within 

these planned areas, especially for iliscretionary funding 
application processes such as the state's Proposj.tion lC. 

POUCY12.2 

Consider the proximity of quality ·of life elements, 
such as open space, child care, and neighborhood· 
services, when developing new housing units. 

San Francisco's neighborhoods' support a Variety of life 

choices through the quality of life dements they provide. 

Such clements include open space, child care facilities and 

POUCV12.3 

Ensure new housing is sustainably supported by the 
City's public infrastructure systems. 

Projected growth will affect our local public infrastructure 

systems, especially transportation infrastructure and systems 

such as watcr, sewer and power.. Realizing- this, the Ory and 

County of San Francisco has taken a proactive effort. in 

working towards interagency scilutions." However, because 

provision of major infrastructure rranscends City boundar

ies, long-rerm strategic planning also requires coordination · 

with, and support from, State and regional agencies. It is 
critical that State and regional infrastrucrure fun.ding be 

d.i.i;ectly linked to the Regional Housing Needs Allocarions 

(RHNA),.and award.plans ~r infill growth, rather chan 

awarding vehicular capaciry throughout the region. 
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With regards to transportation, the City's long-range 

Countywide Transportation Plan guides future investment 

decisions. Managed_ by the San Francisco County Trans
portation Aut:hority; the Plan_ looks at "projected growth 

in jobs and housing in San Francisco, regional trends and 

changmg needs, to provide the city's blueprint for trans

portation system development and investment over the 

n=30year:s. 

With regards to water supply, the San Francisco Public 

Utilities Co.mmission (SFPUC) plans for growth via the 

Urban Water Management Plan, which is updated every 

five years, and is pursuing strategies to.addressing increased · 

growth by m.eans such as innovative co:riservation practices, 

use of recycled water, and increased use of groundwater. In 

conjunction with these plans, the rue· has established new 

connection fees to ensure that new development pays for 

the impact it places upon the supply network. The PUC 

has also recently adopted rate increases to fund vorer-ap~ 

proved s~ismic improvements to the pipe network and the 

combined sewer/storm.water system. 

The City's power networks need to be given the same co

operative consideration. While the City is currently well 

supplied with· power, and is supplementing that system 

regularly with new technologies such as wind and solar, 
aging infrastructure, funding constraints and . deferred 

maintenance highlight the need for continued master plan
ning if the emerging vision for a more sustainable system· 

is to be achieved. 

·.~· ·-.. ·.·.·:·· .. <:- !;·:.·0 · -::.~~-r-~: ~ -.... -;· · · ... , .. ·, ~: ... ;~.- ;....: 

. ~~':f l~i~k~~~~mmunitY: lnfrastru~tur~;:.L, '.'.'.::~'.~·'.;·,;~JJ~1J ;{:~~f s;t~~t;_._._._-_· __ .·_.·.c_·_:_:_::_·_-_· ___ ·;_: 
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Fell and Bro_denckStreet~. !S.i!.n:iodeld~velqprnent·._' 

. tli~t successtUl!y integrated needed co~munii:Y ' . 

_ iDfi."?r;0Jc;;f~r~ \t\'Jt!i.tt)e c:9n_~trl!S~P.9. qf ne~,~R\!sing, :- ~-..-> 
:_. Th~-develoj.Jrrietit lnvqJv.egrelocaiiiig an.existing . '.. · : 

.- --·-··Eifi~~-f ¢~t~it $g~~i\f t~~~91Jt~~3t;~•:·'.··,;·:;~;~1?0( 
.· .. miirke( additional retail uses·aiid i:i'new bahk' : ' 
·_ ' building. . .- Fa1etli;i( k-~eig~ti6~fiood' iirocehli~ · · 

· ·21osecfir:i; 1999; 1e~vin9 tiie c6minuniiy 'WitliciUt · -··-·· 
-~ ever:fday>tq6d:ac~ess; w,as brougtit backt~th!l ;:.· ' ' . ' 

· :~r*~~q=E:~r:z:~;::i~?1~!9.t~!~:a~sr;1~ 
.-· uses._ a~:',Nell ~~ ~icy~1e parking :and c:arshare parkipg:.~pots;:: ,__ · - - · - · -- -- _:~::,.;:.-1~~'~;:1.~:'.ft):;,·}D>:t~::,:_. 
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Issue 8: 
Prioritizing Sustainable Development 

OBJECTIVE 13 

PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN 
PLANNING FOR AND CONSTRUCTING NEW 
HOUSING. . 

equal share .of the benefits of gro~, Also criti<:?l is the 

concept of social equity, which embraces a diversity of val
ues that are not perhaps as ~ily quantified as greenhous~ 
gas emissions or marketplace dollars, such as housing & 

working conditions, health, educational services and recre

ational opportunities, and general quality of life. The United Nations' definition of sustainability; 'also used 
by the San Francisco Sustainability Plan, states that ~A 
sustainable society meets the needs of die present without While San Francisco's transit accessibiliry and role as a 

·sacrificing the ability of future generations to· meet their regional job center does promote its role as a nexus fur new 

own needs." Accordingly, sustainable development in San. housing devdopment, sustainability does not mean growth 

-Fran~co-aims-to-meet.allhurnan.needs.=-envimrunental at all costs. A truly sustainable San Francisco balances hous-
economic and social - across time. - ---·~ prod~on wirh-:cifordabillt}' neeils, rnrrastrllcture pro:-'----

San Francisco is often seen as a leader in urban sustainable 

development, be.::ause ofits early adoption of a Sustainabil

ity Plan (1997), and subsequei:ttpolicies, from prohibitions 

on plastic bags and bottled water to the recently adopted 

Green Building Ordinance. However, sustainable devdop

meiit does not focus solely on environmental issues. It 

should encompass the way we promote economic growi:h, 

so that the mosi: vulnerable, disadvantaged residenrs get an 

vision, and ndghborhood culture and character. Thus, as 

the City prioritizes sustainability in housing devdopment, 

all actions need to keep in mind its broad range of enVi

ronmental, economic and social con:iponents, by. ensuring. · 

that housing development does not degrade environmental 

quality, or contribute emissions thar further impact our 

resources; by promoting economic vitality so that all citi

zens have access to housing that ·is within their means and 

dose to their workplace;' and by protecting the rights of all 
citizens, including preven~ their displacement. 

POLICV13.1 

Support "smarf' regional growth that locates new 
housing close to jobs and transit· 

In San Francisco, and in many of the other job cenrers in 
the Bay· Area, workers snuggle to find housing they can 

afford. At the same.time, employers have difficulty recruit

ing employees, because of the lack of affordable options 

near their locations. These trends exacerbatt long-distance 

commuting, one of the primary sources of greenhouse gas 
emissions; they also negativdy impact the working families 

suuggling with such commutes by demanding more U;ayd 

time and higher travd costs. 
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The City should supporr efforts to construct more housing 

near jobs, and near cransir. Yet,_ sustainable development 

requires consid~ration of the impact5 of new housing. Plans 

for smart growth must work to prevent the unintended 

consequences on low-income residents, such as gentri£.ca

ticin and displacement, and to maintain the character and 

composition of neighborhoods for the long-term. 

This answer of new housing near jobs does not apply to 

San Francisco alone. As part of the larger regional economy 

of the Bay Area, decisions made by one co=unity - to 

limit commercial or residential growth - a.ff= other com

munities in the region.. SB 375 attempts to address this at 

a state level, but continued efforts are required to ensure 

new residential. development is planned region wide to take 

advantage of the availability of employment opportunities, 

effici=t transportation systems, and community s~ces. 
It is imperative that governing entities such as the .Asso
ciation of Bay Area Governments and the State structure 

funding and orher in=rives to direct local government 
policies to house their fair, "smart" share of the labor pool, 

particularly those locations close to transit. San Francisco 

should take an· active role in promoting such policies, and 

discouraging funding that would en:ihle .housing develop
ment that is not attached to the use of pu\;>lic transit. The 

· City should also play a greater role in ensuring local and 

regional growth · management strategies are coordinated 

a.Ild complementary. 

POLICV13.2 

Work with localities across the region to coordinate 
the production of affordable housing region wide 
according to sustainability principles. 

Because the need for housing relates to jobs which are 

provided across rhe region, planning for housing requir~-a 
regional srraregy. i:n a true jobs-housing balance, the work

ers are the residents of nearby housing, and housing costs 

are affordahle rn the lo(:al wo;kforce. Provided the type 

and cost of housing consrrucred are taken into account, 

smart growth strategies can address the housing needs of 

l~w-income residents, while contributing to diverse com

munities. 

Construction of housing affordable to a. mix _of incomes 

must be p~ovided not only in San Francisco, but through

out the region, to allow low-income residents to reach jobs 

as well as needed services like grocery stores and child-care. 

At the present time, most of the region's subsidized.housing 

for low- and moderate-income households is concentrai:ed 

in the central cities, including San Francisco, Communities 

throughout the Bay Area, particularly those who provide 

working opponunities for this same population, should ac-. 

cept responsibility for housing low- and moderate-income 

. households as well One way of addressing affordability 

needs across municipal boundaries is to explore the creation 

of a regiorutl affordable housing fund, which could accept 

funds from both public and private sources. Another is a 

permanent state fund that would finW:ce housing for low

and middle-income househo.lds, which would ease some of 

the funding uncerrainty that occurs during difficult budget 

years. 

POLICV13.3 

Promote sustainable land use patterns that integrate 
housing with transportatiori in order to increase ' 
transit, pedestrian, and bicycle mode share. 

Sustainable land use patterns include those located close 

to jobs and transit, as noted above. Bur rhey also include 

easy access to, and multiple travel. modes between, other 

services, shopping and daily needs. This could mean all ser

vices needed are located within an easy walk of the nearby 

housing; it could also mean that such services are available 

by bike ·or transit, or in the best cases, by all modes. The . 

common factor in sustainable land use patterns is that the 

nef:d for a private car is limited. 

To encourage walking, cycling and· transit use, compre-. 

hensive systems must be in pla= A Citywide network of 
walkable Streets, blh lanes that are safe for chil~ as well 

as the elderly, and reliable, convenient, transit must. be in 

place. The City should continue efforts to improve such 

networks, to make them more attractive to users. The City 

should also con~ue requirements and programs that link 
developers of housing to contribute rowai:ds such systems. 
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Sustainable design that includes improved meets and 

transit"stops adjacent to developed property, as well as the 
inclusion of mid-block crossings, ;illeys and bike lanes at 

larger. multi-block developments, can further incentivize 

non-automotive movement. 

POLICV13.4 

Preservation and rehabilitation of existing building> is in 

and ofitself a "green'! strategy, normally consuming fu less 

energy than demolition and new construction.. But truly 

addressing dllrui.te change must include upgrades to these 
buildings as wdl Often, features that add to the initial c0st 

of a srruct:tire are highly cost-effective in terms of the life 

cycle or operating ~sts. For aample, weatherization of 

existing housing can usually pay fur itself in a short time, 

Promote the highest feasible lev~ of "green" 
development in both private and municipally
supported housing. 

Green development specifically relates to the environmen

tal implications of development. Green building integrates 
the built environment with· natural systems, using site 

orientation, local sources, 5l1Srainable material selection 

- reSulting iri lower utility bills and housing costs. Energy 

costs, particulady, can be a burden on low-income families; . 
reducing energy costs, can leave more money for housing. 

Wh~ ~e City coordinates on implementation of sustain

ability P.rograrns~ priority should be given to progr.uns 
based on their effectiveness and feasibility. 

. and window placement to reduce energy demand and 

greenhouse gas emissions. 

San Francisco has for several years had a municipal green 

· --- - ----huilding.ordinance,_andin_[giYe_~J ~pted2tricr gieef!. _ . 

building standards for private construction as well The 

City also promotes several incentive programs to encour

age development to go beyond the requirements of the 

ordinances, including Priority p~tting for LEED Gold 
certified pro jeers~ solar rebates at the local, state and federal 

level, and rebares for energy and warer efficiency. 
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ABBREVIATIONS 

ABAG 
ADA 
AGI 
AMI 
BART 
BIG 
CAP SS 
CEQA 
CERF 

Association of Bay Area Governments 
Americans with Disabilities Act 
Adjusted Gross Income 
Area Median Income 
Bay Area Rapid Transit 
Building Improvement Cmmittee 
Community Action Plan for Seismic Safety 
California Environmental Quality Act 

·code Enforcement Rehabilitation Fund 
CHRP San Francisco Community Housing Rehabilitation Program 
CPC Capital Planning Committee _ 
OMS Department of Aging· and Adult Services 
DAH Direct Access to Housing Program 
DALP Down Payment Assistance Loan Program 
DBI Department of Building Inspection 
DPH Department of Public Health 
DCYF Department of Children Youth and Families 
OHS Department of Human Services 
DOE Department of the Environment 

_ _p_PVV ____ Department of Public Works 
DR 
HSA 
HDMT 
HOPEVI 
HOPE SF 
HPP 
HRC 
LEED 
MOH 
MONS 
MTC. 

MUNI 
NC 
OEWD 
Prop 1C 
RHNA. 
RPO 
SB375 
SFHA 
SFMTA 
SFPUC 
SFRA 
SFUSD 
SOMA 
SRO 
SUD 
TOM 
TEP 
TIDF 
VMT 

Discretionary Review 
Human Services Agency 
Healthy Development Measurement Tool 

· Housiiig Opportunities for People Everywhere 
Housing-Opportunities for People Everywhere San Francisco 
Housing Preservation Program 
Human Rights Comn:iissfon 
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
Mayor's Office of Housing . 
Mayor's Office ~Neighborhood Services 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
San Francisco Municipal Railway 
Neighborhood Commercial 
Office of Econ~mic and Workforce Development 
State of California Proposition 1 C Grant Program 
Regional- Housing Needs Assessment 
City and County of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department 
State of California Senate Bill #375 
San Francisco Housing Authority 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
S~ Francisco Redevelopment Agency 
San Francisco United School District 
South ot Market 
Single-Room Occupancy Units 
Special Use District· 
Transportation Demand Management 
Transit Effectiveness Project . 
Transportation Impact Development Fee 
Vehicle Miles Traveled 
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CPC ADDPTED HOUSING ELEfl!ENT 2009 

Evaluation of the 
20.04 -Housing Element 

As part of the Housing Element update process, California Government Code Sections 

65588(a) and (b) require ~ evaluation of San Francisco's existing Housing Element. This 

review consists of three parts: 1) a summary of San Francisco's housing production during the 

1999-2006 reporting period; 2) a review of the programs and analysis of the appropriateness 

of the 2004 Housing El.ement goals, objectives and policies and the eff.>..ctiveness of the l10us
ing element in achieving those goals and objectives; and, 3) an evaluation of the progress in 

implememation of the housing element. 

A review and evaluation of the 2004 Housing Element objectives and policies is essential to 

an effective housing element update. Reviewing housing, targets and production measures, 

examining the appropriateness and effectiveness ofobjectives and policies as stated in the exist

ing element; and evaluating implementation progiams initiated during the repof!ing period 

will all serve to. strengthen the revised Housing Element and help address the City's ongoing 

housing challenges. An evaluation of the implementation programs is presented in a matriX at 

. the end of this appendix. 

Housing Targets and Production 

The State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) and the .Association 

of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) set San Francisco's fair share of the regional housing need 

for the 1999-2006 reporting period at 20,372 units. This Regional Housing Needs Allocation 

(RHNA) process also established that 64% of these units (13,009 units) be alfordable to lower 

income households an:d the remaining 36% (7,363 units) c1Juld be met by market rate housing 

production. The 2004 Housing El.ement suggested that the total number of housing units 

allocated to San Francisco by the RHNAprocess was not re:i.lisric given the constraints and 

impediments to housing production, but still accepted the allocation as its quantified housing 

production goal. 
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Although San Francisco fell short of meeting the state mandated f.tlr share housing targets, 

over 17,470 new housing units were built from 1999-2006, or almost. 86% of its housing 

production targets (Table A-1). The City met almost 83% of the target for very-low income 

housing, but only 52% of the low-income housing production rarget was produced.. Thi; City 

also exceeded rhe market-rate housing target by over 53%. The greatest deficiency for rhe 

reporting period was in the production of moderate-income housing, where the City produced 

just 13% ofits target. These.numbers, however, represent an improvement over rhe previo~ 
Housing Element update reporting period (1989-1998), where San Francisco met only 61% 

of its total housing production targets, producing only 40% of both its very-low and low

income housing targets, and 12% of its moderate-income housing target. 

Very Low ( < 50% AMI) 5,244 25.7% 4,342 

Low (50-79% AMI) 2,126 10.4% 1,113 
-------- - ---

Moderate (80-120% AMI) 5,639 27.7% - --~ ----- 725 -

Market (over 120% AMI) 7,363 36.1% 11,293 

TOTALS 20.372 100.0% 17,473 

SOURCE: Housing lnv~mry. Mayot'5: Offia: of Housing. SF Rr:dcvdopmc:nt.Agcncy 

•AcqWsiclan/Rdi.ahilh::u:ion Dnia included. to die cac:nc allowed. by Homing Elcmcnc law. Acquisicion/Rcbahil.iwion project wnbCIS" provided. by Mayor's
Office ofHnusing and the SF ~cvclopm~t Agency. 

While San Francisco did improve the production of housing affordable. to low and very-low 

income households earning less than 80% AMI, it did not substantially improve the produc

tion of moderate-income housing for households earning between 80% ·and 120% AMI. The · 

primary obstacle to the production of moderate-income housing iii high land cost markets 

such as San Francisco is profitability. Moreover, unlike low and veiy low income housing, few 

subsidies exist for building housing for moderate income households. ABAG's 2007 study, A 

Place Called Home, shows th.at other communities. in rhe Bay Area with high land values have 

also failed to produce sufficient moderate-income housing. Almost all of the moderate-income 

housing produced during the reporting period =e from the inclusionary housing programs 

a:n_d, with increasing land and producti.on costs, there is little reason to think rhis trend will 
change. 

Production of market-rate housing duruii the reporting period continued to =eed RHNA 

targets, wirh over 150% of the target for this income category produced during the reporting 

period. · 
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Housing Programs and Initiatives 

The 2004 Housing Elemmtretlin.ed most of the policies in the 1990 Residence Element, but con.:. 

solidated and reorganized the City's 12 housing objecti~es. The 2004 Housing Element places 

greater emphasis 011 identifying appropriate locations for new: housing citywide, especially 

increased density near downtown; on implemenring area plans to build new neighborhoods 

in appropriate locations; on improving the livability of existing neighborhoods through good 

design, mixed-use development, increased density near transit, improved i.nfi:astructure and 

public amenities, and reduced parking requirements; on protecring the affordability of existing 

housing and building more new affordable housing; on stre2mlining the ~ousing production 

. process through program EIRs and Ar.ea Plan EIRs; on creating mixed-income communities; 

on providing more family housing; and on managing homelessness through supportive hous-

ing. 

The objectives and policies of the 2004 Housing Element underscored four main housing 

themes: I) in~easing housing producdon, especially affordable housing; 2) pre5erving and 

maintaining th~ City's housing supply; 3) increasing housing densities in areas well served by 

transit in order to create a more livable City, meet the City's goals for housing producdon, 

revitalize neighborhoods; and 4) building. supportive housing opportunities for the homeless 

and those at-risk of homelessness. 

New Area Plans 

A variety of new area plans were initiated during the 1999-2006 reporting period. These plans 

seek to capitalize on each area's unique assets for current and future residents, and strengthen 

neighborhoods by encouraging new housing in transit-rich areas where neighborhood shops 

and services are concentrated. 

• The Better Neighborhoods Program was started in 2000 ·and used intensive commu
nity-based planning to incorporate reci:>gnition of citywide needs, indudlng housing 
goals, into the planning process for each neighborhood. Three neighborhoods- Balboa 
Park,. Central Waterfront, and Market and Octavia - were initially selected to serve as 
models for similar turure programs in other parts of the City. The Market Octavia 
Plan was adopted and approved in 200.8 ·and Balboa Park in April 2009. The Central 
Waterfront Plan was included in the Eastern Neighborhoods environmental review and 
.Plan adoption process in December of2008. · 

• The Eastern Neighborhoods (EN) planning process is a large-scale community plan~ 
ning effort in several neighborhoo~ in the eastern portion of San Francisco originally 
including the South of Mar~et, Mission, Potrero Hill/Showplace Square, Bayview, 
and Visitacion Valley neighborhoods. Eventually the Bayview, (adopted by the San 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency in June 2006), and Visitacion Valley (adopted in 
December. 200.8) neighborhoods underwent separate planning and plan adoption pro
cesses. The Central Waterfront was incorporated into the EN environ.mental review 
and plan adoption process. These EN plans were adopted in December 2008. 
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• In the Downtown area, the Rincon Hill plan was approved in 2005, allowing for 2,200 
unirs; some 1,460 of rhese unirs have since been entitled. The Transbay Redevelop
ment Area was adopted in 2005 and will add approximately 2,600 new units. Success
ful completion and implementation of rhese plans\vill create vibrant new communities 
adjacent to employment centers and regional transit hubs, consistent with the policies 
and programs contained in the housing element. 

• Area plans for India Basin and Japantown were initiated. in 2007. 

Program Environmental Impact Reports 

A major new policy in the 2004 Housing Elenim.t encourages the preparation of detailed 

Program EnVironmental Impact Reports (EIR.) and the use of.subsequent community ·plan 

exemptions, where ·appropriate, for new planning areas in order to streamline environmental 

review by reducing duplication in the EIR process. Area Plans in ·these program areas would 

also seek to reduce the number of discretionary approvals required for specific affordable hous

ing. projects. The pilot project for this type of program EIR was the MarkedOctavia Area 

Plan, which analyzed the area plan at a programmatic level while also providing project-level 

environmental review of former freeway parcels where the plan foresees specific residential 

growth. The MarkedOcravia program EIR wa.ccompleted-in-the-summer of: 2008;-subse-_ 

quently the. Planning Department has esll!blished a community plan exemption processes, 

'which enables new consrruction to benefit from the analysis completed in the Market and 
Octavia EIR Other area plans adopted in 2008 also approved programmatic EIRs. The 

program EIR and community exemption model will streamline the entitlement process new 

infill housing units. · 

Affordable Housing 

San Francisco faces a continuing shortage of affordable housing for very low and low-income . 

re5idents. In response to the high projections of housing needs for San Francisco set forth in 

the 2004 and previous Housing Elements, San Francisco has instituted several strategies for 

producing new affordable housing units. These strategies seek to support affordable housing 

production by increasing site availability and capacity ·for permanently affordable housing, and 

to encourage the distribution of affordable housing throughout all neighborhoods, thereby 

offering diverse housing choices and promoting economic and social integration. 

• Planning Department - Inclusumary Hou.ring Program. In 2001, San Francisco greatly 
increased the capacity for affordable housing production through expansion ofirs Inclu
sionary Housing Program and increased fe~ to the Affordable Housing Fund. During 
the 1999-2006 reporting period, the inclusiOn:uy program produced 869 uni~; mostly 
in the South of Market. This is a twelvefold increase from the 73 units produced 
from 1992 (when the program first began) to 1998. The inclusionary program also 
contributed $23 million to the Affordable H~using Fund in in-lieu fees. 

In 2006, the program was further modified as follows: expanded coverage with a lower 
threshold to include projects with five or more new unirs; increased the percentage of 
affordable units required to 15% on-site and 20% off-site; increased the amount of 
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in-lieu fees in order to cover the incr~sing costs of conmuccing affordable units; and 
required off-site affordable units to be rental affordable to households making up to 

60% of the San Francisco Ara Median Income (SFAMI) - or if for ownership, nnits af
fordable to those making 80% to 120% ofSFAMI - and be located within a mile of the 
subject development. Because median income for the City of San Francisco is lower 
than area median illcome, program affordability levels are tied to the metropolitan 
median income or SFAMI .. This better reflecrs local conditions and further enhances 
program affordability. 

In late 2009, the Second District Court of Appeal issued Palmer/Sixth Street Properties 
vs. City of Los Angeles, which held that the California Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing 
Art pre-empts local mnnicipallties fi:om mandating that newly constructed dwelling 
units be rented at low-income rents. As this case impacts future rental units provided . 
th.rough San Francisco's Inclusionary Program, the City is proceeding with amend.: 
ments to this legislation which would clarify the Program as fee-based, and retain the 
option of building the units on-site or off-site w· for-sale projects only; yet oifering 
rental projecrs the ability ro take advantage of on-site or off -site options should they 
wish to waive their Costa-Hawkins rights. · 

• &development Agency - Housing Participation Policy. Changes to the Redevelopment 
Agency's Housing Participation Polley also occurred in 2002, with required unit pe~
centages ~d affordability requirements similar to the City's Inclusionary Affordable 
Housing Program. The Redevelopment Agency's program produced 480 affordable 

· nnits during the 1999-2006 reporting period, and should p~oduce substantially more 
units in the next period if the Agency's recommendation to adopt new inclusionary 
requirements similar to those adopted by the City in 2006 is approved. 

• Jobs Housing Linkage Program. In February 2001, the Office-Affordable Housing 
Production Program {OAHPP) was revised and expanded; it was also renamed the 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Program QHLP). The original OAHPP required office develop
ment project sponsors to directly provide housing or to contribute land or·in-lieu fees 
to a housing developer as a condition of approval for large-scale office d~dopment. 
The JHLP was expanded in scope and application to include all types of commercial 
development (e.g., hotels, entertainment:. R&D, large ret:ajl etc.); monitoring and 
collection of fees paid was also enhanced. · · 

From 1999-2006. JHLP contributions to the Affordable Housing Fund increased to 

almost $42 million, compared with less than $9 million collected between the 1990 
Housing Element reporting period of 1~89-1998. Also, in response to increasing 
development costs, fees were increased substantially in 2008. JHLP funds raised iii 
fiscal 2007-2008 were over $21 million, and are expected to increase during then~ 
reporting period, as several more large developments are in the pipeline. 

HOPE SF Program 

The qty developed the 2006 HOPE SF program to increase affordable housing production. 

Modeled after the federal HOPE VI program, HOPE SF provides funding to replace existing 

public housing and add mixed-income units. The HOPE SF also plans for needed transit 

improvements, community facilities, and public amenities. The HOPE SF Task Force id~nti

fied 2,500 existing units in need of replacement on eight underutilized sires. They found 

th~t, in addition to replacing the existing affordable units, that these sites could accommodate 

an additional 3,500 homes. The pilot project for HOPE SF, Hunter's View in the Bayview 

District, is scheduled to break ground in 2009. 
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Supportive Housing 

In 2006, San Francisco's Continuum of Care approach to homelessness was modified co focus 

on providing supportive housing opportunities for families ind single persons under a Hous

ing First model. The plan established a 10-year goal of producing 3,000 unhs of supportive 

housing, and over 1,500 llllits have been produced through 2007. · 

At-Risk Affordable Housing 

The number of affordable housing .units ac risk of converting to marker.race, including Single 

Resident Occupancy (SRO) units, has been substantially reduced by the Mayors Office of 

Housing. (MOH) and the Redevelopment Agency (SFRA). At risk units were transferred to 

non profits and provided operating subsidies, ensuring their long term affordability. As called 

for in the 2004 Housing Ekment capital improvement projects were implemented for distressed 

public housing, and several public housing projects, such as Hayes Valley and Valencia Gar

.dens, were rebuilt during the reporting period using federal HOPE Vl funds . 

.. _____________ The_R.esidential Conversion and Demolition Guidelines, the Condominium Conversion Or-

';: .. ,.:-
A.6 

dma:~e (whi<li-limirs-the ~~-;~ber of-;~;;:~~ c;ru;:~;;-~~ to-~ndoffiID.ilJ.lns'};- -
and the City's Rent Control policies all continue to limit the demolitipn or conversion of 

existing affurdable housing. 

OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES - IMPLEMENTATION 
PROGRAMS EVALUATION 

The following review of past and current implementation programs is organized by the three 

primary themes of the 2004 Housing Element: 1) Construction and Conservation of Housing; 

2) Affordability; and 3) Cicywide and Regional Concerns. 

1. CONSTRUCTION AND CONSERVATION OF HOUSING 

Objectives 1, 2, and 3 detail San Francisc:o's strategy for increasing the overall· net supply of 

housing. Production of new housing and increasing density of dev~pment was the primary 

strategy. Retaining the existing supply of housing, particularly rental housing. affordable units 

and residential units located in commercial ail.d industrial areas, and maintaining existing 

housing in decent condition, were also important strategies for increasing.the supply of hous

ing in San Francisco. Several programs were successful in helping achieve these objectives, 

which continued several of the policies from the 1990 &si.dence Elemmt related to retaining 

the existing housing stock, and combined.two objectives·from the 1990 Residence Element 

related to maintaining condition of housing and seismic safety. 
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OBJECTIVE 1 

TO PROVIDE NEW HOUSING, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING, IN APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS WHJCH MEETS IDENTIFIED 
HOUSING NEEDS AND TAKES INTO ACCOUNT THE DEMAND FOR 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING CREATED BY EMPLOYMENT DEMAND. 

New Housing Production 

From 1999-2006, San Francisco's housing stock ac:lded a net increase of 17.473 units. As stated 

previously, although San Francisco fell short of its RHNA targets, this still represents 86% of 

its overall housing production targets. This unit gain reflects the cumulative effons of a range 

of public agency programs and private investment througliout the City: This total is the net 

balance of new c~nstruction, demolished_ units, alterations, and allowable acquisition/rehab. 

Major Plans and Developments· 

A number of area and community planning effons were also initiated between I 999 and 2006/ 

The resulting plans and rezoning in these areas increase potential housing capacity. As shown 

in Table A-2 below, these programs created capacity for growth estimated to be over 40,600 

units. 

Program Sub-Area Program Eslimated Plan-
Growttl ·- --- -- --- -

Mission AfeaPJan 1,700 

Eastern Neighborhoods 
EastSoMa Area Plan 2,900 

Central Waterfront AteaPJan. 2,000 

Showplace Square & Potrerci Hill Area Plan 3,200 

Western SoMa Area Plan 2,700 

Better Neighborhoods 
Market & Octavia ·Area Plan 6,000 

Balboa Park Area Plan 1,800 

Downtown Neighborhoods 
Rincon Hill Area Plan 4,100 

Transbay Area Plan 3,400 

India Basin Project/Plan 1,300 

Bayshore 
Candlestick Project/Plan 7,500 

Hunters Point Project/Plan 2,500 

Schlage/Visitacion Valley Project/Plan 1,500 

Total 40,600 

In ac:ldition, there were several other initiatives pursued by the City from 1999-i006 to create 

more housing units. These include: 

Secondary Units. Allowing an additional on-site unit in existlng residential structures 
iS an effective and inexpensive way to realize greater housing potential. Several mea
sures have been introduced in the last 20 years that sought to create additional housing 
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opportunities through such a mechanism, but were deemed politically infeasible due 
to neighborhood opposition. The initiatives proved quite controversial in some neigh
borhoods, as they failed to convince residents that reduced parking requirements for 
secondary units would not have adverse neighborhood effec:ts, even for.those loc;ated 
near transit and services. Thus, the City's housing interests might l:ie better served 
by exploring support for second units in Area Plans or other neighborhood foc:used 
planning efforts. Although 72 secondary units were legalized from 2000-2007, 185 
were removed duriog the same period_ 

• Institutional Master Plans. The City requires that large institutions create Institu
tional Master Plans (IMPs) whose purpose are to provide the public: with informa
tion regarding institutional operations including furure expansion, construc:tion, and 
property acquisition. 

Although. IMPs are informational only and do not explicitly require that institutions 
provide homing for its students or workers, the process has direc:tly contributed to in
creasing the amount of housing large institutions must plan to ac:c:o=odate demand_ 
For example, through the IMP proc:css, San Francisco State University inc:reased the 
amount of.student housing it planned to provide from 845 to 1,200 units. 

During-tb.e-199.9~2006_reporting p_eyfo_d,~ total oflliil_c: IMP~ :-verec:c>_n'l:P.l~rsd_includ~ 
ing: 

1. 50-70 Oak Streer:, Conservatory of Music: 

2. 380 Ellis Street, Glide Foundation . 

3. 100 Phelan Avenue, San Francisco City College 

4. 800 Chestnut, San Francisco Art Institute 

5. 200 McAllister, U.C. Hastings College 

6. 1 Beach, CA Sc:hool oEPsychology 

7. 1692 Haight, Haight Street Free Clinic 

• HO.ME 15/5. The Mayor announced the. HOME.1515 initiative on August 3, 2005. 
This initiative established ;a goal of 15,000 new homes to be built by 2010, includ
ing 5,400 new homes affordable to low- and moderate-income .families. Table A-3 
bdow shows the: progress in meeting HOME 15/5 goals. In FY2007-08, the budget 

· for affordable housing is $226,2 million, an increase over the $211.9 million in the 
FY2006-07 budget and the $135.2 million in the FY2005-06 budget. 

2005 2006 2007 2008 TOTALS 
-- - -~ ----- - -- - --- - . - - - -

Units Entitled by Planning 4,665 5,701 2,612 2.418 15,396 

Units Issued Building Permits 5,571 2,332 3,281 2,346 13,530 

Units Completed 2,112 1,995 2,679 3,340 10,126 
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• Family Housing. The construction of new family housing, especially affordable family 
housing, was a major goal of the 2004 Housing Element. A toral of 2,214 uillts of 
designated affordable family housing, consisting of three or more bedrooms, was pro
auced during the 1999-2006 reporting period. This represents 56% of all affordable 
housing constructed in the City or 15% of total housing production during thir time. 
In addition, 626 single-family homes were ~ompleted during the reporting period, 
representing 4.2% of all new construction. 

OBJECTIVE2 

RETAIN THE EXISTING SUPPLY OF HOUSING. 

• The City has codified comrols on applications that propose the loss of dwellings and . 
. live-work units by merger, conversion or d~molition. Except in the case of unsound or 
unsafe housing, or the most expensive single family homes, dwelling removal requires 
a hearing before the Planning Commission, and applicants inust meet a majority 
of the crireria for dwelling loss to be approved, in order to retain the City's existing 
sound housing stock. Over 1,000 units were demolished during the reporting period, 
representing about 0.3% of the City's housing stock. However, given the City's one
to-one replacement policy, almost all of the demolished units were part of replacement 
projects. Compared with the 1,600 units demolished during the 1989-1998 period, 
the annual rate of demolitions has been decreased. 

• The City's dwelling unit merger policy was codified in 2008 to require Planning Com
mission review of any proposal to merge dwelling unirS. Planning Code Section 317 
establishes criteria to evaluate such proposals, and emphasizes the importance of exist

ing units to the city's hoilsing stQck. From 1990-1998, 326 dwelling units were lost 
due to a merger with another unit, while from 1999-2006, 315. dwelling units were 
lost due to mergers. This represents a 25% increase in the annual average number of 
units lost due mergers. 

• . San Francisco's Condo Conversion Ordinance is now almost 25 years old. The 
ordinance restricts the number of rental units that can be convemd to ownership 
pr:operties to 200 per year. These controls remain an important feature of the City's 
ability to retain its rental housing stock. Programs proposed in the 2004 Housing 
Element suggested implementing sales price limitations on conversions of existing low
and moderate-income units, requiring a portion of any condo subdivision to remain 
permanently affordable, and consrruction of an equivalent number of similar units 
off-sire or payment of an in-lieu fee. ·These programs did not receive support and the 
existing rent contr~lled apartment stock continues to decrease, particularly in two-unit 
buildings. 

• .The Residential Hotd Conversion Ordinance preserves the City's valuable supply of 
single rooni. ocrupancy (SRO) residential units and restricts their conversion to com
mercial uses. Originally adopted in 1980 and strengthened in 1990, this program 
is still in effect and thdoss of SRO units has been minimized. The total number of 
residential rooms decreased during the 1999-200\) reporting period from 19,618 to 
19,164. However, rooms owned and operated by non-profit organizations increased 
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&om 15% in 1999 co 25% in 2006, thereby permanently proreccing their affordability. 
The SRO Hord Safery and Stabilization Tai;k Force continues to moniror SRO units 
in the City. 

Several measures have been implemented to slow the loss of single-room occupancy 
(~RO) residential hotel units in San Francisro,' such as increased safety regulations, 
transfer of residential hotd buildings to non-profit organizations, ensuring the long
term affordability of these units, and the reauthorization of the Single Room Occupancy 
Hotel Safety and Stabilization Task Force that was set to expire in 2003. Many SROs 
in the City have now been transferred to non-profit ownership or management, lidp
ing ensure the continued viability that these important affordable housing resources 
·provide. but operating and rehabilitation subsidies are needed for many of the proper

ties acquired 10-1~ y6i.rs ago. New affordable SROs are being built with supportive. 
services for tbi5 population. . 

A number of new for-sale SRO units have been completed in the South of Market 
as well. These units have been co_ncrovei;sial because they are rdativdy expensive on· 
a per. square foot basis and take advantage of zoniilg controls originally intended to 
accommodate affordable, rental SROs. 

• Several attempts were· made over the past 20 years to legalize some of the estimated 
20,00_0_.ill,c:,:~ secon~ ~ts _scattered throughout the City as a way to retain this 
supply ofhouslng that is ge~erally-more affordable. --TiiiS policy ma witli slfostantial

opposition fi:om residents concerned with the lack of parking for these units, and was 

never adopted. Significant issues with meeting State-mandated building codes were 
also problematic. 

OBJECTIVE3 

ENHANCE THE PHYSICAL CONDITION AND SAFETY OF HOUSING 
WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING USE OR AFFORDABILITY. 

• Publicly Funded Rehabilitation. The City sponsored the rehabilitation of 2,051 units 
during the last reporting period. Funding from these programs, administered by the 
Mayor's Office ofHousing and the San Francisco RedevdopmentAgency, enabled the · 
units to be revitalized while retaining affordability. 

• Historic Resources. Several buildings were designated landmarks during the 1999-2006 
reporting period including the Glazer Keating House at 1110 Taylor Street, 557 Ash
bmy Street, and th~ Shipwright's Cottage at 900 Inn~. Historic Surveys were also 
initiated for all the Better Neighborhoods and Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas as 
well Japan town, and all of these surveys have either been completed or will be complete 
by 2009. As new plari areas are established, in evaluation of historic resources will 
be performed where appropriare.- The Planning Department.will also-be revising the 
historic ~ntext sratement for the City, which provides a framework for the evaltiation 
of the significance of porenrial historic resources. This work is also expected to be 

completed in 2009. 
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• Federal Hope VI Program. The federally established HOPE VI Program assists local 
Public Housing Authorities with the rehabilitation of distressed re5idential units and 

- buildings. The San Francisco Housing Authority has received $118.5 million to sup
p.on the rehabilitation of five public housing developments, leveraging these grants into 
an additional $166.8 million in private and public funding. The Housing Authority 
rehabilitated 650 units from 1998-2002 with these funds, and another 700 units are 
currently under construction. 

• HOPE-SF Program. As previously discussed, the Cicy launched the HOPE-SF initiative 
in 2006 which called for using City funds to rebuild 2,500 units of public housing in 
several distressed sites across the City. These developments would be rebuilt at higher 
density and as mixed-income communities with neighborhood services .. An irnpor<..ant . 
part of the HOPE-SF program is the one-to-one replacement of subsidized housing 
uruts and the prog=s established to ensure right of return for existing residents. 

• Unreinforced Masonry Buildings. There are currently 102 uni~ in six: unreinforced 
masonry buildings thar require seismic upgrading. The Departmerit of Building In
specrion is currently pursing abatement actions for these structures. This number is 
down from 11,850 units and 399 buildings in Z002. Most of these rehabilitated units 

· are in r~idential hoteis (SROs) ~d apartment buildings occupied by lower income 
households. · 

• Prope~ty Maintenance Assistance. The CERF/CHRP programs conrinue rci assist low
income property owners in repairing code violations that might otherwise lead to 
abatement of housing units. New CERF loans average four ro five per year, and new 
CHRP loans average 10-15 per year. · 

2: AFFORDABILl1Y 

Both the 1990 Residence Element and the 2004 Housing Element called for increasing produc

tion of affordable housing, preserving affordable housing, encouraging economic integration 

in housing development, and the expansion of financial resources for permanently affordable 

housing. Several objectives and policies from the 2004 Housing Element made significant con~ 

tributions to San Francisco's efforts to provide, retain, and fund affordable: housing citywide. 

OBJECTIVE4 

SUPPORT AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION BY INCREASING SITE 
AVAILAB.ILITY AND CAPACITY. 

• Inclusionary Housing Program. The Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
adopted new code language in 2002 that placed a 10% affordable requirement on all 
housing projects over 10 units and a 12% ;£fordable requirement on developments 
over 10 units that seek: condirioFlal 'use approval. Prior to this adoprion, indusionary 
housing was only encouraged, not required. A total of 869 units were produced by the 
City's inclusionary_policy during the 1999-2006 reporting period, with the majority of 
rhe units produced in the last two years. 
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The City modilied and expanded the requirements again in 2006, resulting in 546 
indusionary affordabl~ units produced between 2007 and 2008. The program was 
expanded by eliminating the distinction for conditional use application.5, and now 
requires 15% on-site inclusionary and 20% off-site. The program was also expanded 
to include projects containing five to nine units. A proposal to require condominium 
conversions to be subject to the indusionary ordinance was suggested by the 2004 
Housing Ekment, but was not incorporated in the 2006 changes. 

San Francisco has structured this Program to balance this burden for affordabk hous
ing with its private devdopment partners in a way that will not constrain new housing 
production. In July 2006, the City's consultant perfurmed an Inclusionary Housing 
Program Sensitivity Analysis, undertaken to examine the economic impacts of adjusted 
inclusionary requirements on market-rate housing profects (~Sensitivity Analysis"). The 
study was guided by the Planning Department and MOH and informed by a Techni
cal Advisory Committee comprised of a variety of experts including San FranciSco 
h_ousing developers. Based on the findings of that report, the Land Use and Economic 
Development Committee of the Board of Supervisors -made several amendments to the 
legislation to ensure that its application would not constrain housing devdopment, 
including: th~ percentage requirements of the ordinance; the application dates of the 
ordinance to grandfather more existing projects;. and to require further study on some 
issues by the Planning Department and MOH. Additional, subsequent amendments to 

. the program have focused on reducing the burden further for particularly difficult proj
ectS and lii.ve-exemptecl:stuaen:r housing; provided-i reduction in-indusionary-hous
ing requirements for rental housing, and provided incentives for small infill housing 
projects. Based on the results of the study, the Committee found that, provided project. 
applicants take these requirements into consideration when negotiating to purchaSe 
land for a housing project, the requirements of the Inclusionary Housing Program are 
generally financially feasible for pro jeer applicants ro meet. Additionally, Section 406of 
the City's Planning Code provides a means by which a project applicant inay seek a 
reduction or waiver of the requirements of these mitigation fees if the project applieant 
can show di.at imposition of these. requirements would create an unlawful financial 
burden. 

• Redevelopment Agency Housing Participation Policy. Changes to the San Francisco Rede
velopment Agency's Housing Participation Policy also occurred in '2002, with required 
unit percentages and affordability requirements similar to the City's Inclusionary Af
fordable Housing Program in effecr ac that time. _The Agency's program produced 
480 affordable units during the 1999-2006 reporti.D.g period.. In September 2008, the 
Agency recommended adoption of new requiremen~ similar to those adopted by the 
City in 2006. 

• Density Bonuses and FAR. limits. The City has continued the policy of establishing spe
cial use districts (SUDs) and height exceptions intend~ to support _the devdopment 
of affordable housing by allqwing Q.ensity bonuses for higher percentages of affordable 
or special needs housing. Almost all new Area Plans initiated during the 1999-2006 
reporting period also include these policies, as well as additional affordable housing 
impact fees. Roor area ratio (FAR) limitations have been removed in the downtown 
areas to encow;age housing devdopment. 

• Housing Devdopment on Public Land. Over the past ten years, the City has engaged 
in several major planning efforts which include rhe identification of housing oppor
runitles on public lands. In particular, the City s~ to take advantage of new and 
rehabilirated housing on former military properties in San Francisco - the Hunter's 
Point Naval Shipyard and Treasure Island.. Through the Planning Department's Betrer 
Neighborhoods Program, the City is pursuing the devd.opment of affordable housing 
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150 Otis 

155 & 165 Grove 

201 Broadway 

301 Wilde 

341 Corbett 

395 Justin 

949Vermont 

Junipero Serra @ Shields . 

Lawton & 2oth Avenue 

San Jose @ Cuvier 

San Jose @ Milton 

Alemany & Ocean 

195 Portola 
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on several significant public sites. The Market-Octavia Plan calls for the development 
of up to 900 units of housing on the former Central Freeway parcels, one-half of 
which could be affordable and/or senior- uni~. The Balboa Park Plan recomn:iends the 
conscrucr:ion of affordable housing on portions of the Phelan Loop owned by die San 
Fran~isco Community College District, on existing bus yards owned by the Municipal 
Railway, and on portions of the unused Balboa Reservoir owned by the Public Utilities 
Comniission. 

• Surplus Public Lands. In 2004, the City adopted the SUiplus City Property Ordinance. 
This ordinance requires that surplus public land be identified and evaluated for po
tential use as homeless housing. It also established a Citizens Advisory Committee 
to explore ·affordable housing development at sites determined to be surplus, or-, if 
identified as such, if this land should be sold to raise money for affordable housing 
development. The r-ernoval of the Central .Freeway created a variety of surplus parcels 
in the Market-Octavia plan area that will be developed as housing, and several publicly 
owned sires in the Eastern Neighborhoods· are also being considered for affordable 
housing development. Table A-4 lists other sites that have been transferred to MOB 
for consid~ation as aifordable housing 

OBJECTIVES 

INCREASE THE EFFECTIVENESS AND EFFICIENCY OF THE CITY'S 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION SYSTEM. 

• Program EIRs. The Market & Octavia Aiea Plan was developed with a program EIR 
designed to include sufficient detail to avoid the need for additional project EIRs, and 
thus streamline the housing production process. As the program EIR was re=tly 
approved, it remains to be seen whether it will have the intended effect of reducing 
the amount of environmental review necessary for -subsequent ·projects within the plan 
area. The City also continues to advocate for changes to CEQA that facilitate transit-
oriented development. . 

• Entit_lernent Process Improvements. The City initiated several efforts to identify obstacles 
. to housing production and speed the entitlement process, and a joint process improve

ment team between the Planning Department and the Department ofBuilding Inspec
tion (DBI) is actively working on these issues. Additional staff at both agencies was 

hired dUiing the reporting period to expedite entitlements and permitting, representing 
a 23% increase in staffing at the Planning Deparmient and 12% increase at DBI since 
2005. 

The City also invested $600,000 in new tedinology to streamline permitting activities 
among various agencies, including Planning, DBI, Fire, and the Department of Public 
Works. The Business Process Review was initiated by DBI during the reporting period 
to further str=line the issuance of building permits. A policy was implemented early 
in i007 that requires immediate.assignment of affordable housing projects, eliminating 
a four to six month delay. 

• Consolidated Plan. The Mayor's Office of Community Development (MQCD) Con
solidated Plan in 2000 and 2005 identified the specific housing needs of San Francisco's 
low-income residents, based on demographic and other information. The 2005 <:;on
solidated Plan., which covers the 2005-2009 period, contains the following priorities 
which are used to allocate affordable housing funds: 1) create housing opportunities 
for the homeless; 2) create affordable rental housing opporrunities for individuals and 
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families with income5 up to 60% of the area. · 
median income (AMI), and; 3) create hom
eowriership opportunities for individuals and 
families with incomes up to 120% AMI. 

The Mayor's Office of Housing (MOH) and 
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (SFRA) 
continue to collaborate with the Department 
of Public Heath and Human Services to de
velop supportive housing opporrunities that 
directly and effectively address rhe needs of 
homeless persons. Additionally; MOH and 

Vear 
1999 

2000 

2001 

2002 

2003 

2004 

2005 

2006 

Total 

Amounl -
1,789,834 

1,607,847 

'2,051,954 

1,978,216 

1,835,277 

2,601,326 

2,268,614 

2.172,360 

$16,305,428 

SFRA have continued to develop high quality affordable rental housing oppomi.nities 
for households. at or below 50% AMI, along with administering new horneo~cr
ship opportunities (most arising from San Francisco's inclusionary housing policy) for 
households generally ranging from 80% to 120% AMI. 

• Non-Profit Support. The Mayor's Office of Housing continues to administer Housing 
Program Grants from the federal Community Development Block Grant program 
(CDBG), which amounted to $16.3 million between 1999 and 2006 (Table A-5). 
These funds are granted to local non-pro.fit housing agencies to b~ild local capacity and 
support housing activities consistent with. the consolidated plan. 

OBJECTIVE 6 

PROTECT THE AFFORDABIUTY OF EXISTING HOUSING. 

• Rent Control. The San Francisco Rent Ordinance was enacted effective June .13, 1979 
by the Board of Supervisors and signed by the Mayor to alleviate the City's· affordable 
housing crisis. The Ordinance applies to most rental units built before June 1979, and 
places li.mits on the amount of rent increases which can be charged and on the reasons -
for evicting a tenant. Although the number of rent controlli;d units continues to de

. dine, pan:i,cularly iii smaller two-unit buildings that are not subject to condominium 
conversion controls, approximately 170,000 rental units are protected by rent control 
Tenants in these units are safeguarded from excessive rent increases. 

• Fir.rt-time Homeowner Assistance Programs. The Mayor's Office of Housing offers sev
eral funding programs tei assist moderate: and low-income households in purchasing 
·their first property. These funds include the Downpayment Assistance Loan Program 
(DALP), City Second Loan P~ogram, and Mortgage Credit Certificate: Program (MCC) 
that assist with the funding of a.down payment and increase a household's ability to 
qualify for a mortgage. The lack of funding and increasing cost of property during 
the reporting period has limited the number of households these programs have been 
able to assist. During the 1999-2006 reporting period, DALP and City Second loans 
assisted 428 households and the MCC program assisted 401:! households. 

• Pennanent Affordability. Long-term or permanent affordability remains a priority for 
the programs of the Mayor's Office of Housing (MOH) and San Francisco Redevelop
ment Agency (SFRA). For almost all programs, affordability terms of 50 to 75 years 
are now standard. The term of affordability is greater than the: anticipated life of the 
developments funded by public funds. Where project sponsors have sought additional 
money from the City to extend the useful life of the building, MOH and SFRA require 
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an eX[ension of the term of affordability. In addition, die lead role plzjred by non
profit entities in sponsoring affordable howiing has meant that, in practice, housing 
developments will remain affordable even after the expiration of the 50 to 75 year term, 

· since such assets must continue to be used fur purposes consistent with the corporate 
purpos~ of the organization. 

• Cummunity Land Trusts. The City established a Community Land Trust Task Force in 
2001 to explore the feasibility of using land trust structures to enhance affordable hous
ing opportunities in San Francis~o. Land trusts and other limited equity ownership 
models may be an effective: way of retaining affordability in tlght housing markets. 

A pilot project sponsored by the San Francisco Community Land Tiust (SFCLT) was 
approved in 2006 at 53 Columbus Avenue and is nearu"ig completion. The building 
contains 21 apartments housing 80-plus tenants, primarily elderly Chinese immigrant 
families. SFCLT will retain ownership of the land, but will sell the apartments to 
existing tenanri; as a cooperative. Resident-owners will own a limited equity stake 
allowing them to sell their units in the future, but the resale price will be controlled 
to ensure permanent affordability. SFCLT secured a $2 million loan froin the city to 

pay for seismic upgrades, as well as support from the City's Lead Program; and from 
the Mayor's Office of Housing. In addition. tenants have agreed to a five percenc rent 
increase and a $5,000 down payrnem. The outcome of this project will help determine 
the viability of this merhod of ensuring permanent affordability. 

• Affordable Housing Monitoring Progmms. The Mayor's Office of Housing manages a 
number of programs to set and implement monitoring standards and proeedures for 
projects receiving housing subsidies. Monitored subsidies include loans for owner-oc
cupied single-family homes, mtilti-family rental units, and the refinancing of a.ffordable 
housing projects. 1hrough an annual recertification process, MOH staff·review man
agement practices, income and rent levels, and occupancy status ar subject properties 
to ensure compliance with affordability requirements. MOH significantly improved its 
Asset Management and BMR and Inclusionary monitoring programs near the end of 
the repoi;ting period through invesnnents in technology and process improvements. In 
2007, MOH and the Planning Department also upd:i.ted the Inclusionary Procedures 
Manual that contains procedures for monitoring and enforcing the policies that imple
ment the program. 

• Acquisition of At-Risk AjfordJZble Housing. The acquisitlon of affordable housing units 
at-risk of converting to market rare due to expiring HUD mortgages or other subsidies 
has been an important part of the City's efforrs ro increase the stock of affordable 
housing. Concerted efforts by MOH and SFRA have resulted in securing financing 
for most of these pr~perties to come under non-profit ownership to ensure permanent 
affordability. From 1999 to 2006, a total of 1,66i affordable units were preserved 
through these efforts.· Assisted housing developments include multifamily rental 

. housing complexes that receive government assistance from federal, State, and/or local 
programs (or any combination of.rental assistance, mortgage insu:rance, interest reduc
tions, and/or direct loan programs) which are eligible to change to market-rate housing 
due; to termination of a rmt subsidy contract (e.g., Housing Choice Vouchers, Section 
8) mortgage prepayment (e.g., FHA), or other state or local programs with expiring 
use restrictions. While most traditionally ~t-risk conversions have been averted, a new 
need has emerged to preserve affordability and community stability of rental housing 
stock restricted by the City's ient stabilization ordinance. Because many such sites are 
too small for' rraditional local financing models {less than 20 Units) MOH is currently 
working on a "small site" program that could allow the acquisition and rehabilitation of 
smallei: sites, requiring a creative model addressing the specifics of these properties. 
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• Si~g/,e Resident OccupanC'j (SRO). Residential hotels in San Francisco are regulared by 

Administ.rative eode Chapter 41 - the Residential Hotel conversion and Demolition. 
Ordinance, enacted in 1981. 1his ordinance preserves the stock of residential hotels 
and regulates the conversion and demolition of residential hotel units. 

Ar. the end of the 1999-2006 reporting period, 19,164 residential hotd_rooms existed 
in San Francisco; 75% were in for-pro.lit residential hotels and 25% were in non-pro.fit 
hotels. Moreover, re5idential ~oorns in non-pro.lit residential horels have been increas-

. ing in each of the past five years: 40% from 2003 ro 2007. · 

• Other Programs. The Condominium Conversion Ordinance puts the cap on the num-
. ber of rental units converted to ownership units at 200 per year in order to limit the 

loss of rental units thar are gener.:tlly more :i:lfordable housing opportnniries. The Rent 
Control Board also continues to irnplem~nt rent control as a measure to retain a1foi:d
ability in rental housing. Howev"er during the 1999-2006 reporting period,.1,774 
units were converted to condoi;i:µruum;; iii tWo-unit buildings. Two-unit buildings 
continue to be exempted from the condominiwn conversion ordinance and .in 2007 an 
additional 522 units were converted to condominiums in these buildings. From 1999-
2007, a total of 2,296 rental units were lost due to two-unit building condominium 
qmversions. 

OBJECTIVE? 

EXPAND THE FINANCIAL RESOURCES AVAILABLE FOR PERMANENTLY 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

• Jobs-Housing Linkage Program. The economic boom of the late 1990s and the housing 
bubble of2003-2006 provided substantial additional funds for affordable housing from 
the Jobs-Housing Linkage Program UHLP). For example., JHLP fees totaled almost 
$42 million during fiscal 1999-2006, compared with less than $9 million during the 
fiscal year 1986 (when the program was established) to 1998 period. Ten develop
ment projects, totaling 743 housllig units, received funds from the JHLP .between 

1999 and 2006. These fees were increased substi.ntially .during the reporting period in 
order to more equitably share the burden of housing 
provision in San Francisco, and JHLP funds raised 
in fiscal 2007-2008 were·over.$21 million. Funds 

are expected to increase during the next reporting 
period due to planned pipeline development. 

fiscal Year Amount Collecle~ 

• Inclusi.onary In-lieu Fees. The City's revised and 

expanded inclusionary program, and increased in
lieu fees, resulted. in payments of $23 million to the 
Affordable Housing Fund during the 1999-2006 
reporting period. Like the expected increase in 
JHLP revenue, dramatic increases in the payments_ 
to the AHF are also expected from the inclusionary 
program, as in-lieu fee payments under the revised 

program were almost $51 million in fiscal 2007-

2008 alone. 

- - -

1999-2000 

2000-2001 

2001-2002 

2002-2003 

2003-2004 

2004-2005 

2005-2006 

2006-2007 

2007-2008 

2008-2009 
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$0 
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$959,411' 

$134,875 

$2,623,279 

$19,225,864 

$7,514,243 

$43,330,087 
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• Affordable Housing Bonds. In 1996, San Francisco voters approved Proposition A, . 
the Alfordable Housing and Home Ownership Bond Program, which allocated $100 
million in bond money co·affordable housing programs adminisrered by th~ Mayor's 
Office of Housing. The program dedicated 85% of these funds to the development.of 
affordable rental housing, arid 15% to down payment assistance for .first time home
buyers. The Mayor's Office of Housing began dispersing funds from this program to 
specific projects in 1998, supported by Propositio:q A bond money during the report
ing period. A .similar affordable housing bond app=d on the San Francisco ballot 
in 2002 but failed to receive the required rwo-thirds vote. Although not a bond and 
therefore passable with a majority vote, Measure B on the 2008 ballot promised to 

establish an affordable housing fund financed by a small property tax assessments over 
. al 5 year period; nevertheless, Measure B also failed to garner sufficient vorer support. 

3. C11YWIDE AND REGIONAL CONCERNS 

The 2004 Housing Element continued several 1990 R~idence Element objectives that encom

pass citywide and regional. concerns and priorities related to the production and allocation of 

housing, including improving access to housing opportunities, adjustingaffordabilirysrandards, 

preventing discriminatioi;t, mi~imizing or mitigating displacement, increasing production of 

family-sized units, creating mixed-income neighborhoods, reducing homelessne5s and the risk 

of homelessness, revitalizing neighborhoods to improve quality of life, increasing density near 

transit, providing neighborhoods with adequate transit and amenities, increasing ·available 

fundirig for transit--0riented development, expanding re~onal transit systems to discourage 

commuting by car, and promoting increased· affordable housing production across the region. 

OBJECTIVES 

ENSURE EQUAL ACCESS TO HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES. 

Preventing Discrimination. The Fair Housing Unit of San Francisco's Human Rights 
Commission (HRC) investigates and mediates complaints of disCrimination in hous
ing based on race, religion, sexual orientation, and numerous other characteristics and 
qualities discrimination against families with children. Protection from such discrimi
nation stems from several local ordinances, including five sections of the Municipal 
Police Code that prohibit specific kinds of housing discrimination. HRC staff also 
provides counseling on f:tlr housing·and general housing rights, offers referrals to other 
agencies, conducts research on fair housing practices, and hosts training and educa
tional sessions. · 

• Fair Housing. The product of a multi-agency effort coordinated by che Mayor's Office 
of Housing, the City released an updated Analysis of Impediments to Fair Hol!Sing 
report in 2004. The report discusses the. challenges of affordability, accessible hous
ing, and alleged discrimination in the Ciry's housing market. The paper also offers 
recommendations on inq:easing communiry acceptance of affordable housing and the 
promotion of &fr housing practices in public housing. These acrion items are incorpo
rated into the City's 2005-2010 Consolidat~d Plan and its associated Action Plan. 

1092 

A.17 



• PART 1: DATA NEEDS S.AN?.LYSIS 

A.18. 

• Density Bonus. The City has continued the p<;>licy of establishing Special Use Districts 
(SUDs) to allow density bonuses in certain circumstances, such as affordable or special 
needs housing. The following SUDs were adopted during rhe 1999-2006 reporring 
period: 

• Alabama and 18.., Affordable Housing 
• Third and Oakdale Affordable Housing 
• Van Ness and Market 
• Trinity Plaza 
• 901 Bush 
• Folsom and Main 
• Scott Srreer Senior Housing 
• Fourth and Freelon 
• Haight Street Senior Housing 
• Downtown Housing Demonstration 

• Economic Integration. The city revised and expanded its inclusionary affordable hous
ing policy in 2002 and again in 2006, as discussed in greater detail :under Objective 7 
above. The policy requires the provision of affordable units in development projects 
with .five or more units and discourages the provision of off-sire uni_ts ro meet this 
requirement; moreover if the required affordable units are built off site, they must be 
located within one mile. Over time, this will lead to greater economic integration of 
units within housing developments. · · 

The HOPE-SF program launched in 2006 will rebuild existing public housing projects 
as mixed-income developments, at increased density and with additional public ameni
ties. The pilot pro jeer at Hunter's View is scheduled to break ground in 2009, and the 
success of this project will serve as a modd for increased economic integration. 

• Affordability Targas. Since adoption of the 1990 Residence Element, the Mayor's Office 
of Housing (MOH) and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (SFRA) have tar

geted their affordable housing programs to serve low and very low~income households 
to the maximum extent feasible. For most rental housing units, household income 
may not =eed 60% of area median income (AMI). Most ownership units can range 
from 80% to 120%AMI, but must average 100%AMI. 

Changes to the City's inclusionary program in 2006 require any·off-site BMR units to 
be either rental writs, or ownership units affordable to 80% AMi. These agencies have 
also dedicated increasing resources to assisting households at income levds below the 
maximum income levels fur each program. For example, notices of funding availability 
fur family rental housing currently require that units targeted toward households with 
extremely low incomes (i.e., at or below 20% of area median inoome) be included in 
the development. 

OBJECTIVE 9 

AVOID OR MITIGATE HARDSHIPS IMPOSED BY DISPLACEMENT. 

• ·Rent Control and Tenantr' Rights. The San Francisco Human Rights Commission 
administers numerous programs to invesclgate and mediate conflicts around alleged 
housing discrimination. The City's Rent Stabilization Board Commission - comprised 
of tenant, landlord, and neutral representatives - oversees the Rait S!4hilization·Board, 
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the City agency charged with monitoring and enforcing the city's rent"control ordi-
. nance. The Rent Board offers counseling and referral services to 'tenants faced with 

property management problems or the threat of evicrioU: The City's Rent Control 
ordinance requires property owners to comp~nsate tenants that are evicted due to a 
major capital improvement project or an owner move-in. The number of total evic
tions represented by Ellis Acr and owner mov~-in evictions declined to 531 over ·the 
1999-2006 reporting period; this is a substantial decrease from the 1,345 reported for 
1989 through 1998. This was lai;-gely due to declining owner move-in evictions. 

• HOPE-SE The HOPE-SF program to rebuild public housing includes provisions for 
one-to-one replacement of all housing units and right of return for "existing tenants. 
Tenant assistance to enable return is also provided. 

·. I 

OBJECTIVE 10 

REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THE RISK OF HOMELESSNESS IN 
COORDINATION WITH RELEVANT AGENCIES AND SERVICE PROVIDERS 

• Master Lease Program. The City created a Master Lease Program in 1999 that provides 
housing with supportive services for persons leaving homeless shelters. This prognun 
was expand~d significantly from 2003 to 2007 to focus on p.roviding supportive hous
ing. In July 2000, the City completed the renovation of -100 units at the Presidio as 
supportive housing geared towards homeless veterans. 

• 10-Year Plan to End Chronic Homel.essness. Recognizing the need for an integrated 
service.system, the City adopted the Continuum of Care Plan in 1995 in an effort ro 
better coordinate housing, health, and human services for homeless individuals and 
families. This plan was updated in 2001. · 

The City dropped the Continuum of _Care approach ro providing services in 2004, 
wich Mayor Gavin Newsoms 10-Year Plan to End Chronic Homelessness that em-

. phasized building supportive housmg for the chronically homeless under a ~housing 
.first" approach. Under this plan, the City proposes a total of3,00D units in supportive 
housing by 2014. As of 2008, approximately 1,500 units have been created, mostly 
from the acqUisition and rehabilitation of existing units as well as form.a). agreemen~ 
with existing SROs. An April 2007 comm.itmenr to double the production of family 
supportive housing was made in response to the concern that the City's supportive 
housing programs over the last few years served primarily single people. 

OBJECTIVE 11 

IN INCREASING THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING, PURSUE PLACE MAKING 
AND NEIGHBORHOOD BUILDING PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICES TO 
MAINTAIN SAN FRANCISCO'S DESIRABLE URBAN FABRIC AND ENHANCE 
LIVABILITY IN ALL NEIGHBORHOODS. 

• Residential Design Guidelines. In 1989, the Planning Department proposed a set" of 
design guiddmes to help ensure that new residential development respects the unique 
character of many of San Francisco's neighborhoods. These guidelines were refined and 
adopted as part of the 1990 Residence Element update, and were updated again in 2003 
as part of the i004 Housing Element program. 
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New Area Pla71S. Through the Bea:er Neighbomoods and other area plan programs, the 
Planning Department continues co explore ways to develop and enhance rhe quality 
and livabiliry of existing residential neighborhoods. The Eastern Neighborhoods neW 
area plans initiated during the 1999-2006 reporting period and recently adopted in 
2008, identify core elements that help create vibrant neighborhoods, such as walk

. ability, availability of services, transit access, housing choices, and unique character.. 
These new area plans incorporate these ideas into the development of communiry goals 

· and neighborhood improvements. 

• Housing Development in Residential Neighborhoods. Almost 4,550 units of housing 
were developed in San Francisco's existing residential neighborhoods from 1999-2006, 
representing 30% of all housing production in the City during that time period. This 
figure includes all new units constructed in the city's tr.i.ditionally residentlal RH and 
RM disrricts (Residential House and Residential .Mixed). The,.Q.ry has been able to 
locate this sub=tial amount of new housing in eriSti:ng· ~icj.enrial areas without 
significant adverse impacts to prevailing neighborhood character. The Better Neigh
borhoods and Eastern Neighborhoods programs provide for an increase in the number 
of housing units built in these districts near transit and other services. 

• Parking Requirements. Neighborhood planoing policies seek to reduce parking re
quirements below one space per unit in areas near transit in order to increase density; · 
discourage automobile use, and create more walkable neighborhoods. 

• Green Building- 0iafityof Lift Improvements. The City has made a substantial effort 
to incorporate green building principles and green de.sign into development projects 
during the last several years. In 2006, the Planning Department and other permit
ting agencies began to expedite permits. fur Leadership in En!"rgy and Environmental 
Design (LEED) certified gold buildings. Moreover, in 2008.me Oty adopted a Green 
Building Oi:dinance that requires new construction to meet green building standards. 

OBJECTIVE 12 

STRENGTHEN CITYWIDE AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAMS THROUGH 
COORDINATED REGIONAL AND STATE EFFORTS. 

• Regjonal Grants. San Francisc:O was Successful in advocating for language in r:h.e 2007-
2014 'Regional Housing Needs .Assessment (RHNA) process to direct more transporta
tion money to jurisdictions that agree to take on greater housing growtb. Recently, 
the Association ofBay Area Governments FOCUS program, which seeks to encourage 
growth near transit in the Bay Area, designated several neighborhoods in San Fra.Il
cisco as Priority Development .Ai:eas (PDAs). PDAs are regionally-designated areas 
prioritized for housing development, and rhereforc eligible for grant funding. Planned 
PDAs would be eligible fur capital infrastructure funds, planoing grants, and technical 
assistance while Potential PD& would be eligible for planning grants and technical 
assistance, but not capital infrastrucrure funds. Currently; a number of neighborhoods 
have been idep.tified as PDAs. These areas represent approximately 40% of the city's 
land area. 

Table A-1 is a revie'W of all the implementation programs of the 2004 Housing Element:. 
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Review of lmplementallon Programs from 2004 Housing Element 

I , tonUnue I · 
Ob/eclfve/ PoflcYI Implementation (Policy/ Program} I Result ~ Evaluatloo \: Modify 1 Delete 

HOUSING SUPPLY 

OBJECTIVE 1 Somewhat successful. Continue/ 
To provide new housing, especially permanently affordable housing, in 
appropriate locations which meets.Identified housing needs antj takes 

.Modify 

Into account the demand for affordable housing created by employment 
demand. 

Policy 1.1 Encourage higher residential density in aieas adjacent to The City added a total of 17,473 net units, 35% of which are af- Somewhat successful, 
downtown, in underutilized commercial and Industrial areas proposed for fordable. Of these affordable units, 2,214 ara family housing, although AHNA 
conversion to housing, and in neighborhood commercial districts where representing 56% of all affordable housing constructed or 15% targets not met. Given 
higher density will not have harmful effects, especially if the higher density of total housing production. market conditions, 
provides a significant number of units that are affordable to lower Income the proportion of af-
households. Set allowable densities In established residential areas at fordable housing has 
levels that will promote compatibility with. prevailing neighborhood scale increased. 
and character where there ls.neighborhood support. 

Poiicy 1.2 Encourage housing development, particularly affordable hous- New area plans, Including Market-Octavia, Eastern Neighbor- Plans that will facilitate 
Ing, In neighborhood commercial areas without displacing existing jobs, hoods, Rincon Hill and others, potentially increase housing ca· anq guide growth In 
particularly blue-collar jobs or discouraging new employment opportunities. pacity by over 55,000 and capitalize on existing neighborhood .appropriate areas 

commercial and transit infrastructure where present. These were succe.ssfully 
plans also require a percent of larger family sized units. adopted. 

Policy 1.3 ldenUfy opportunities for housing and mixed-use districts near The Planning Department successfully adopted the Eastern Successful 
downtown and former industrial portions of the City. Neighborhoods plan that encourages housing in former Indus-

trial areas where residential neighborhoods are established 
and urban amenities are In place or are feasible. 

Policy 1.4 Locate In-fill housing on appropriate sites In established The Planning Department continues to encourage housing Successful 
residential neighborhoods. development on brownfield sites such as the former Schlage 

Lock factory, where clean-up costs are not prohibitive and 
residential neighborhoods can be established. 

Policy 1.5 Support. development of, affordable housing ori surplus public The City continues to evaluate surplus federal or state lands as On-going 
lands. an affordable housing resource. · 

Polley 1.6 Create incentives for the inclusion of housing, particularly The Redevelopment Agency continues to prioritize affordable On-going 
permanently affordable housing, In new commercial development projects. housing on lands It controls. 
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Polley 1.B Allow new secondary units In areas where their effects can be 
dealt with and there Is neighborhood support, especially If that housing is 
made permanently affordable to lower-income households. 

Polley 1.9 Require new commercial developments and higher educational 
Institutions to meet the housing demand they· generate, particularly the 
need for affordable housing for lower Income workers and students. 

The Plannig De~art~.· ent Increased height limits, eliminated 
density re uirema~ls,o modified off-street parking require
ments, an gener tee) additional funds for affordable housing 
through n w lmpa t fees In the Rincon Hill Pian Area. Similar 
changes re proposep for the Transbay Plan Area. 

The Plannjg Department continues to Implement the Van I On-going 
Ness Ave ue Plan, which requires residential units.over com-
mercial u s. There are currently 929 units In the development 
pipeline f r this area. · 

The Plannl g Department adopted new zoning that requires a 
minimum ercentagei of larger family units, ranging from two to 
four bedr oms, In ne0i major residential projects. 

The May1's Office of: Housing and the San Francisco 
Redevelo ment Agericy continues to administer programs for 
develop ent of affordable family rental housing with priority 

_ given to rojects that:lnclude affordable family units for the 
homeles and those at-risk of homelessness, and Include 
supportlv services for residents. 

Student housing was increased due in part to nine Institutional 
Master Plans adopted during the 1999-2006 reporting period. 

New residential design guidelines were adopted easing Infill 
development in existing neighborhoods. 

RTO zoning adopted ;that encourages the cr.eatlon of second
ary units. 

The Planning Department will continue to support the Jobs 
Housing Linkage Program, which requires that commercial 
development provide: housing or pay an In-lieu fee, Nearly $42 
million was collected during the 1999-2006 reporting period. 

To be determined In 
the next reporting 
period. 

On-going 

To be determined In 
the next reporting 
period. 

On-going 

To be determined in 
the next reporting 
period. 

Successful. Revise 
fees as needed 
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Ob/e1Jti~e1 Policy/ ~~p1emenrat1on (Potic¥f.Program) .I 'Result . ,, Evatualian ·) ffa~f Wf6eiete 
HOUSING RETENTION 

OBJECTIVE 2 Successful" Continue 
Retain the existing supply of housing, 

Policy 2.1 Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing, The \::ity continues to apply the Residential Conversion and On-going 
Demolition Guidelines while discouraging the merger of units. · 

Policy 2.2 Control the merger of residential units to retain existing hous- The Condo Conversion Ordinance continues to control the On-going 
Ing. conversion of smaller apartment buildings into condominiums 

and restrict larger apartment buildings over 6 units from 
converting, 

Policy 2.3 Re.strict the conversion of rental housing to other forms of The Residential Hotel Conversion Ordinance continues to On-going 
tenure or occupancy. preserve the City's supply of SRO units, 

Policy 2.4 ·Retain sound existing housing In commercial and industrial The Department of Building Inspection and the San Francisco On-going 
areas. Fire Department continue to regulate the safety of buildings 

·through annual inspections. 

Polley 2.5 Preserve the existing stock of residential hotels. The City continues to facilitate the transfer of residential hotels On-going 
to non-profit housing organizations to ensure permanent 
affordability, livability, and maintenance, 

Polley 2.6 Consider. legalization of existing illegal secondary units where 
there is neighborhood support, the units can conform to minimum Code 
standards of safety and livability, and the permanent affordability of the 
units Is assured. 

HOUSING CONDITION 

OBJECTIVE 3 Successful Continue 
Enhance the physical condition and salety of hous.ing without jeopardizing 
use or affordability. 

Polley 3.1 Ensure that 'existing housing is maintained in a decent, safe, 
and sanitary condition, without increasing rents or dlsplac:ing low-Income 

2,051 units were rehabilitated during the reporting period. Successful 

households, 

Polley 3.2 Preserve at risk; privately owned assisted housing. Several buildings were landmarked and Historic Surveys were Successful 
Initiated for most area plans underway. 

Policy·3.3 Maintain and Im.prove the condition of the existing supply of The Housing Authority rec:eived $11 B.5 million from the Federal To be determined 
public housing. HOPE VI Program to rehabilitate five public housing develop- upon completion. 

ments; this was used to leverage an additional $166.B million. 
Some 650 units were rehabilitated, with another 700 units 
under construction. 
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Policy 3.4 Monitor the correction of serious continuing code.violations to 
prevent the loss of housing. 

Policy 3,5 Improve the selsmlo stablllty of existing housing without reduc
ing the supply of affordable housing, 

Policy 3.6 Preserve landmark and historic resldenllal'bulldings. 

HOUSING AFFORDABILITY 

OBJECTIVE4 
Support affordable housing production by increasing site avallabillty and 
capacity. 

Polli:y 4.1 Actively Identify and pursue opportunity sites for permanently 
affordable housing. · 

Policy 4.2 Include affordable units In larger.housing projects. 

Policy 4.3 Encourage the construction of affordable units for single 
households In residential hotels and 'efficiency" units. 

Policy 4.4 Consider granting density bonuses and parking requirement 
exemptions for the construction of affordable housing or senior housing. 

The HOPE SF program vJas initiated and will use City funds to 
rebuild 2,500 units of public housing. 

Seismic retrofits of UMBs1 have been completed on most of the 
11,850 units Identified fol\owlng the 1989 earthquake. Retrofits 
are pending for the remalnlng_102 units. 

The CERF/CHAP programs continua to assist low;income 
property owners In repairing code violations;· 

The Departmetlt of Building Inspection continues to ensure 
that residential units meet building code standards by 
responding tci complaints and through periodic inspection 
of apartments and hotels, as well as mandating the seismic 
retrofit of unreinforced masonry buildings. 

The City continues to imfillement the Proposition M pplicy that 
landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

' 

The City's Affordable Hduslng Fund, derived from payment 
of fees by office; entertainment, hotel, and retail de11elopers. 
as well as market rate housing developers; continues to be 
used to develop affordable housing. A total of $65 million was 
collected during the 1999-2006 reporting period. 

The City's lncluslonary Housing program, which requires new 
development to provide! a percentage of affordable units, pro-
duced 826 units during the 1999-2006 reporting period.· The -
City expanded the program In 2001 and 2005. An additional 
546 units were produce~ in 2007-2008. 

The Redevelopment Agency Increased affordability require-
ments ln redevelopment areas, resulting In 480-affordable 
units during the 1999-2006 reporting period. 

Affordable housing special use districts (SUDs) that Increase 
densities for more afforpeble units continua to be established. 
Almost all new area plaris also Include these policies as well 
as requiring additional ~!fordable housing impact fees, 

To be determined 
upon completion. 

On-going 

On-going 

On-going 

Successful 

On-going 

On-going 

On-going 

On-going 

Continue 
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Polley 4.5 Allow greater flexibility in the number and size of units within 
established building envelopes, potentially Increasing the number of afford
able units in multl·family structurss. 

Policy 4.6 Support a greater range of housing types and building tech
niques to promote more economical housing construction and potentially 
achieve greater affordable housing production. 

OBJECTIVES 
Increase the effectiveness and efficiency of the city's affordable housing 
production system. 

Polley 5.1 Prioritize affordable housing projects In the planning review and 
approval processes, and work with the development community to devise 
methods of streamlining housing projects. 

Policy 5.2 Support efforts of for-profit and non-'proflt organizations and 
other community-based groups and expand their capacity to produce and 
manage permanently affordable housing. 

Policy 5.3 Create greater public awareness about the quality and charac
ter of affordable housing projects and generate community-wide support 
for new affordable housing. 

Policy 5.4 Coordinate governmental activities related to affordable hous
ing. 

OBJECTIVE 6 
Protect the affordability of existing housing 

Polley 6.1 Protect the affordability of units in existing buildings at risk of 
losing their subsidies or being converted to market rate housing; 

Developing housing on appropriate public land continues to I On-going 
be city policy, The Market Octavia Plan oalls for the develop· 
ment of up to 900 units on former Central Freeway parcels. 
The development of additional affordable housing cotitinues to 
be Investigated for various other plan areas_. 

Additional staff at Planning and OBI were hired to expedite 
the permitting process and the City Invested $600,000 in new 
technolo(Jy to streamline permitting activities among various 
agencies. In 2007, a policy was implemented that requires im
mediate assignment of affordable housing projects eliminating 
a 4-6 month delay. 

~ostly successful. 

On-going 

The Mayor's Office of Housing (MOH) and the Redevelopment I On-going 
Agency continue to collaborate with the Department of Public 
Health and the Hum·an SeNices Agency to develop supportive . 

·housing for homeless persons and families, as well as develop 
rental housing at or below 50% AMI. 

MOH continues to administer the Community Development 
Block grant program to fund the activities of local nonprofit 
housing agencies with $16.3 million distributed between 1999 
and 2006. In 2008, $2.2 million was distributed. 

The ·rent control ordinance continues to limit rent Increases for 
approximately 170,000 rental units in the City. 

On-going 

Mostly successful. 
Some affordable rental 
units were Jost In 2-unit 
buildings. Upon vaca
tion rent control price 
resets to market price, 

On-going 

Continue. 

Continui:i/ 
Modify 
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Polley 6.2 Ensure that housing developed to be affordable is kept afford· 
able. 

Polley 6.3 Safeguard tenants from excessive rent increases .. 

Polley 6.4 Achieve permanent affordability through community land trusts 
and limited equity housing ownership and management. 

Policy 6.5 Monitor and enforoe the affordability of units provided as a 
condition of approval of housing projects. 

OBJECTIVE? 
Expand the financial resources available for permanently affordable hous
ing. 

Policy 7 .1 Enhance existing revenue .sources for permanently affordable 
housing. 

Polley 7 .2 Create new sources of revenue for permanently affordable 
housing including dedicated long-term financing for housing programs. 

The Downpayment Assl~tance Loan Piograni (DALP) and 
Mortgage Credit Certificate (MCC) program continues to 
assist with the funding of a down payment and Increase a 
household's ability to qualify for a mortgage. During the 1999-
2b06 reporting period; 428 households received DALP or city 

_ second loan assistance ,and the MCC program assisted 406 
households. 

Permanent affordability remains a priority for all City housing 
programs with most now having affordability terms of 50 Id 
76 years; as most afford,able housing is owned and operated 
by nonprofit agencies, affo'rdablllty beyond this term Is also 
ensured. 

The city continues to explore community land trusts with a pilot 
project at 63 Columbus appr,oved and nearing completion~ 
The outcome of this .project wlll help determine the viability of 
this method of ensuring 'permanent affordability. 

On-going 

On-going 

Community land trust 
pilot project under 
construction. 

MOH continues to Improve Its monitoring of affordable I On-going 
housing programs with ~lgnlflcant technology and process 
Improvements to Asset ~anagement and the Below Market 
.Rate and lncluslonary rf\Dnitorlng programs . 

MOH and the San Frandisco Redevelopment Agency (SFRA) I On-going 
acq~1lred financing for'trle acquisition of most at-risk affordable 
housing (due to expiring HUD mortgages or other subsidies). 
MOH Is currently working on a "small site" program that could 
allow the acquisition and rehabilitation of smaller sites that are 
typically too small for traditional financing models. 

The Condominium Conversion Ordinance continues to limit to I On-going 
200 per year the number of rental units converted to ownership 
units. 

The Jobs-Housing Linkage Program (JHLP) continues.to 
provide substantial funqs for affordable housing. During 
the reporting period $42 million was collected, assls.ting 10 
development projects tdtallng 743 units. . 

lncluslonary In-lieu fees 'were Increased during the reporting· 
period, resulting in $23 million in payments to the Affordable 
Housing Fund. ' 

Successful 

On-going 

On-going 

Continue 
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Policy 7 .3 Develop greater Investments In and support for affordable 
housing programs by·corporations, churches, unions, foundations, and 
financial Institutions. ' 

HOUSING CHOICE 

OBJECTIVE6 
Ensure equal access to housing opportunities .. 

Policy 6.1 Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities. 
and emphasize permanently affordable rental units wherever possible. 

Policy 6.2 Employ uniform definitions of affordablllty that accurately reflect 
the demographics and housing needs of San Franciscans. 

Policy 6.3 Ensure affirmative marketing of affordable housing. 

Polley B.4 Encourage greater economic Integration within housing 
projects and throughout San Francisco. 

Policy 6.5 Prevent housing discrimination 

Polley 6.6 Increase the availability of units suitable for users with sup
portive housing needs. 

The Human Services Agency and the Department of Public 
Health continue to offer operating subsidies for special needs 
housing through their supportive housing programs. 

On-going. 

The Redevelopment Agency continues to administer the Tax I On-going 
Increment Housing Program and. the Housing Opportunities 
for People with AIDS Program (HOPWA) to develop affordable 
housing. 

The City continues to work with local financial institutions and I On-going 
non-profits to provide credit opportunities to low- and moder-
ate-income individuals.and households. 

The Human Rights Commission continues to Investigate and 
mediate complaints of discrimination In housing . 

lnclusloilary requirements were amended in 2006 to reflect 
San Francisco median Income instead of the SF-Marin-San 
Mateo area median Income. 

Successful, given that I Continue 
discrimination can 
never be completely 
eliminated. 

On-going 

On-going 

The City has continues the policy of establishing special use I On-going 
districts to allow density bonuses tor affordable or special 
needs housing. 

Economic Integration in housing has been fostered by the I On-going 
.. Ctty's revised and expanded lncluslonary Housing Ordinance 

that requires below market n~te units (BMRs) to be built as 
part of new development. The HOPE-SF program will also 
rebuild existing public housing projec;ts as mixed-Income 
developments at increased densities and with additional 
public amenities, 

MOH and the SFRA have targeted their affordable housing I On-going 
programs to serve low and very low Income households to the 
maximum extent possible. 

The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and the Mayor's I On-going 
Office of Housing continue to monitor leasing and sales of 
assisted housing developments to ensure compliance with 
affirmative marketing goals and income and rant restrictions. 
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Polley B.7 Eliminate discrimination against hduseholds with children 

Policy a.a Promote the adapiabillty and maximum accessibility of 
residential dwellings for disabled and elderly occupants. 

Policy a.s Encourage the provision of new home ownership opportunities 
through new construction so that increased owner occupancy does not 
diminish the supply of rental housing 

Polley B.1 o Ensure an equitable distribution of quality board and care 
centers, and adult day care facilities throughout the City. 

OBJECTIVE 9 
Avoid or mitigate hardships Imposed by displacement. 

-Policy s.1 Minimize the hardships of displacement by providing essential 
relocation services. 

Polley 9.2 Offer displaced households the right of first refusal to occupy 
replacement housing units that are comparable in size, location, cost, and 
rent control protection, 

HOMELESSNESS 

OBJECTIVE 10 
Reduce homelessness and the risk of homelessness In coordination with 
relevant agencies and service providers 

Polley 10.1 Focus efforts on the provision of permanent affordable and 
service-enriched housing to reduce the need for temporary homeless 
shelters. 

I . 
The City's atnrmative marketing programs for affordable I On-going 
housing continue to req61re outreach to minority communities, 
including advertlslrig In ~ultl-lingual media. 

The Human Rights Commission continues to investigate and 
mediate charges of hoqslng discrimination. 

Successful 

On-going 

The Rent Stabilization Bbard continues to enforce the city's I On-going 
rent control ordinance which requires properly owners to com-
pensate tenants that ar11 evicted as well as offering counseling 
and services to tenants1faced with property management 
problems or eviction threats; the number of total evictions 
represented by Ellis Ad and owner move-ln evictions declined 
during the 1999-2006 reporting period to 531, compared to 
1,345 reported for 1989~ 1998. 

The City continues to work for a minimum of one-to-one I On-going 
replacement of all hous,lng lost. 

The HOPE-SF programfto rebuild public housing Includes I On-gollig 
provisions for one-to-one replacement of all housing units and 
right of return for existing tenants; tenant assistance to enable 
return Is also provided. 1 • 

I Somewhat successful; 
i although the City 

continues its' efforts, 

i homelessness con-

i 
tinues to be a major 
problem. 

The Master Lease Pro~rarn, established in 1999 to provide On-going 
housing with services for homeless persons, was expanded 
slgniflcantly during Iha 

1

teportlng period. The City completed 
the renovation of 100 urlts of supportive housing at the 
Presidio. · 1 

Continue 

Modify 
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Polley 10.2 Aggressively pursue other strategies to prevent homeless
ness and the risk of homelessness by addressing its contributory factors. 

Policy 10.3 Improve coordination among emergency assistance efforts, 
existing .shelter programs, and health care outreach services. 

Polley 10.4 Facilitate childcare and educational opportunities for home
less families and children 

The Treasure Island Homeless Development Initiative (TIHDI) I On-going 
rehabilitated 250 .units of housing as part of the homeless 

·· component of the civilian reuse plan for Treasure Island. 

In 2004, the City adopted a 10-year plan to end chronic home- \ On:golng 
lessness by constructing 3,000 units of supportive housing by 
2014. 

The Residential Hotel Unit Conversion and Demolition Ordl- \ On-going 
nance continues to minimize the Joss of residential hotel units 
through conversion and demolition. 

The Department of Human Services {OHS) continues to fund I On-going 
non-profit agem;ies to provide on-site supportive services for 
formerly homeless Individuals and families living in supportive 
housing. OHS coordinates development of these.Programs 
with the Mayor's Office of Housing and the Redevelopment 
Agency, which provide funding tor construction and rehabilita-
tion of affordable housing, Including supportive housing. 

MOH, the San Francisco Housing Authority and the Redevel- \ On~golng 
opment Agency continua to Integrate job training and other 
programs that support low- and moderate-Income families, . 
into. its affordable housing development. · 

The OHS Eviction Prevention and Rental Assistance program 
continues to.work with non-profits to help low and very-low · 
income Individuals and families at risk of homelessness 
to maintain their housing by paying past due rant to avoid 
eviction, and ottering legal services, counseling, and other 
supportive services. 

On-going 

·OHS continues to fund non-profit contractors to provide J On-going 
after-care services for homeless families once they are housed 
to help them maintain housing, become stable and prevent 
recurring episodes of homelessness. 

The City continues to operate its Homeless Services Team, I On-going 
which conducts outreach to homeless persons living on the 
street with lha goal of assisting the most difficult-to-reach 
homeless persons to access available appropriate services, 
benefits, health care and housing. 

The Department of Human Services continues to Implement I On-going 
the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids 
(CalWORKs) program to ser\fe adults with dependent children 
where participants receive financial support and .a full array of 
services for 18-24 months as they work with an Employment 
Specialist to follow an individualized Employment Plan. 
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. 11 . . :I Canlinue I 
Objective/ ~oticy/ lmptemenlalir111 (Policy/ Program) ; R~s~t~ 1 ·Evaluation . ! Mod!IV I Delete_ 

HOUSING DENSITY, Dl;:SIGN, AND QUALITY OF I.JFE 

OBJECTIVE 11 Successful Continue 
In Increasing the supply of housing, pursue place making and neighbor-
hood building principles and practices to maintain San Francisco's deslr-

i able urban fabric arid enhance livablllty In all neighborhoods. 

Policy 11.1 Use new housing development es a means to enhance The Planning Depart~ent's Residential Design Guidelines was On-going 
neighborhood vitality and diversity. updated in 2003 to h~lp ensure that new residential develop-

ment Is compatible wi,th existing residential development. 
I 

Policy 11.2 Ensure housing is.provided with adequate public Improve-. All new area plans I nit.lated during the reporting period include On-going 
ments, services, and amenities. enhancements to the ;quality and livability of neighborhoods; 

walkabllity, availability: of services, transit access, and housing 
choices are all lncorp9rated Into the development of com-
munity goals and neighborhood Improvements. 

Polley 11.3 Encourage ·appropriate neighborhood-serving commercial The Planning Depart~ent continues to encourage historic . . On-going 
activities in residential areas, without causing affordable housing displace- preservation and adaptive reuse of older buildings to enhance 
ment. neighborhood vlbrancjy. · 

Polley 11.4 Avoid or minimize disruption caused by expansion of institu- Almost 4,550 units of housing, or 30% of all housing produc- On-going 
lions, large-scale·uses and auto-oriented developmen't Into residential 

. I 
lion from 1999-2006, were developed In San Francisco's · 

-areas. existing nelghborhoo~s without significant adverse Impacts to 

0:r:a~i~i~ ~~i~':u~~l~~~~~~racter. The remaining new units 

Policy 11.6 Promote the construction of well-designed hou_sing that Planning policies encourage the reduction of parking beJow On-going 
enhances existing neighborhood character. one space per unit in areas ni:iar transit to Increase density, 

discourage automobile use, and create more walkable 
neighborhoods. 

Policy 11.6 Employ flexible land use controls hi residential areas that Beginning In 2006, City permitting agencies expedited permits On-going 
can regulate Inappropriately sized development In new neighborhoods, In for LEED certified Gold buildings. In 2008, the City adopted 
downtown areas and In other areas through a Better Neighborhoods type a Green Bull ding Ordi,nance that requires new construction to 
planning process while maximizing the oppor.tunity for housing near transit. meet green building standards. 

Policy 11.7 Where there is· neighborhood support, reduce or remove The Department of B~ildlng Inspection, Pacific.Gas and On-going 
minimum parking requirements for housing, Increasing the amount of lot . Electric Company (PG&E), and the Building Science industry 
area available for housing units. continue environmental education programs for the general 

public, project sponsors, and builders. 

Policy 11.8 Strongly encourage housing project sponsors to take full The Mayor's Office oil Housing continues to provide funding ·On-going 
advantage of allowable building densities In their housing developments for the physical and fi~ancial preservation of non-profit owned 
while remaining consistent with neighborhood character. affordable rental housing that requires energy efficiency 

Improvements in order to protect its aftordablilty. 
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Polley 11.9 Set allowable densities and parking standards in residential 
a'reas at levels that promote the City's overall housing objectives while 
rnspectlng neighborhood scale and character. 

Polley 11.1 o Include energy efficient features in new residential develop
ment and encourage weatherization in existing housing tp reduce overall 
·housing costs and the long-range cost of maintenance. 

REGIONAL AND STATE HOUSING NEEDS 

OBJECTIVE 12 
Strengthen citywide affordable housing programs through coordinated 
regional and state efforts. 

Policy 12.1 Work with localilies across the region to establish a better 
relationship between economic growth and Increased housing needs. 

Policy 12.2 Support the production of well-planned housing reglonwlde 
that address regional housing needs and Improve the overall quality of life 
in the Bay Area. 

Policy 12.3 Encourage jurisdictions throughout the Bay Area to recognize 
their share in the responsibility to confront the regional affordable housing 
crisis. 

Policy 12.4 Foster educational programs across the region that increase 
public understanding of the need tor affordable housing and generate 
support I.or quality housing projects. 

Policy 12.5 Support the State of California in developing and implement-
ing state affordable housl~g plans and programs. 

The Department of Building Inspection continues to enforce 
!Ille 24 energy code requirements, as well as the Residential 
Energy Conservation Ordinance (RECO) that affects all resi
dences at time of sale or at time of meter conversion, major 
Improvement or condominium corwersion. 

The City continues to work with the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) and the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC) to shapei plans that meet region~ housing, 
transportation, and Job needs. 

The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (SFRA) continues 
to serve as the lead agency and administrator of the HOPWA 
Prcigram on behalf of the San Francisco Eligible Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (EMSA), which includes San Francisco, San 
Mateo and Marin counties. · 

At the state level, the City was successful In advocating for 
changes that direct more transportation money to jurisdictions, 
like San Francisco, that take on greater housing growth as part 
of the 2007-2014 Regional Housing Needs Allocation process. 

At the regional level, the City suc:cessfully coordinated with the 
Association of .Bay Area Governments (ABAGJ to designate 
several neighborhoods In San Francisco as Priority Develop-
men! A[eas that, as regionally·deslgnated areas prioritized for 
housing development, are eligible for various funds to assist 
with capital Infrastructure, planning,, and technical assistance 
expenses. 

On-going 

Successful. The City 
continues to engage 
on a regional level, 
and strives to carry Its 
fair share of regional 
growth. 

On-going 

On-going 

On-going 

On-going 

Modify 
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' . 

Public· Participation 

The 2009 Housing Element Update is the product of a comprehensive community-based 
planning effort. The Planning Department worked closely with community leaders, 
stakeholders, dty agencies, and community members to gather input. The Planning 
Department maintained a Housing.Element website to keep community members informed 
about key meetings, events, and working documents. A.ddition;illy the Department circulated 
postcards ab~ut the project to all community organizations, elected officials, and special 
interest groups; the postcards provided·people with a connei;:tion to the project and website. 
Additional!y staff presented periodic updates at Plannillg Commission hearings on the 
progress of the data and needs assessment and policy work, 

The outreach strategy u:iciuded a range of foruins. The Community Advisory Body (CAB) 
acted as a focus group developing the first draft of the update. The Stakeholder Sessions 
provided learning forums for staff and CAB members to learn about specific policy and. 
program issues. The Citywide Outreach component provided a forum for broader public 
input at neighborhood organizations across the City. Office Hours and Director's Forums 
provided. additional opportunities to hear from the public. Finally. the Planning Commission 
held several informational hearings to ensure the public was up-tcrdate throughout the 
Housing Element update process. 

Throughout i:he outreadt process, staff created a summary of public comments received, as 
well as a detailed matrix: of individual comments. This 2009 Housing Element Comments and 
Respo_nse Document continues to be available online at http:/ /housingelement2009.s£plan
ning. orgl for those interested in specific comments received d.uting the course of the outreach 
process. 

0. Citywide Preparation: Summer 2008 

~ Meetings/discussions with all supervisors, July 2008 
~ Citywide Roundtable with all related City agencies, August 12, 2008 
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I. Community Advisory Body: September 2008 - January 2009 

In the fall of2008, the Planning Department appointed 15 individuals to the Community 
Advisory Body (CAB). The CAB included individuals from each Supervisorial Discricr, as 
well as several housing experts in the City. Over the course of six months, the CAB worked 
with staff on the development and refinement of a draft version of objectives, policies and 
implementation programs. Work products and notes from CAB meetings are available online ac 

· ~tt;p://housingelemenr2009.sfjilanning.org/. · 

181 September 3n1 - Introduction of the Housing Eleµient &_Review the draft Part 1 
181 October 1" - Policy Working Session: Part 1 (Adequate Sites, Facilitate the Development 

of Affordable Housing) . 
181 November 5"' - Policy Working Session: Part 2 {Maintain Existing Housing Stock) 

. 181 November 19m - Policy Working Session: Part 3 (Protect AI Risk Housing Stock, Equal 
Housing Opportunities, Remove Constraints: Governmental and Non-Governmental) 

181 December 3n1 - Policy Working Session: Part 4 {Balance Housing Growth with 
Infrastructure, San Francisco Character, Environmental Sustainability, Other Objectives) 

181 January 7m - Review draft set of objectives and policies 
181 January 28,i, - Identify implementation actions 
181 January 27m, 2010 - Review Draft l 
181 1hr:oughout 2010-2011- Correspondence via email 

IL Stakeholder Sessions: October- December 2008 

The Planning Department hosted fourteen stakeholder sessions in the fall of 2008. These sessions 
aimed to gaii;i an understanding of the needs and policy interests of special interest housing 
groups and organizations. The sessions encouraged focused discussion of specific issues such. . 
as seniors, families, or a/fordable housing in relation to the Housing Element. Key topics for 
stakeholder sessions were identified_ by staff, CAB members, and advocacy groups. Groups related 

. to the topic at hand were invited to each session, and sessions were open to all. 
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Ill. Citywide Outreach - Janur,3.ry through May 2009 

Broad citywide outre~ provided numerous forums for general public comment about housing 
· priorities and needs, ·and input on the overarching values and topics. Over the course of five 

months Planning Department staff attended nearly 30 community meetings, coordinating 
with existing n:eighborhood groups, Supervisors, and other community organizations to ensure 
that several were held in each district of the City. Community members were also invited to 
provide input at monthly office hours, through an online and written survey; or through. written 
comments. 

Date Citywide Meeting 
1/6/2009 Cow Hollow Neighborhood Association 

3/4/2009 · Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center 

3/10/2009 VJSitacion Valley CAC 

3/24/2009 Upper Market 

3/25/2009 Western SOMA Citizen Planning Task Force 

3/26/2009 District2 

3/31/2009 Districts 

4/2/2009 Mission Neighborhood 

4/6/2009 
Duboce Tnangle Neignoorhood Association Land 
TTco l ., 

·~ 

4/7/2009 Chinatown 

4/8/2009 Glen Park Association 

4/11/2009 District 11 Council 

4/14/2009 Dogpatch Neighborhood Association 

4/14/2009 St Francis Wood Community Board 

4/15/2009 
San Francisco Day Labor Program/Woman's 
rnJJprf-iVP 

4/15/2009 ·Planning Association for the Richmond 

4/15/2009 Tenderlqin Neighborhood and Homelessness Issues . 

4/16/2009 Senior Action Network 

4/20/2009 Middle Polk Neighborhood Association 

4/21/2009 Russian Hill/North Beach/Telegraph Hill 

4/23/2009 Upper Noe Neighbors 

4/28/2009 Potrero Hill Boosters 

4/29/2009 Family Housing/Housing Justice Coalition 

5/2/2009 India Basin Neighborhood Association 
5/5/2009 Bayview Police Station Community Meeting 

5/6/2009 West of Twin Peaks 

. 5/14/2009 Sunset District Neighborhood Coalition 

5/19/2009 Mission Neighborhood 

5/21/2009 Bayview Project Area Committee (PAC) 
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IV. Planning Department Office Hours: March - June 2009 

Staff held regular drop-in sessions to receive public comment, answer questions, and be available to rhe 
public for all Housing Element related items. All ses5ions were held at Planning Department offices. 

(gJ March 9th 
l8l April 13m 
~ May nm. 
~ June 8th 

V. Director's Forums: December 2010- February 2011 

Two ,sessions were scheduled as informal usit-downs" with rhe PlaruiingDirecror. These sessions were 
intended to pcovide interested participants an opportunity to disctiss their thOughts about the Housing 
Element directly with the Director. Both sessions were advertised, held in.the; evenings to maximize 
panicipation, and open to the public. . 

VI. Planning Commission Hearings: June 2009 - February 2011 

Throughout the Housing Element update process, sraffhas held a series of Informational Hearings 
in.tended to convey information to the public and decisionmakers, in preparation for adoption · 
hearings, slated to begin in MarCh 2011. . 

B.4 
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Implementing 
Programs 

ADEQUATE SITES 

OBJECTIVE 1: 
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES 
TO MEET THE CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

L Planning staff shall provide data to the Planning Commission on the expected unit type 
and income level of airy proposed projects or~ plans under review, including how such 
units would address the City's fuir share of the Regional Housing Needs. 

I.eadAgency: j Planning Department 

Funding Sourr:e: ; Annual Work Program 

Schedule: ; Adoption as policy by the end of2010. 

2. Planning shall continue to make data on housing production available to the.public 
through the annual Housing Inventory, and increase its notification and distribution to 
neigh:borhood org;i.nizaticins. 

LeadAgmcy: ; Planning Department 

Funding Sou=: i Maintain in annual Work Program 

Scheduk: ! Continue existing efforts 

3. All agencies subject to the Sucplus Property shall annually report surplus property to the 
DRE/Assessor's Office, for use by MOH in land evaluation. MOH shall continue evaluating 
surplus publicly-owned land for affordable housing development potential. To the extent that· 
land is not suitable for development, MOH shall scll surplus property and use the proceeds 
for affordable housing development for homeless people consistent with the Surplus Property 
Ordinance (this should all be together and mirror the ordinance). 

LeadAgmcy; j Mayor's OffiC:e of Housing 

Supporting Agmcia: ·) All City Agencies 

Fu.,;,;.;ng S=: 1 Maintain in annual Work Program 

Schedule: ·; Continue existing efforts 
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4. MOH shall continue to actively pursue surplus or underused publicly-owned land for housing 
potential, working with agencies not subject co the Surplus Property Ordinance such as the 
SFPUC, SFUSD and MTA to identify site opportunities early and quickly. City agencies shall 
contlnue to survey their properdes for affordable housing opportunities or joint use potential. 

Leat!Agrocy: j Mayor's Office of Housing 

SuppurtingAgenci«: ~ San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, San Francisco Unified School 
l District, Municipal Transportarion Agency 

Funding Source: j Maintain in annual Work Program 

Schedule i Continue existing efforts 

5. Consistent with the SFMTA'.s Climate Action Plan, MTA shall continue Transit-Oriented 
Development efforts, including identifying large MTA sites (rail, storage and maintenance yards) 
that can serve as potential housing sites and working with MOH rui.d the private sector towards 
their development. 

LeadAgency: ! Municipal Transportation Authority 

Supporting Agencies: ; Mayor's Office_ of Housing 

Funding Source: l Annual Work Program 

Schedul.e: ! Phelan Loop (first housing project on SFMTNTOD site) to begin construe
: tion Spr_illg~Oll; completed Fall2012. 

6. To further smaller scale TOD opportunities, Planning and MIA shall evaluate smaller surplus 
MTA-owned sites (typically surfuce parking lots) and identify barrierS towards their redevelop
ment, such as Planning Code issues, neighborhood parking needs and. communi,ty sentimeii.L 

Lau/Agencies: i Municipal Transportation Authority, Planning Depar00ent 

SupportingAgmcies: l Mayor's Offiee of Housing 

Funding Source: ; Annual Work Program 

Schedule: : Initiate in Fall 2010 

7. The Redevelopment Agency shall continue to set-aside sites in redevelopmenc areas for a.ffurd- · 
able housing development. 

Lem/Agency: ; San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 

Funding Source i ~tain in annual Work Program 

, Schdulr. i Con cinue existing efforts 

8. Planning, Redevelopment and MOEWD shall complete long range planning processes already 
underway: Japantown, Glen Park, the Northeast Embarcadero Study, Candlestick I Hunters 
Point, India Basin Shoreline Co=unity Planning Process, and Treasure Island.. 

Lem/Agency: ; Planning Department 

Supporting Agencies: ( San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Office of Economic and Workforce 
, ; Development, San Francisco Housing Authority 

Funding Source: ! Maintain in annual Work Program 
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Schedule Projected approval dates: 
Candlestick/Hunters Point Shipyard - adopted Summer 2010· 
Japanrown - expected Wmter 2010. 
Glen Park-expected Wmter 2010 
Park.·Merced - expected Wmter 2010 
Transbay- expected Summer 2011 

9. Planning shall publish its work program annually, citing ill community planning processes 
that are to be initiated or arc: underway. This annual work program shall be located on the: 
Department's website after it is adopted by the Board of Supervisors. 

LeadAgeru:y: : Planning Department· 

Funding Source: ; Annual Work Pro~ 

Schedule ; Publish final work program in Summer 2010 and ·annually thereafter, subse-
; quent to Board of Supervisors approval · 

10. At the initiation of any comm.unity planning process, the Planning Department shall notify 
. all neighborhood organizations who have registered with the Planning Department on its Neigh
borhood Organization List and make continued outreach efforts will all established neighborhood 
and interest groups in that area of the City. 

UadAgency: : Planning Department 

Funding S~ ' Annual Work Program (part of outreach for community plarming process 
i budget) . 

Scheduk: ; Implement at the: beginning of every community planning process. 

11. At the conclusion of any community planning process, the Planning Commission shall 
ensure that the: community project's planning process has entailed substantial public involvement 
before approving·any changes to land use policies and controls. 

LeadAgmcy: '. Plann.ing Commission 

Furulmg Source : Annual Work Program (part of outreach for community planning process 
: budget) 

Scheduk: j Implement at the beginning of every community planning process. 

12. Planning shall ~~tinue to requir~ integrati~n of new technologies that reduce space required 
for non-housing functions, such as parking li.fi:s, tandem or valet parking, into new wning 
districts, and shall also incorporate these standards as appropriate when revising existing wning 
districts. 

Lead Agency: : Plarming Depa.i:tment 

Funding Sourr:c. Annual Work Program 

Schedule: Ongoing 
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13. When considering legalization of secondary units within a community planning processes, 
Planning should develop design controls that illustrates how secondary units can be developed to 
be sensiriv~ to the surrounding neighb~rhood, to ensure neighborhood character is maintained. 

LeadAgmcy:: Planning Department 

Funding So=: ! Annual Work Program 

Schedule: 1 Ongoing 

14. P~ shall continue to impose requirements wider the Jobs Housing Linkage Program, 
and shall work with new or expanding commercial an:d insrirutional uses to plan for the related 
housing need thq generate. The fee structure should also be reviewed regularly to ensure that 
developers concinue to conuibute adequatdy to the costs created by the· demand for housing 
caused by their projects, while nor damaging project feasibility. 

LeadAgency: l Planning Depamnent 

Supporting Agencies: : Mayors Office of Housing 

Fundiwg Soum:: [ Annual Work Program 

Schedule : Ongoing 

15. Planning should work with DPH to tailor the use 'of the Healthy Development Measurement 
Tool(HpMr) in devdopment ofilCighborhood or cit}'wide plans co be effective given the 
tradeoffs inherent in achieving affordable housing, and utilize the information received in the 
development of policy and programs. 

LeadAgency: '. Planning Department 

Supporting.Agenda: : Department of Public Health 

Funding Sour= f Annual Work Program 

Schedule ; Ongoing 

16. Planning shall continue to implement Ory requirements for Institutional Master plans 
(Section 304.5 of the Planning Code) to ensure that institutions address housing and other needs, 
with full participation by the Planning Commission, community and neighborhood organiza
rions, other public and private agencies and the general public. 

Letu/Agency: ~ Planning Department 

Funding Sour= ~ Not required 

Sch.duk: i Ongoing 

17. The Planning Department shall require the preparation of an analysis that includes a site 
survey to identify potential noise-generating uses within.two blocks of the project site prior to 
completion of the environmental review for all ~idenrial projects located in areas =eeding 75 
Ldn. The analysis shall include at l~t one 24-hour noise measurement (with maximum noise 
level readings taken at least every 15 minutes). The analysis shall·demonstrate with ~easonable 
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cenaincy that Title 24 standards, where applicable, can be met. If there are particular cin:um
stances about the proposed projecr site that appear to warrant heightened concern about noise 
levds in the vicinity; the Department may require the completion of a detailed noise assessment 
prfor to the first project approval action, in order to demonstrate that a=ptable interior noise 
levels consistent with those in the Title 24 standards. can be attained; 

fouiAr;,mcy: i Planning Department 

Funding Source: j Nor required 

Schedule: j Ongoing 

18. To minimize effects on development in noisy areas, for new residential uses located in areas -
ex=ding 75 Ldn, the Planning Department shall, through. its building permit review process, in 
conjunction with noise analysis, require that open space required under the Planning Code for 
sueh uses be protected, to the maximum feasible extent, from existing ambient noise levels that 
coulq prove annoying or disruptive to users of the open space. Impleme~tation of this measure 
could involve, among other things, site design that uses_ the building itself to shicld on-site open 
space from the greatest noise sources, consrruction of noise barriers between noise sources and 
cipen space, and appropriate use of both common and private open space in multi-family dwell
ings, and implementation would also be undertaken consistent with other principles of urban · 
design. 

Lead Agency: j Planning Department 

Funding Source:'. Not required 

Schedule : Ongoing 

Strategies for Further &view 

• -MOH should p:plore programs thar promote donation ofland for affordable housing 
development to the City, including community land trust programs. One possibility 
may be the review of programs that could allow the donation of real estate as a charitable 
contribution, similar to the Conservation Tax Incentive promoted by the Trust for Public 
Land for open space·purposes, where taxpayers can deduct up to 50%_ of adjusted gross 
income (AGI) fur donations or bargain sales- of qualified conservation easements. 

• Planning ~hould contlnue to explore area-specific strategies to maximize opporrunities for 
affordable housing, such as identifying affordable housing sire opportunities, or developing 
additional ·inclusionary measures that are tailored to particular neighborhoods, within 
community planning processes, 

• Planning should explore methods for promoting increased mixed uses, including the 
consideration of requiring conditional use authorization for single-use development projects 
in mixd use zoning districts, (such as Neighborhood Commercial zoning distrkts). -

• Planning and MOH should explore incentives for student housing. Student housing 
is already exempt from the City's Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, but additional 

modifications- may assist in in~easing the feasibility and supply o.f srudenr housing. 
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CONSERVE AND IMPROVE EXISTING STOCK 

OBJECTIVE 2: 
RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND 
MAINTENANCE STANDARDS, WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY. 

19. Planning shall contin~e to implement the recently adopted Planning Code Section 317, 
which codifies review criteria fur allowing housing demolition, conversion and mergers, amend it 
when necessary, and shall continue to apply Section 311 of the Planning Code to deny residential 
demolition permits- until approval of a new construction permit is obtained. Planning shall also 
continue to require that all publicly subsidized housing units be replaced one fur one.. 

Luu/Agency: : Planning Department 

Fund;ngSou=: l Not required 

~cheduk: : Ongoing 

20. Planning shall continue to require Discretionary Review (DR) for all dwelling unit merger 
applications. 

LuuiAgmcy: '. Planning Department 

Funding Sour= : Not required 

Schedule: : Ongoing- eXi5ting proce5s 

21. The Depamnent of Building Impection (DBI) shall continue its earrhquake preparedness 
programs, such as the uMB Loan Program, the Building Occupancy Resumption Program, 
which allow:; San Francisco building owners to pre-certify private post-earthquake inspection of 
their buildings, and the Community Action Plan for Seismic Safety, under which DBI is devel
oping a prografil which mandates seismic upgrades for "sofMtory" buildings. 

LudAgrncy: ~ Departtnent ofBuildin~ Inspection 

Supporting Agen&s: : Planning Departtnent 

Progmms: ; Urueinforced Masonry Building (UMB) Loan Program . 
! Building Occupancy Resumption Program (BORP) 
j Community Action Plan for Seismic Safety (CAPSS) 
[ City Policy Concerning Seismic Retr-0fi.c Upgrades for Soft-Story, 
·: Wood-Frame Construction · 

Funding Source ! Bond Reallocation 
' Schedule: : 2010 

22. The Mayor's Office, in cooperation with the Department ofBuilding Inspection (DBI), shall 
pursue programs, both voluntary and mandatory, to promote seismic upgrades for usoft-story" 
buildings. 

LetU!Agmcy: Mayor's Office 

Supporting Agroci<r Department of Building Inspection 

Fund;ngSoura: Not Required 

Scht:duk: Voluntary seismic strengthening legislati.on adopted in Spring 201 O; pursue 
mandatory legislation in Fall 2010. · · 
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23. The Department of Building Inspection (DBI) shall continue to provide educational 
programs to assist property owners with non-structural improvements that assist in long-term 
safety, such as securing water heaters and developing household emergency plans. 

UadAgenci= Department of Building Inspection, Mayor's Office of Housing 

Programs: "What You Should Know" Publication Series 
Brownbag Lunch Seminars and Video-On-Demand 
MOH's Homeowner's Resource Information website 

Funding Soura:: Annual Work Program 

Schedule Ongoing (existing program) 

- 24: DBI shall continue to provide and improve public information materials for residents and 
property owners about best practices and programs to maintain and enhance their home(s), 
including advertising of funding sources. DBI shall provide language translation of all materials, 
and shall explore methods of working through neighborhood organizations to expand knowledge 
about programs. 

LeadAgmcy: ! Department of Building Inspection 

Programs: i Code Eqforcement Outreach Prag~ 
; "Meet the DBI Pros" Summit 
; Pamcipation in the "Big Rumble" Resource Fairs and other community 
: events. Recent events include Chinatown Community Street Fair:; C_inco de-
j Mayo, Excelsior Festival, Fiesta on the Hill, Bernal Heights Street Fair, Sunset 
: Community Festival and West Coast Green Conference & Expo 

FundmgSoum:: [ Annual Work Program 

Schedule: : Ongoing (existing program) 

25. The Mayor's Office of Neighborhood Services shall expand the capacity of the Neighborhood 
Empowerment Network (NEN), a partnership ofCicy Agencies, local non profits and committed 
community leaders, tci share information to prepare homeowners and residents for natural 
disasters. 

LedAgency: l Mayor's Office of Neighborhood .Services 

Programs: '. NEN Empowerment Summit 
i NEN Clean and Green Summit Community Challenge Grants 

Supporting Agmda: i Member organizations of the Neighborhood Empowemi~nt Network 

Funding Sou=: i· Annual Work Program 

Schduk: '. Ongoing 

26. DBI shall co~tinue to ensure that residential units meet building code standards by 
responding to complaints and throUgh periodic inspection. -

UadAgency: : Department of Building Inspection, Building Inspection Divisi~n 
Fwuli-ng Source: : AnnUal Work Program 

Schedule: j Ongoing 
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27. The City shall continue to seek outside funding to hdp low and moderate income home

owners to address building code issues related to accessibility, heal~h and safety as well as funding 
for energy efficiency and green energy. 

LaulAgency: Mayor's Office of Housing 

Programs: CalHome Loan Program {major rehabilitation) 

Code Enforcement Rehabilirition(CERF) Loan Program (minor rehabilitation) 
LEAD-Based.Paint Hazards Control Grant Program 

Underground Utility Grant Program - UUP 
CalHome Grant Program 
Code Enforcement Rehabilitation Fund (CERF) Grant Program 

Funding Sour= Federal grants, mduding HUD's Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control; 

; and local sources such as CERF and CHIRP 

Sch<duk: : Ongoing 

Strategies For Further Review 

• DBI shollld consider additional programs that support voluntary home maintenance and 
seismic retrofitting, including expedited plan review and fee rebates. 

• MOH and DBI should explore methods i:o, and seek funding for, programs·that can increase 
m.am:eenance and safety standards while not unduly increasing rents or displacing low-income 
households, such as a City-funded loan program aimed at meeting the ~eeds of lower-income 
owners, similar to Chicago's H.0.M.E.'s Upkeep and Repair Services Program. 

• The BIC should evaluate the current uses of the Code Enforcement Rehabilitation Fund· 
(CERF) and determine whether the program could be improved or ex:paµded. 

• As a part of the CAPPS Program, DBI should evaluate the need for revisions to the San 
Francisco Building Code; the need for the retrofit of designated shelters or the determination 

of altemate seismically safe locations; and the need for mitigation programs for critical non
ductile concrete buildings. 

DBI should evaluate alternative uses of the Seismic Safety Loan Program, and consider 
makfug it available for use in rehabilitating properties for conversion to limited-equity 

housing cooperatives. 

OBJECTIVE 3: 
PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK, 
ESPECIALLY RENTAL UNITS. 

28. DBI and DPW shall continue to monitor the conversion of tenancies in common to condo
miniums. 

LaulAgmcy: : Department ofBuilding Inspection· 

Supporting Agencies: : Departtnent of Public Works 

Funding Soura: ; Annual Work Program 

Schedule: \ Ongoing 

1 1 1 9 



CPG ADOPTED HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 

29. Planning shall continue to enforce the Residential Hotel Unit Conversion and Demolition 
Ordinance. . 

LeadAgrocy: : Planning Department 

Funding Sou=: : Not required 

Schedule. l Ongoing 

30. The Department of Health and Human Services (HSA) shall continue to facilitate the 
transfer of residential hotels to effective non-profit housing organizations; and HSA, DPH, and 

. MOH shottld develop programs that further encourage non-profit operation of SROs. 

LeadAgrocy: j Health_ and Human Services 

SupportirlgAgencies: ; Department of Public Health, Mayor's Office of Housing 

FundingSourr:e: i San Francisco General Fund 

Scheduk: i Ongoing 

31. MOH shall implement the Small Site Acquisition and Rehabili~ation Program using 
inclusionary in-lieu fees to enable non-profits rn acquire existing rental propenies under 25 units 
for long-term affordabiliry; and shall explore other methods of support, such as low-interest rate 
financing and technical assistance for small site affordable development. 

L<adAgency: >Mayor's Office ofH~i.!sing 

Funding Source: : Inclusionary Housing Program 

Schalule: , Ongoing 

32. MOH I SFRA shall continue funding the acquisition and rehabilitation oflandmark and 
historic buildings for use as affordable housing. · 

LeadAgency: . Mayor's Office of Housing 

Supporting Agenckr: : San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 

Fund;ngSourc<: ; State grants, ~toric Preservation Tax Credit programs and in lieu funds from 

; the Inclusionary Housing Program. 

Schedule: : Ongoing 

33. MOH shall continue to monitor the sale, re-sale, rental _and re-rental of all privately devel
oped belo:v-market-rate housing units originating from the City's Inclusionary Housing Program 
to insure that they are sold or rented at restricted prices. 

Laui.Agency:: Mayor's Office ofHc;msing 

Funding Source: ~ Inclusionary Housing Program 

Schedule . Ongoing 

Strategies For Further &view 

• The City should evaluate the role of rent-controlled units in meeting affordable housing 
needs, in order to dwelop policies that effectively continue their protection, and possibly 
implement requirements for their replacement. As part of this work, the City should consider 
pursuit of srate legislative efforts that eliminate housing displacement pressures. 
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• The Rent Board should explore requiring proof of full-time residency for rem controlled 
units, to ensure they are fully occupied and not used as a second home, pied-a-terre or 
executive housing. . 

• The City should continue to monitor the effectiveness of current _condominium conversion 
restrictions intended to moderate conversion and maintain supply of affordable rental . 
housing in the City. 

• MOH, SFRA HHS and DPH should explore how to expand the creation of permanently 
affordable units for single person households, particularly outside· of well-served locations 
such as the Tenderloin and SOMA. 

• MOH, SFRA and DBI should work cooperatively with afford.able housmg groups to identify 
and develop tools that would facilitate rehabilitation of at-risk rental units on an ongoing 
basis. 

EQUAL HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES 

OBJECTIVE 4: 
FOSTER-A HOUSING-STOGl("l"HAT-MEETS-l=HE-NEEDS-OE ALLBESIDENTS _ 
ACROSS LiFECYCLES. 

34. The Mayor's Office of Housing shall develop, and City agencies shall utilize, a common 
definition for family housing (2. or more bedrooms), to guide the provision of family units in both 
pdvate and public construction. . 

LµdAgency: [ Mayor's Office of Housing 

Supportmg Agmi*r. j Planning Department, Department of Building ln~pection 

Funding Sour= ; Annual Work Program. 

Sch.d.uk: ~ 2010 

35. Planning should evaluate the impact of requiring minimum percentages of family units in 
new recently adopted. community,plans, by tracking the number of these units proposed and 
produced within required monitoring reports. Planning shall continue the practice if this evalua
tion demonstrates that the requirement promotes family housing accessible to residents. 

UadAg=y: f Plannizig Department 

FurulingSou=: i Annual Work Program. 

Schedule : ReCord data annually and evaluate as part of the required periodic monitoring 
i of the area plans every five years. 

36. The Mayor and the Board of Supervisors shall continue efforts to meet the goal of the Next 
Generation SF agenda, including planning for and/or acquiring sites for 3,000 family units by 
2011. Units will be completed based on funding availability. 

LeadAgency: Mayor's Office 

. Supporting Agencia: Mayor's Office of Housing, Planning Department 
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Programs: ; Inclusionary Housing Program 
Lead Remediated Rental Unit Funding Program 
Community Development Block Grant Recovery 
.HOME Investment Partnership 

i SFRA Housing Program. 

Funding Source: ! Federal and local sources as per above. 

Scheduk: : Construct or acquire 3,000 family units by 20 I I. 

. 37. The Department of Aging and Adult Services (DMS), through the Community Living 
Fund, will contfuue to support home and community-based services that.help individuals remain 
housed- eithei in their home in appropriate locations. 

LouLAgency: : Department of Aging and Adult Services 

. ·Supporting AgencUs: : Community Living Fund Linkages Program 

FundingSowrr: ~San Francisco General Fund 

Sched,,/e: ~ 0 ngoing 

38. Planning shall continue to implement Planning Code Section 209, which allows a density 
bonus of twice the number of dwelling units otherwise permitted as a principal use in the district, 
when the housing is specifically designed for arid occupied by senior citizens, physically or 
mentally disabled persons. 

LeadAgency: ; Planning Department 

Funding Source: : Not required 

Schedule: : Ongoing 

39. Planning will develop a legislative ordinance that will enable persons with disabilities who 
require reasonable accommodation" as exceptions to the City's Planning Code to bypass the 
currently required variance process, and to access a stream.lined procedure permitting special 
structures or appurtenances such as access ramps of lifts and other non-physical accommod~tions. 

LeadAgency:; Planning Department 

Funding Source i Not required 

Scheduk: ) Fall 20 I I 

40. Planning will amend the San Francisco Planning Code to id~tify the appropriate districts, 
development standards, and management practices for as of right emergency shelters, per Govern
ment code sec:tion 65583(a), which requires the City ro identify at least one wning district where 
emergency shelters are allowed as of right. Emergency shelters will only be subject to the same 
devdopmenr and management standards that apply to other uses within the· identified zone. The 
Citywill amend and aim to locate zoning for by-right shelters close to neighborhood amenities 
& support services, which are generally found in the City's Commercial (C) and Neighborhood 
Commercial (NC) districts, and which, per Appendix D-3, include a significant amount of 
housing opportunity sites. 

LradAg=y:; Planning Department 

Funding Source: : Not required 

Schedule: i Within one year of adoption of the Housing El~ment. 
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·41. Through its core staff of Historic Preservation Technical Specialists, Planning sta.ff will 
continue to provide inforrn.atlon about preservation incentives to repair, restore, or rehabilitate 
historic resources towards rental housing in lieu of demolition, induding local incentives, those 
offered through California Office of Historic Preservation, Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credits 
that can help subsidize rental projects, and creative solutions provided for within the California 
Historic Building Code (CHBC). · . 

Lead Agency: ~ Planning Department 

Funding Source: \ Annual Work Program 

Schedule j Ongoing 

42. MOH and SFRA shall encourage economic integration by locating new affordable and 
assisted housing opportupj.t;ies outside cori=trated low~income areas wherever possible, and 
by encouraging mixed-income development such.as for-profit/non-profit partnerships. MOH 
and SFRA shall and regularly provide maps and st:i.tisdcs to the Planning Commission on the 
distribution of projects. This information shall be included in the annual Housing Inventory. 

UadAgrncier J Mayor's Office of Housing, San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 

Progr=s: j Mayor's Office of Housing Annual Report, online database 
; San Francisco Redevelopment.Agency Database of restricted housing units 
! (updated annually) 

Funding Source~· N~t-~uired. 
$ch~ : Present to Planning Commission on an annual basis. 

43. Planning and MOH shall continue to implement and update the Citywide Inclusionary 
Housing Program, which promotes the inclusion of peri:nanently affordable units in housing 
d_evelopments of Sor more units. · 

LeadAg=ies:.: Planning Department, Mayor's Office of Housing 

Programs: i Citywide Indusionary Housing Program 

Funding Sou.rec l Not required. 

Schethtk i Ongoing 

Strategies For Furtha Review 

• The Ta:ic Assessors Office should evaluate the primary inhibitors to downsizing, and examine 
the incentives offered by Prop 60, which allows senior owners to move into "equal" or 
"lesser" value units while retaining their previously established Prop. 13 taxable values. 

• Planning staff should review the Planning Code's incentives for senior housing development. 

• MOH, SFRA and other housing entities should explore methods of collaborating with 
special needs advocacy groups to increase outreach to historically socio-economically 
disadvantaged populations. 

• Supportive housing providers should explore ways to increase design and prog= elements 
in supportive housing which increase safety and inclusion, and provide trainings for housing 
staff to increase understanding of residents and reduce bias. 

• DAAS should explore the potential for partnerships with HSA, MOH and nonprofit 
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developers interested in developing adult residential care facilities to increase supportive 
housing options for the elderly, particularly people with dementia. 

• DBI.should study ways to encourage inclusion of~Universal Design" elements into new 
projects, especially small-scale, cost-effective meastues such. as installation of appliances 
and countertops at accessible heights, Har light switches, and l~ers and grab bars; resulting 
programs should balance the benefits of physical accessibility with die benefits of housing 
affordabiliry. 

• DAAS should work With MOH and SFRA to explore ways to implement the GreenHouse 
model, a· small-scale living environment of 6 to 10 seniors with nursing care needs that' can 

be imegrated into· existing neighborhoods as infill developmenc. 

• .DAAS, HSA. and/or MOH should actively work towards the development of sites for 
residenti.J care facilities that are close to existing services - one promising option is to 
develop affordable re~idential care sertings directly on· the Laguna Honda Hospital campus. 
They should also work towards acquisition of holising that could be rehabilitated towards-the 
Green House model in the Bayview district, which is particularly underserved. 

• During comm.unity planning processes, Planning should explore partnerships with agencies 
such as RPD, OEWD, MOH and DCYF for cross-discipline efforts that may improve 
conditions in disadvantaged neighborhoods and increase access to housing; jobs, and public 
services. 

• Planning should examine incentives sueh as density bonuses, or other zoning relared 
mechanisms that encotuage long-term (i.e. deed~resrricted) permanently affordable rental 
housing. 

OBJECTIVE 5: 

.ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HAVE EQUAL ACCESS TO AVAILABLE UNITS. 

44. All housing agencies shall require associated project sponsors to provide the agency with an 
outreach program chat includes special measlll~ desigiied to amact th.ose groups identified as 

least likely to apply. 

Lead Age~ ; Mayor's Office of Housing, San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 
'. San Francisco Housing Authority, . 

FumlmgSoim:e: : Not required. 

Scheduk: ~ Ongoing (part of project review) 

45. The Mayor's Office on Housing (MOH) shall work with the SFRA, SFHA, HSA, DPH, and 
nonprofit and private housing providers to develop a "one- stop'; center providing information on 
all affordable housing opportunities within the Cicy;: including BMRs, providing specific informa
tion about the availability of units and related registration processes, and applications. 

LeadAgrory: ! Mayor's Office of Housing 

Supporting Agencies: San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, San Francisco Housing Authority, 
Human Services Agency, Department of Pu.bile Health 

F.rndingSoum:: Program funding 

Scheduk: Online by the end of 2010. Ptusue a physical location follo'Wllig the comple
tion of the online version is up and running. 
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46. The Ci.ty's Human Rights Commission (HRC) wiU continue to support and monitor the 

Fair Housing Aa:ess laws and advise the Mayor's Office of Housing and the Mayor's Office on 
Disability on issues of accessibility and impediments to Fair Housing. The HRC will investigate 

and mediate discrimination complaints. When appropriate, the HRC will provide rdi::rrals to 

other government agencies. 

Leat/Agency: j Mayor's Office of Housing 

SupportingAgt:rries: ! Mayor's Office J?isability; Human Rights Commission 

Funding Source: l Annual Work Program 

Schethde: : Ongoing _:existing program 

47. The HRC.will continue to assist in resolving landlord-tenant problems in rental housing, 

including single room occupancy hotels. 

LazdAgrncy: i Human Rights Commission 

Supporting Agroci«: l Mayor's Office of Housing 

Funding Source: : ·Annual Work Program 

Schedule: ' Ongoing - existing program 

. ·4s, 'The Board of Supervisors shall.continue to .uphold: local measures prohibiting tenant h:u:ass

ment. Section Sec. 37. lDB of the City's Adm.inistrati.ve Code prevents landlords or their agents 
from doing specified acts, such as abusing the right of entry to the unit, threatening or attempting 
to coerce a tenant to move, or i.Q.cerferingwith the tenant's right of privacy. 

LazdAg=cy: i B'oard of Supervisors 

Sp:pporting Agmcia: ! Human Rights Commission, Rent Board 

Funding Sowr:e: ; Annual Work Program 

Schedule: : Ongoing 

49. DBI shall enforce housing codes where such infractions adversely affect protected resident 
categories, and shall monitor the correction of such continuing code violations to prevent the loss 

of housing. 

Lazd.Agmcy: ! Department of Building Inspection 

FundingSourcr. j Annual Work Program 

Schedul.e:: Ongoing 

50. The City and all of its partners shall continue rci provide translation of all marketing 
materials, registration p~cesses, applications, etc. Such materials should be marketed broadly and 

specifically target underserved populations. 

LazdAgency: Mayor's Office of Housing 

S'!Jp•rting Agmcies: San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, San Francisco Housing Authority, 
Human Services Agency . 

Funding Source: Annual Work Program 

Schedule: Ongoing 
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51. The I'olice Department will continue to implement San Francisco's Municipal Police Code 
under Article 1.2, whidr pmhibits housing discrimination against families with minor children. 
This law prohi_bits the most common· fo~ms of rusccimination, such as restrictive occupancy 
standards, rent surcharges and restrictive rules. 

LauiAgmcy: l Police Department 

Supporting Agrncies: ! Rent Board 

Funding Sou=: ! Annual Work Program 

Schedule: ! Ongoing 

52. The City will continue to pmmote access-to housing by families by enforcing Section 503(d) 
of the City's Housing Code, and suppbrting amendments that increase equity. _ 

UadAgency: : Mayor's Office of Housing 

Supporting Agencies:: San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, San Francisco Housing Authority; 
j Human Services Agency, Rent Board 

Fu;iJing Saurr:e: i Annual Work Program 

-?cheduk i Ongoing - existing program 

Strategies For Further Review 

• MOH should explore methods of partnering with communio/ sei-vice providers and housing 
rights advocites to ex:pand community kllowledge of, and access to, the "one-srop" center 
above. 

• All housing agencies should work together to explcire how to expand assistance for residents 
cransidoning from supportive services ro rental housing, by providing credit help, dean slate 
programs, and security deposit assistance; 

• The Board of Supervisors shall explore ways in which the City can support housing rights 
advocates, to assist in disseminatlng informadon to the widest possible audience. 

OBJECTIVE 6: 

REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THE RISK OF HOMELESSNESS 

53. The Department ofFubli~ Health, the Human Services Agency; the Mayor's Office of 
Community Development; the Department on the Status ofWomen; the Department of 
Children, Youth and Their Families; the Mayor's Office of Housing; and the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency shall continue to implement the City's "10 Year Plan to- End Chronic 
Homelessness" and the "Contlnuum of Care: Five-Year Strategic Plan of San Francisco." 

fozd Agency: '. Human Services Agency 

SupportingAgencier:; San Francisco Local Homeless Coordinating Board, San Francisco 10 Year 
: Plan Implementation Council, Department of Public Heatl;i, Mayor's Office 
! of Community Development; Department on the Status ofWomen; Depart
! ment of Children, Youth ·and Their Families; Mayor's Office of Housing; San 
: Francisco Redevelopment Agency 

Funding Source '. San Francisco General Fund; private donations, government ~ts, CDBG 
i and HOME funds 

Schedule: : -Ongoing 
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54. The San Francisco Local Homeless Coordinating Board (LHCB) will continue to work with 
the Mayor's Office of Housing, the Human Service Agency and the Department of Public Heal ch · 
to phase out ineffective shdter-based programs and to create 3,000 new units according to a 
"housing first "model. 

. letU/Age1'<y: ; San Francisco Local Homeless Coordinating Board 

Programs: ! Local Operating Subsidy Program 
! Care Not Cash 
l Project Homeless Connect Local Outreach Team 

Funding.Sou=: j San Francisco General Fund; private donations, 
L government grants, 
l CDBGand HOME funds 

Schedule: : Completion of 3,000 new permanent supportive housing units by 2014 
. . 

5 5. HSA will continue to facilitate permanent SRO housing through its Master Lease Program, 
which renovates hotels to be m;maged by nonprofit agencies providing case management and 
supportive services on-site, and to fund non-profit agencies to provide on-site supportive services; 
as well as through programs such as its transitional housing partnership with aJfordahle housing 
developers . 

.. Leaa'Agznry:_i_~IJ!Il~ ~cesAgency_ -· ___ _ 
Programs: ; Master Lease Program (SRO units) - --- - ---- -

! Permanent Supportive Housing for Families (nonprofit partnership) 

Funding Sou=: : Program funding 

Schedule: : Ongoing 

56. DPH shall continue to offer perrilanent supportive housing and shelter programs; as well as 
services and clinics which deliver a variety of health services to homeless persons; and to provide 
.on-sh:e case managers who can help residents avoid eviction. 

Lead Agency: ! Department of Public Health 

Supporting Ag~ ! Human Servic.eS Agency 
Program;: i Direct Access to Housing (DAH) Program (permanent supportive housing) 

; Homeless Death Prevention (shelter) 
! Wmter Shelter Program (shelter) 
: Community Housing Partnership (shelter) 

Fundip.g Soum:: ~ San Francisco General Fund, State dollars rargeted toward mentally ill adults 
; who are homeless I at-risk of homelessness; Federal grants; Reimbursf'.!11.ent 
; through the Federally Qualified Health Center system, and revenue from 

~ tenant rent. 

Scheduk:; Ongoing 

Strategies For Further &view 

• HSA should explore new ways to provide permanently affor~le and servke-enriched 
housing to reduce the need for temporary homeless shelters, and to place homeless people in 
housing directly off the streets, without first going through a "rc;adiness process," shelter, or 
transitional housing program. 
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• HSA should explore the potential to create or set aside publicly constructed housing for 
homeless families with children, with supportive services for residents. 

• HSA should continue to work with. Redevelopment arid MOH, and nonprofit partners such 
as the Coalition on Homelessness to exparid ways to move homeless people currently within . 
the shelter system toward perrnan~tly affordable housing. 

FACILITATE PERMANENTLYAFFORDABLE HOUSING 

OBJECTIVE 7: 
SECURE FUNDING ANDRESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING, INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY 
RELIANT ON TRADITIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL. 

57. The City shall continue to require that new development contributes towards the related 
affordable housing need they generate, either through financial contributions or through develop
ment of affordable housing units. The City shall continue to monitor the inclusionary housing 
program, including annually updating the nexus and feasibility analysis as appropriate. 

LeadAgmcy: ; Planning Department 

Programr. ! Inclusion.ary. Housing Program (applied to residential development) 
. ; Jobs Housing Linkage Program (applied fo nonresidential devel~pment) 

Funding Source : Self-funded (above programs) 

Schedule : Ongoing 

58. The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency will continue to maximize irs contribution 
towards permanent affordable housing consrruction by exceeding the statutory 20% of rax incre
ment .financing for affordable housing, and aiming to devote 50% of rax increment funds towards 
housing. It shall coutinue its practice of reauthorizing Tax Incremeut F"mancing in expiring 
redevelopment areas wherever possible ro continue revenue for affordable housing purposes. 

LeadAgency: ; San Fraucisco Redevelopmeut Agency 

Prognz=: · SFRA Citywide Tax Increment Housing Program 
Housing Opportuuities for Persons With AIDS Program 
Limited Equity Homeownership Program 

FundirigSou=: : Tax iucrement funding 

Schedule: : Ongoing 

59. HSA aa.d DPH will continue to admiuister operating subsidies for special needs housing 
th.rough their supportive housing programs. 

LeadAgency: ~ Humau Services Agency 

Programs: The Season of Sharing Fund (rental subsidy); The Homeless Prenatal Prograrri 
(rental subsidy); Housing for Single Adults and Families with Disabilities 
(rental subsidy for designated sites) 

SupportingAgender: Department of Public Health 

·. Fundi,,g Source: Sau Fraucisco Geueral Fund; state and federal grants. 

Schedule: On.going 

1128 

C.17 



PART 1: DATA NEEDS & ANALYSIS 

C.18 

60. MOH, SFRA, and SFHA will continue efforrs to provide financial suppon to nonprofit and 
other developers of affordable housing, through CDBG and other funding sources. 

LeadAgency: Human Services Agency 

SuppurtingAgazcies: San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, San Francisco Housing Authority 

Furufing So=: Annual Work Program, Co=unity Development Block Grants, others? 

Scbtdulc. : Ongoing 

61. Under the oversight of the Capital Planning Committee, the City shall formalize an inter
agency grant committee tasked with creating a· coordinated grant strategy for pursuing stimulus 
funds for housing and supponio.g infrastrucrure: 

UadAgency: \ Capital Planning COmn:Iittee 
SupportingAgazcier: 1 Mayor's Office.ofHoµsing, Deparrmem t;if P.ublic Works, Human Servi_ces 

! Agency, S~ Francisco Redevelopment Agency, San Francisco Housing 

! Authority 

FundingSrmrr:e: 1 Annual Work Program(s) 

Schedule ; June 2011 

62. The City's housing agencies shall keep apprised of federal and state affordable housing funds 
... an4 oth~r grant ope_ortunities tQ fiind afforciablc;_hcmsingfor the City of San Francisco, and shall 

work with federal Representatives to keep the abreast of the specifics of the housing crisis in San 
Francisco. MOH, SFRA and other agencies shall continue to use such funds for housing at all 
AMI levels below market. 

UadAgazcy: ~ Mayor's Office of Housing 

Suppurti1Zfi Agencirs: : San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, San Francisco Housing Authority 

Furufing So= ; Local, state and. federal grant programs. 

Scbd.uk: : Ongoing 

63. Planning shall monitor the construction of middle income housing under new provisions 
included within the indusionary requirements of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, and 
consider expanding those provisions Citywide if they ~eet Housing Element goals. 

~Agency: : Planning Department 

SupportingAgencies: ! Mayor's Office of Housing 

Funding Sourrc ; Annual work program {pan of erist:ing reponing requirements) 

Scbd.uk: : Ongoing 

64. MOH shall continue to administer first time home.buyer programs. 

LeadAgency:_ Mayor's Office of Housing 

Protrams: City's Down Payment Assistance Loan Program, City Second Loans, Teacher 
Next Door Program (TND), Police in the Community Loan Program lnclu-
sionary, Mordable Housing Program. · 

Funding Sourc<: Ca!FHA, participating lenders. 

Scbduk: Ongoing 
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65. Planning shall continue implementing the City's requirerrient set forth in Planning Code 
Section 167 that units be sold and rented separately from parking so as to enable the ·resident the 
choice of owning a caL · · 

.Lead Agency: j Planning Department 

Fumling Source ! Not required 

Schduk: j Ongoirig 

66. The City shall pursue federal and state opportunities to increase programs for limited equity 
homeownership, homeowner assistance programs and down payment assistance. Programs specific 
to the recent foreclosure trends should be pursued as appropriate. Upon implementation, all 
programs have a significant prepurchase counseling program, and that consumers are supported· 
by a post-purchase services m::twork to assure access to information and services to prevent 
furedosure. . 

LeadAgmcy: ! Mayor's Office ofHousing 

Supporting Agencies: ! San Francisco Redevelopment Agency? 

Programs: '. MO H's Homebuyer Education Counseling Program 
! "Don't Borrow Trouble" Campaign 

Funding Sou:rcc ; Annual Work Program 

Schedule: ! Ongoing 

Stratefj.es for Further Review 

• MOH should explore federal and state stimulus opportunities to increase programs for 
limited equity homeownership, homeowner assistance programs and down payment 
assistance; ensuriQg all.programs have a significant prepurchase counseling program, and that 
.consumers are supported by a p~st-purchase services network to assure access to information 
and services to prevent foreclosures. 

• The Board of Supervisors should explore the creation of a permanent local source of 
affordable housing funding for the City, such as a housing trUSt fund. The Ciry should ;uso · 
support efforts at the state level to establish a similar permanent state source of funding for 
affordable housing. 

• Planning, in cooperation with other agencies, should explore the use ofTax Increment 
Financing outside redevelopment areas to further the development of 2ffor~le housing and· 
supportive infrastructure. 

• MOH and Planning should continue to consider, within the context of a communiry' 
planning process, zoning categories which require a higher proportio~ of affordable housing 
where increased density or other benefits are granted. Options include Affordable Housing 
Only Zones (SLO; Affordable Housing Priority Zones (UMu) or Special Use Districts. on. 
opportunity sites. 

DBI should review Building Code requirements to examine ways to promote. "affordable by 
design" housing, including pre~built housing, affordable by design, construction types rhat 
allow housing at the ground floor of podiums, and other low cost construction types. 
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OBJECTIVE 8: 
BUILD PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR CAPACITY TO SUPPORT, FACILITATE, 
PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

67. MOH shall continue to coordinate local affordable housing efforts and set strategies and 
priorities. to address the housing and community development needs of low-income San Francis
cans. 

LemlAgency: : Mayor's Office of Housing 

Programs: \ Citywide Loan Committee, San Francisco's 2010-2015 Consalida.ted Plan, 
; 2010-2011 Ar:tion Plan 

Funding Source: i Annual Work Program 

Schedule: j Ongoing 

66. OEWD shall coordinate with institutions and employer organizations such as the Chamber 
of Commerce, to &cilirate their advocation, sponsorship or even subsidization of affordable 
housing, including the organization of a collective housing crust fund. As part of this effort, 
OEWD shall explore targets for construction of employer assisted houiling, similar to the City 
of Chicago's program that created a goal that 10% of all ~Plan For Transformation" units be 
employer-assisted. 

uadAgmcy: : Offiee of EcOnomic a:iici Woildorce-bevelopment 

Funding Source ~ Donations from private institutions, ol:ganizations and businesses within 
: San Francisco 

Scbdule: : Initiate dfom in Fall 2010, ongoing 

69. MOH, SFRA, and other housing agencies shall continue w provide support to nonprofit and 
futh-based organizations in creating affordable housir\g, including both formal methods such as 
land donation, technical assistance and training to subsidized housing cooperative boards, and 
informal methods such as providing information about programs that reduce operations costs, 
such as energy efficient design. 

LemlAge:ncy: Mayor's Offi~ of Housing . 

Supporting Agencies: San Francisco Redevelopment Agency; San Francisco Housing Authority; 
Department of Building Inspection 

Funding Source: : Annual Work Program 

sch.Jule: : Ongoing . 

70. ·Planning, MOH, DBI and other agencies shall continue to provide informational sessions 
at Planning Commission, Department of Building Inspection Commission and other public 
heatings to educate citizens about affordable housing, including infonnation about its residents, 
its design, and its amenities. . 

uadAgrocy: Planning Department 

SupportingAgrodos: Depirtment of Building Inspec:rion, Mayor's Office ofHousing, San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency; San Francisco Housing Authority 

Programs: Planning's "Basics of Good Design" program (presentation by Planning staff 
and SFAIA); MOifs ~the Field: Best Practices in Construction and Design 
of Affordable Housing" 
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Fwuifog S1JUrr:e: Annual Work Program 

Schedule: Initiated Fall 2008, ongoing 

71. Planning staff shall support affordable housing projecrs in the development review process, 
including allowing sponsots of permanently affordable ho11$ing to take full advantage of allowable 
densities provided their projects are consistent with neighborhood character. 

LeadAgency: j Planning Department 

Funding Source: 1 Annual Work Program 

Schedule: i Ongoing 

72. The City shall encourage manufuctur~d home produccion,. per Calif~rnia law (Government 
Code 65852.3), and explore innovative use of manufactured home construction that works 
within rhe urban context of San Francisco. 

utu/Agenry: ; Planning Department 

· Supportin~Agend.er. [ Department of Building Inspection, Mayor's Office of Housing 

Funding Source: : Annual Work Program 

Schaiule: :. Ongoing 

73. OEWD and Planning shall continue to apply a 3-year time limit to Conditional Use 
Authorizations, by tying approvals to building permits (which expire in 3 years). Planning shall 
work with DBI to ensure notification of Planning when building perrnirs are renewed, and review 
rhe appropriateness of continuing the Conditional Use Authorization along with building permit 
renewal. · 

LetuiAgency: ;. Planning Department 

Supporting Agenda: i Depamnent of Building Inspection 

Funding Sourre: : Annual Work Program 

Schedule: ; Ongoing 

Strategies for Further Review 

• Planning, OEWD and MOH should explore the option of allowing expired entitlements 
ro continue if the sire is sold to an affordable housing developer, if project sponsors agree ro 
increased affordability requirements. · 

OEWD and MOH should explore partnerships between developers and employers, such 
as master lease programs that enSw:es that a given nwnber of units will be rented by the 
employer or their a sub lessee (the employee); or purchase guarantees to accompany the 
construction of for-sale housing, where an employer agrees to purchase a given number of 
units in a development if those units are not otherwise purchased, in exchange for price 
discounts for employee~. 

• MOH and Planning should explore expruision of the land donation alternative incl~ded in 
the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans as a way to fulfill Inclusionary Zoning requirements, 
and should work with the Tax Assessors office to explore tax incentives that could facilitate 
the donation of land from private properry owners to the City or non-profits for the 
development of affordable housing. 
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OBJECTIVE 9: . 
PROTECT THE AFFORDABILilY OF UNITS AT RISK OF LOSING SUBSIDIES OR 
BEING CONVERTED TO MARKET RATE HOUSING. 

7 4. SFRA shall continue monitoring of all "at risk" or potentially at risk subsidized affordable 
housing units, to. protect and preserve federally subsidized housing. 

LedAg=:y: i San Francisco Redevelopment Af!,ency 

Program: Assisted Housing Preservation Program (HPP) 

FurdirtgSourcc Annual Work Program 

&hedule: Ongoing 

75. SFRA shall continue to ensure relocation of all tenants who are displaced, or who lose 
Secrion 8 subsidies, through housing reconstruction and preferenrial consideration. · 

Led Agaicy: San Francisco Redevelopment Af!,ency 

Prognzm.· Certificare of Preference Program 

· Funding So~ Tax increment funding 
Schedule: ! Ongoing 

76. MOH shall conrinue ro lead a citywide effort, in partnership with SFRA, SFHA and 
other City agencies to prioritize and facilitate the preservation and redevelopment of the City's 
distressed public housing according to the recommendations of the HOP~ SF task force. 

LeatlAgendes: San Francisco Housing Aii.rhority. Mayor's Office of Housing Program: 
HOPE SF . . 

Funding Source: Local public funding, private capital, HOPE VI and other federal funding 

Scb•duk: Replace all 2,500 distressed units by 2017 

· Strategies for Further &view 

• SFRA, in cooperarion with MOH and the SFHA, shall explore the creation of a residents 
and/or non-profit ownership and management program to acquire existing "at risk" 

buildings . 
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REMOVE CONSTRAINTS TO THE CONSTRUCTIVE AND 
REHABILITATION OF HOUSING 

OBJECTIVE 10: 
ENSURE A STREAMLINED, YET THOROUGH, AND TRANSPARENT DECISION
MAKING PROCESS 

77. Where conditional use authorization is required, the Planning Code should provide clear 
conditions for deliberation, providing project sponsors, the community, and the Planning 
Commission with certainty about expectations. 

LeadAgency: ; Planning Department 

FundingS;urre:) Annual Work Program. 

Schduk: ; Ongoing as community plans are completed and/or amended 

78. Planning shall implement a Preliminary Project Assessment phase to provide project spon
sors with early feedback on the proposed project, identify issues that will may overlap among 
the various departments, and increase the speed at which the project can move through all City 
review and approval processes. · 

LeadAgmcy: · Planning Department 

SupptmingAgmcies:: Department ofBuilding Inspection, Department of Public Works, 
· Frre Department 

Funding Source: ; Planning Department Application Fees 

Scbeduk: ; Fall 2011 

79. , Planning shall continue to utilize, and explore ways to increase the benefits of Community 
Plan exemptions and tiered environmental reviews. As a part of this process, Planning shall priori
tiz.e projects which comply with CEQA requirements for in1il1 exemptions by assigning planners 
immediately upon receipt of such applications. 

Lead.Agmr:y: i Planning Department 

Funding Soun:r: ; Annual Work Program 

. Scheduk: : Implemented/ongoing 

80. The Department of the Environment, Planning and otber agencies ~hall coordinate City 
efforts to update tbe Climate Action Plan, create climate protection amendments to the San 
Francisco General Plan, and develop other plans for addressing greenhouse gases necessary per AB 
32 and SB 375. . 

LeadAgmcy: : Department of the Environment 

SupportingAgenci.a:; Planning Department, San Francisco Pu~lic Utilities Commission 

Funding Sou=: : 'Annual Work Program, state grants 

Sch,duk: , Complete Climate Action Plan by Fall 2011 
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81. Planning shall implement tools to decrease EIR production time, su.ch. as creating an estab
lished pool for consultant sdecrion for project applications to streamline environmental review 
processes for project applicants; screening applications upon intake to identify necessary special 
studies and the likely levd of review required for the project, which will aUow project sponsors to 
initiate any required special studies while the application is waiting to be assigned to a planner; 
and adding Planning staff to increase in-house resources for transportation environmental review. 

Lead Agency: j Planning Department. 

Funding Source i Annual Woi:k Program 

Schedule: \ Implemented. 

Strategies for Further Reviao 

• Planning should continue ro examine how zoning regulations can be clarified, and design 
guidelitles developed through com:muniry planning processes: Planning sraff should adhere ro 
such. controls in reviewing and recommending approval of projects. 

MAINTAIN THE UNIQUE AND DIVERSE CHARACTER OF 
SAN FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS 

OBJECTIVE 11: 
RECOGNIZE THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN 
FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS. 

82. Planning staff shall coordinate the City's various design guidelines and standards, including 
those in the General Plan, Planning Code, and Residential Design Guidelines into a comprehen
sive set of Design Standards. This effon shill include devdopment of Neighborhood Commercial 
Design Standards as well as updates to existing standards. 

uadAgmcy: l Planning Department 

Frmding So=: ~ Annual Work Program 

Schedule: ; Initiate Neighborhood Commercial Standards in Fall 2010, rest ongoing 

83. Planning staff shill reform the Planning Department's mternal design review process to 
ensure consistent application ot design standards, establish a "Residential Design Team" who shill 
oversee application of the standards on small projects, and continue the "Urban Design Advisory 
Team" to oversee deSigD. review for larger projects. . 

Lead Agemy; : Planning Department 

Funding Sou=: ! Annual Work Program 

Scheduk: i Initiated Fall 2009, complete by Spring 2010. · 
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84. Planning sraff shall conrinue ro work.wirh rhe design communiry ro provide ~rmational 
sessions at rhe Planning Commission, Departmen.t of Building Inspection Commission and in 
public forums to educate decision makers and citizens about architectural design. 

LeadAgmcy: l Planning Department 

Programs: ~ Planning's uBasics of Good Design" program (presentation by Planning staff 
! and SFAIA); Planning's uGood Design" Brown Bag Lunch Series; MO H's "In 
j the Fidd: Best Practices in Construction and Design of Affordable Housing" 

FundingSoU..Cc ! Annual Work Program 

Schedule: j Initiate Brown Bag series in Spring 201 O; rest ongoing 

8;>. Plinning staff shall continue to use communiry planning processes to develop policies, 
.zoning, and design standards that are tailored to neighborhood character, a.D.d shall include design 
standards for mixed use, residential and commercial buildings in development of new com.muniry 
plans (if not covered by the Ciry's comprehensive De5ign Standards described above). 

LeadAgency: i Planning Department 

Fundi.ng Source: ~ Annual ·work Program 

Schedule: : Ongoing (comrnuniry planning processes will be identified in the Department's 
j work program on an annual basis). 

86. Planning Department staff shall continue project review and historic pr~ervation survey 
work, in coordination with the Historic Preservation Commission; and shall continue to integrate 
cultural and historic surveys into communiry planning projc;cts. 

LeadAgenry: i Planning Department 

Fundi.ngSou=: : Annual Work Program and grants from the Historic Preservation Fund 

Schedule: ! Ongoing (community pial).ning processes will be identified in the Department's 
! work program on an annual basis). 

87. Planning. Department staff shall develop a process for Neighborhood Design Guideline 
review and approval. Staff shall ensure any new guidelines facilitate certainty in the pre~develop
ment pro~s, and_ do not add undue burden on planners or developers. 

LeadAgency: i Planning Department Legislative Division 

Funding Source.: : Annual Work Program 

Scheduk:· i Within one year of Housing Element adoption. 

88. Planning Departmenr staff shall research mechanisms 1:0 help preserve rhe characrer of cen:iin 
distinctive neighborhoods and unique areas which are worthy of recognition and protection, 
but which may not be appropriate as historical distriCt:s. Such mechanisms should recognize the 
particular qualities of a neighborhood and encourage rheir protection, maintenance and organic 
growth, while providing f!exibiliry of approach and sryle so as not to undermine architectural 
creativity, e:risting zoning, or create an undue burden on homeowners. 

LuidAgmcy: Planning Department, Citywide Division 

Funding Source: Annual Work Program 

Schedule: Fall 2011, and ongoing. 
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89. Planning ski! complete and adopt the Preservation Element of the General Plan. 

uadA.g=y: f P~ning Department 

Fundicng S()UTce: j Annual Work Program. and grant from the Historic Preservation Fund 

Scheduic-j Complete draft by Spring 2011, with goal of full adoption by Fall 2012 

. Strategies far Further Review 

• Planning should explore mys to encourage property owners to use preservation incentives 
and federal rax credits for rehabilitation of qualified historical resources, Mills Art property 
tax: abatement programs, che State Historic Building Code, and tax deductions for 
preservation easemen~. 

• Planning should explore ways to assist in federal environmental review and review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for historically significant local 
buildings receiving federal assistance. 

• All agencies should explore ways to incorpor,;.te design competitions and peer review on 

major projects. 

BALANCE HOUSING CONSTRUCTION AND 
COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE 

OBJECTIVE 12: 
BALANCE HOUSING GflOWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT 
SERVES THE CITY'S GROWING POPULATION. 

90. Planning shall cooperate with infrastructure agencies 5j1Ch as SFMfA and DPW to plan for 
adequate·tranSportation to support the needs of new housing, and within each community plan
ning process shall develop clear standards for rransit and transportation provision per unit. 

LutdAgmcy: j Planning Departm~nt 

SupportingAgmci= : an Francisco Municipal TransportationAuthority, Deparnnent of Public 
: Works, Bay Area Rapid Transit 

Fundmg Source: ! Annual Work Program 

SchetMc ; Ongoing (community planning processes will be identified in the Department's 
! work program on an annual basis). 

91. Planning sliall ensure community plans for growth are accompanied by capital plans and 
programs to support both the ~hanJ.» and "soft" elements of infrastructure needed by new 
housing. 

L<adAgmcy: Planning Department _ 

Funding Sou=: Annual W~rk Program (funded under the Implementation Group) 

Schduft:: Ongoing (community planning processes will be identified in the Department's 
work program on an annual basis). 
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92. Planning shall formalize an "Implementation Group" in the Plan~g Department, to 
manage the implementation of planned growth areas after Plan adoption, including program
ming impact fee revenues and coordinating with other City agencies· to eiisure that needed 
infrastructure improvements are built 

LeadAgency: Planning Department 

Funding Source: i. Annual Work Program 

. Scheduk:: : Funding included in 2009-2010 Work Program for staffing needs 

93. Planning shall update CEQA review procedures to account for trips generated, including all 
· modes, and corresponding transit and infrastructure demands, with the goal of replacing LOS 
with a new metric measuring total number of new automobile trips generated (ATG). 

· L=i.Agmcy: : Office of Economic and Workforce Development; San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority (TA), Planning Department . 

SupportingAgencia: · City Attorney; San Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority 

Funding Source: : Annual Work Program 

94. Planning shall update other elements of the City's General Plan, such as the Open Space, 
Transportation and Community Facilities Element to plan for infrastructure to suppon projected 
growth. 

L=IAgeni:y: _ Planning Department 

FundingSource: Annual Work Program 

Schalul.e: . Complete Open Sin-ce draft by Spring 2010, with goal of full adoption by 
. W rnter 201 O; initiate T~spottation Element in Fall 2011, and initiate 
· Coi:nmunity Facilities Element in Fall/Winter 2013. · 

95. Planning and SFMTA shall coordinate housing development with implementation and next 
phases of the ongoing Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP), which adjusts transit routes to increaJ;e 
service, improve reliability, and reduce travel delay to better meet current and project travel 
patterns throughout the City. 

LeadAgeru:y: San Francisco Municipal Transport:atiqn Authority 

Supporting Agmci~: _ P~ Department 

Funding Sou=: : San Francisco Proposition K funding; outside grants 

Schalule: ' TEP first phase service changes implemented in 2009; initiation of pilot 
progiams expected in 2010-2011. 
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96. Planning and other rdevant agencies shall maintain consistency of devdopment fees, while 
updating such fees through regular indexing according to construction cost index to maintain a 
correct relationship between development and infrastructure costs. Fees to be updated include the 
Transportation Impact Development Fee, AI.ea Plan speci.6.c impact fees, downtown impact fees, 
and other citywide impact fees. 

Lead.Agency: j Planning Department · 

Supporting Agazcks: : San Francisco Municipal Tra.nSportation Authority; San Francisco Unified 
! School District; Department of Children Youth & Families; Recreation and 
l Parks Department, etc. 

Funding Source j Annual WorkPmgcim 

Scht:dulc : Ongoing 

97. The PUC w1ll contimi~ to ensure chargt;S for syste~ upgrades art equirably· established, so 
that new growth will pay its way for increased demands placed on the system, while all residents 
pay for general system upgrades and routine and deferred maintenance. 

I..eadAgency: i San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

Funding Source: ! Not required 

Schedule j Ongoing 

98. The PUC will ~ontinue to implement ~onservation regulations ~d incentives such the City's 
Green Building Ordinance and the Stormwarer Design Guidelines. 

I..eadA_gmcy: : San Francisco Public Utilitjes Commission 

Supporting Agmcies: : Department of the Environment, Planning Department 

Funding ~our= ; Annual Work Program 

Scherbdc l Ongoing 

Additional Strategies for Further &view 

• Planning shall consider incentive programs such as requiring larger new housing 
devdopments'to provide transit passes to their residents as a part of associatioi,i dues or 
monthly rent; or requiring new developments that include car-sharing parking spots to 

encourage carshare memberships to their residents. 

• Planning shall explore the creation of a definition of neighborhood serving uses that reflects 
use categories which clearly serve the daily needs of adjacent residents; perhaps modeled 
on North Beach SUD requirements which restritt to·" neighborho~d-serving retail sales 
and personal services of a type which supplies co=odities or offers personal services to 
residents," (Planning Code Section 780.3). 
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PRIORITIZING SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVE 13: 
PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND 
CONSTRUCTING NEW HOUSING. 

99. Regional planning entities such as .AJ3AG shall continue to prioritize regional transportation 
decisioru; and funding to "smart" local land use policies that link housing, jobs and other land 
uses, including focusing on VMT reduction. The City-shall encourage formalization of state 
policy that similarly prioritizes transportation and infrastfficture dollars tran~it infrastructure for 
"smart gro'wthn areas such as San Francisco, ramer than geographic allocation. 

Luui Agency: j Association of Bay Area Governments 

SuppurtingAgmcia: ~ Metropolitan Transportation Council 

Funding Source: i Proposition 84, other grants 

Schduk: i Ongoing 

100. The City shall coordinai:e with regional entities to complete the necessary planning 
document for SB 375, including a "Sustainable Cornrnnnities Strategy'' (SCS) which promotes 
sustainable growth; and corresponding updates to me Housing, Recreation and Open Space, and 
Land Use Elements of the General Plan. 

Lad Agency: ; Planning Department 

Supporting Agem:ia: : Department of the Environment, San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
i Authority, Mayor's Office 

Funding Source: : Annual Work Program, with Proposition 84 grants 

Schedule: : Initiate cooperation withABAG on SCS fall 2010; complete SCS in coordina
\ ti.on with RHNA and Regional Transportation Plan Development by fall 2014. 
i Housing Element and Recreation and Open Space Elements to be completed 
; in 2010. Development of a Land Use Element could occur in 2012. 

101. The City shall advocate at me federal.level for the Federal Transportation Reauthorization 
Ar:t to include susi:ainable growrb. language that links transportation and land use, and create 
strong links between transportation funding ~d transit-oriented development, such as mixed
income housing. 

Lu.dAgau:y: Mayor's Office 

Supporting Agencies: Planning Department, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority 

Funding Sou=: Not required. 

• Schedule: Advocacy should occur during the development prior to passage of the bill, 
which is expected to be completed in 2010. 
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102. On a local level, the City shall prioritize planned growth areas such as designated Priority 
Development Areas (PDAs), Area Plans or Redevelopment Areas for regional, state and federal 
bond and grants, especially for discretionary funding application processes such as the State's Prop 
IC. 

LeadAgeru:ies: Mayor's Office, Board of Supervisor's 

Supporting Agazcia: Planning Department, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority, 
other agencies as necessary 

Funding Soura:: Annual Work Programs 

Scheduk: : Ongoing 

103. The San Francisco Transponation Authority shall implemenc regional traffic solutions rhar 
discourage commuting by ear, such as congestion pricing, parking pricing by demand, and shall 
continue to work with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) on funding strate
gies. 

Lead Agemy: : San Francisco 'Ihnsportation Authority 

Supporting Agencies: j Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

.. Programs; ; On-Street Parking Management and.Pricing Study 
! Congestion Pricing Program 
: Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
: Geary Bus-Rapid-Traruir-(BRT}--- -- - -· - - -

Funding So=: j Proposition K Funding; state and Federal_ grants 

Schedule: ! Parking Management Study completed Fall 2009; Congestion Pricing fi:Qal 
; report and recommendations in Wmter 2010; Van Ness BRT to begin 
~ construction in Wmter 2012, with service to begin in 2013; Geary BRT to 
; begin construction TBD, with service potential!y beginning in 2015. 

104. The City shall continue to support effurts to use state or regional funds to give hi:iusing 
subsidies or income tax credits t~ employees who live close to their workplaces, and shall consider 
offering housii:ig subsidies or income tax credits to employees who live close to rheir workplaces. 

LeadAgr:ncy: ! Mayor's Office 

Funding So.=: i Not required 

Scheduk: \ Ongoing 

105. The City will continue to support ~t-relared income tax: credits to encourage employees 
to commute to work via transit. The City shall also require master developers to provide transit 
passes as a condition of approval in major development projects, such as VJSitacion Valley, Execu
tive Park and Bayview; and shall explore local requirements that requir~ new developments to 

provide residents with a MUNI FastPass as part ~f condominium association benefits to prompte 
local transit use. 

Lead Agenry: Planning Department 

Supporting Agencies: San Francisco Municip.al Transportation Authority, 
San Francisco Transportation Authority 

Funding Soura: Annual Work Program 

Schedule Establish local requireme.ci.ts by Fall 2012 
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106. OEWD will facilitate employer-supponed transit and transportation demand management 
(TDM) programs, including rideshare matching, transit improvements, bicycle and p~destrian 
facility improvements, parking management and restriction of free parking; , and continue to 

require that employers offer commuter benefits per Section 421 of r:he Environment Code to 
encourage employees to use transit or carpool. 

I.eadAgency: j Office of Economic and Workforce Devdopment 

Supporting Agenda: 1 San Francisco Municipal Tunsportation Authority; 
l Department of the Environmenc · · 

Programs: ! Commuter Benefits Program (Environment Code Section 421, requires all 
! employers with at lease 20 full-time employees to provide transit benefits) 

FundingSoura:: : Not required. 

Schedule: i Ongoing. 

107. DBI, Planning, and the Department of Environment shall continue ro implement the City's 
Green Building Ordinance, mandating that newly constructed residential buildings must meet a 
sliding scale of green building requirements based on the project's size in order to increase energy 
and water efficiency in new buildings and signi£cant alterations to existing buildings. 

I.eadAgencies: : Planning Department, Department of Building Inspection, 
; Department of the Environment · . 

Program: ; Green Building Ordinance (Building Code, Chapter 13) 

FundingSo= ·!Annual Work Program 

Schedule: ; Ongoing 

108. The City shall contlnu~ local and state incentive programs for green upgrades. 

!.Lad.Agencies: ; Department of Building Inspection, Department of the Environment, 
: San F~cisco Public Utilities Commission 

Programs: j Green Fmancing Programs to Fund Energy and Water Conservation Improve
( ments (allows building owners to fund these improvements wir:h the financing 
i attached to the property and paid back through a special line item on the 
; property tax. bill over the life of the improvements); GoSolarSF (pays for 
'. approximatdy half the cost of installation of a solar power system, and· more to 

; qualified low-income residents) 

Funding Source: ~ Annual Work Program 

Schd.uk: ; Ongoing 

Additional Strategia for Further Review 

• DBI should work with the Rent Board and other building-owner organizations to explore 
incentives chat can be off"ered to landlords to promote."green" capital improvements, such as 
enabling restricted tenant pass-throughs when such improvements wiU result in. a tangible 
financial benefit ro the tenant. 
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Estimating Potential 
Development Capacity 

INTRODUCTION 

The Planning Deparrment faces many policy questions i:-elating to the furui:-e development, 

its location and type, within San Francisco. To inform this discussion, the Depai:-rment relies 

on a number of data sources compiled into key databases to analyze existing and future land 

use trends anfl_ potential. The "build out" database is a collection of parcel-based dara which 

quantifies existing land use conditions and, given .wning and height information, estimates 

for eaco.-parcel tlie potential fo-r aniliiioruuaevelopment. Tue-database is set up with a series of 

scripts (see Attachment D-1) enabling resting of possible rezoµing scenarios with relative ease. 

The result is a cumulative estimate of vacant and underdeveloped sites' potential development 

at less than the theoretical maidmwn capacity allowed under current wning. This estimate 

is necessarily conservative as it takes into account neighborhood character wherein existing 

residential strucrures typically full below building densities and heights allowed by zoning. 

TERMS 

The terms used in the tables and Housing Element Part I: Data and Needs Analysis 
are explained below: 

Housing Potential Sites-. These are sires suitable for residential development based 
·on criteria and sire analyses of each district in rp.e City. They consist of vac:i:nt or 
"undeveloped" parcds and "soft sites," which are detei:m.ined appropriate for residential 
development based chiefly on da,tabase analysis including scr~ing based on existing 
uses and preliminary SUI"Veys. 

• Vacant or Near Vacant and Undeveloped Lands: A parcel is considered "v:icant" or 
"near vacant" and undeveloped if development is 5% or less of the potential develop
ment. This criterion thus includes ·unimproved or unde\.eloped lots used for open 
storage, surface parking, or other open a.if uses. Large lots witb. very small structures, 
for example a.one-level grocery store with a relatively large parking lot, also fit under 
this. description .. These sites theoretically could be readily developed for residential 
use. 

• Underdeveloped Sites or "Soft Sites~: A second category of housing potential sites 
incl~des parcels which. exceed 5% but not 30% of potential development square foot
age but were considered reasonable candidates for redevelopment. These include sites 
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with building uses chat significantly underutilize the site such as. These sites may have 
structures that could be reused or rebuilt for residential use. 

GENERAL APPROACH TO ESTIMATING 
POTENTIAL CAPACITY 

·The build out database uses zoning information to estimate i:he potentW development for each 

of more than 150,000 parcels in San Francisco. Given the number of parcels in the city, it. is 

not feasible to calculate capacity for parcels individually. Accordingly, a batch treaonent, and 

thus larger datasets of information, is needed. 

Potential development is counted in residential units and in commercial gross square feet. A 
parcel may have· residential, commercial or residential and commercial development capacity 

depending on the specific combination of wning and height district. Attachment D-2 sum

marizes permitted land uses and general development standards for the City's zoning districts. 

These development standards include density and open space requirements relevant to esti

mating potential capacity of each parcel Setbacks, where appropriate [largely in residential 

districts, but mainly in the RH-1 (detached) district], are built in the "buildable envelope" of 

the parcel; - - - - -- -- - - --- -- ---- --

Once the development potential for residential and commercial space is calculated, informa

tion on existing housing units and commercial square footage can be used to calculate the net 

potential for each parcel For example, for a parking lot or a one-s~rey building in an 80-foot 

height zoning district, most of the potential capacity remains unused. or underdeveloped; for 

two-storey homes in most residential neighborhoods, however, the potential capacity would 

be considered built out. 

The degree to which a parcel is·considered built orit is measured as its development "softnes?. 

and expressed. as a percentage of how much of the parcel's potential development capacity is 

utiliz~d, aggr~ting residential and non-residential uses. The softness categories in use are 5%. 

and 30%; the categories are mutually exclusive, and a parcel's softness is counted in the cat

egorf it fulls immediately beneath. For example, a parcel that is developed to 20% of its zoned. 

capacity will fall in the 30% softness bracket. The total remaining potential is measured in the 

field Netsqft, while remaining housing potential is recorded in Netunits. Netsqft 

is total potential square feet minus total existing square feer. Net uni ts, similarly, is total 

potential units minus total existing units. Rather than being murually exclusive measures, or 

Netuni ts being contained in Netsqft, they measure different things.1 

For the purpose of determining remaining development potential capacity, the .Planning De~ 

partment does not consider any parcel developed to more than 30% of its capacity as a «sofi: 

site," or a candidate for additional square footage or inten~i.6.catiori.. However, as net units 

are tallied separately as the difference between: potential and existing uriirs, a parcel is only 

considered soft if the actual building size is small enough to warrant a softness classification. 

--·······------······---··-·-·--··-····---·-······-·-··-·----·-·--·-····-·-·---·-··---··-·--·--·----·--·-----···--
1 Nc15qfc d.oc:sn't dls:dnguis"h between. wh3! uses exist:uid.CDuld. exist in a builcling. bur ii .stricdya mcaSu.re ofhuw large the building: is ri:Ia.dve. m the 

cstirmtcd. porcnclal given die wningand bdght coinbinai:ion. N~nits jn tum only compares cxistlng:a.cd po1cm:i..I. rcs::iclau:ial ll.llits. If i:hc cxiscingunic 
count happens to be smaU tdativc to non-mddenrl:d uses in a builiiing, chc space for chc additlonal. or nt:1 uni cs could end. up consuming more space 
than i:bc ncr remaining bWldablc space. ID order for die n~ ~dt:ndal unitt ro be d~ped.. chcrc would. apan frorn :an expansion of die building, aka 
need tn he a convccs.ion of cxistin' e<1mmcrcidl. uses ta rcsidcncial. This principle, if uncnmmnn in pr.i.cdcc. is: illumatcd. in F.gu.cc D-1 . 
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In other words, a building could conceivably have a potential for more residential units per 

existing density controls, but if it is already built to capacity in terms of square footage, it is 

not considered "sofi:'' !IS an increase in residential units would need to come at the expense of 

existing uses in the building (whether as a split of existing units, or conversion of commercial 

space) and not through building .expansion. . 

SPECIFIC APPROACH BY ZONING DISTRICT TYPE 

Different development assumpdons were applied to parcels based on general zoning designa

. tions. In addition to developmeur standards specilic ro zoning, these assumptions are based on 

existlng development patterns including commercial and residential mix. 

• Downtown: In all C.-2, C-3 and c~M districts, it is assumed that the primary use will 
be commercial and this is thus assigned 90% of the square 

0

footage with the =aining 
10% going to residential use. This is a conservative estimate as recent developments 

in these districts have .far higher residential shares. Fcir =mple, a 140,640 sq ft office 
building was converted into a 100% residential building with . 104 units. Another 

example is a low-rise tourist hotel was demolished and redeveloped into a 43-storey, 
495-unit rental building with just the ground floor for commercial/retail uses. · 

• Industrial and South of Market districts: It is assumed in these distriets that a certain 

proportion of the lots will be developed as residential and the r=aining will be de
voted ro commercial use. This is also a conservadve assumption as industrial buildings 
have been converted to 100% residential use as is the case in live/work or loft-style 

developments. 

• PDR Districts: Envel~pe is determined as FAR times lot area. .FAR varies by height 
district. No resiaential uses assigned to preserve remaining viable industrial uses in San 
Francisco. 

• Downtown Residen#al Districts: For rhese districts, bulk controls play a significant 
role in dei:ermining the amount of developable space, so floor plarc~s was varied for 
different portions of the building depending on the height district .. Residential to com-
mercial uses was assigned in. ratios 6: I. · 

•·Eastern Neighborhoods Residential Districts: For Mixed-Use-Residential and Down
town Residential-South Beach, residential to com.inerc:Gl uses were assigned in a 3:1 

ratio and 6: 1 ratio, respoctively. Bu.ildable area is stories times 80% oflot area. 

• Multi-Use: This covers all Residential-Mixed (RM) districts. It a.~sumes one primary 

use - residential - with no secondary use. Re5idential density li:nits determine the 
number of units, constrained by the height limit and rear yard requirements. 

• Resident: This assumes housing as the sole use in all residential (RH) districts. This 
scenario also assumes one unit for each RH-1 lot, rwo units for RH-2, and three units 

for RH-3. For larger lots, the condidonal use density limits apply. 

• Residential-Transit Oriented: As no res.idential density is specilied, an average unit 

size of 1,000 sq ft plus 20% circulation/building inefficiency was used. The buildable 
envelope was calculated using 55% lot cover for each floor. No commercial uses as

sumed. 
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• Mixed: All neighborhood commercial districts and the Chinatown Mixed Use districts 
are assumed to have commercial. as the primary use, built-out based on the FAR, with 

residential as a secondary usci, built-out to residential density limits. Residential devel- · 
opment, however, is trimmed down based on the height limits. 

• Neighborhood Commercial Mixed, No Density Limits: A new, more flexible class of 
neighborhood commercial districrs has been introduced not nominally constraining 
residential density, except for a requirement that 40% of units be two-bedrooms or 
larger. Height limit, rather than FAR was used to determine the built-out envelope. For 
these districts we divided evenly capacity between residential and commercial sp~. 

• Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Districts: A number of new zoning districts .in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods emphas~ use flexibility ap.d are less prescriptive in terms of 
allowed density for residential uses. For these districts, FAR d.i:tctmmes the buildable 
area, and FAR in turn varies depending on building hcighr. In these .districts, com

mercial uses are given priority, ranging between 50% to 75% of buildahle space. 

By taking into account existing development patterns including commercial and residential 

rnix, these assumptions are by design on the conservative side. Recent residential developments 

in downtown, for example, have far exceeded the 90% commercial and 10% residential mix. 

Similarly, 100% residential projects have occured in indusrrial and South of Market districts. 

DATA 

The Department relies on a number of sources to provide the key information mat forms 

the basis for the capacity calculations (Table D-1). While each data set is subject to errors in 

substance and time, we are confident that the method is meaningful in the aggregate assuming 

that errors are geographically randomly dis~buted. We have not found evidence that errors 

exhibit clustering. 

'Erhfe D--1 

Data Inputs and Sources 

Data----~ s_ource(sl_ ~-~ _ --=_=:_ ~--=-=-====--~--- -~==--~-
Housing Units Assessor's Office, Department of Building Inspection. Mayor's Office of Housing, Planning 

Department, San Francisco Housing Authority, San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 

Zoning Districts and Development Planning Department 
Standards 

Height Limits Planning Department 

Building Square Footage Assessor's Office, UDAR* 3D data set 

Commercial square Footage Dun & Bradstreet, LIDAR* 3D data set 
.. 

Historic Su.rvey Rating Status Planning Department 

Public Facilities Department ofTelecommunications and Information Services 

Transfer of Development Right status Planning Department 

Development Pipeline Department of Building Inspection, Planning Department, San Francisco Redevelopment 
Agency 

Notes:• I.i.ghr Dcti:ccion and Ranging, a remote: sensin.g sysrmi. used. to collca: d:iree-dimcnsianal topograplt.ic daa.,. w;as used to cstimace c::icisrlng building 
sqwm: foocz.gc. 
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CALCULATING CAPACITY 

Table D-2 summarizes the algorithm for calculating residential and commercial square footage, 

respectively, for each district. For practical reasons, districts were grouped in ge~eral zoning 

district classes; for example, the over 20 distinct, named neighborhood commercial districts 

were grouped with general neighborhood commercial districts. Assumptions also include: the 

height of one floor or one storey was ~onsidered on average 10 feet; square foorage of a new 

dwelling unit was estirna.ted at a gross 1,200 square feet, including circulation space, building 

inefficiencies, parkirig etc. 

The purpose of the build ~ut has been t~ determine buildable capacity. Given the variei:y of 

land uses allowed in most districts, build.able capacity is categorized at the most basic level: 

residential or non-residential/commercial use. Accordingly, commercial space is treated as a 

generic category for the purposes· of calculating p~tential non-residential space. 2 

Limitations · 

For reasons of data architecture, Special Use Districts (SUDs) overlaid on zoning districts were 

generally not included for build out calculation, with the exception of the Van Ness Market 

Downtown Residential Special Use District, .which could readily be mapped and treated as a 

downtown residential district. All occurrences of this Special Use District/C-3 zoning combi

nation cortld t:b.us .be treated t:b.e. same way. 

Another shortcoming of the build out seript is that it does not at this time estimate the pos

sibilitJ of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) option available to parcels larger than 112 acre 

in single ownership. While PUDs allow slightly greater density, they allow less t:b.an the density 

allowed by a district one class denser in order to not qualify as a rezoning. Capacity, this way, 

for sites eligible for PUD is estimated on the conservative side. 

Finally, inaccuracies crop up where lots are split into multiple zoning and/or height districts. 

The lot proportions in each district cannot be determined at the database level.3 In most of 

these cases, the more conservative zoning or height district was picked, and capacity calculated 

accordingly. For some larger sites, the height to be u.Sed by t:b.e script was assigned manually to 

better reflecr actual .conditions. 

It is important to note t:b.at the buildout dataset lacks a rime dimension and makes no assump

tions or claims about economic or political conditions. Construction on sites may or may 

not happen depending on economic conditions, and would need to go thr9ugh the normal 

review channels prior to realization. Moreover, this exercise of estimating the City's remaining 

potential development capacity should.not be taken as· an identification of soft sites or parcels 

that will turn over and be developed. Market pressures can push development in parcels that 

may have existing land uses that exceed 30% or even_50% of its zoned capacity. 

For some disrricn th.c script aa:ounn fur diffcn:nt commc:rdal an::goric:s scpar.udy ro bcrrcr rdlc::cr specific d.iscricr limioi.tions: on o:rtai.a usc:s. 
Once we digiti%e a citywide hcighr layer,. thiE issue can be becrct .addttsscd. wh:hin a gi:ogL.l.pbic icformuioc ~ttm. 
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7itble D-2 
Buildout Calculation Algorithm by Zoning District 

rDlstril:l~_-:__:-_ms_!Tii:t~--~=}lgoiiihm~-~~ - - · __ - ---=--:-:=---=~onSif~ru---~--==--=-=...=· 

RH-1, 
The suffix of 1he district determines number of 

RH-1(0), 
possible units. A test is perfomied to see if lot If average unit size times units is larger 

RH-2, 
Residential is large enough for Conditional Use additional than buildable envelope, subtract one unit 

units. No commercial allowed. No non-residen- until units fit in ei:ivelope. 
.RH-3 

tial assumed for these districts. 

RM-1, The .suffix of the district detemiines the allowable 
If average. unit size times units is larger 

. RM-2, Residential- density. RM-1, for example, allows one unit per than buili;lable envelope,' subtract one unit 
RM-3, Multi 800 square feet of lot area No non-residential until units fit in envelope. 
RM-4 assumed for these districts. 

Calculate buildable envelope by taking 55% of . If average unit size times units is larger 
RTO Residential 

lot area times stories. Divide envelope by aver-
than buildable envelope, subtract one unit age_ unit size. No non-residential uses assumed 
until units fit in envelope. 

for these districts. 

RC, 
If the number of units al the average unit 

CRNC, 
Commercial uses given a FAR of 1 by default. size plus the 1 FAR commercial yields 

CVR, 
Mixed Rest of envelope given to residential uses, within less than the total potential envelope, 

CCB 
the limits of the density cap. add commercial space up to the allowed 

commercial FAR. 

C-3, 
Envelope is detenmined by FAR. Assign 90% to 

Lots smaller than 7,500 square feet are 
Downtown commercial, 10% to residential. Divide residen-

C-2 
ti.al space by average unit size to get unit count. 

assigned only half FAR. 

Because floor plate for this zone type is 

Envelope is determined by height, not by FAR. 
constrained regardless of lot size, a check 
was inciuded to allow extra towers on very 

Height less than 24 stories results in floor plate 
large lots to approximate square footage 

of 7,500 sf, less than 30, B,500, less than 35, 
DTR 

High Density 
9,000, 36 and higher, 10,000 sf floor plate. Upper 

if lot was split. The constant used was 4, 
Residential meaning 1hat lots more than four times 

third of tower has a reduced floor plate by 10%. 
the floor plate would be candidates for a 

Residential to commercial space is assigned 
second tower, thereby ensuring that bulk 

6:1. 
controls in these districts would not be 
artificially limited on oversize lots. 

Envelope is set to stories times FAR. FAR in 
MUO, 

Eastern 
tum varies by height district. (Portion Of) FAR is 

UMU. Neighborhood 
used, rest is residential. If four stories, set retail · 

MUR office= 1 FAR each. If five-six stories, set retail 
Mixed 

=1 FAR. office=2 FAR. If 8 Stories or more, set 
retail =1, office=3 FAR.· 

MUR, 
Eastern Envelope is stories times lot area We assign 

DTR-S 
Neighborhood most space to residential use here. 25% Com-
Mixed mercial, 75% residential. 

Assign residential square footage based on 
M-1, 

Industry 
half of residential density allowed for district. 

M-2 Commercial use is FAR times commercial share 
of development. 

D.6 
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-" Distritf - .- ~· llls!rtCtClaSs ~~lgofilhnl ----==-· -- ·. _ ---=Jlonstrliint ---==--~ - _ 
NC-1, 
NC-2, 
NC-3, 
named 
NC's, 
RED, 
RSD 

NCT 
districts 

PDR-1, 
PDR-2 

SU, 
SLR, 
SPD, 
sso 

If the number of units at the average unit . 
Commercial uses given a FAR of 1 by default. size plus the 1 FAR commercial yields 

Mixed Rest of envelope given to residential uses, within less than the total potential envelope, 
the limits of the density cap. add commercial space up to the allowed 

commercial FAR. 

Most districts capacity shared evenly between 
Mixed, no residential and commercial development. As no 
density limits residential density is specified, an average gross 

unit size of 1,200 sq.ft. was used. 

PDR 
Envelope is FAR times lot area FAR varies by 
height district. No residential space. 

Multiply the commercial share of the lot by FAR . 
to arrive at commercial square footage." The 
FAR varied for SSO lots depending on height 
nmit. 

South of Market 
Divide the product of the residential share, Mixed Use 

. number of buildable stories (limited by FAR) and 
. 75 lot cover by the average size of a unit; this· 
yields the number of units. Multiply this number 
by the average unit size to arrive at residential 
square footage. 

Exceptions 

There were sites which would qualify for a softness label on metrics alone, but for a number of 

reasons .were ex~uded from the overall softness tally. These cases are Usted in Table D-3. These 

exceptions have been taken largely for practical reasons. For example, fire stations, schoois 

and other public community facilities may be in structures that do not fully utilize the parcds' 

potential capacity based on underlying zoning standards. Thes.e buildings, however, serve a 

public function and may· not likely be rurning over for additional development. Similarly, 

freeways and other dedicated rights-of-way; even if these pw:ds are zoned for residential uses, 

are not considered as land suitable for development. Also underutilized parcels that may. 

have residential or mixed uses with at least 10 units are not considered soft for this =rcise. 

Ir is assumed for the purposes of estimating land inventory that such sites will not likely be 

demolished and rebuilt. These =mptions, as well as the assumptions and limitations cited 

in previoius sections, therefore make this a very conservative estimate of the City's remaining 

capacity. 
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Ta/J/e D-3 
Soft Sile Exceptions 

:~~er~~1¥Jl~=~~-=-_-=-:~·-v~~~~lion _ --~--~~~=- --: ~-'::: __ --- ----- ---
-------- --

Lot functions as open space for or oth-
Lot is deeded open space for adjacent development 

erwise eonnected to adjacent property 

Public or other large facility not likely to 
Rre stations, museums, schools etc. 

change .. 

Historic designation or otheiwise Exclusion from the softsite tally includes Category I and Category II 
buildings as well as California Historic Resource Status Codes 1 thru 5, 

significant 
all suffixes. 

If existing square footage information is deemed to be on the low side, 

Incorrect (too low) base data 
the net capacity figure can be overstated. For example, the square 
footage reported represents only one condominium in a multi-unit 
structure. 

TOR Used 
If a Certificate of Transfer was issued, lot was marked as not soft as 
capacity has been transferred under §128. 

Residential units 
lf more than 1 D residential units were on site, the site was considered 
not soft. 

· A development event is in the pipeline. Site is assumed not soft if con-

pipeline 
struction has already started or if the proposed project has _received. 
planning entitlements and/or building permits have been approved or 
issued. 

ROW Frre.Vay or other dedicated rights-of-way. .. · 

FigureD-I 

Relationship Betwe_en Bullding Envelopes, Net Square Feel, and Nel Units• 

Building 
Envelope· 

Net Square Feet 

Potential envelope - -~· 

Existing envelope 

·Existing 
non-residential 

_ Existing Units 
-=----- --=-~~- ---=-

Existing 

l~ -~ Net Units: 
·· ' · Potential Units -

!=J<jsting Units 

Potential 
i--A;~;~~~-ilic n;~Tr;~ diff';;;~~~~ring~~roposcd~i~-:d;~;~-~~;~~-~-;-~~prcsup~-·diat, in ~~~~~;·cl:; 

net unir 6gurc, cxir;rlng non-rcsidcnri:tl building spx:t: will Deed tn he cnnvened intn rc.Qdcntial me. Tue figurcslunVli thi'" in ihc uncnmmnn ~ruatinn 
whca: a buiJding has far more Don-rcsidcnci21. thaD (CSidcurail .sp:acc. md thus cm add a (Cl:u:ivdy hrge number of units-more chan could typially fit in 
che net squm: fcc:r avzibble bc:rwccn che c:ris:tlng buildfog siu: and whu oould b:: built if fully devclopa:L 
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At.t.-1d1ment FJ-1 

Main Build-Out Functions 

Note: These functions were used for che buildout calculations in Microsofr Access's Visual 
Basic for Applications interface. 

Option Compare Database 
Option Explicit 

'Class MixedUseCapacity 

'------------------~-----~--------

Function MixedGeneral(inStories As Integer, inLot_'<rea As Double, _ 
inresdensity As Integer, inF1'-~ As Single, rearYard As. Double, flag As 

Byte)· . 

Dim varunits As Integer 
Dim varressqft·As Double 
Dim varcommsqft As Double 
Dim vartotsqf t As Double 
Dim check, .potEnvelope, farOverride As Single 

'If infar > inStories Then 
'tempFAR = instories 
'End If 

farOverride ~ 1 'set a cornm~rcial far at 1 as a default. 
varunits = Int(inLot_zu·ea / inresdensity). 
varressqft = varunits • grossUnitSize(l) 

.varcommsgft ~ iDJ..oL~rea * farOverride 
vartotsqft = varressqft + varcommsqft 

'this compares totalsqft to the theoretical envelope given res/corn mix. If 
larger than 1, subtract un1ts. 

potEnvelope = ( (farOverride * inLotArea) + {inStories - faro;verride) * 
(inLotArea * (1 - rearYard))) 
check = (vartctsqft I potEnvelope) 

Select Case check 'if envelope is not filled, add commercial 
Case Is > 1 

'va=essqft = potEnvelope - iniotAre·a 
'varunits = varressqft / grossUnitSize(l) 
varcornmsqft = potEnvelope - varressqft 

Case Else 
Do While potEnvelope > vartotsqft .And varcommsqf t < 

(inLotArea * inFl'.R) 

'varunits ~ varunits - 1 

'potEnvelope = ((farove=ide * inLotP.rea) + 

(inStories - farOverride) * (inLotArea * (1 - rearYardl)) 
varcomrnsqft = varcommsqft + 1000 
'varressqft = va=nits * grossOnitSize(l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft + varcomrnsqft 

Loop 
End Select. 

Select Case flag 
Case 1 

HixedGeneral 
Case 2 

MixedGeneral 
End Select 

varunits 

varcommsqft 
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End Function 

Function C3General(ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As DoUble, 
Byval inFAR As Single, ByVal inzoning As String, flag As Byte) 

'returns residential square feet for c3 districts by designating 
envelope 

'as FAR tim~s lotsize (when height limit allows) and distributing 90% 
to commercial~ 

'Limits potential for lots smaller than 7500 sqft to half the FAR 
otherwise used. 

Dim varunits As Integer 
Dim varressqft As Dcuble 
Dim varcornrnsqft As Double 
Dim vartotsqft As Double 

vartotsqf t = inLotArea * inStories 
If inLotArea <= 7500 And (inZoning 

Then 
Select Case instories < 9 

Case True 

•'C-3-0" Or inZoning 

varcommsqft = inLotArea * inStories * 0.9 
varressqft inLotArea * inStories * O.l 

"C-3-0(SD)") 

Case Else 'buildings taller than 10 stories will use 
only half the possible. FAR 

Else 

varcommsqft inLotArea * (0.5. * inFARl * 0.9 
varressqft = inLotArea • (0.5 * inFAR) * O.l 

End Select 

If inStories > inFAR Then 
varcommsqft = (inLot~.rea * inFAR • 0.9) 
varressqft = . ( inLotArea * inFAR * 0. l) 

Else 
varcomms.qft = inLotArea inStories * o. 9 

varressqft inLotArea * instories * 0.1 
End If 

End If 

Select Case flag 
Case l 

C3General varressqft 
Case 2 

C3General varcommsqft 
End Select 

End Function 

Function SOMGeneral (ByVal inZoning As String, ByVal inLotArea As Double, 
ByVal inStories As Integer, _ 
Byval inFAR As Single, ByVal inShare As Single, ByVal rearYard As Single, 
flag As Byte) As Long · 
'works on soma districts; uses average unit size rather than units relative 
·to lot area. Since these districts 

'are very permissive density-wise (1 per 200· sf lot area), using 
average size yields an estimate on the conservative side. 

'leave out the rearyard usage for now; go with FAR. 

Dim varcommsqft, varressqft As Long 
Dim varfar As Single 
Dim lctCoverage As Single 
lotCoverage = 1 - rearYard 
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varf ar = O 

If InStr (1, inZoning, •sSO") > o Then 
Select Case inStories 

- Case 4, 5 

3 

4 

-4-5 

var far 
Case 6, 8 

varf ar 
Case 13 

varfar 
Case Else 

varfar 
End Select 

inFAR 

End If 

If varfar = O Then 
inFAR var far 

End lf 
varressqft inLotArea * (1 - inShare) * varfar * (1 - rearYard) 

If inStories <= varf ar Then 
varressqft = inLotArea * (1 - inShare) * inStories * (1 - rearYard) 
varcomrnsqf t inLotArea * inShare • inStories 

Else 
varcommsqft inLotArea * inShare * varfar 
varressqft = inLotArea * (1 - inShare) * varfar * {1 - rearYard) 

End If 

Select Case flag 
Case 1 

SOMGeneral 
case 2 

SOMGeneral 
End Select 

End Function 

va=essqft 

varcomrnsqf t 

Function ENMixed(ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLot~rea As Long, flag 
As Byte) 

Dim retail As Long 
Dim office As Long 
Dim resSf As Long 
Dim FAR As Single 
Dim envelope As. Long 
Diin totComSf As L_ong 
'***returns commercial square footage for eastern neighborhood zoning·' 

districts. Allocates coromercial. primarily based on 
'***FAR {variable by height district) and leaving the rest to 

residential: 
envelope = inStories * inLotArea 

Select Case inStories 
Case Is <= 4 

FAR = 3 

retail = inLot..>u-ea * 1 
office = inLotArea * 1 
totComSf = retail + office 
resSf FAR * ·inLot..>u-ea - totComSf 

Case Is = 5 
"FAR = 4 
retail = inLotArea * 1 
office = inLotArea * 2 
totComSf =- retail + office 
resSf FP.R * inLotArea - totComSf 

Case Is·= 6 
FAR= 5 

retail = inLotArea * 1 
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office-= inLotArea * 2 
totComSf = retail + off ice 
resSf FAR * inLotArea - totCornSf 

Case Is = B 
F1>-.R = 6 
retail = inLotArea * l 
office = inLotArea • 3 
totComSf = retail + office 
resSf = FAR * inLotArea - totcoinsf 

Case Is > B 
FAR = 7.5 
retail = inLotArea * 1 
office = inLotArea • 3 
totCornSf = retail + office 
resSf = FAR * inLotArea - totComSf 

End Select 

Select Case flag 
case i 

ENMixed 
Case 2 

ENMixed 
End Function 

res Sf 

totComSf 

Function NCTGeneral (ByVal inStories As Integer, _ 
ByVal inLotArea As Double, ByVal rearYard As Single, ByVal cornShare As 
Single, flag As Byte) As Long 

'*'*Projects number of units on NC lots without dens_ity control. 
Dim envelope As Double 
Dim varunits As Integer 
Dim va=essqft As Double 
Dim vartotsqft As Double 
Dim varcornsqft 

envelope =·inLotArea * (1 - rearYard) * inStories 
varunits = envelope * [l - cornShare) I grossUnit.Size(0.5) 
varcomsqft envelope • comShare 
vartotsqft = varressqft + varcomsqft 

Do While ceil(vartotsqft / (inLotArea * (1 - rearYard))) > 
Nz (inStories, 0) 

varunits varunits - 1 
varressqft varunits * grossUnitSize(0.5) 
vartotsqf t = varressqft 

Loop 

Select Case flag 
Case i 

Case 2 

End· Select_ 
End Function 

NCTGen.eral 

NCTGeneral 

varunits 

varcomsqft 

'---------------------------------
'Other functions 

'---------------------------------
Function grossUnitSize(parkingperunit As Single) As Long 

Const parkingSqft As Integer = :300 
Const circulationPercent As Single = 0.15 
Dim circulationSqft As Integer 
Const baseSize As Integer = 713 

Const usableOpenSpace As Integer = 80 
circulationSqft = baseSize * circulationPercent 
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g_rossUnitSize = baseSize + parkingperunit * parkingSqft + 
circulationSqft + usableOpenSpace 

End Function 

Function C2_resunits(ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As Do;uble, 

ByVal inFAR As Single) As Integer 
'returns residential unit!? for C2 districts. Full FAR is given to 

commercial, 
'any remaining square.footage given to residential. Residential rear 

yard requirement 
'NOT implemented in this function. 

Dim varressqft As Long 
Dim varresunits As Long 
Dim envelope As Long 
Dim varc.ommsqft As Long 

varcornrnsqft = inLotArea * inFAR 
envelope = inLotArea * inSt0ries 
varresunits = Int(inLotArea / 800) 
varressqft = varresunits *-grossUnitSize{1} 

If ceil (varcommsqft I inLotl'.rea.) > inStories Then 
varcornmsqft = inLotArea * inStories 

End If 
Do While varcommsqft +·varressqft >envelope And varresunits > 0 

varresuriits = varresunits - 1 
varressqft = varresunits * grossUnitSize(l) 

. Loop 

C2 resunits 
End Function 

varresunits 

Function C2 sqft (ByVal inStories As Int.eger, ByVal inLotArea As Double, 
ByVal inFAR - AS Single) 

Dim varcommsqft ~.s Double 
varcommsqft = inLotArea * inFAR 
!f ceil(varcommsqft / inLotArea) > instories Then 

varcommsqf t = inLotArea * inStories 
End If . 

C2_sqft = va:rcomrnsqft 
End Function 

Function C3_ressqft (ByVal inStori_es As Integer, ByVal inLotArea 'As Double, 

ByVal inFAR As Single, ByVal inZoning As String) 

Dim xy As New MixedUseCapacity 
C3_ressqft = xy. C3General (inStories, inLotArea, inFAR, inZoning, 1) 

End Function 

Function C3_comrnsqft(ByVal instories As Integer, ByVal inLot.llJea As Double, 

ByVal inFAR As Single, ByVal inzoning As String) 

Dim xy As New MixedUseCapacity 
C3_comrnsqft = xy.C3Ger'.eral (inStories, inLotArea, inFAR, inZoriing, 2) 

End Function 
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Function DTR Commsqft {ByVal inStories As Integer, Byval inLotArea As

Double, ByVal inShare As Double; ByVal rearYard As Single) 

Dim varTowerEnvelope As Long. 
varTowerEnvelope = towerEnvelope(inStories, inLotArea, inShare, 

rearYard) 

DTR_Commsqft = (varTowerEnvelope * (1 - inShare)) 
End E'Unction 

Function DTR ressqft (ByVal inStorie,; As Integer, ByVal inLotA:rea As Double, 
ByVal inShar; As Double, ByVal rearYard As Single) 

Dim varTowerEnvelope As Long 
_ varTowerEmrelope = towerEnvelope (inStories, inLotArea, inShare, 

rearYard) 

DTR_ressqft = {varTowerEnvelope _* (inShare)) 
End Function 

Function towerEnvelope(ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea AS 
Double, ByVal inShare As Double, ByVal rearYard As _Single) As Long 

Dim varLowerTowerFloorplateSqf t As Double 
Dim varLowerTowerStories As Byte 
Dim varlowertowersqf t As Double 

Dim varTowerstories As Byte 
Dim varTowerEnvelope As Double 

Dim varUpperTowerFloorPlateSqf t As Double -
Dim varUpperTowerStories As Double 
Dim varupperTowerSqf t As Double 

Dim varPodiumStories As Byte_ 
Dim varPodiumSqf t As Double 

D~m varTowers As Integer 
Dim varNextTower As Double 

Const areaFactor 1).s Byte 5 

If inStories <= 12 Then 
varPodiumStories = inStories 
varPodiumSqft = varPodiumStories * inLotArea * (1 - rearYard) 

Else 
If inStories <= 24 Then 

varLowerTowerFloorplateSq£t = 7500 
varPodiumStories = 8 
varLowerTowerS~ories. 

varUpperTowerStories 
inStories - varPodiumStories 
0 

Elseif inStories <= 30 Then 
varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft = 8500 
varPodiumStories = B -
varLowerTo~erStories 

varUpperTowerStories 
inStories - varPodiumStories 
0 

Elseif inStories <= 35 Then 
varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft 

- varUpperTowerFloorPlateSqft 
(0.1 * varLowerTowerFloorplateSqftl 

varPodiumStories = 12 

9000 
varLowerTowerFloorplateSqf t -

varTowerstories = inStories - varPodiumStories 
varUpperTowerStories (1 I 3) • varTowerstories 
varLowerTowerStories (2 / 3) * varTowerstories 
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Elseif inStories > 35 Then 
varLowe'!'"TowerFloorplateSqft 
varupperTowerFloorPlateSqft 

(0.1 * varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft) 
varPodiumStories ~ 12 

10000 
varLowerTowerFJ.oorplateSqft -

varTowerstorieS· = inStories - varPodiumStories 
varUpperTowerStories (1 I 3) " varTowerstories 
varLowerTowerStories = {2 / 3) * varTowe.rstories 

End If 

varNext\rower = (varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft * areaFactor) 
varTowers = Int(inLotArea / varNextTower) 
If varTowers ·< 1 Then 

.varTowers = 1 
End If 

1 ***podium envelope 
varPodiumSqft = (varPodiumStories ~ inLot..l\.rea) * (1 - rearYardJ 

'***lower tower envelope 
Select Case inLotArea 

Case Is >= varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft 
varlowertowersqft = (varLowerTowerStories ~ 

varLowerTower!'loorplateSqft) * varTowers 
Case Else 

v~rlowertowersqft = (varLowerTowerStories * inLotArea) * 
varTowers 

End Select 

'***upper tower envelope 
Select Case inLotArea 

Case Is >= varUpperTowerFloorPlateSqft 
varUpperTowerSqf t = (varUpperTowerStories * 

varUpperTowerFloorPlateSqft) "" varTowers 
case Else 

varUpperTowerSqft = (varUpperTowerStories • inLotArea) • 
varTowers 

End Select 
End If 

varlowerEnvelope = varPodiwnSqf,t + varlowertowersgft + 
varUpperTowerSgft 

towerEnvelope = varTowerEnvelope 
End Function 

Function EN_com(ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As Long) 

Dim xyz As New MixedUseCapacity 
EN_com = xyz.ENMixed(inStories, inLotArea, 2) 
End Function 

Function EN_res(ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As Long) 
Dim xyq As New MixedUseCapacity 
EN com = xyq.ENMixed(inStories, inLot..~rea, 1) 
End Function 

Flinction EN PDR com(ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As .Long) 
Dim ret;;-il As Long 
Dim office As Long 
Dim resSf As Long 
Dim PDR As Long 
Dim FAR AS Single 
Dim totComSf As Long 
'***Returns commercial square footage for eastern neighborhoods PDR 

district:s .. 
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If inLotArea < 2500 Then 
Select Case inStories 

Case Is <= 4 
FAR = 3 
retail = inLotArea • l 
office = .inLotArea * l 
PDR =· FAR • inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail+ office +·PDR 

Case Is = 5 
FAR= 4 

retail = inLotArea * l 
office.= inLotArea * 1 

. PDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

Case Is = 6 
FAR = 5 
retail = inLotArea * 1 
office = inLotArea * ·1 

PDR = FAR ~ inLotArea - (retail + off ice) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

Case Is = 8 
·FJ>-R = 6 
retail = inLotArea * l 

office = inLotArea * l 

PDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail ·+ office ~ PDR 

Case Is > 8 
FAP. = ·7.5 

retail = inLotArea * 1 
office = inLotArea * 1 
PDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + off ice + PDR 

End Select 

Elseif inLotArea >= 2500 And inLot.Area < 5000 Then 
Select case inStories 

Case Is <= 4 
FAR= 3 
retail = 2500 
office =· inLotArea • 1 
PDR = FAR * inLot.Area - (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

Case Is = 5 
FAR = 4 
retail = 2500 
office = inLotArea * 1 
PDR = FAR •· inLotJ>..rea - (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

Case Is = 6 
FAR = 5 
retail = 2500 
office =· inLotArea ·• l 
PDR = FAR • inLotArea - [retail + office) 
totComSf ~ retail + office + PDR 

Case Is = B 
FAR = 6 
retail = 2500 
office = inLotArea * 1 
PDR = FAR * inLotArea - . (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

Case Is > B 
FAR = 7.5 
retail = 2500 
office = iP.LotArea • l 
PDR = FAR • inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

End Select 
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Elseif inLotArea >= 5000 Then 
Select Case inStories 

Case· Is c:= 4 
FAR= 3 
ret;ail = 2500 

office = 5000 
PDR = FAR *· inLotl'..rea - (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + off ice + PDR 

Case Is = 5 
FAR= 4 
retail = 2500 
office = 5000 
PDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf ·= retail + off ice + PDR 

Case Is = 6 

FAR= 5 
retail = 2500 

office = 5000 
PDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + off ice) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

Case Is = 8 
FAR= 6 
retail = 2500 
office = 5000 
PDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

Case Is > 8 
FAR= 7.5 
"retail = 2500 

office = 5000 
PDR = f'..'<R..* inLotArea - (retail+ office) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

End Select: 
End If 

EN PDR com = retail + off ice + PDR 
End Function 

Function SOM commsqft(ByVal inZoning As String, ByVal inLotl'..rea As Double, 
ByVal inStories 1'.s Integer, _ 
ByVal inFAR As Single, ByVal inShare As Single, ByVal rearYard As Single) 
As Long 
'works on soma districts; uses average unit size rather than units relative 
to lot area. Since these districts 

'are very permissive density-wise (1 per 200 sf lot area), using 
average size yields an estimate on the conser-\t-ative side. 

Dim xz As New MixedUseCapacity 

SOM_ commsqft = xz. SOMGene.ral ( inZoning, inLotArea, inS\:ori~s, inFAR, 
inShare, rearYard, 2) 
End Function 

Function SOM_ressqft(ByVal inZoning As String, ByVal inLotArea As. Double, 
ByVal inStories As Integer, _ 
ByVal in.FAR As Single, ByVal inShare As Single, ByVal rearYard As Singlej 
As Long · 

Dim pz. As New MixedUseCapacity 
SOM_ressqft = pz.SOMGeneral(inZoning, inLot.l\.rea, inStories, inFl'.R, 

inShare, _rearYard, 1} 
End Function 

Function Mixed Comml{inStories As Integer, inLotArea As Double, 
,inresdensity As Integer, inFAR As Single, rearYard As Double) 
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Dim ternpUnits 
Dim xx As New MixedUseCapacity 

Mixed_Comml = xx.MixedGeneral(inStories, inLotArea, inresdensity, inFAR, 
rearYard, 2) 
End Function 

Function Mixed Units{inStories As -Integer, inLotArea As Double, 
inresdensity As Integer, inFAR As Single, rearYard As Doubl~l 

'***Projects number of units on mixed-zoned lots. Maximizes residential per 
density limit, assigns rest to commercial up to FAR. 
Dim tempUnits 
Dim xx As New MixedUseCapacity 
Mixed_Units = xx.MixedGeneral(inStories, inLotArea, iriresdensity, inFAR, 
rearYard, l) 
End Function 

Furiction MOR DTR S Comsqft{ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As 
Double, ByVal inSh~re As Single, ByVal rearYard As Single) As Long 

Dim varcomsqft As.Double 
Dim vartotsqf t As Double 

. '***companion function to MUR_Ressqft. Com share set in separate lookup 
table and passed in. 

vartotsqft = inLotArea * instories • (l - rearYard) 
varcomsqft = {vartotsqft * (l - inShare)) 
MUR_DTR_S_Comsqft = varcomsqft 

End Function 

Function MOR DTR s Ressqft{ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As 
Double, ByVal inSh~re As Single, ByVal·rearYard As Single) As Long 

Dim varressqft As Double 
Dim vartotsqft As Double 

'***companion function to MUR_cornsqft. Com share set in separate lookup 
table and passed in. 

vartotsqft inLotArea * inStories * (l - rearYard) 

varressqft (vartotsqft * inShare) 
MUR_DTR_S_Ressqft = varressqft 

End Function 

Function NCT_CornSqft {ByVal inStories As Integer, _ 
ByVal inLotArea As Double, ByVal rearYard As Single, ByVal comShare As 
Single) As Long_ 

'***Projects number of ll!lits on NC lots without density control. 
Dim klm As New MixedUseCapacity 
NCT_ComSqft = klm.NCTGeneral[inStories, inLotArea, rearYard, comShare, 2) 

End Function 

Function NCT_Units{ByVal inStories As Integer, _ 
ByVal inLotArea As Double, ByVal rearYard As Single, ByVal comShare As 
Single) As Integer 

\***Pl:-ojects ·commercial use based on set share 
Dim kl As New MixedUseCapacity 
NCT Units = kl.NCTGeneral(inStories, inLotArea, rearYard, comShare, l) 

1161 



CPC ADOPTED HOUSING ELEMENT 200 9 

End Function 

Function RH_units(ByVal in.Zoning 
ByVal inLotArea As Double, ByVal 

\***Projects number of units 
Dim varunits As Single 

As String, ByVal· inStories As Integer, 
rearYard As.Single) 
on RH-zoned lots 

Dim varressqf t As Double 
Dim vartotsqf t As Double 
Const rhlnxt As Integer 

·Const rh2nxt As Integer 
Const rh3nxt As Integer 
Dim rhzoning As Integer 

3000 
1500 
1000 

Then 

Dim rhnumber As Integer 

rhzoning = InStr(l,· inzoning, ... RR-'') 

If rhzoning = 1 Then 
rhnumber = (Cint(Mid(Nz(inZoning, 0), 4, 1))) 

End If 
'first of three· blocks testing.whether lot is large enough for CU units 

Select Case inLotArea 
Case Is >= 1500 

If rhnumber = 1 Then 
If inLotArea >= 1 * rhlnxt And InStr(l, inZoning, "RH-l(D).") O 

varunits Int (inLotArea I (rhlnxt)) 
varressqft = varunits * grossunitsize(l). 
vartotsqft = varressqft 
Do While ceil(vartotsqft / (inLotArea * (1 - rearYard))) > 

inStories 
vanL-rits =·varun.its - l 

va=essqft varunits * grossUnitSiz.e(l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 

Loop 
RR units varunits 

Else 
varunits rhnumber 
varressqft = varunits * grossunitSize(l) 
vartotsqf t = varressqf t 
Do While ceil(vartotsqft I (inLotArea * (l - rearYard))) > 

inStories 

ur;its 

Loop 

varunits = varunits ~ l 

varressqft varunits * grossUnitSize(l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 

P.H _uni ts = varuni ts 
End If 
'second of three blocks testing whether lot is large enough for CU 

Elseif rhnumber = 2 Then 
If ir>.LotArea >= 2 * rh2nxt Then 

inStories 

varunits = Int(inLot.Ai-ea I rh2nxti 
varressqft = varunits * grossUnitSiz~(l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 
Do While ceil(vartotsqft I (inLotArea * (1 - rearYard))) > 

Loop 

varun.its = 
varressgft 
vartotsqft 

varunits - 1 
varunits * grossunitsize(l) 

=· ·varressqft 

RH units varunits 
Else 

varunits. 
varressqft 
vartotsqft 

rhnumber· 
varunits * grossUnitSize[l) 

= varressgft 
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Do While ceil (vartotsqft I (inLo.tArea • (l - rearYard))) > 
inStories 

varunits = varunits - 1 
varressqft varuni ts:• grossuni tSize (1) 

vartotsqft = varressqft 
Loop 
RH_units = varunits 

End :i:f 
'third of three blocks testing whether lot is large enough for CU 

units 
Elseif rhnumber = 3 Then 

If inLotArea >= 3 * rh3nxt Then 
varunits = Int(inLotArea / (rh3nxt)) 
varressqft = varunits * grossun·itSize(l) 
vartotsqf t = varressqf t 
Do While ceil(vartotsqft / (inLotArea • (1 - rearYard))) > 

inStories 
varunits = varunits - 1 
varressqf t 
vartotsqft 

Loop 

varunits * grossUnitSize(l) 
= varressqf t 

RH_units varunits. 
Else 

varunits rhnumber 
varressqft = varunits * grossUnitSize(l) 
vartotsqf t = varressqf t 
Do While ceil (vartotsqft I (inLotArea. * (l -· rearYard))) > 

inStories 
varunits ~. 1 varunits = 

va=essqf t 
vartotsqft 

varunits * grossUnitSize (l·) 
= varressqft 

Else 

Loop 
RH_units = va:nnlits 

End If 

RH_units o· 
End If 

Case Else 
RH_units o 

End Select 
End Function 

Function RM Units(ByVal inStories As Integer, 
ByVal inLotArea As Double, ByVal inresdensity As Doµble, ByVal rearYard As 
Single) As Long 

'***Projects number of units on RM-zoned lots 
Dim varunits As Integer 
Dim vardensity As Double 
Dim varressqft As Double 

.Dim vartotsqft As Double 

vardensity = inLotArea I inresdensity 
varunits = Int(vardensity) 
varressqft = varunits • grossUnitSize(l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 
Do While (vartotsqft I (inLotArea * (1 - rearYard))) > inStories 

. Loop 

varunits = 
varressqft 
vartotsqft 

varunits - l 
varunits * grossUnitSize(l) 

= varressqft 

RM_Units varunits 

End Function 
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Function RTO Units(ByVal inZoning As Stririg, ByVal inStories As Integer, 
,ByVal inLolliea As Double, ByVal rearYard As Single) 

'***Projects nurnPer of units on R-zoned lots 
Dim envelope As Double 
Dim varunits As Integer. 
Dim varressqft As Double 
Dim vartotsqft As Double 

If InStr(l, inzoning, "RTO"} Then 
envelope ::; inLctArea * 0. 55 '* inStories 
varunits' =envelope I grossU~itSize(0.75) 
vartotsgft = varressqft 

Do While ceil(vartotsgft / (inLot.l\rea * (1 - rearYard))) > 

Nz(inStories, 0) 
varunits = 
varressqft 
vartotsqft 

varunits - 1 
varunits * grossUnitSize(l) 

= varressgft 
Loop 
RTO_Units 

Else 
RTO_Units 

End If 

End Function 

-varunits 

Null 

Function RTO_MixUnits(ByVal inStories As Integer, _. 
ByVal inLotArea As Double, ByVal rearYard P.s Single) 

'***Projects number of units on RED-Mixed-zoned lots in West Soma 
Dim resenvelope As Double 
Dim varunits As Long 
Dim varressqft As Double 
Dim varcomsgft As Double 
Dim vartotsgft As Double 

If Lotarea >= 1200 Then 
varcomsgft 1200 

Else 
varcomsqft 

End If 
inLotA:tea 

resenvelope = inLotArea. * · (l - rearYard) * instories - varcomsgft 
varunits. = resenvelope I grossTinitSize(l) 
vartotsgft =·varressgft 

Do While ceil(vartotsqft I (inLotArea * (1 - rearYard)J i > 
Nz(instories, O) 

varunits·== 
varressqf t 
vartotsqft 

varrmits - l 
varunits ~ grossUnitSize(l) 

= varressqf t 
Loop 
RTO_MixUnits varunits 

End Function 

Function height_stories(ByVal in_limit As .string) 
'***Returns nurober of stories allowed given the height limit 
Dim varstring As String 
Dim varheight.As Integer ,_ 
If (InStr(l, in limit, "OS/") = 1) 

And (InStr(l, in limit, "-") > O) Then 
varstring = Mid(in_limit, 4, InStr(l, in_limit, "-") - 4) 
''arheight = Cint {varstring) 

Elseif InStr(l, in .limit, ''-") > O Then 
varstring Left(in_limit, I;,,str(l, in_limit, "-") - 1) 
varheight = Cint(varstring) 
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0.22 

Elseif InStr{ 1, 
varstring 
varheight 

Else 
varbeight 

End If 

in_lirnit, •x•J > o Then 
Lej:t(in_limit, InStr(1·, _in_limit, 
crnt(varstring) 

height_stories = !nt(varheight / 10) 
End Function 

Function ceil (ByVal innumber As Double) 

"X") - 1). 

'***Returns the next.integer up; used for calculating number of stories 
'***given the lot area and building square footage 
I£ Int(innumber) >inn.umber Then 

ceil Int[innurnber) + 1 
Else 

ceil 
End If 

End Function 

Int (innumber) 

Function old_unit_size () 
'***Used for assumptions about square footage of existing units 
old_unit_size = 76S * l.2 

End Function 

Function new_unit_size(ByVal in_option As Boolean) 
_,***Use for calculating square footage of new residential units. 
'***Case true for live-work, case fa1se for everything else. 
If in_option Tb.en 

new_ unit _size 
Else 

new_unit_size 
End If 

End Function 

1000 

1000 * 1..2 

Function calc softness(ByVal intotsqft As Double, ByVal insqft As Double) 
Select ca;e Nz(insqft, 0) 

Cas·e o To (intotsqft * o. OS) 
calc softness = S 

Case (intotsqft * O.OS) To [intotsqft * 0.3) 
calc_softness = 30 · 

Case (intotsqft * 0.3) To (intotsqft ~ 0.4) 
calc softness = 40 

Case [intotsqft * 0.4) To (intotsqft • O.S) 
calc_softness - SO 

Case Else 
calc_softness 

End Select 
End Function 

Null 

1165 



,,,·lt1t1c:inm..·nt /)~2 
Summary of Residential Deve_Jopmenl Standards by Zoning District. 

: i=ies10ENi:IAi.; 01srR16:fs·. ·· °' ... > .. 
• < • r·~ . 

RH·1 (D) House, One-Family I One dwelling unit per Jot. Residential care facility for 6 300 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
(Detached Dwellings) Residential care facility for 7 or more. 400 sq.ft. per unit if com· (11 du/acre) · or fewer. man. 

One dwelling unit per lot; up to 

RH·1 House, One-Family one unit per 3000 sq.It. of lot area 
Residential care facil lty for 6 

300 sq.ft. per unit if private; 
(maximum of 3 units) with conditional Residential care facility for 7 or more. 400 sq.ft. per unit if com-....... use approval. or fewer . 

....... man . 

O'> 
(17 du/acre) 

O'> Same as RH-1; or 2 dwelling units RH·1 (S) House, One-Family 
per lot with second ur.ilt limited to 600 Residential care facility for 6 I 300 sq.ft. per unit if private; 

with Minor Second Unit 
sq.ft. of net floor area. or fewer. Residential care facility for 7 or more. 400 sq.ft. per unit If com-

(35 du/acre) man. 

Two dwelling units per lot; up to one Residential care facility f~r 7 or more; I 125 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
AH·2 House, Two-Family I unit per 1500 sq.ft. of lot area with Residential care facility for 6 group ~ouslng, boarding, group ~ous- 166 s .ft. er unit If c.om-

conditional use approval. or fewer. Ing, religious ·orders; group housing, q p · · · 
(35 du/acre) medical and educational institutions. mon. 

Three dwelling units per lot; up to 9ne Residential care facility for 7 or more; 100 sq.ft. per unit if private; 0 
RH·3 House, Three-Family I unit per 1 ooo sq.ft. of lot area with Residential care facility for 6 group housing, boarding; group hous- " 133 sq.ft. per unit If com- () 

conditional use approval. or fewer. ing, religious orders; group housing, )> .. 

(52 du/acre) medical and educational institutions. man. g 
" -·I I Residential care facility for 
m 

RM·1 Mixed (Apartments and I Three dwelling units per lot or one Residential care facility for 7 or more; 100 sq.ft. per unit if private; 0 

6 or fewer; group housing; :c 
Houses), Low Density dwelling unit per BOO sq.ft. of. lot area. group housing, medical and educa- 133 sq.ft. per unit if com- 0 

boarding; group housing, c;: 
(54 du/acre) tional Institutions. man. Ill religious orders. ;;: 

I Residential care facility for 
!;') 

RM·2 Mixed (Apartments and I Three dwelling units per lot or one Residential care facility for 7 or more; BO sq. ft. per unit If private; m 
6 or fewer; group housing, r" 

Houses), Moderate Density dwelling unit per 600 _sq.ft. of lot area. group housing, medical and educa- 106 sq. ft. per unit If com- m 
boarding; group housing, ~ 

(77 du/acre) tlonal institutions. man. rn 
religious orders. z 

...( 

~ 
p Q 

0 
~- \0 



..... ..... 
en ..... 

O· 
~ ~.: 

RM-3 Mixed (Apartments and 
Houses), Medium Density 

RM-4 Mixed (Apartments and 
Houses), High Density 

RC-3 Residential-Commercial 
Combined, Medium Density 

RC-4 Residential-Commercial 
Combined, High Density 

RTO Residential Transit 
Oriented Development 

RTO·M Residential Transit 
Oriented Development, 
Mission 

Three dwelling units per lot or one 
dwelling Unit per 400 sq.ft. Of Jot area. 

. (109 du/acre) 

Three dwelllng units per lot or one 
dwelling unit per 200 sq.ft. of lot area 
(218 du/acre) 

Three dwelling units per lofor one 
dwelling unit per 400 sq.ft. of lot area. 
(109 du/acre) 

Three dwelllng units per lot or. one 
dwelling unit per 200 sq. ft. of lot area. 
(21 B du/acre) 

Permitted 1 dwelllng unit per 600 
square feet of lot area; may exceed 
this limit I.or BMR units, affordable 
housing, or other special uses. 
With a conditional use permit density 
may exceed 1 unit per 600 and Is then 
limited by height, bulk and unit mix 
requirements. 
(77 du/acre)· 

Permitted 1 dwelling ·unit per 400 
square feet of Jot area; may exceed 
this limit for BMR units, affordable 
housing, or other special uses; 
Density may exceed 1 unit per 400 
and is then limited by height, bulk and 
unit mix requirements. 
. 40% required to contain at least 2 
bedrooms or 30% required to contain 
at least 3 bedrooms. · 
(109 du/acre) 

Residential care facility for' 
6 or fewer; group housing, 
boarding; group housing,· 
religious orders. 

Residential care lacfllty for 
6 or fewer; group housing, 
boarding; group housing, 
religious orders. 

Residential care facility for 
6 or fewer; group housing, 
boarding; group housing, 
religious orders. 

Residential care facility for 
6 or fewer; group housing, 
boarding; group housing, 
religious orders . 

Residential care faclllty for· 
6 or fewer; group housin'g, 
boarding; group housing, 
religious orders. 

Residential care facility for 
6 or fewer; group housing, 
boarding; group housing, 
religious orders . 

Residential care taclllty for 7 or more; 
group housing, medical and educa-
tional Institutions. · · 

Residential care facility for 7 or more; 
group housing, medical and educa
tional Institutions. 

Residential care facility for 7 or more; 
group housing, medical and educa
tional institutions. 

Residential care facility for 7 or more; 
group housing, medical and educa
tiona,1 Institutions. · 

Residential care facility for 7 or more; 
group housing, medical and educa
tional institutions. · · 

Rssldsntla\ care facility for 7 or more; 
group housing, medical and educa· 
tlonal Institutions. 

60 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
80 sq.fl. per unit If com
mon. 

36 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
48 sq.fl. per unit If com
mon. 

60 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
80 sq.ft. per unit If com-
. man. 

36 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
48 sq.ft. per unit If com
mon. 

1 oo .sq. fl, per unit if private; 
133 sq.ft. per unit if com
mon. 

100 sq.ft. per unit if private; 
133 sq.ft. per unit if com
mon. 
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Pacific NCC 

NC-1 NC Cluster District, 
NC·2 Small-Scale NCO, 
NC·S NC Shopping Center, 
Inner Sunset NCO, 
Sacramento NCO, 
West Portal NCO 

NC-3 Moderate-Scale NCO, 
Castro NCC, 
Inner Clement NCO, 
Outer Clement NCO, 
Upper Fillmore NCO, 
Haight NCO, 
Union NCO, 
24th·Noe Valley NCO 

Broadway NCC, 
Upper Market NCD, 
North Beach NCO, 
Polk NCO 

One dwelling unit per 1,000 sq.ft. of 
lot area, 
(44 du/acre) 

One dwelling unit per 800 sq.ft, of lot 
area. · 
(54 du/acre) 

One dwelling unit per 600 sq.ft. of lot 
area, 
(77 du/acre) 

One dwelllng unit per 400 sq.ft. of lot 
area. 
(109 du/acre) 

Group housing 

Group housing; residential 
care facility tor 6 or fewer. 

. Group housing; residential 
care faGllJty for 6 or fewer. · 

. Group housing; residential 
care facill!Y for 6 or fewer. 

;;~·~·1}~'.H'.~'.~'~:~.??.b.:'~.ci·~;~.~,~9iA~'tA~~~i!'.#1.~i6(~fs:l(H~j9i· :: ..... , ·. • .. 
Hayes-Gough NCTC, 
Upper Market NCTD 

NCT-2 Small-Scale NCTD 

No density llmit; density controlled by 
physical envelope controls of height, 
setbacks, open space, and exposure. 
(N/A) 

No density limit; density controlled by 
physical envelope controls of height, 
setbacks, open space, and exposure. 
40% required to contain at least 2 
bedrooms or 30% required to contain 
at least 3 bedrooms. 
(N/A) 

Group housing; residential 
care facility for 6 or !ewer. 

Group housing: residential 
care facility tor 6 or fewer. 

·:·: ,.· 
,• ~ .·. 

Residential care facility for 6 or fewer. 

Residential care facility for 7 or more. 

Residential care facility for 7 or more. 

Residential care facility for 7 or more. 

. _,·· , . 

1 oo sq.ft. per unit If private; 
133 sq.ft. per unit if com
mon. 

100 sq.ft. per unit if private; 
133 sq;ft. per unit If com
mon. 

80 sq.ft. per unit if private; 
1 oo sq.ft. per unit if com
mon. 

60 sq. ft. per unit If private; 
80 sq.ft. per unit if com
mon. 

··: 
~- ~· .. :. 

· 60 sq.ft. per unit if private; 
Residential c·are facility for 7 or more. J 80 sq.ft. per unit If com

mon. 

1 oo sq.ft, per unit If private: 
Residential care facility for 7 or more. I 133 sq.ft. per unit if com~ 

man. 
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NCT-3 Moderate-Scale NCTD, 
Mission NCTD 

Valencia NCTD, 
24th-Mission NCTO, 
SOMANCTD 

No density limit; di;insity controlled by 
physical envelope controls of height, 
setbacks, open space, and exposure. 
40% required to contain at least 2 
bedrooms or 30% required to contain 
at least 3 bedrooms. 
(N/A) 

No density limit. 40% required to 
contain at least 2 bedrooms or 
30% required to contain at least 3 
bedrooms. 
(N/A) 

Group housing, residential 
care faclllty. 

Group hqusing; residential 
care facility for 6 or tewei. 

:'A'~~e~~-~~-.-~~'-~:1~iit's:~~=f :·-..... ~:.:; ::.;-. -<<\ :·1.;<;"/::\~---.;:~~.:~:~:;.:<-i,_ .·,\·: . 
CCB Chinatown Community 
Business, 
CVR Chinatown Visitor Retail, 
CRNC Chinatown Residential 
N"eighborhood Commercial, 

RED Residential Enclave 

SPD South Park 

RSD Residential/ Service 

SLR Service/ Light Industrial/ 
Residential 

One dwelllng unit per 200 sq.ft, of lot 
area. 
(21 B du/acre) 

One dwelling unit per 400 sq.ft. of lot 
area 
(109 du/acre) 

Group housing, residential 
care facility. ' 

SRO units. 

No density limit. 40% required to 
contain at least 2 bedrooms or 
30% required to contain at least 3 I SRO units. 
b.edrooms. 
(N/A) 

One dwelling unit per 200 sq.ft. of lot 
area for projects below 40 ft; above 40 
ft., density determined by conditional I SRO units. 
use process. 
(218 du/acre) 

One dwelllng unit per 200 sq.It. of lot 
area. I SRO units. 
(21 B du/acre) 

Not applicable. 

Residential care facility for 7 or more. 

Nol applicable. 

Residential care facility. 

Group housing; residential care 
facility. 

Group housing; residential care 
faclllty. 

Group housing; residential care 
facility. 

BO sq. ft. per unit If private; 
100 sq.ft. per unit If com
mon. 

80 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
100 sq.ft. per unit If com
mon. 

48 sq.ft. 

60 sq.ft. per unit If all 
private; BO sq.ft. If common 
space. 36 sq.ft. per unit for 
live/work units. 

ao'sq.tt. per unit: 64 sq.ft. If 
publicly accessible. 

36 sq. ft. per unit if private; 
4B sq.ft. per unit If com
mon. 

60 sq.ft. per unit if private; 
BO sq.ft. per unit If com
mon. 
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SLI Service/ Light Industrial 

550 Service/ Secondary Office 

RH-DTR Rincon Hill Downtown 
Residential, 
SB DTR South Beach Downtown 
Residential 

MUG Mixed Use - General, 
MUR Mixed Use - Residential, 
MUO Mixed Use- Office 

UMU Urban Mixed Use 

TB DTR Transbay Downtown 
Residential (Redevelopment 
Project Area) 

··¢6~'Me:fi9i~4·p1srR1~+:s.·' · 

c-2 Community Business 

C-M Heavy Commercial 

By conditional use only if low income: 
otheiwise, not permitted; one dwelling 
unit per 200 sq.ft. of lot area. 
(218 du/acre) 

By conditional use only; one dwelling 
unit per 200 sq.ft. of lot ·area. 
(21 B du/acre) 

No density limit. 40% required to 
contain at least ·2 bedrooms or 
30% required to contain at least 3 
bedrooms. 
(NIA) 

No density limit. 40% required to· 
contain at least 2 bedrooms or 
30% required to contain at least 3 
bedrooms . 
(N(A) 

No density limit. 40% required to 
contain at least 2 bedrooms or 
.30% required to contain at least 3 
bedrooms. 
(NIA) 

No density limit. (N/A) 

~ '. -.~-;: 

Not applicable. 

SRO units. 

Not applicable. 

SRO units. 

Not applicable. 

Group housing, residential 
care facility. 

-·: '. ,;:·· 

Dwelling at·a· d~~sity ~f th~- clo~~st · 
.<.•·. 

R district, but In no case less be less 
than one dwelling unit per 800 sq.ft. 
of lot area. 

By conditional use only; dwelling at a 
density of the closest R district, but In 
no case less be less than one dwelling 
unit per 125 sq.ft. of lot area. 

(348 du/acre) 

Group housing; residential 
care· facility. 

Group housing; residential 
care facility. 

SRO units, if low Income; group hous
ing; residential care facility. 

Group housing; residential care 
facility. 

Residential care facility. 

Student housing; residential care 
facility. 

Student housing; residential care 
facility. 

Not applicable. 

Not applicable. 

Not applicable, · 

36 sq.ft. 

36 sq.ft. 

75 sq.ft. per unit; up to 
50% may be provided off· 
site if publicly accessible. 

80 sq.ft. per unit; 54 sq.ft. if 
· publicly accessible. 

80 sq.ft. per unit; 54 sq.ft. If 
publicly accessible. 

16 sq.ft. per unit plus com
mon space located in the 
center of each block 

Same as the requirement 
for the nearest R district. 

36 sq.ft. per unit.if private; 
48 sq.ft. per unit If com
mon. 
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P Public 

1 

Dwelling uni.ts or group housing not 
permitted. (N/A) 

SPECIAL USE DISTRICTS (SUO) 

Van Ness SUD 

Folsom and Main Residential/ 
Commen:lal SUD 

North of Market Residential 
SUD Subarea No. 1 

North of Market Residential 
SUD Subarea No. 2 

Van· Ness and Market Down· 
town Residential SUD 

Lakeshore Plaza SUD 

No density. limit; density controlled by 
I physical envelope controls of height, 

setbacks, open space, and exposure. 
(N/A) 

No density limit; density controlled by I physical envelope controls of height, 
setbacks, open space, and exposure. 
(N/A) 

One dwelling unit per 125 sq.ft. of lot 
area; double density provisions do not 
.apply. 
(348 du/acre) 

One dwelling unit per 200 sq.ft. of lot 
area: double densil{provlslons do nof 
apply. 
(21 B du/acre) 

No density llnilt; denslly controlled by 
physical envelope controls of height, 
setbacks, open space, and exposure. 
(N/A) 

By conditional use only: one dwelllng 
unit per 3,000 sq.ft. of lot area on first 
and second stories' only; group hous- · 
Ing is not permitted, 
(15 du/acre) 

I Not applicable. 

Residential care iacllity for 
6 or fewer; group housing, 
boarding: group housing, 
religious orders. 

Group housing; residential 
care facility. 

Residential care facility for 
6 or fewer; group housing, 
boarding; group housing, 
religious orders. 

Residential care facility for 
6 or fewer; group housing, 

· boarding; group hciuslng, 
religious orders. 

Group housing; residential 
care facility. 

Not applicable. 

Not applicable. 

Residential care facility for 7 or more; 
group housing, medical and educa
tional Institutions. 

Not applicable. 

Residential care facll\ty for 7 or more; 
group housing, medical and educa
tional institutions . 

Residential care facility for 7 or more; 
group .housing, medical and educa
tional Institutions. 

Not applicable. 

Residential care facility. 

Not applicable. 

36 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
46 sq.It. per unit If com
mon. 

36 sq.fl. per unit If private; 
48 sq.ft. per unit If com
mon, 

36 sq.ft. per unit if private: 
48 sq.ft. par unit If com
mon. 

36 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
48 sq.ft. par unit If com
mon. 

36 sq.It. per unit if private: 
48 sq.ft. par· unit it com· 
mon; up to 40% may be 
provided off-site If within 
the SUD or Within 900 feet 
of the project site. 

300 sq.ft. per unit if private; 
400 sq.ft. per unit If com
mon. 

':~. 
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C-3·0 Downtown - Office, 
C·3·R Downtown - Retail, 
C·3-G Downtown - General 

c.3.5 Downtown Support 

Dwelling at a density of the closest 
R district, but In no case less be less 
than one dwelling unit per 125 sq.It, of. \ Group housing; residential 
lot area. Higher density permitted with care facility. 
conditional use. 
348 du/acre 
Dwelling at a density of the closest 
R district, but in no case less be less 
than one dwelling unit per 125 sq.ft. of G . 
lot area. Higher density permitted with I roup housing. 
conditional use. 
348 du/acre 

.t~~-u~;rR1 A~· ANo. P-b~icP.~o.0~~~10N.~p1s·t~1 ~u:+1.PN~;~~b ~·eP.~1 ~),e>,1 ~!F.trcTs :_-:·,: __ : .-~<<> 
. _.,,. . .-- 1' 00 7".·· . :····· ... .. :-:·: · .. ·. -:::.:;.-: :.' ·' - ,1 .. : ,._. -·; .•. 1• : ._:.; , .. : .. ? .: •• ':: :. ·•. ·. . : · . . >: ,. . . ·.·.·:·. '· ' 

M·1 Light Industrial 

M-2 Heavy Industrial · 

PDR-1-B PDR - Light Industrial 
Buffer, 
PDR-1 ·D PDR - Design, 
PDR·1·G PDR - General, 
PDR;2 Core PDR - Bayview 

Dwelling at a density of the closest 
R district, but in no case less be less 
than one dwelling unit per 800 sq.ft. 
of lot area. 
(54 du/acre) 

Dwelling at a di;inslty of the closest 
R district, but In no case less be less 
than one dwelling unit per 800 sq.ft. 
of lot area, 
(54 du/acre) 

Dwelling units or group housing not 
permitted. (N/A) 

Resldentlal care facility. 

Not applicable. 

Not applicable. 

Not applicable. 

Residential care facility. 

Group housing; 

Group housing; 

Not applicable. 

36 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
48 sq.ft. per unit If. com
mon. 

36 sq.ft. per unit if private; 
48 sq.ft. per unit if com
mon. 

36 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
48 sq.ft. per unit it coni
mon . 

36 sq.ft. per unit if private; 
46 sq.ft. per unit If com
mon. 

Not applicable. 
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FILE NO. 110397 ORDINANCE NO. 106-~11 

1 [General Plan Amendments "7 2009 Housing Element Update::] .. 

2 

3 Ordinance amending the San Francisco General Pl
1

an by· ai;lopting the 2009 Housing 
• . I ' ' . 

. . 

4 Element as the Hom~ing Element of the San Francisco General Plan; making findings, 

. 5 including environmental findings and findings of consistency with the General Pian 

6 and the eight priority policies ofthe Planning Code Section 101.1. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

Note: Addjtions are single-underline italics Times New Roman; 
deletions are strikethrough italics Tfmes }kw Rem.an. 
Board amendment additions. are double underlined. 
Board amend.ment deletions are strikethrough normal. · 

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

Section 1. Findings. 

A.·. .Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and Courity of_ Sa~ Francisco provides. 

that the P~arinin!1 Commi~sion shall periodically. recommend to :the Board' of Supervisors, for 

approval o~ rejection, proposed amendments to the General :;_Ian. · ... · 

B. · On ---'Mar"'--_ch_.-"'3"""1"'-, -"2'"""0'"""11"------• the Board of Supervisors receivec:J from the 

17 Planning Department the proposed General Plan amendment which adopts the 2009 Housing. 

18· Element ("the Housing Element Update=Amendment'}as the Housing Element of the San 

19 Francisco General Plan. 

20 c. Section 4.105 of the City Charter further provides that if the Board of 

21 Supervisors fails to Act within 90 days of receipt of the proposed Housing Elemen.t Update · 

22 

23 

Amendment, then the proposed amendment shall be deemed approved. 

o. San Francisco Planning Code Section 340 provides that an amendment to the 

· 24 General Pia~ may be initiated by a resolution of intention ·~y the Plann!ng Commission, which 

25 
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1 refers to, and incorporates by reference, the proposed General Plan amendment. Section 

2 340 further provides that-Planning Commission shail adopt the :proposed General Plan . . . - .. . •. 

·-
3 amendment after a public hearing if it finds from the facts presented that. the public ne~sity, 

4 convenience and· general welfare require the proposed amendment or any part thereof. If 
. . 

5 adopted by the .Commission in whole or in part, the proposed. amendment shall be presented · 

6 to the Board of SupeNi~ors, which .may approve or reject the amendment by a majority .vote. 

7 E. On February 24, -2011, the Planning Commission ini~ated the adoption of the 

8 Housing Elerpent Update, as an amendment to the General Plan. at a qt.ily noticed public 

9 hearing. 

10 F .. On __ Ma_r_ch_2_4-=,,._20_1_1 __ , at a duly noticed public meeting, the Planning 

11 Commission certified the San Francisco_·2Q04 and 2009 Housing Element Final Environmental 

12 Impact.Report ("EIR") by ·Motion No.. 18307 
. . 

finding th_e Final-EIR reflected the . . 

13 independentj_udgnie~t and,analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, 

14 

15 

·15 

17 ' 

18 

accurate and objective, contains no l::>ignificant revisions to m~·oraft EJR, and the contentof 

the report.qnd the· procedures through which the Final E.IR was .prepare_d, publicized and 
. . 

reviewed comply with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEOA'.1 

(Ca_lifomia Pub.lie Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. 

Code Re~s. Sec~ion 15000 ·et seq.) ~nd Ch.apter 31: of the Sa~· Fr~n~isc~ Administrative. 

19 Code. A copy of the Final EIR is on file with the Clerk of the Board in Fiie No. 110397 

20 G. The project evaluated in the Final EIR includes the adoptiori of the _2009 
. . . 

21 Housing El~ment Update as the.Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan. The 

22 Housing Element Update Amendment is an action proposed by the Planning Department that 

23 · is within th~ scope of the Project evaluated in the Final. EIR. .. ·:. 

24 H. ·.At tlie same hearing during which the Planning Commission certified the Final 

25 EIR, the ~fanning C_ornrnission adopted CEQA Findings with re_spect t~ the approval of the 

Planning Department · 
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proposed Housing Element Update Amendment in Motion NI?. 18308 and adopted th~ 

Housing Element Update Amendment in Resolution No. Is3Q.9 . · .· · , finding that the 

puplic necessity, convenience and general welfare requir~ the."p~opo~ed amendment. The 

4 letter from the Planning Department transmitting the proposed Housing Element Update 

5 Amendment to the Board of Supervisors, the Final EIR, the CEQA Findings adopted by the 

6 Planning Commission with respect to the approval of the Housing Element Update 
. . . -

7 Amendment, including a mitigation monitoring and reporting _program and a statement of 

8 overriding considerations, the Housing Element Update Amendment and the Resolution 

9 approving the Housing El~ment Update Amendment are on file with the Clerk of the Board in 
. . 

1 O File No. · 110397 . These and any and all. other documents referenced in this Ordinance 
. . 

11 have b~en made available to, and have been reviewed by, the Board qf Supervisors, and may 

12 be found in either the files of the City Planning Department, as the custodian of records, at 

13 1650 Mission-Street in San Francisco, or in Board File No. · 110397 , . with the Clerk of 

14 the. Board of Supervisors at 1 Dr. C~rlton B. Goodlett Place, .. S~n Francisco and incorporated 

15 herein by reference. 

. 16 I. · The Board ~f Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the . 

17 environmental documents on file referred to herein. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed 

18 and considered the CEQA Findings adopted by the Planning Commission in support of the 

19 approval of the Housing Element Update Amendment, including the mitigation monitoring and 

20 reporting program and the statement of overriding con·siderations, and hereby adopts as tts ·. 

21 own and. incorporates the CEQA Findings contained in Planning C~mmission Motion No. 

2Z 
23 

_...;;;l;.;;;..8::;_30;;...;8. ___ ... by reference· as though such findings-were fully set forth in this Ordinance. 

J. The.Board of Supervisors ·endorses the implementation of the mitigation · 

24 rnea~ures id~nt~ed in the· Planning Commission's CEQA Findings. 

25 

Planning Department 
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2 

K. The Board of Supervisors tings t~at no substantial changes have occur~ed -in the 

Housing Element Update Amendment proposed for- approval ·under th_is Ordinance that will 
- . . . . - .. · - . .. . 

3 require-revisions in the Final EIR du~ to the invoivement of new signifiea_nt-_environmental 

4 effects or a·substantial increa~e in the-severity of previously-identified significant effects, no 
- . 

5 substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the 

6 Housif!g Element Update Amendment_-proposed for approval under the Ordinance are . 

7 undertaken which will require major revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new 

8 environmental effects ~r a substantial increase in the s~verity of. effect~ identified in the Final 

9 EIR and_ no. new info~~tion of substantial imp.ortance to the H12using Element Upc;iate 

10 Amendment as proposed for approval in the Ordinance _has become available which indicates 
. -

11 that (1)the _Housing Element Update-Amendment will have significant effects not discussed in 

· 12 the Final EIR, (2) significant environmental effects wili be sub~t~ntially m_c:ir~ severe, (S) -

13. mitigation ~e_asure or alternatives found not fea,sible which wquld·reduce·one or more 

14 

15 

significant effects have become f~asibl~ or (4) mitigation me·~su~es o(alternatives which are 

considerab_ly different from those in the Final EIR would substa_'ntially reduce one or more . . . . 

16 significant effects on the environment. 

:17 · M. · The Board of Supervisors finds, -pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, that the 

18 Housing Element Update Amendmen.t set forth in the documents on file with the Clerk of the 

1.~ 

20 

Board in File No. _ 110397 will serve the public necessity, convenienee and general 

welfare for the reasons set f_orth ·in Planning Commission Resolution No. 18309 and 

21 incorporates.those reasons herein by reference.- . 

22 . N. The Board of S_uper:visors finds that the Housing Element Update Amendment -

23 as set forth in th~ docum~nts on file with the Clerk of the Bo~rd-i_n Board.File No. 110397 

24 is in conformity with the General Plan and the eight priority.policies of-Pl~nning Code Section 

25 101.1 for ~lie reasor:is set forth in Plannin~ Commis5ion Resolu~ion No._ 18309 . -The 

Planning Deparbnent 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

1176 

Page4 
414/2011 

n:~and\as2011 \090Cl522100691182.doc 



I . ; . .·_; I i. 

··1 1_ 

1 · Board hereby adopts the findings set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No._ 

2 18309 and incorporates those findings herein by reference. · 

· 3 . Section 2. The Board of SL:Iperviso!s hereby amends the San Francisco G~neral Plan 

4 by a?()pting the 2009 Housing Element, as the Housing Element of the San Francisco 

5 General Plan, as recommended to the Board of Supervisors by the Planning _Gommission on. 
~ch 24. 2011. . . 

6 · - - -· , and· referred to above. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

11. 

18 

··19 

20 

·21 

22 

23 

24 

25--_ 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

By. ~ QJ-t: .:1 
Susan Cleveland~Knowles 
Deputy City Attorney · 
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City and County of San Francisco 

TaiJs 

Ordinance 

-J -

City Hall 
1 Dr. C.:rltnn B. Goodlett Place 
Sao Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

File Number: 110397 Date Passed: June 21, 2011 

Ordinance amending the San Francisco General Plan by adopting the 2009 Housing Element as the 
Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan; making findings, including environmental findings 
and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of the Planning Code 
Section 101.1. · · 

· May 16, 2011 Land Use and Economic Development Committee - RECOMMENDED 

May 24, 20.11 Board of Supervisors - CONTINUED ON FIRST READING 

· Ayes: 11 -Avalos, Campos, Chiu,.Chu, Cohen, Elsbemd, Farrell, Kim, Mar, 
Mirkarimi and Wiener 

. . 
June 14, 2011 Board ?f Supervisors - PASSED ON FIRST READING 

Ayes: B -. Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Cohen, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi and Wiener 

Noes: 3 - Chu, Elsbernd and Farrell 

June 21, 2011 Board of Supervisors - FINALLY PASSED 

/>,.yes:· 8 - Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Cohen, Kim, Mar, Mirkariini and Wiener 

Ndes: 3 - Chu, Elsbemd and Farrell 

File No. 110397 

~· . . le 

City and CoWZO> of Srm Frtindsco · Pagel 

1178 

I hereby certify thafthe foregoing 
Ordinance was FINALLY PASSED on 
6/21/2011 by the Board of Supervisors of the 
City and County of San Francisco. 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of .the Board 
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TO: 
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SAN FRAN.CISCO 
PLAN·N-ING DEPARTMENT 

June 30, 2010 

Distribution List for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Elements Draft EIR 

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer 

SUBJECT: Request for the Final Enviionmental Impact Report for the 2004 and 2009 
Housing Elements Project (Planning Department File No. 2007.1275£) 

This is the Draft of the Enviro:rlmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 2004 and 2009 Housing 
Elements Project. A public hearing will be held on the adequacy and accuracy of this 
document. After the public hearing, our office will prepare and publish a document titled 
'.'Comments and Responses," which will contain all relevant comments on this Draft EIR 
and our responses to those comments. It may also specify changes to this Draft EIR. 
Those who testify at the hearing on the Draft EIR will automatically receive a copy of the 
Comments and Responses document, along with notice of the date reserved for 
certification; others may receive a copy of the Comments and Responses and notice by 
request or by visiting our office. This Draft EIR together with the Comments and 
Responses document will be considered by the Planning Commission in an advertised 
public meeting and will be certified as a Final EIR if deemed adequate. 

After certification, we will modify the Draft EIR as specified by the Comments and 
Responses document and print both documents in a single publication called the Final 
EIR. The Final EIR will add no new information to the combination of the two documents 
except to reproduce the certification resolution. It will simply provide the information in 
one document, rather than two. Therefore, if you receive a copy of the Comments and 
Responses document in addition to this copy of the Draft EIR, you will technically have a 
copy of .the Final EIR. 

We are aware that many people who receive the Draft EIR and Comments and 
Responses have no interest in receiving virtually the same information after the EIR has 
been certified. To avoid expending money and paper needlessly, we would like to send 
copies of the Final EIR in Adobe Acrobat format on a CD to private individuals only if . 
they request them. Therefore, if you would like a copy of the Final EIR, please fill out and 
mail the postcard provided inside the back cover to the Major Environmental Analysis 
division of the Planning Department within two weeks after certification of the EIR. Any 
private party not requesting a Final EIR by that time will not be mailed a copy. Public 
agencies on the distribution list will automatically receive a copy of the Final EIR. 

Thank you for your interest in this project. 
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BOARDofSUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDtrTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department 
Jonas lonin, Acting Commission Secretary, Planning Commission 
Olson Lee, Acting Director, Mayor's Office of Housing 

FROM: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and .Economic Development 
Committee, Board of Supervisors 

DATE: May 21, 2014 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

_The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Economic Development Committee has received the 
following proposed legislation, introduced by the Planning Department on May 6,_ 2014: 

File No. 140414 

Ordinance amending the San Francisco General Plan by repealing Ordinance 108-
11 and adopting the 2009 Housing Element; making findings, including 
environmental findings, Planning Code section 340 findings, and findings of 
consistency with the General Plan and the ei$ht priority policies of Planning Code, · 
Section 101.1. 

If you have any additional comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them 
to me at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San 
Francisco, CA 94102. 

c: AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
Eugene Flannery, Mayor's Office of Housing 
Sophie Hayward, Mayor's Office of Housing 
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Aaron Goodman 

25 Lisbon St 

SF CA 94112 

Tel: 415786.6929 

Email: amgodman@yahoo.com 

140414 

RE: SF BOS Land-Use Meeting- 6/9/14 Item# 5 [140414 - Repeal of 108-11 and Adoption of 2009 

Housing Element] 

SF Board of Supervisors Land-Use Committee Members 

I write to you unable to atte.nd Monday mornings hearing at the Land-Use committee but wanted to 

send my memo of being NOT in support of the approval of the 2009 Housing Element. The concerns 

stem from the current litigation against the City of SF on the Parkmerced case where it is clearly stated 

that there were concerns about neighborhood character and scale in the projects premise that violated 

the SF General Plan in more than one category severly so that the Planning Commissioners and SF BOS 

should have Jooke.d again at the alternatives and suggested input from the public in dete.rmining their 

responses and sent it back to planning un-approved. We have qlso seen many new housing projects 

built which question where are the affordable units as part of the approval, such as 800 Brotherhood 

Way, where there was no EIR or CEQA analysis, and no public discussion on the "fair-share" impacts of 

the proposed project, what number of housing units would be affordable or on-site, and whether there 

was any review of the co-impacts of the SFSU-CSU masterplan and Parkmerced Vision projects on 

. infrastructure that holistically looked at the impacts created per ABAG 32 and. SB375. Submitted 

alternatives were ignored by city agencies in the rush to approve the project, and many significant 

alternatives not explored that could have lessened costs and impacts ofthe proposed project and still 

met the project sponsors profit margins, by utilizing infill, and truly dealing with the Health Saftey and 

Wellfare of the inhabitants of Parkmerced's 11 un-retrofitted towers that were summarily removed 

from the project scope by the developer and cities interests. The 2009 and 2004 housing elements were 

challenged by CSFN, SPEAK and other neighborhood groups that are concerned about their communities 

wellbeing since the parkmerced process shows that such proposals can occur anywhere in any district 

based on the push to redevelop and destroy a community vs. adequately looking at the SF General Plan 

and Housing Element and proposing projects that would meet better the real need for rental and work

force housing that is not the current set market prices, but co-ops and rental housing developments in 

the same vein as Parkmerced in the 1950's in scale and scope in other areas of SF. As in the Parkmerced 

project, feasible alternatives were not reviewed, and the 2009 housing element should not be 

supported. Please take my prior memo's on the Housing Element into consideration and do not approve 

this current proposed approval per Kathryn Devincenzi Attorney for SPEAK. 

Sincerely 

Aaron Goodman 
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Ausberry, Andrea 

From: 
Sent: 

·To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Aaron Goodman [amgodman@yahoo.com] 
Sunday, June 08, 2014 9:29 PM 
Ausberry, Andrea 
Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
RE: Land-Use Committee - Item #5 (6.9.2014) 
housing_ element2014. pdf 

Please find my attached brief memo, on the hearing item at the land-use committee at the SFBOS 
this Monday. 

As I am unable to attend, I am submitting this email in opposition to the approval of item#5 on the 
agenda on the 2009 Housing Element. I support the position of SPEAK, and the neighborhood 
organizations on the improper review of alternatives by the city and county of SF which is in litigatfon 
currently on the improper approval of the Parkmerced project based on the 2004 and 2009 Housing 
Element and SF General Plarl which dictates that alternatives that do not destroy a neighborhood. 6r 
its character be properly vetted and alternatives properly and adequately reviewed especially ones 
that showcase how to densify without destroying a complete neighborhood. 

Did we learn nothing from the Fillmore? 

Sincerely 

Aaron Goodman 

1 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 · 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDtrTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

LAND USE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CO.MMITIEE 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Economic Development 
Committee will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal and said public 
hearing wrn be held as follows, at which time all interested parties m~y attend and be heard: 

Date: Monday, Ji.me 9, 2014 

Time: 1 :30 p.m. 

Location: Committee Room 263, located at City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

·Subject: File No. 140414. Ordinance amending the General Plan by repealing 
Ordinance No. 108-11 and adopting the 2009 Housing Element; making 
findings, including environmental findings, Planning Code, Section 340; . 
findings, and findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight 
priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. · 

In accordance with San Francisco Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who 
are unable to attend the hearing on this. matter may submit written comments to the City prior 
to the time the hearing begins. These comments will be made a part of the official public 
record in this matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of the Committee. 
Written comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, Room 244, 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information relating to this 
matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. Agenda information relating to this 
matter will be available for public review on Friday, June 6, 2014. 

DATED:May27,2014 
MAILED/POSTED: May 30, 2014 
PUBLISHED: May 30, 2014 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

LAND us~ & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
NOTICE REVIEW· 

Legislative File No .. 
Notice Type 

Initial: # 
Date: ·· 

140414 
General Plan - 2009 Housing Element 

Initial: ____,~~·....____,./J'--4----/-· _ /f-
May 22, 2014 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS . 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place., Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDfITY No. 544-5227 

PROOF OF POSTING 

Legislative File No. 140414 

Description of Items:· 140414. Ordinance amending the General Plan by repealing 
Ordinance No. 108-11 and adopting the 2009 Housing Element; making findings, 
including environmental findings, Planning Code, Section 340, findings, and findings of· 
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, 
Section 101.1. 

, an employee of the City and 
County of San Francisco, posted the above described document(s) in a public place 

. within the Planning ·Department, to be affected at least 1 O days prior to the hearing 
within the jurisdiction of the local agency. (pursuant to Government Code 65090): · 

Date: ~/30 / ly 
Time: 

Location: 

Signature:-~~~-· ""."-'.k:;;.·""--t· r-·-·---.--·--~· -------------
Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file. 
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·- ! I, 
: .·. ~. 

.. l 

City Hall 

BOARD orSUl'ERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. GoodJett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554--5184 
Fax No. 554--5163 

TDD/ITY No. 544--5227 

PROOF OF POSTING 

Legislative File No. 140414 

Description of Items: 140414. Ordinance amending the General Plan by repealing 
Ordinance No.108-11 and adopting the 2009 Housing Element; ·making findings, 
including environmental findings; Planning Code, Section 340, findings, and findings of 
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priqrity policies of Planning Code, 
Section 101.1. 

I, Lu lo \-\\J)o(icifc . . , an employee of the City and . 
County of San Franeo, posted the above described document(s) in a public place 
within the Planning Department, to be affected at least 10 days prior to the hearing 
within the jurisdiction of the local agency. (pursuant-to Government Code 65090}: -

Date: 

Time: 

Location: 

Instructions: Upon completion; original must be filed in the above referenced file. 
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Ausberry, Andrea 

From: Ausberry, Andrea 
Sent: 
To: 

Wednesday, May 28, 2014 11:12 AM 
Mohan, Menaka (CPC) 

Cc: Starr, Aaron (CPC) 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

LU - POST -140414- General Plan Housing Element 
140414.pdt, Proof of Posting -140414.pdf 

Follow Up Flag: 
Due By: 
Flag Status: 

Hi Menaka, 

Follow up 
Friday, May 30, 2014 4:00.PM 
Flagged 

Attached is the notice of the June 9th hearing for File No. 140414. Policy requires General Pl~n notices to be published, 
mailed, and posted in three places {Office of the Clerk of the Board, Planning Department, and Main Library). Please 
post the attached notice anci complete the proof of posting form and return to my attention for the file. 

!tndrea. ~ il«rbeArq 
Assistant Clerk . 
Land Use and Economic Development Committee 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors · 
Office 415.554.4442 , 
Website I http:/fwww.sfbos.org/ 
Followus! I Twitter 

• li.<J Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Servic·e Satisfact!on form.· 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since 
August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject ta disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board ()f 
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Gerk's Office regarding 
pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does 
not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, 
addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the 
Boaid of Supervisors webs~te or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

1 
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Ausberry, Andrea 

From: 
Sent: 
To: . 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi, 

Ausberry, Andrea 
Wednesday, May28, 201411:14AM 
SF Docs (LIB) _ _ _ 
LU - POST -140414 - General Plan Housing Element 
140414.pdf 

Please post the attached General Plan notice of hearing. 

Allrlrea. ~ Aurbert?{ 
Assistant Clerk 
Land Use and Economic Development Committee 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
Office 415.554.4442 
Website I t__ttp;//w_w:vv_,sibos.orgl 
Follo.w Us! I Twitter 

• /Co Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

/ 
The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since 

August 1998. 

· D.isc/osures: Persona_! information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject-ta disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide p~rsonal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding 
pending legislation or hearings_wilf be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does 
not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, 
addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to_ the Board and its committees"'7'.may appear on the 
Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that mernbers of the public may inspect or copy. 

1 
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