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FILE NO. 140414 ORDINANCE NO. 

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

2 

3 

4 

5 

- -

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 Plannin_g Code, Section 101.1. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

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 }few Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough /\rial 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 t. Introduction. On March 31, 2011, pursuant to San Francisco Charter 

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

recommended to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 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 Supervisors in File No. 

140414. . 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 
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1 In June 2011, in Ordinance 108-11, the Board of Supervisors 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 Supervisors in File No. 140414. 

U----1+----'-A..._ft ...... eLth.e_ado.p_tioJ]_ofJbe-20D_9-Ho.us_ing_Ele_me_olb_y Jbe_ B_o_a[_d__Ql_S_U-P-eD£Ls_Q[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 finding~ under CEQA. On December 19, 

9 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 certification of the FEIR and the approval of the 2009 Housing Element and 

. 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 Supervisors in File No. 140414. On April 24, 2014, the Pfanning Commission also 

20 rescinded Resolution 18309 and Motion 18308, and reconsidered its approval of the 2009 . 

21 Housing Element and adoption of CEdA Findings in ligh~ 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 Supervisors of the City and County of San 

?5 Francisco hereby finds and determines that: 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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1 (a) Pursuant to San Fra,ncisco 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 Co~mission 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_ _ __duJy_noticetl_p_ublic_ be.aring...onlha.GeneraLEJarLamendment adoptinglba2D0.9-1:iousiog __ . __ . 

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 recommended 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, including the revised alternatives analysis ("Final EIR"), finding that the Final 

21 EIR reflected the independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San 

42 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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5546 
Page 3 



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 _findings reg.!lired bY- CEQA, including_a statementJ;Jf oy~rriding_cQo_s._id_e.J..aliQOS __ and.Jb.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 fil~ with the Clerk of 

8 the-Board of Su.pervisors in File No. 140414. -

9 Section 3. The Board of Supervisprs hereby rescinds Ordinance 1 OS-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 ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

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, Plarining 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,, tlie 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 th~ 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 neighborl)ood character, integrate planning of housing, jobs, 
transportation and infrastructure; and maintain the City as a sustainable model of 
development. · 

Background Information 

. . 

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

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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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 yvith ·cEQA 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 and.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 the alternatives 
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 Comments document, and . 
thereafter, the Planning Commission ·certified the EIR. The Planning Commission continue~ 
to .recommend the adoption of the 2009 Housing Elemen~ 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 9bjectives and policies in the 2009 Housing 
Element remain the same, except for a reference to planning work in Japantown which has 
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:: Room 244 
1 Dr_ Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite4DO 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2007.1275EM; 

General Plan Amendments Related to the 2009 Housing Elem.ent ' s~. cr.· 
~ ,..,·~ 

BOS File No;· _____ (pending) 1 : ·;;::: 

.t'.: :Q ;·~ ~ 

. ~ ~~~;, 
! rv ;;·: ·c::· Planning Co:riunission Recommendation: Approval i r- ·~ 
J :-~~· 

f ~ ~~8 
Pursuant to Oi.arter Section 4.105, the San Francisco Planning Commission recommends !an r .... ~ 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

amen~ent of the San Francisco General Plan. On April 24, 2014, the 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, th~ San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the 2009 Housing 
Element as the City's Housing Element of the. General Plan in Orclinance 108-11, and denied· an 
appeal of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Environmental Impact Report (EIR.) in Motion Mll-
12. However, after the adoption of the 2009 Housing Element, an association of neighborhood 
groups challenged the EIR. in · San Francisco Superior Court in San Franciscans fur Livable 
Neighborhoods v. City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Superior Court case number 513-
077. The trial court found that the EIR 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 conclusory. On January 15, 2014 the San Francisco Superior 
Court ordered the Gty to revise the EIR to address the deficiencies in the altem,atives analysis, 
and remanded the approvals of the ElR and ·the 2009 Housing Element update to the Plapning 
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 i 

to comments on the Revision on April 10, 2014. On April 24, 2014, the Planning Commission in 
Motion 19121, certified the Final EIR,. as updated by the Revision.· 

ww#.sfpf anning.org 
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Transmital Materials · CASE NO. 2007.1275EM 
General Plan Amendmen~ 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 27lh, 2014, the Commission conducted a 

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

proposed Ordinance to again 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 a~opt the 2009 Housing Element The Commission 

adopt~ related findings under CEQA in Motion 19122 .. 

The enclosed ordinance readopts the 2009 Hol.ising 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. 

Attq.ched, please find a more detailed memo dated March 3()1b, 2011 on the development of the 

policies contained 2009 Housing Element. In addition, the attached resolutions .and exluoits 

provide more detail about the Commission's April 2,4, 2014 actions. 

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

-
Director of Planning 

cc via electronic transmittal: City Attorneys John Givner and Audrey Pearson; Assistant Oerk 
Andrea Ausbei;ry 

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

· Planning Commission Resolution No. 19123 (Adoption of 2009 Housing Element) : 
Planning Commission Executive Sw'.ru:nary for Case No. 2007.1275EM-April 24tn, 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 30lh, 2011 

SAN FRAl'IGISC:O 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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SAN FRANCISCO . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: April 23, ~014 

TO: San Francisco Planning Commission 

FROM: Menaka Mohan (415-575-9141) 

Citywide Planne:i;' 

· RE: Planning Commission.Action - Case No. 2007.1275EM 

To San Francisco Plalliring Commission; 

1650 Mission st. 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
GA 94103-2479 

Reception:. 
415.558.6371!. 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

PJarmlng 
lnformafiDfl: 
415.558.6377 

Attached is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program referenced in the CEQA 
Findillgs. as ~bit L This MMRP was inadvertently left.out of your packet for April 24, 2014 
for Item Ua "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 :MM.RP,. which mitigates a significant 
linpact on noise, bas be~ incorporated into the 2009 Housing Element prc;:>posed for adoption, 
as Implementation Measure 17. . 
(see http://ww:W_sf-planning.org/ftPfgeneral plan/II Housing Implementing- Programs.html). 

The updated packet is included here for your reference. 

Af:fachments: 
L 2009-Housing Element; Adopting CEQA Fmdings 

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

~vfomo · 
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2004-AND 2009 HOUSING ELEMENT 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PR.OGRAM 

Mitigation M.a~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 L.in, 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·hour noise measurement (with 
maximum noise level readings taken at least every 15 minutes), 

. prior to completion of the environmental review. The analysis 
shell! 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 
ap.pear 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 conjunct/on with noise analysis 
raquired above, require that open space requlr13d 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 of"thls 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 EtllMBNT 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Responslblllty 
for 

Implementation 

San Francisco 
Planning Department 

1 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

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

Mitigation 
Action 

Ensure that appropriate level 
of noise analysis Is · 
conducted.by the Project 
$ponsor, and where . 
neqessary, 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. 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MARCH 9, 2011 



C11 
C11 
C11 
..i::-

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 design. 

Case No. 2007.1275E 

2004AND 2009 ~OUSING ELEMENT 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Responslblllty 
for 

I mpl ernentation 

2 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Mitigation 
Action 

Monitoring/ 
.Reporting 

Responslbllity 
Monltorln9 
'Schedule 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MARCH 9, 2011 



ATTACHMENT A 

2009 SAN FRANCISCO HOUSJNG.ELEMENT 

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

·. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

SAN FRANCISCO_PLANNING COMMISSION 

In determining to approve the proposed· 2009 San Francisco Housing Element and rela1ed 
approval aciions ·(the "Projecf'), the San .Francisco Planning Commission ("Planning 
Co~ission"' or "Commission") makes and adopts the folloyving findings of fact· and statement· 
of overriding considerations and· adopts the ·following recommendations regarding mitigation 
measures ru+d alternatives based on substantial evidence in the whole ·record of this proceeding 
and under th.e. California Enviro.nmental 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 Fi:ancisco 
Administration Code. 

L Introduction 

Tbis document is organized as follows: 

Section I provides a description of the proposed Project, the environmen1;al reviev._r process for 
the Project, the Planning Commission actions to be taken, and the location ofrecords; · 

Section II identifies the impacts fc:iund not tfr be significant that do not require mitigation;· 

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

Section· N iden~es significant impactS that cannot be. avoided or reduced to less~thari 
· significant levels; 

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

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

· infeasible; and · · . 

,Section VIl presents a statement of overriding considerati<?ns setting forth specific rea5oiis in 
support of the Planning Commission's actions · arid its rejection of the Alternatives not 
incorpo~ted into the Project 

Attached to these findings as Exl).ibit I is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
C'1'1MRP") for the mitigation measures that have been proposed for adoption. The Mitigation 
Moi;iitoring ·and Reporting Program is required by CEQA Section 2108 l _6 and CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15091. It provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the Final EIR 

· CFEIR") th.at is required to n;duce or avoid a significant adve~e impact Exhibit l also specifies 
the agency responsible for implementation ofeac~ measure and establishes m~nitoring actions 
and a monitoring schedule. · 

5555 



These ·findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Planning 
Commission. The references set forth in these rmdings to certain,pages or sections of the ElR or 
responses to comments in the Final ElR are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide 

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

a. Project Description 

State Ho11sing 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 addre;ss the housing-needs of all segµients 
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 itB. . 
general plan.. · · 

State housing elemeritlaw requires that each city· ?TI<l county develop local hoci.sing 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 RHNA) is de~errnined 
by regional planning agencies. SaJ;l. Francisco':s RHNA is determined by the Association of Bay 
Area Goveinments (ABAG). By allocating each jurisdictio.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 ~e 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 th.at allows 
. for the hefilthy :functioning of the housing market. 

Each housing element must include an assessment of housing needs and an inventory 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 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 Cicy 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 · 
environniental document prepared for the· 2004 Housing Element was inadequate, and ditectecr 
the City to prepare art EIR (see San Franciscans for Livable Neighhorlwods v. City and. Cowzty 
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 iri 
. acccirdance 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 o(the ?009 Housing Element co~ists 
of the Data and Needs AQ.alysis section,, whic~ provides a statistical baseline for determining . 

5556 
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appropriate housing objectives, P.olicies ·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 objyctives 
and policies contained in Part II of the 2009 l:Iousing Element. 

Part I also presents an updated calculation of Sart Francisco's fair share of the regional housing 
rieed, rodanuary 2007 through June"2014. The City's RENA goal is 31,193 housing units, or 
-:t-, 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, 5ummarized. m the·ProjectDescriptio.n of the BIR, and 
attached as an appendix thereto, sets forth the objectiv.es, policies, and implementing strategies 
intended to address the City's housing needs based on the REINA. Generally, the objectives and 
policies contained in P~ II prioritize the creation of permanently affordable housing; conserve 
and improve the existing housi.i:J.g stocl:c; recognize and preserve neighborhood character; ·· 
integrate planning of housing, jobs, transportation and infrastructure; and maintain the City as a· 
sustainable model of development. 

Jb.e2009 Housing Element also includes implementation measures, which are proposed for 
adoption and which hiwe been review~d in the BIR, and a series of «Strategies for Further 
Review." The 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: EnvironmentaJ Review 

The Planning Departinent 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. thar was required by the court. The NOP for the Draft-BIR was circulated for 3.0 days in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15082(b). During the NOP circulati.on period, a 
public scoping meeting w~ held on November 6, 2008. · 

· Subsequent to the crrculation 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 recircu~ated an NOP on 
September 2, 2009. that solici~ed comments regarding the content of the BIR for the proposed. 
Housing Elements. During the NOP ci.tculation period, thy Planning Department Q.eld a public 
~coping meeting on September 30, 20~9-

The·Pianning Department pubiished the Draft EIR 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 Bl;R. 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 he~g. opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment~ 
received on the Draft EIR. The Plarining Department accepted public comments on the Draft 
EIR from June 30, 2010 to August 31, 2010.. · 

The Planning Department publishea the Comments and Responses on the DraftEIR on March 9,. 
· 2011. This document includes responses to erivironmental comments on the Draft EJR 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 arid Responses document alSo 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 changes to the Draft EIR text made ill response to . 
comments. 

The Planning Commission certified the Final BIR 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'~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 BIR and the approval of the 2009 Housing Element 

In response to th~-Court's direetion, the Planning Department revised the alternatives analysis of 
the EIR.. Tuenepartment published the Diaft BIR Revised ChapterVII Alternatives (the . 
Revision) and provided public notice of the availability of th.e Revision for public review and 
comri:len1: on December-18, 2013. Notices of Completion and·copies of the R~:visio"n were 
distributed to the State Clearinghouse. Tue 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 includ(;:s responses to environmental comments on the Revision made 
a1 the public hearing on January 23, 2014, as· well as written comments submitted on.the 
Revisibn from December 18, 2013toFebruary18, 2014_ The April 1'0, 2014 Responses to 
Comm en.ts document also contains text changes to the Revision made by the BIR preparers to 
correct or clarify information presented in the Revision; 

c. Plaruilng Commission Actions 

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

• Certify the Final EIR · 

• A._dopt CEQA Findings and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

• ·A._pprove 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 BIR;. 

• 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; · · · · 

• All ~ormation (including written evidence ~d testimony) presented to the Planning 
Corrunission by the envirorunental consultant and su.b-OJnsultants who prepared the.BIR, 
or incorporated into reports pr~sented to the Planning Commission; 

• All information (including written evidence and ~stimony) presen~d to the City from 
other public agencies relating to the Project or the EIR; 

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

• For. documentary. and fuformation 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 relevai:i.t to planned growth in the area; · 

• The :M:MRP; and' 

• All other documents comprising the record pursuant to_ Public Resources ,Code Section 
2116.76(e) 

The public hearing transcripts, a copy of all letters regarding the EJR and the Revision received 
during the public review periods, the administrative record, and background documentation for 
the Final EIR are located· at th.e Planning_ Depar1ment, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San 
Francisco. Jonas Ionin, Conimission Secretary, is the custodian of these docl.Iments and 
materials. · 

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

Firi.ding: Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding. the City finds 
that the implementation oftb.e 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 Resomces; Air Quality; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Wind. and 
Shadow; Recreation;- Utilities and Service Systems; Public . Services; Biological Resources; 
Geofogy and .Soils, Hydrology/Water Quality; Hazards/Hazardous Materials; MineraJJEnergy 
Resources; Agricultqral Resow::ces. Each of these topics is an~yzed 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.L VJ, V.K., 
V.L, V .M, V .N, V.O, V.P, V.Q, V.R, and V.S. 

III. Findings of.Potentially-Significa:nt 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 impa~ts if such measures are feasible. · 

The findings in this· Section Ill and in Section IV concern mitigation ·measures set forth in the 
FEIR. These findings discuss mitigation measlires as proposed in the FEJR 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 2108 L6 and CEQA. Guidelines Section 1509 L 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 e:ach meas~, 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 . 
Plannirr.g Commission and Board of Supervisors, and staff has recommended that it be 

·incorporated into the 2009 Housing Element as an implementation measure folm.d in Appendix 
C. The Planning Commission acknowledges that if such measures were not adopted and 
implemented:, the Project m;iy result in additional significant unavoidable impacts, For this 
reason, and as discussed in Section VI, the Planning Commission is adopting a Statement of 
Overriding Consi4erations as. set forth in Section Vl1 · 

The mitigation measures identified in "the FEIR which would reduce or avoid signifi~t adyerse. ·._ 
enyirorunental impacts are ,proposed for adoption as P:nplement.ation measures of the 2009 
Housing Element, and are set forth }n Exhibit 1, in fa.e Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program. 

Noise: 

a) Potentially Significant Impact 

Impiementation 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 developmep.t in areas that experience noise levels above 75 Ldn could expose 
noise sensitive receptors to noise levels in excess of established standa¢.s. Compliance with 
Title 24~ ~hi ch 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 
signifi.Ca.nt impact ~th respect to noise, · 

b) Mitigation Measure and Conclusion 

The City fin.ds the potentially-significant impact listed above would be reduced to a: less-than
significant level with implementation of mitigation measure M-N0-1, which worild require the 
preparation of an analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify potential noise
generating lises 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 presen~ the 
Department !Jlay require the completion of a· detailed noise assessment by person(s) qualified in 
acoustical analysis and/or engineering prior to the first project approval actio~ in order to 
demo:pstrate 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, irr conjunction with 
noise analysis required above, require that open space required by the Planning Code for such 
uses be protect~, to the maximum feasible extent, from existing ambient rioise levels that could 
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prove annoying or disruptive to users or"the open space. Implementation of this measure could 
involve, among other things, site df".sign 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 principles _of urban de.sign. 

Compliance with this mitigation measure M:.N0-1, together with compli_ance with Title 24 of the 
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 Avoi_ded or Reduced to a Less-Than-Significant 
Level · 

Finding: Based on subsf?ntial evidence in the whole record 6f fuese proceedings, the City finds 
that, where feasible, cha:c).ges or alterations have been requjred, or incorporated into the 2.009 . 
Housing Element to reduce the significant environmental impact as identified in the EEIR. The 
City determines that the following significant impacts on the environment, as reflected in the 
FE.IR, are u.navoidable, but under Public Resources Code "Section 2108l(a)(3) and (b), and 
CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, the City determines that the impacts 
·are acceptable due to the overriding considerations described in Section VII below. This fim;ling 
is supported by substantial evidence in tlie record of this pr:oceedllig. · 

Transportation/Circulation: 

. a. Impact- Transit 

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, including transit.. Under 2025 Cumulative Conditions, the California Street and 
Market Street Subway transit corridors are anticipated to operat~ near Muni's transit capacity 
utilization standard of 85 percent A substantial rriode shift to transit could reslllt in an increase 
in transit ridership above Muni's capacity utilization standard, thereby resulting in overcrowtj.i.Ilg 
on the public trapsit system. To reduce potential overcrowding. on transit, SFMTA could 
increase capacity on Muni by irriplerrienting the transportation plans and programs, as <;1.escribed 
m 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 ~etter Streets Plan. 
Implementation of these plans and programs could_ reduce congestion an~ 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 been secured for 
all of the measures, or for those measures that have. been inlplemented, they have not been 
implemented for a sufficient amount oftime 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 au projected riders. 
SFMr A could also increase capacity on MUNI _by providing more buses. However, this 
approach would involve increased costs .to SFMTA for which funding has not been identified, 
and could require a~ditional sources of revenue. Although SFMTA is pursuing_ additional 
sources_ of r.evenue t:h,rough development impact fees, increases in vehicle license fees, and. 
·issuance of bonds, those measures r-equire 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 o( these two mitigation options cannot be 
established, the impact on transit_wouldremain significant and unavoi~ble. · 

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 llllavoida.ble tr~sit impact would octur 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 Administrative Record, none of 
the factors are pre~ent which would necessitate recirculation of the Final BIR 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 
Planning Depar1ment received on the Draft EIR and on the Revision. In response to these 
commen"ts, the Department added new and clarifying text to the EIR. and the ·RevisimL In . 
additio~ sin~ publication of the original Draft EJR ~the· staff, in response to public comments . 
and additional staff evaluation of the 2009 Housing El~ment, modified a number of policies and 
Objectives in the 2009 Housing Element in order avoid or alleviate specific concen;is raised by. 
the public and Cify officials. The Comments a.Qd Responses documents, which are incorporated 
herein by reference,_ analyzed all of tliese changes and determined that th1r;se changes did not 
constitute new information of significance that would add riew significant environme°'tal 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 p11blication of the Coniments and Responses document. These changes have been 
addressed <?rally by staff or in staff'reports, which statements and reports are incorporate4 herein 
by reference, and based o:n this inforrnatio~ the Planning Depar1ment determined, and the trial 
court affirmed, that these additional changes do not constitute new ip.formation of significance 
that wo1:1ld .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 detennines 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 accollllt the 2009 Housing Element and 
other changes analyzed iJ?. the Final BIR, no substantial changes have occurred With respect to· the 
crrcumsfapces nnder 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~ importance to the Project has become available- which would. indicate (a) the 2009 
Housing Element or the approval action will have significant ~ffects 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 ~tematives 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 BIR under CEQA Guideline 
15088.5 or to prepare a subsequent or supplemental BIR under CEQAGuideline 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!Jonal 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 ElR evaluate· a reasonable range< of alternatives to the Project,· which 
would '.'feasibly attain· most of the basic objectives of the· ·project, but w:ould avoid. or 
substantially lessen effects of the project," and evaluate the comparative merits of the project" 
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a)). Pilrsuant"to the Court's December 19, 2013 Order in 
San.Frani::iscansfor Livable Neighborhoods v. City and County ofS(]Jl Francisco, San Francisco 
Superior Court Case Number 513-077, the BIR eval~d a-reasonable range of alternatives. -

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

Alternatives provide a basis o_f comp~on to the Project in-krms of beneficial, significant, ·and 
unavoidable impacts .. : This comparative analysis is us~ tO consider reasonable feas~ble options 
for ~g environmental consequences of the Project 

A. R~asons for S~lection of the Project 

As described above .and in this sectlon, the project proposed _for adoption is the 2009 Housing· 
Element, as defined in the Project Descriptiori, with the changes incorporated into "Di:aft 3" of 
the 2009 Housing Element when it was approved by the Planning Commission and the Board of 
Supervisors in.2011 (inBoardofSupervisors' Ordinance 108-11). The2009HousingElementis · 
identified -in. th.e ·Draft EIR in Chapter N, Project Description, particularly at pages N-28. 
through IV-31. The 2009 B:ousing Element is selected for adoption because this Commission, 
the body pursuant to the San .Francisco Ch~r charged with. setting land use policy in San 
Francisco, base:d 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 Hi:msing 

. Element. · 

· • Provide a Vision for the City's hous~g 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 indicatcirs and global climate issues. In drafting the policies 
and objectives of the 2009· Housing Element, the Department wo*ed closely with comm.Unity 
leaders; stakeholders,· City agencies, and ~mm.unity mem:hers starting in September of 2008. 
Tue Department convened a Community Advisory Body, held over a dozen stakeholder sessions, 
over 30- publiq workshops and presentations, hosted_ staff office hoUIS, suryeyed the community 
in writing and online, ~d the Planning Director hosted, two worb;hops. In addition, the· Planning 
Commission held several info:tmational 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 B.n. updat;ed RIINA goal set for 2007 to 
2014, and responds to recent global econorri.ic 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 pf San Francisco's homing stock is over 
60 years old and this eristing stock is an 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 units that we,re demolished. 
The 2009 Housing Element contains objectives which specifically discourage the demolition of· 
existing housing (see Objective 2) and discourages the mei;ger of existing units. unless the 
resulting uriits increases the.City's supply of affordable or family hob.sing (see Policy 2.1). The 
Z009 Housing Element also discourages the removal or reduction of housing for parking, thereby 
encouraging the maintenance of the existing housing stock (see Policy 23). ·· 

. • 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 need.s assessment (RHNA) includes production targets 
addressing housing at a range of household income categori~s. San Francisco's RENA target 
includes 18,880 .units, or 61 %, that are affordable to moderate income households (120% of the 
area median income) a:rid below. Under existing zoning, the City ha.s 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 east 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 need.s exceeds $2. billion. Public and private subsidies will 
not be able to fulfill all of San Francisco's affordable housing need.s. 

The 2009 Housing .Element contains objectives and policies designed to ensure that the qty has 
capacity £or the development of various types of housing for households at ail income ievels. It 
also . contains objectives and policies to· foster a housing stock th.at meets the need.s 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 .infrastructur6 and site capacity (Policy 4.6), and encourages integrated . 
neighborhoods with a diversity of unit types and affordability levels (Policy 4.5). The 2009 

. Hou.sing Element encourages· the completion of key opportunity areas such a.s 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 l 2). 

. . 

• Eneourage hou.sirtg 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 
infrastrucfure. The 2009 Housing Element supports the completion of planning for: Treasure 
Island. Candlestick Point/Hunters Point Shipyard, as well as Park Merced and the Tra,nsbay. 
Transit Center (See Policy 1.2). These areas have existing infra.structure to support new hou.sing, 
or new infr~cture is planned for them. The 2009 Hou.sing Element supports new, mixed-use 
infill development in area.s where there is adequate open space, child cate. neighborhood services 
and public transit (Policy 12._2). At the same tim~, the 2009 Hou.sing 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 a:n.y tension between new and existing housing is lessened. · 
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• . Encourage, develop and maintain prog:raffis 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 ezjJand the number of resources for affordable housing, facilitate affordable 
housing development tlrrougffTand 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 enoourage the creation of affordable 
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 R.HNA goals for low and very low income· 
households, a total of over $2 ·billion is required. Thris, the 2009 Housing Element contains. 
nUIIl~ious policies that encourage tl).e ·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 <;:reation of and preservation of smaller units (Policy 1.5, 3.4), f!D.d policies allowing 

·for the development of housing at increased Q.ensities· 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 great~r Ba-y Area and the State of California have adopted environmental and 
housing goals for more sustainable development. SB 375, adopted by 1he 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 develqpment and help to reduce the City's greenhouse gas 
emissions. · · 

The 2009 Housing Element supports these environmental and hoµsing goais.with objectives and· 
polides which support smart regional growth that locates new hou.s~g close to jobs and transit 
(Policy I.IO; 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 12.1,_ 133), and which encourage 
LEED developments (Policy 13.4). These objectives and.policies will help enslire that San 
Francisco, and the region, works toward ineetll,ig the needs of the present without sacrificing the 
ability of future generations to meet their own needs. 

• Ado~t ~ .ho~~g. el~me~t that st"ili~ti~i.Y c~~pli~s: witb.-·califomi-i Housing Element 
Law· as _determined by. the California Department. of Housing and. Community 
Development . 

A determination by the California Department of Housing and Communit)r Development that the 
Housing Element sub~ti.ally complies with state.Housing Element law provides the City with 

. a rebuttable assumption that the Housing Element complies with state Housing Element law 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 fias previously fQund that the 2009 .Ho~ing Element substanti.a.I.iy 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 innpvative strategies and programs. The City expects that 
HCD will continue to find that the 2009 Housing Element compli~ with .state· housing element 
law. 

-B. Alternatives R«_!jected and Reas~ns for Rejection 

. An agency may reject-project alternatives if it ·finds them infeasible. Feasible~ tinder CEQA. is 
de:fmed as capable of being accomplished in a successful mamier withln 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 finding an alternative . infeasible, !>uch as whether an alternative is 
impractical, or undesirable from a policy standpoint Tue City finds 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 
Consideraticms in Section VII. · · · · · 

Rejection of 2004 Housing Elem.ent: The 2004 Housing Element was analyzed in the EIR at an 
equal level of detail as the 2009 Housing Element and was included as a Housip.g 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 anal}'ze 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 in:(easible. The 2004 Housing 
Element would not meet the Project's Objective~ . 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~ a means to enhance neighborhood 
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 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 th~ 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 Housiri.g 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 ipcreases as the cost of owning a private 
vehicle increases. In addition, the 2004 Housing Element induded a number of policies 
designed to increase the allowable densities in a given building envelope. Studies have shoWn 
that transit use increases where housing denSities 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 aphieve 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 R.HNA goal for 2001-2006,_ which numbered 20,374. As noted, an updated Housing 
Element must now respond to ABAG's RIINA goal from _2007 to 2014. Although the-higher 
density and reduced parking strategies encouraged in the 2004 Housing Element might better 
achieve the City':; RBNA 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 ensure that community ba.Sed planning processes are used to generate changes to Iaitd use 
controls (Policy 1.4). Th~ 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 Elf?ment includes 
input from a Citizens Advisory Committee, over 30 public workshops, staff office hours, online 
and written surveys as well as wC:irkshops hosted by the Planning Director over a two and a half 
year period. The scope of community input on the 2009 Hansing 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 thfough 2014. As noted,· none of the other alternatives, 
including the 2004 Housing Element, can match the 2009 Housing Element's recent community 
outreach. · · 

Fa):" 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, 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 
Seetion" 15126.6( e )(3)(A) provi,d.es that "when the project is the revision of aD. existing land use 
or regulatory plan, policy or ·ongoing operation, the 'no project'. alternative will be the 
continuation of the existing.plan, policy or operation into the future." Under Alternative A: the 
No Project/Continuation of 1990 Residence Element Alternative, the 1990 Residence Element 
policies would remain in effect and neither the 2004 Housing Element nor the. 2009 Housing 
Eleinent policies would be implemented. Housing development in the City would continue as 
encouraged under the 1990 Re~idence 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 ezjsting 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 wo~ld be constructed Citywide 
more so under Alternative A than the Project, which encourages housing along transit lines, oi: 
within a community planning process. In other. woqls, similar am.CiUilts of total housing units 
would result from Alternative A and Iinder 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 oetter enables the City to 
meet the Objective of encouraging housing development where supporf;ed 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 incom~ levels. 

LikeMse, as nott?d, Alternative A does not QOntain policies which allow for the reduction in 
parking ·requirements,. and thus construction of housing units could include construction of 
ilnderground 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 insignificant, 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 arid 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 Projeet (which. inclu_des. specific policies designed to encourage housing near jobs, 
6th.er ·services· and along transit lines, such as POlicy I.I 0, 13.1, 13.3). An increase in the amount · 
of vehicle trips can result in more air quality impacts and 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 finds. tJrat 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 annilal 
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 Awere based on data and housingne_eds of the City prior to 
1990, Alternative A includes policies and objectives which do not take into account the updated 
demographic Uit:onnation 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 impacts. Also, the policies and objectives. in Alternative A were developed und~r the 
assumption that the City's avmable land capacity included historic resources .as potential soft 
sites capable of redevelopment. As a result of this methodology, the BIR concluded that 

.Alternative A has~ significant impact on historic resqurces, which. the <?th.er 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 ccinstraints, 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 

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 Hon.sing Element-Adjudicated. Alternative B UJ:cludes the 
objectives, policies and implementation measures of the 2004 Housing Element except f~r the 
p<;>licies that were stricken by the San Francisco Superior Court, in· San Franciscans for Livable 

·Neighborhoods v. City and County of San Francisco, San Fran~isqo 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 altemajive would include the ·updated Data and Needs 
analysis found in Part 1 of the 2009 Housing Element, which also includes the most recently 
ic:lentified RHNA for the current planning period. 

. . 
As identified in the EIR, Alternative B was · detmnin:ed to be the environmentally superior 
?Jternative because Alternative B would come closer. to meeting the key Project objective of 
meeting the RJrnA than would·. Alteffiative A, and Alternative A would have a potentially 
greater impact on-historic resources. 

Similai- 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 devel6pment and new housing units were built under Alternative B to meet the total 
RENA, 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 d~nsity housing 
with reduced parking requirements is generally lower in cost than single farp.ily or other low 
density housing with "one-to-one" p~lcing. · 

. . 

Similar to Alternative A, policies and objectives in AJternative B contain less focus than the 
Project on encouraging density of housing near jobs and other service-S 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, 122, and LIO. An increase in the amount 
of vehicle trips under Altemative B can result in more air quality impacts and greenhouse gas 
impacts. As a result, Alternative B has more all: 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 - tqe biggest source of greenhouse gases. 
Tht?se goals are found .in plans and policies such _as SB 375, and local plans such as the City's 
Clim.ate Action Plan and the Department of the Enviro.nn:ient's Strategic Actiori Plan. 

fu additio~ Alternative B is a compilation. of policies ~d objectives tb.at received no ~rru:iittnity. 
input or involvement. AJternative B does not contain the policies and objective~ related to 
housing issues that respond to _all stakeholders in San Francisco, including neighborhood 
organizations, houswg developers and affordable housing advocat~s. 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 srnveys as well as workshops 
-~6sted by th.e 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 2009Ho~ing:Element. · 

Although the EIR determined that neither the Project nor Alternative B would have a significant · 
envfyoi:llnental impact on neighborhood character and aesthetics, Alternative B does not include 
polic~es that appropriately balance the need"to accorrimodate holl'.'ing with the need to protect the\' 
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character of established neighborhoods. While recognizffi:g arid preserving the unique character 
of San Francisco's neighborhoods is a central housing value in the 2009 Housing Eletnent, 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 housinl? which is de~er 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 VIf below, Alternative B: the 2004 Housing 
Elem.ent-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 
accornmQdations,. and -that enc6urage housing near transit. These cpncepts were generated based 
on ideas- and alternative con~pts 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: I). 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 deye]opment 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 pereent affordajJle 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 derisity in more locations than the other A1tern.8ti.ves. 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 Al~rnative 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':; objective 
to balance new housing development ~ith maintenance of existing neighborhood character. 

Alternative C could result in greater impacts to archaeological resources compared to the Project 
due to. 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 9 than under the Project. -As noted in the Revision, 

. the increased promotion of density would ;;i.lso incrementally increase impacts on recreation, 
utilities and service systems, wind and shadow, geology ·and soils, hydrology and water quality, 
and h~ds and hazardous materials. Although these impacts would be less tlian 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 ~lement-
. Intensified is hereby rejected as infeasible. · · · 

Additional Alternatives Proposed by the Public 

During the "term of analysis of the 2009 Houshig Element ·an.d 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 analyzed in the Responses to Comments documents. As 
presented in the record, and determined by the Superior Court,. the Final ElR reviewed a 
reasonable range of alternatives; moreover, CEQA does not require the project sponsor to 
consider every propcised alteniative so long as the CEQA requll:ements for alternatives analysis 
have.been satisfied. · · 

.. 

Altho_ugh the EJR and the Revision discussed a reasonable range of alternatives, the.Cornniission 
specifically rejects a:s 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 docQIDent, and memoranda by the Planning Department to the Planning 
Conimission and the Board of Supervisors on the 2009 Housing Element when it was previously 
in front of those bodies in 2011. · · 

A '"REINA-;Focused Alternative" is rejected as infeasible because it fails to'reduce ·enviropmental 
impacts, and because a · RHNA-focused alternative would also result in- cumulatively 
considerable ~ontributfon to a potentially feasible transit impact. The 2009 HCm~ing Element 
includes policies that are designed to encourage moderate an:d low income hol!Sing consistent 

. with the RHNA, and do not "allow wholesale density increases;" therefore a "RENA-Focused 
Alte~a:tive'" would not provide useful information for_decision-m¢er8. · 

A "No Post-2004 Rezoning" is rejected as infeasible because ~Qrrent, post::-2004 planning , 
controls, such as those fo1:1D.d in Market and Octavia Area Plan and the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Area Plan reflect th~ existing environment, an.d any reversal to those controls would require 
significant community ol.!freach· and involvement, the d~velopment 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 beca~e a No Post.:. 
2004 Rezoning alternative would undo significant long-term planning efforts which received 
widespread community 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 
econorµic, environmental social,. technological or legal factors, this altema~ve is _infeasible, and· 
therefore rejected:.. · · . _ · · · .· · · . _ 

A "No-Additional Rezoning" is rejected as ~easible 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 RENA 
for all income groups because rezoning on a localized level is, at times, necessary and desirable 
to accommodate affordable housing developments. Moreover; ihe 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 fa.w. 
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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 VII .below, these 
alternatives are hereby rejected as infeasible · 

Although the Superior CoUrt held that the EIR included a reasonable range of alternatives, 
adillti.onaJ alternatives were suggested by commen~rs on the Revision . to the Chapter VII 
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 altematives are rejected as .infeasible. -

VIL Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

Pursuant to Public Resources Section .21081 and CEQA Gllidelines Se~tion 15093; it is hereby 
found, after. considei;ation of the Final EIR an~ 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 cousideration warranting approval of the 2009 Housing 
Element. Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is sufficient to justify approva) of the 
2009 Housing Element Thus, even if a court were to conclude that not every reason is supported 
. by substantial evidence, this determination is that each individual reason is sufficient The 
substanti?-1 eviden~e 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 a.dri:llnistrative 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 tha.t: 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 on transit found to. be unavoidable is 
found to be acceptable due to the.following specific overriding economic, tecbnical, 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. Tue City's fa.it 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.. th.e. 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 ~egies _that encourage the production and 
retention· of housing at lower income levels. By encouraging these strategies, the 2009 Housing 
Element encourages the production oflower cost housing and housing that does not require the 
need for public housii;tg 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 Housing Element 
complies_ with State Housing Element Law. Therefore. adoption of t:p.e 2009 Housing Element 
will allow the City to continut; to be eligible for state and federal funds that require a Housing 
Elern.ent approved by HCD. These funds include affordable housing funds, open space funds 
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and transit :funds, including grants under the OneBayAiea Gtarit program as adopted ·by the 
Metropolitan Transportation Co:µnnission. Under the OneBayArea Grant progiarn, MTC will 
direct $38.8 million dollars in federal transportation funds to San Francisco .. 

3. The 2909 Housing Element is consistent with state, region and Citywide plans and 
policies to redu~ greenhouse gas emissions by encoirraging the .provisiqn of housing near · 
transit. By encouraging housing atong major transit lines and in close proximity to jobs and 
other daily activities; the 2009 Housing Element facilitates a-decrease in the number of-yehicle 

: trips by City residents and visitors, and au increase in the number of per-Sons using other modes 
for transportation, such as transit, bicycle.and walking. The decreased use of private automobiles 
and increased- use of transit, bicycles ~d walking will help reduce use of vehicles, a major 

· source o~ 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, wp..ich affinns San Francisco's commitment to redu~ing 
greenhouse gas emissions by 20% below 1990 levels by 2012. Among other policies, the 

· Climate .f>.ction Plan outlines policies i:Q discourage trips by private automobile and increase trips 
by other· modes. · · · · · · · 

b. San Francisco Department of the Environn;ient'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 San Francisco 
in order to reduce greellhouse gas em.issioJ.?-S from transportation by 963,000 tons per year by 
2012. 

c. the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, · otb.etwise kp.own as· AB 32, a 
California state law that requires the state's greenhouse gas eri:Jissions 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 Sustainab~e Comm.unities Strategy that integrates transportation., land-use and 
hm,J.Sing policies to plan for achievement of tl:;te 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 adopteQ. at a city level to achieve urban sustainability, promote healthy economies, 
advance soci~l equity and protect the world's ecosystem. Adopted in 2005, and signed by San 
Francisco, the Accords, atnong 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 Housrng Element is ~ compilation of housing objectives and policies that were 
formed with the input of: a broad range of community stakeholders that respond to ctnTent 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 comm.unity 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 
pi;ojected housing needs. · · 

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

. COMMERCE AND :q-IDUSTRY. Et.El\1ENT 
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Policy 6_1 Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods and 
· ser\rices in the City's neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing ahd encouraging 

diversity among the districts_ 

Policy 6-3 Preserve_ and promote the mixed commerciai-residential character in neighborhood 
commercial_ districts. Strike a balance between the preservation ·of existing affordable··hou8ing 
and needed ~xpa:nsio:q. of commercial activity. 

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

The 2009 Housing Efoment is consistent· with these policies in the. Corran"erce and Industry . 
Element in that it e:n~irrages housing in mixed u.c;e developments, and served by neighborhood . 
commercial districts. Neighborhooq. 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 pl~ the General Plan. 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE 4 PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR RECREATION AND TIIB ENJOYMENT 
OF OPEN SPACE lN EVERY SAN FRANCISCO NEIGHBORHOOD. 
Policy 4_6 A.ssure the provision· of adequate public open space to serve new residential 
development. · · 

The 2009 HotiSing Element is consistent with and fulfills this. policy by e~couragi~g 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 Ilffi· TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A :MEANS FOR GUIDING 
DEVELOP:MENT AN IMPROVING TIIB ENVIRONMENT 

OBJECTIVE 3: ASSURE TI!AT NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS HA VE ACCESS TO 
NEEDED SERVICES AND A FOCUS FOR NEIGHBORHOOD ACTIVITIES 

OBJECTIVE 11: ESTABLISH PUBLIC TRANSIT AS-· TIIE PRIMARY.· MODE- OF 
TRANSPORTATION lN SAN FRANCISCO AND AS A MEANS THROUGH WHICH TO 
GUIDE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVE REGIONAL MOBILITY AND AIR -
QUALITY. 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with and fulfills these policies by supporting sustainable 
land !-!Se .patterns that integrate housing with transportati9n in order fo -increase transit mode 
share; ensuring that new bqusing is sustaipably supp0rted 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 foll~wing 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 PROVIDJNG AN APPROPRIATE MIX OF HOUSlNG .. 

OBJECTIVE 4.3 ESTABLISH AN AGTIVE, MrXED. USE NEIGHBORHOOD ARqUND 
TIIB TRANSIT STATION THAT EMPHASIZES THE DEVELOP:MENT OF HOUSING. 

OBJECTIVE 4.4 CONSIDER HOUSiNG AS A PRIMARY COMPONENT TO ANY 
DEVELOPMENT ON TIIB RESERVOIR. 

OBJECTIVE 54.5 PROVIDE INCREASED HOUSJNG OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO 
A MIX OF HOUSEHOLDS ATV ARYlNG JNCO.ME LEVELS. . . 

OBJECTIVE 4.6 ENHANCE AND PRESERVE TIIB EXISTING HOUSJNG 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, 'particufurly affordable 
housing, and promotes the retention of exiting housing units~ 

BAYVIEW AREA PLAN· 

OBJECTIVE 5 PRESERVE AND ENHANCE EXISTING RESIDENTIAL 
NEIGHBORHOODS. 

OBJECTIVE 6 ENCOURAGE THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW AFFORDABLE AND 
MARKEf RATE HOUSlNG AT LOCATION AND DENSITY LEVELS THAT ENHANCE. 
TIIB OVERALL RESIDENTIAL QUALITY OP-BA YVIBW HUNTERS POlNT. . 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with and promo~s the objectives of the Bayview Area 
Plan in that it promotes t:Qe 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 wi¢.out' substantially and adversely impacting 
existing neighborhood character. · · · · 

CENTRAL WATERFRONT AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE (1 ENCOURAGE THE TRANSffiON OF PORTIONS OF Tiffi CENTRAL 
WATERFRONT TO A MORE MIXED-USE C:aARACTER, WHILE PROTECTING THE 
NEIGHBORHOODS CORE OF PDR USES AS .w;ELL AS THE IDSTdRIC DOGPATCH 
NEIGHBORHOOD - · - -

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

OBJECTIVE 2.1 ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING 
CREATED IN THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT IS AFFORDABLE :IO.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 t;ransit and other amenities and neighborhood services, while ensuring that 
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growth is accommodated without sub.stantially and adversely impacting existing neighborhood 
character 

CHINATOWN AREAPLAN 

OBJECTIVE 3 STABILIZE AND WHERE POSSIBLE INCREASE THE SUPPLY OF 
HOUSING . _____ _. ---

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

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with the Chinatovv:ri 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 subs~tially arid adversely impacting 
existing neighborhood character. 

DOWN'T0"'7N PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 7 EXPAND TIIE 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 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 OCTA VIA AREA PLAN 

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 REJNFORCES TIIB PLAN AREAS 
UNIQUE PLACE IN THE CITY'S LARGER URBAN FORM AND STRENGTIIBNS ITS 
PHYSICAL FABRJC AND CHARACTER. 

OBJECTIVE ·. 2.2 ENCOURAGE CONSTRUCTION OF RESIDENUAL INFILL 
THROUGHOUT THE PLAN AREA· 

OBJECTIVE 2.3 PRESERVE AND ENHANCE EXJSTING 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 witl_mut substantially and. 
adversely impacting existing p.eighborhood character, and promotes the. retention and 
maintenance of existing sound holliing stock.. 

. MISSION AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 2.1 ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING 
CREATED IN THE :MISSION IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WTI1I A WIDE RANGE OF 
INCOMES_ . . 
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The 2_009 Hous.ing Element promotes the Mission Area ·Plan in. that' it encourages that new 
housing be affordable to peopl~ witha wide range of incomes. · 

RINCON BILL AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 1.1 ENCOURAGE Tiffi DEVELOPMENT OF A UNIQUE DYNAMit:·MIXED 
USE RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD CLOSE TO DOWNTOWN, WHICH WJLL 
CONTRIBUTE SIGNIFICAN1L Y TO THE CITY'S HOUSING SUPPLY. 

OBJECTIVE 2.2 MAXIMIZE HOUSING GIN' RJNCON HILL 'FO CAPITALIZE ON RINCON 
HILLS CENTRAL LOCATION ADJACENT To· DOWNTOWN E11PLOY11ENT AND 
TRANSIT SERVICE, WHJLE STILL RETAINJNG 1HE DISTRICT; S LN ABJLITY. · 

. . 
.Tue 2009 Housing Element. is consistent with the Rineon Hill Area 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'. 

SHOWPLACE/POTRERO HILL AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 2.1 ENSURE TIIAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING 
CREATED IN IDE SHOWPLACE/POTRERO IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A 
WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES. 

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

O:SJECTNE 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:· PRESERVE EXISTING-HOUSING 

OBJECTIVE 3 ENCOURAGE TIIE DEVELOPMENT OF NEW HOUSJNG, 
PARTICULARLY AFFORPABLE HOUSING. 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with the SOMA Area Plan in that it pro.motes the 
development of housing that is affordable to people of all incomes and supports the conservation 
and improvement of the ex:ist:ip.g housing stock. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLAN_NING DEPARTMENT 

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

Date: 

Case No.: 

Project: 

Staff Contact 

April 17r2014 

20d7.1275EM 

2009. Housing Element Update 
Adapti.dn Hearing 

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

Reviewed by: Kearstin Dischinger and Teresa Ojeda 

Recommendati.on: Adopt CEQA Findings related to the 2009 Housing Element Update 

APOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS AND A . STA~NT OF OVERRIDING 
CONSIDERATIONS UNDER THE.CAUFORNIA ENVJRONMENTAL QUAUTY ACT AND STATE 

GUIDELINES IN CONNECTION WITH THE AMENDJ\IBNT OF THE SAN FRANOSCO GENERAL 
PLAN. ADOI."TING THE 2009 HOUSING ELEJ\IBNT AS TIIE HOUSING ELEMENT OF 1HE 

GENERAL PLAN. 

VVhereas,. the San Francisco Planning Department, the Lead Agency respC?nsible. for the 
implementation of the Califonri.a Environmental· Quality Act ("CEQA"), California Public Resources 
Code section 21000 et seq, has prepared an environmental impact report foi the proposed 2009 Housing 
Element, -~hich is an amendment to the San Francisco Genera.I Plan ("'Project"); and 

VVhereas, the Planning Department, in cooperation with the Mayor's Office of Housing and in 
consultation with other Gty agencies, developed f;he 2009 Update of the Housing Element of the General 
Plan ("the 2009 Housing Element") through a comprehensive commlinity-based planning effort. .The 

· Department worked closely with community. leaders, stakeholders, Gty agencies, and comm.unity 
members starting in September of 2008. A 15 member Comm.unity Advisory BOdy (CAB) was convened 
to assist staff on . the development and refinement of a draft verSicin of objectives, polici~ and 
unplementation programs. The Departm~t also 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 Gty. The Planning Commission has hosted several 
:informq_tional hearings on the 2009 Housing Element; and 

Whereas, The 2009 Housing Element consists of three parts.· Part 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 empioyment trends, housing data, and invffitories of land available for housing 
devel~pment. 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 Gty's RHNA goal is 31,193 housing units, or 

wwv11.sfplanning.org 
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Resolution 19122 
Hearing Date: April 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2007.1275E.M 
CEQA Findings Re: General Plan Amendment updating the 

Housing Element of the General Plan 

4,159 units per year: _Part I identifies where development capacity exists under existing zoning for future 
potential housing throughout the Gty, and, · 

Wh~re~, Part II of the 2009 Housing Elerp.ent,. ~arized 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 Gty's housing needs based on the RHNA . E:enerally, 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 sustainable model of development; 
and, 

·Whereas, the 2009 Housing Element .also includes implementation m~s, which are proposed 
for ·adoption and .,.;hich have been reviewed in the EIR,. and. a series of "Strategies for F~er Review." 
The Strategies for Further Review are ideas which were raised over the course of developm~nt 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 Gty 
officials, and responds. to comments made at numerous public hearings. The 2009· Housing Element 
proposed for adoption was previorisly adopted by the Board of Supervisors in June 2011, which was 
Draft 3 of the 2009 Ho11Sing Element, published in February 2011, together with . the amendfilents 
described in a staffmemorandum to the Planning Commission dated March 17, 2011, including changes 
to Policy 1.6, Po_licy 1.10, Objective 11, and Policy 12.1; and the addition of two implemep.tation measures 

·(identified as mitigation measures in the EIR) related to reView of noise conditions for housing and open 
space; and 

Whereas, after the Board of Supervisors approved the 2009. Housing Element and upheld the 
Planning Com.mission's previous certification of the EIR.. a group of neighborhood organizations 
challenged, among .other things, the environmental impact report prepared for the 2009 Housing Element 
in- San Franciscans for Livable Nci.ghborhoods <!- 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.filral.ysis regarding alternatives. In addition, the court found the City's Findings 
nndet CEQA (in Planning Commission Motion 18308) related to the adoption of the 2009 Housing 
Element, were concllisory; and, 

Whereas; on January 15, 2014, the Court ordered the City 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 th~ deficiencies in the .alternatives analysis, and remanded the approvals 
of the EIR and the 2009 Housing Element update to the Plannlli.g Commission for reconsideration; and, 

· vyhereas, 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 Depa.rtin.ent on June 30, 2010, published the Draft Environmental Im.pact 
Report ("DEIR"). The DEIR was circulated for public review in accordance with the Califorrria 

SAN FRANCISC:O 
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Resolution 19122 
Hearing Date: April 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2007.1275E.M_ 
CEQA Findings Re: General Plan Amendment updating the 

Housing Element of the General Plan 

En~ronmental 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 
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31"). The Planning Commission held a 
public hearing on the DEIR on August 5, 2019; apd, 

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 francisca.ns for Livable Neighborhoods v. City and County of 
San Francisf?O, the Planning Deparbnent on Decemb~ 18, 2013 published a Revised Alternatives Analysis . 
(the Revision) to the DEIR The Revision was circlllated for public review in accordance with CEQA, the 
CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31. 'Pie Planning ~ommission held a public hearing on the Revision on 
January 23, 1014; ari.d, . 

· V\lhereas the Planning. Department -prepared responses -to comments on the Revision and 
published the corrunents andr'esponses document on April 10, 2014; and, 

V\lhereas, the Revision and the Comments and Responses on the Revision, together with the 
originally published DE~ 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 Coill.mission- 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 ~d considered the FEIR and found that the contffits of said report 
and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed complied with the 
provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, Chapter 31 and the Superior Court's direction; and, 

Whereas, the Planning Commission by Ri: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 ~d as 
am.ended pursuant to the direction of the Superior Court, rega;rding 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 to· the public and this Planning 
Commission for !he Planning Commission's review, consideration and actions; and now . 

1HEREFc;:JRE BE IT RESOL VEQ, 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. 

SAN FRAl'IGJSGO 
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Resolution 19122 
Hearing Date: April 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2007.1275EM 
CEQA Findings Re: General ·Plan Amendment updating the 

· Housing Element of the General Plan 

I hereby certify that ·the foregoing Resolution was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular 
meel:in:g of April 24, 2014. 

Jonaslonin 

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: 

April 17, 2014 

2007.1275EM 

1650 Mission St 
Suite.401J 
San Francisco, 
GA 94103-2479 

Reception: . 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

2009 Housing Element ppdafe 
Adoption Hearing · 

Staff Contact: · · MerIBka Mohan - ( 415) 575-9141 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

Menaka.Mohan@sfgov.org 

Reviewed by: Kearstin Dischinger and Teresa Ojeda 

Recommendation: Adopt the 2009 Housing Elt;ntent Update 

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT A PROPOSED ORDINANCE. 

RESCINDJNG ORDINANCE 108-ll AND AMENDING THE GENERAL PLAN BY ADOPTING THE 

2009 HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE AS TIIE HOUSING ~LEMENT OF THE SAN FRANQSCO 
GENERAL PLAN, AND ADOPTING El\1VIRONMENTAL 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 Piarutlng Commission certified an environmental impact. 
report (Elli.). 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 T,Jpdate (in Resolution 18309) and made findings pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (in Motion 18308). The Board of Supervisors·a:dopted 
Orclinance 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 Livable 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, 

www.sfp!anning_.org 
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Hearing Date: April_ Z4, 2014 

CASE NO. 2007.1275E.M 
General Plan Amendment updating the · 

Housing Element of the General Plan 

· except for its analysis regarding alternatives. In .addition, the court found th~ City's findings 
under CEQA conclusory. On January 15, 2014, the Court o_rdered the City to set aside and void 
its certification of the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element EIR, and its approval of the 2009 

. Housing Element. The Court ordered the City to revise the EIR t? 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 Olapter VII 
Alternative Analysis ("the Revision"), which was circulated -for public coD:lill.ent from 
December i's,. 2013 until February 18, 2014. The Commission held a hearing to receive 
comm.en~ on th~ Revision on January 13, 2014. EP responded. to comments received on the 
Revision in a Respt:mses to Comments document published on April 10, 2014. 

WHERE.As, After review of the EIR, including the Revision, Staff continues to reco~end 
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, p~blished by the Department in February 2011, together 
with certain amendments adopted by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervi.Sors in 
March and June 2011. Staff continues to recommend adoption of the 2009 Housing Element 
Update .for the reasons set forth below,_ and.as discussed in Resolu~on No. 19122, adopted 
April24, 2014 (CEQAFindings). . 

The policies and objectives in the 2009 Housing. Element Update resulted from significant 
public outreach and comment. The Plaffiring Deparbnent, 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 Horising Element") through a· 
comprehensive community~based planning effort. The Department worked closely with 
community .leaders, stakeholders, City agencies, and community ·memb~rs starting· in 
September of 2008. A 15 member Comm.Unity 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 organizatio1:18, and. 
over 30 workshops,. some in each supervisorial district of the City. The Planning Commission 
hosted several informational hearings -on the 2009-· "I-lousing Eiement: Based on this 
collaborative process with the public, the 2009 Housing Element Update best reflectS the Oty' s 
current housing objed;i.ves-and balances the divergent housing neec;Is and opportunities in-San 
Francisco. · 

The Commission has reviewed the ReVised Chapter VII Altern:atives. The Alternatives 
analyred_·in the Reyision do not meet the City's current housing needs. Alternative A, the No 
Project Alternative, could have a significant lm.p.act. on historic resources. Alternative A also 
does not limit thg areas in which housing should be encouraged, which. could result in more or 

denser housing located in area5 where it is in~ppropriate .. Alternative A does not.·contain 
policies or objectives which actively encourage pausing in transit rich areas which. could result 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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in housing located away from transit lines. Housing near transit reduces vehicle hips, whlch in 
tum reduces greenhouse gas eillissions. 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 wliich promote density 
or the use of parking req~ements as a s~ategy 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 w-hich were not enjoined by the Superior Court, is not a Housing Element which was 
vetted in a public process, unlike Alternative A, the 2004 or the 2009 Housing Elements or the 
additional policies found in Alternative c, an of which when through public review and 
disCW?-sion__ ·Alternative B does not encourage density or reduced parking requiremen~ as a 
strategy to reduce th~ cost of housing to the same degree as the 2009 Housing Element, and the 
cost of housing is a significant isstie facing San Francisco and a significant component of 
meeting the City's Regional Housing Needs Allocation at all income levels. In addition, 
Alternative B w:ould notreduce the significant impact on transit because it encourages housing 
in mixed use districts and in industrial and commercial districts where lo~ting housing could 
shift trips to transit lines. · -

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

The 20o9 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 prionty policies, in that 

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

The 2009 Housing Elemrnt update includes policies that call for building and enhancing the existing 
neighborhood serving retail. uses, in.duding buil.ding ~using' near neighborhood commatial districts and 
encouraging neighborhood cam.mercial s£mJices adequate to s£mJe residents. A crntral goal. of the Housing 
Elemen.t. is to plan for.housing to support our existing and future worlfurce 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 Elemrnt Update includes objectives ·and policies that support existing housing and 
neighborhood character, and aim to preserve the cultural. and economic divasity of San Francisco's 
neighborhoods. There are two. objectives and ten policies that address preserving the existing housing stock, 
including Objecti:oe 2 "Retain existing housing units and promote safety and mai.ntenance standards, 
without jeopardizi.ng affordability,·~ and Policy 2.4 "ProT7J.0te improvements and continued maintenance to 
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existing units to ensure lorzg term habitation and safety;~' and Objective 3, "Protect the affardability of the 
existing housing stack, especially rental units" and Policy 3.5 "Retain permanently affordable residential 
hofels and single room occupancy units"; there is also a separate objective, objective 11 "Support and 
respect the diverse and distinct character of San Fra"ncisco's neighborhoods," and nine supporting policies 
that addr_ess neighborhood 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 torury,_is to prese:rVe and enhance the City's affordable housing supply. Nearly every Objective 
and policy included in the 2.009 Housing Element Update can be considered as addressing the affordable 
hail.sing supply, but most clearly there are three Objectives, including. Objective 3 "Protect the 
affordability of housing stock, especially rental units;" Objective ! "Secure funding and resources for 
permanently affordable housing, including innovative programs that are not solely reliant on traditional 
mechanisms OT capital;" and Objective 8 "Build public and priaate sector capacity to supj;ort, facilitate, 
provide and maintain affordable housing," that directly address affordable Jwusing; and several objectives 
and policies, including Objective 10 "Ensure a streamlines, yet thorough, and transparent decision-making 
process that intend to reduce the overall costs of housing constructi.ori., which results in greater 
affordability. . 

4. That commuter traffic not impede. MUNI transrt service or overburden our streeb> 
or neighborhood pai-k:ing. · 

· The land use patterns ~growth projecticms supported by the 2009 Housing Element Update are the basis 
of current short- and Ion~ierm transportati!m. 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· wcirk closer to their jobs, resulting in reduced 
commuter traffic, and reducer{ regional transportation burdens and costs, including pollution, congestion, 
and increased infrastructure derrumds. 

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 affect the industrial OT seTvi.ce sectors or impede 
future opportunities for resident employment and ownership in the industrial OT 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 25 "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 haiJe a negative effect on the preservation of landmarks and 
hiStoric buildings. The Raising Element.includes policies that recognize landmarks and historic buildings 
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should be preserved, such as Policy 11.7 "Respect San Francisco's historic fabric by preserving landmark 
buildings and ensuring consistency with historic districts;" 

8. 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 i.Ssues. Individunl 
buildings reviewed according ta procedures described in Planning Code Section 295 are E:Daluated to identify the 

impacts of project~ and buildings. F_roject pmnits can't be approved if the 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:c: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 distrlcts, while recognizing 

. and encouraging diversity among the districts. 
POLICY ~.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 tlie 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 d~ity plan. 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with these policies in the Commerce and Industry Element iii 
that it encourages housing in mixed use development~, and served by nd.ghborhood 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_isf;ricts which confonns to a 
generalized residential lo.nd 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 lNEVERY SAN FRANOSCO NEIGHBORHOOD . 

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

developmen,t. 

The 2009 Housing· Element is cpnsistent with this objective and polii:y because it encourages an equitable 
distribution of growth according to infrastructure, which includes public open space and parks; and by 
requiring that development of new housing considers the proximity of quality of life elements such as . 
open space. 
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TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 
OBJECTIVE 2 USE TIIE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A :MEANS FOR GUIDING 

DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVING 1HE ENVIRONMENT. 

OBJECIJVE 11: ESTABLISH PUBLIC TRANSIT AS THE PRIMARY MODE OF 
TRANSPORTATION IN SAN FRANCISCO AND AS A MEANS TFqlOUGH 

WfJICH TO GUIDE FUTuRE. DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVE REGIONA1:- . 
MOBILITY AND AIR QUALITY. 

OBJECTIVE 3: ASSURE THAT NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS HA VE ACCESS TO NEEDED 

SERVICES AND A FOCU? FOR NEIGHBORHOOD ACTIVITIES. 

The 2009 Housing.Element is consistent with these policies beca:µseit suf;ports 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, in~luding transit; 
by supporting ·"smart" regionql growth that locates ne:w housing close to jobs and transit; and by 
promoting sustainable land use patterns that iiz.tegrate housing with transportation to increase transit 
mode, ped~strian a;.,_d bicycle mode share. · . . 

BALBOA PARK AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 4.2: STRENGTHEN THE. OCEAN A VENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 

DISTRICT BY PROVIDING AN APPROPRIATE MlX OF HOUSING: 

OBJECTIVE 4-3: ESTABLISH AN ACTIVE, 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 OPPOR1UNTI1ES AFFORDABLE TO A 
MIX OF HOUSEHOLDS AT v ARYING mc;oME LEVELS. 

OBJECTIVE 4.6: ENHANCE AND PRESERVE THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK 

. . 
The 2009 Housing Elimu:nt is consistent with and promotes the objectives i;Jf the BalbQa Park Area Plan listed above 
in that it supports tfze provision of new housing, particu.la.rly ajfardab[f! housing, and promotes the retentirm 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 

RATE HOUSING AT LOCATIONS AND DENSITY LEVELS THAT ENHANCE 
1HE OVERALL RESIDENTIAL QUAUTY OF BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT. 
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The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with r1,nd promotes the objectives of the Baiviao Area Plan listed above in 
that ·it supports the provision of ne:w housing, particularly affordable housing, and promotes the retention of exiting 
housing units. 

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

WATERFRONT TO A MORE 1v1IXED-USE CTIARACTER, WHILE 
PROTECTING THE NEIGHBORHOOD'S CORE OF PDR USES AS WELL AS 
THE HLSTORIC DOGP ATCH NEIGHBORHOOD 

OBJECTIVE 1.2: IN AREAS OF THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT WHERE HOUSING AND 
MIXED-USE IS ENCOURAGED, MAXIMIZE rn;:VELOPMENT 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 new housing, 
particularly ·"1Jordable housing mr.d mixed use developments; while encouraging housing clnse to transit and other 
amenities and neighborhood services, and ensuring that growth is accommodated without substantially. and 
adversely impacti1Jg existing neighborhood character . 

. CHINATOWN AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 3: STABILIZE AND WHERE POSSIBLE INCREASE THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING 

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

The 2009 Horising Element is consistent with the.Cliinatown kea Plan because it encourages the provision of m:w 
housing, and encourages the maintenance mr.d retenti.on of existing housing, while ensuring that growth is 
accommodated witlwut substantially and advf!Tsely impacting existing neighborhood character. 

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

OBJECTJYE S: PROTECT RESIDENTIAL USES IN AND ADJACENT TO DOWNTOWN FROM 
ENCROAOTh1ENT BY COMMEROAL USES. 

The i009 Housing Element is consistent with the Downtown Plan because it encourages the development ef new 
housing in areas that can accommodate that housing with plmr.ned or existing infrastructure, and supports new 
h.Ousing projects where households can easily rely on public transportation. · 

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

OCTA VIA NEIGHBORHOOD'S POTENTIAL AS A :MIXED-USE URBAN . 
NEIGHBORHOOD. 
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OBJECUVE 1.2 ENCOURAGE URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES THE PLAN AREA'S 
UNIQUE PLACE JN TifE CID'S LARGER URBAN FOR¥ AND 
STRENGTHENS ITS PHYSICAL FABRIC AND CHARACTER.. 

OBJECTIVE 2.2 ENCOURA~E 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 Octauia Area Plan beca.use it protnDtes m"ixed-use 
develupments, ensures that growth is accommDdated without substantially and advasely impacting ·existing 
neighborhood character, and promotes the retention and mainten_ance of existing sound hous!ng stock. 

MISSfON AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 2.1 ·ENSURE THAT A .SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING 

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

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

RINCON HILL AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE Ll ENCOURAGE THE D~VELOPMENT OF A UNIQUE· DYNAMIC, Mixm-USE 

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

OBJECTIVE L2 MAXIMIZE HOUSING IN RINCON HILL TO CAPITALIZE ON RINCON 
HILL'S CENTRAL LOCATION ADJACENJ;' TO DOWNTOWN EMPLOYMENT 
AND 1RANSIT . SERVICE, WHILE STILL RET.AJN.U\JG THE DISTRICTS 
LIVABILITY. 

The 2009 Hali.sing Element is consistent with the Rincon Hill Area Plan because it encourages the dwelapment 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 rel.y qn _public transportation. Rincon Hill has existing infrastructure 
and contains numerous public transportation options incl_uding MUNI, Bart arid Caltrain. 

SHOWPLACEJPOTRERO HILL AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 2.1 ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING· 

CREATED IN THE SHOWPLACE I POTRER.O IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE 
·WITH AWIDE RANGE OF INCOMES 

OBJECTIVE 2.2 RETAIN AND IlvtPROVE EXISTING HOUSING AFFORDABLE TO P-EOPLE OF 

ALL INCOMES 

OBJECTIVE 2.4 LOWER THE COST OF THE PRODUCTION OF ~OUSING 

· The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with the Showplace!Potrero Hill Area Plan because it promotes the 
. development ~f housing that is affordable to people of all inco~es. . · · 
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OBJECTIVE 3 ENCOURAGE THE DEVELOPNJ;ENT OF NEW HOUSING, PAR11CULARLY 
AFFORPABLE HOUSING. 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with the SOMA Area Plan in that it promotes the droelopmen± of housing 
that is aJtardable to peaple of all incomes and supports the consavation and improvement of the existing housing 
stock. 

WHEREAS,. Pursuant to Planning 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 Pltm. 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 Plarining 
Commission adopted Motion No. 19121.. In that action, the Commission certified the San 
Francisco 2004 and 2009. Housing Element ;Environmental 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 AprJ 24, 2014, the Planrring.Co~sion held a duly noticed public . 
hearing on the proposed amendment to the General Plcin, and considered the written and oral 
testimony of Planning Departrrient staff, representatives of other City 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 rescinas Motion 18308, adopted on March 24,. 2011 ~dopting 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 Ma:n:h 24r2011, recommending.the 
adoption of the 2009 Housing Element as the f!ousing Element of the General Plan. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Commission amends the 2009 Hou5ing Element Policy 
12 to strike J apantown from the underlying text, chart and map of ~s policy. · 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Commission '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 th~ 
priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1; and 
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BE IT FURTIIER 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 FUR1HER 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 Atto~ey, and 
directs staff to make corresponding updates to the Land Use Index of the General Plan, and 
recommends the adol?tion 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 
amend+nents incorporated by the Planning Commission on March 24, 2011inResolution18309, 

· and deleting references to J apantown in Policy 1.2. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was ADOPTED by the Planning Co~sion on 
April 24, 201~. 

Jonaslonin 

CorrimiSsion Sec::retary 

A YES: Moore, Wu, Fong, Borden, Hillis, 

NOES: Antonini 

ABSENT: Sugaya 

ADOPTED: · 5-1 
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F.ecammendation: Adopt the 2009 Housing Element Update 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Background: 
The Housing Element is a State law ma.:ufated element of the San Francisco General Plan. Many state 
funds for infrastructure and community development are tied to an adopted Housing Element that has 
been found in substantial compliance with state law by the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development ("HOY'). Housing Elements are required to be updated periodically, 
generally every five years and <lCcording to a. schedule set forth by Hm, 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 sd:teduled 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 HCD and the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG). ~or the period 2007-2014, the City's projected need totaled 31,193 new units, 
18,880 {or 61%) of which must be affc;irdable to households making 120% of the area median income, or 
less. 

1650 Mission st 
Suite4oo 
San Francisca,. 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.64tl!J 

Pl<lllning. 
lrltormilfron: 
41S.558.53TI 

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. communify-based. planning effort. The 
Department· worked closelJ: with community leaders, stakeholders, City agencies, and comm.unity 
members. A 15 member Community · Advisl:rry Body- (CAB) was convened to assist staff on the 
development and refinement of a draft version of objectives, policies and implementation programs. The · 
Department aISo 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, ea0 of which 
was presented i:o the Commissi.on for comment. Each. of the drafts reflected several core housing ideas: 
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• Prioritization of permanently affordable housi.n.g; 
• Recognition and preservation of neighborhood character; . 
• Integration of planning for housing, jobs, transportation and infrastructure; and 
• San Francisco's role as sustainable model of devel..2E.--~· • 

•.•• • - P' 

The Planning, Commission recommended the adoption o( the 2009 Housing. Element to the Board of 
Supervisors in Mardt2011, in Resolution 18309. In addition, the Commission certified an environmental 
impact report (Ell.) 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 Hou$ng Element EIR 9n May 10, 2011 and adopted the 2f?09 HouSing Element as the City's Housing 
Element on June 21, 2011. HCD found the 2009 Housing Element in substantial compliance With state 
Housing Elem~t law on July 29, 2011. 

CEQA Challenge: 
Subsequent to the adoption of the 2009 Housing Element, an ailsociation of neighborhood groups 
challenged the EIR in San.Francisco Superior Court in San Francisams for Livable 1':Jeighbarhoods v. Citi; and 
Counh; 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, except for its analysis regarding 
altenlatives. In addition, the court found the City's findings under CEQA conclusory. On January 15, 

· 2014, the Court ordered the Gty to set aside and void its certification of the 2004 and 2009 HouSing 
Elemerit EIR., and its approval of the 2009 Housing Element. The Court ordered the Gty to revise the EIR 
to address the deficiencies ill the alternatives analysis, and remanded the approvals of the EIR. and the 
2009.Housing Elem~t update. to the ;planning Commission for reconsideration. . · 

In response to the ¢ourt's determination, the Department's Environmental Planning (0 EP") division has · 
prepared a Revised Alternative Analysis ("the Revision"), which was circulated for public comment from· 
December 18, 2013 until February 18, 2014. Environ:inental Planning published a Comments and 
Responses document on the comments recciyed on the Revision on April 10, 2014, and will present its 
findings for the certification of the EIR in a separate Commission action, · 

·Current RecOirunendatwn:-
The Department continues to recommend the· adoption of the 2009 Housirig Element as the Housing 
Ekment for the City's General Plan. The policies and objectives jn the 2009 Housing Element Update 
·resulted from significant .public outreach and comm~t, The Deparbnent has reviewed the Revised 
Cb.apter VII Alternatives; md determined that the various Alternatives. analyzed. in the Revision ~d the 
2004 Housing Element,. do not meet the City's current housing ~ds .or reflect a balanced approach to 
accommodating the City RHNA at all income levels, while still maintaining the characi:eI of the div~rse 
San Francisco neighborhoods. · 

For example, Alternative A, the No Project Alternative, could have a significant impact on historic 
resaurces 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. Hollsing near transit reduces vehicle irips, which in tuin reduces 
greeDhouse gas emissions. Alternative A does not encourage the use of a.Itemative modes 0£ travel, such 
'.35 walking or biking. Alternative A also does not ~ntain policies which promote density o~ the use of 
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modified parking requirements as a slrategy 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, Uiili.ke Alternative A, the 2004 or the 2009 Hou?ing Elemen_t:s 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 fo+ reduced parking requirements as a strategy to 
reduce the cost of housing to the same degr~e .as ~ 2009 Ho~g Element. The cost of n~ 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 mixed use districts and in industrial and co=ercihl districts where locating 
housing 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 sam.e ·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 maini:ain existing neighborhood character. · 

In addition,, the Department continues to reco=end 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 Jiousing 
Element. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

As noted above, in developing the 2009 Housing Element, the Department worked closely with 
co=unity leaders, stakeholders, City agenc;:i.es, and community members ~gin September of 2008 
(see Appendix B for complete listing)._ Highlights of the public outreach included 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 wi!h neighborhoods 
groups and community residents. The Department also held "drop-in" hams with two of the sessions 
serving as informal sit-downs with the Planning Director. 

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

The Deparbnent 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 ~emorandum dated March 31, 2014. 

The memo notes that contrary to numerous comments on the Revised ElR, the 2009 Housing Element 
woiµd not eliminate RH-1 and RH~ 2 zoning. If a community planning process is proposed for. a specific 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: April 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2007.1275EM, 
General Plan Amendment updating .the 

Housing Element of the General Plan 

area, the 2009 Housllig Element would not require changes ~o regulations for ~y residential districts, 
including RH-1 or RH-2 zoning districts. 

Further,_ the 2009 Housing Element does not call for changes to the density_of RH-1 and RH-2 districts, -
either on a n~gbborhood 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 districts, particularly the height and bulk patterns. 
Although previous drafts of the 20o9 Housing Element did reference the densi.ty in RH-1 and RH-2 
districtS, the determination to refer instead to height and bulk patterns mirrors similar language in the 
1990 Residel}ce Element The 1990 Residence Element included Policy 125 which stated: "Relate land use 
control5 to the appropriate scale for new and existing residential areas." The interpretive text for that 
policy refers not to density, b~t to the zoning rnvelope: "fu recognition of the special ~acter of single 
family and two family neighborhoods, zr;ming envelapes should be tailored to the prevailing built pattern 
to maintrln the low d€I!Sity character. In all other new and existing residential areas, the z~ing envelope 
should be of an appropriate scale and form to encourage residential development and div~ty of 
housing choice." (Emphasis added). Thus, the 2009 Housing Element's discussion of RH-1 and RH-2 is 
subspmtially Similar to previeilis policies in the 1990 Residence Element 

The language eventually recommeJ:lded (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 a.Sserted that the Housing Ei.ement 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 COIIUI).umty planning processes should not consider 
any changes to RH-1 and RH-2 districts. The Department believed, and continues to believe, that the 
proposed language in Policy 1.6 and 1L5 melds these two concerns, allowing fur 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¢:s. 

· , ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

With the ReVised Em and the Responses to Comments thereto, the Planning_ Department has prepared 
enviroJ?Illental impact report (EIR.) on the 2009 Housing Element update. The 2004 and 2009 Housing 

Eie:ment Final EIR is proposed for certification tinder separate Con;mtlssion action. 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

Adopt amendments to the General Plan by adopting the 2009 Housing Eie:nent as the Housing Element 

of the San Francisco Gen~ral Plan. 

SA~ Fnf.llCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4 

5595 



Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: April 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2007.1275E.M, 
General Plan Amendment updating the 

Housing Element of the General Plan 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

• 1he project provides a community based vision for the City's housing future~ 
• The project is required by State law, with links to infrastructure and housing funds.. 

• The. project supports sustainable growth in the City and the region. 

RECO:M.MENDATION: Adopt_ amendments General Plan by adopting !:he 2009 Hous_ing 
Element. 

Attachments: 
L Comments and Responses to Housing Element Citywide to Environmental 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 Ordinance aiid Draft Housing Element are unchanged fram the version 

adapted m; the Commission and Board in 2011, and reviewed mJ the Commissinn at the ·Mardi 27, 

2014 liearing 

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

Part 1 and Appendices: 

http:Uwww .sf-
planning.org/ftp/general plan/Housing Element Part I Data Needs Assmt CPC Adopted.pdf 

Part 2: Objectives and Policies: ,. 
http://i;.vww .sf-planning.orWfu:i/general planlll Housing.html 

Implementing Programs: htt,p:l/www·.sf-
pl~g.org/ftp/general plan/11 Housing Implementing Programs.html 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . . 

1650 Missron St 
Suile400 

DA TE: March 31, 2014 
5ao Ft.mclsco, 
CA94103-Z47ll 

TO: Sarah Jones, Environment~ Review Officer 

.FROM: Josh Switzky 
. . 

Acting Director, Citywide Planning Division 

RE: C01i:1ments and Responses, Housing Element 

Recep11oir. 
415.558.6_378 

Fax: 
415.558.64(}!1 

Planning 
Information: 
415.5~8.6377 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to some of the comments you have received during 
th~ public comment period on Chapter VII Alternatives (R~vised), 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 that review, the Department, with guidance 
from the Community Advisory Body and input from City agencies and . community members, 
developed updatecj 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 C!.nd 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 
owne.d} 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 RR, RM. RTO; NC, DTR. Mixed Use, and C districts which all allow residential uses and are 

projected to absorb future growth during the housing element planning period. 
As of March 4014 there are 11q;120 parcels zonedRH-f or RH-4; There are 153,827 parcels in the city (this does 

not include multiple condos mapped to a smgle parcel). Source: SF Planning Department Zoning Map 

4 As of March 2014 8113 acres ofland is zoned.RH-I or RH-2; Less than 17,000 acres ofland in San Francisco has 
other a zo~g designation other thmRH-i orRH-2. Of the 17,000 some smaller parks, public lands, and zoning 
districts that do not allow hf;msing have been included. For this reason, the ratio is presented as an approxi.rilate 
number to frame the relative ratio ofland~ Source: SF Planning Department Zoning Map 

Memo 

5597 



The City's housing policy is presented in two ways. In addition to the Citywide goals.contained 
· in the Housing Element, the Cify'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 object:iVes 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 
objecj:ives 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 suppqrt 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 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 tor 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 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 jncluded community stakeholders in the specific neighborhoods. However, 

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

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 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 regufations 
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 plan11ing_· proges~. am~ advi~e. tha~ 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 Kcontinue 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 aGeneralized 
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, · 
particularfy with regard to RH-1 and RH-2 zoning. 

The Department also notes that the 2004 Housing Element does not specifically reference AH-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, particular1y th~ 
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tteight 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 languag~ that mirrors the 1990 Residence Eleml;lnt. 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.d The interpretive· text for that policy refers not to 
density, but to the zoning envelope: llln recognition of the special character of single family and 
two family neighborhoods •. zoning envelopes should be tailored to th.e prevailing built pattern to 
maintain the low density character. In all other new and .exi~ing. 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 H.ousing Element should not suggest specic;il considerations for any districts, 
including the RH-1 anc1 RH~ districts. Other community members, however,· asserted that the 
Housing Element should strongly direct that community pl13.nning 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 
districts, but requiring speeial consideration to the existing building envelope for RH-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 or RH-2 zoning. Neither the 2004 nor the 2009 Housing 
Element includes any changes to zoning controls, chal)ges 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 Ho11sing Element includes Policy 
7.7 ·support· housing for middle income households, espepially 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. 

( 

Similarly, P9licy 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, dawn 
payment assistance, silent second mortgages and programs that support teachers .. 
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Numerous comments were made rega(ding the City's need for "family housing." The Housing 
Efement 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· character" which ensures that 
existing neighborhoods with "family-housing" continue to attract and be suitable for families with 

·children. 

· Numerous comments appeal' to equate "rniddfe income housing" with housing f~und in RH-1 
and RH-2 districts. However, the Departrnenfs analysis shows _that RH~t 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 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 of. a single family dwelling in RH-1 zoning districts is generally much higher. 
than in the more dense neighborhoods. For example, the 2011 State at 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 Bayvie\<\'). Households at 120 percent of the AMI could 
afford to purchase homes in far more districts - however predominantly ih 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 
farnifies with children, the Departmenfs analysis shows that many children also live in denser 
neighborhoods, such as the Tenderloin or Chinatown neighborhoods. 111 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~ents 80 to 120 percent of the Area Median Income (AMI);. the exact incomes for these AWs are 
updated annually. A consultant study commissioned by MOH in November 20 l l, called State of the Housing 
Market Study 20 I l, identified this range as the moderate income range. . 
6 A consultant study commissioned by MOH in November 20 l l, called State of the Housing Market Study 2011, 
i.tlentified this range as the moderate income range. Assumes 33_% of income is spent o:q housing. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: March 3l, 2014 

TO: Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer 

FROM: JoshSwitzky 

Acting Director, Citywide Planning Division 

RE: Comments and Responses, Housing Element 

Thank you for the opportunity .to r_-espond to some of the comments you have received during 
t-he 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-incom.e housing, and family housing. 

Af? part of the development of the 2009 Housii:-ag Element policies, the Depar:tment conducted a 
review of San Francisco's housing stock. Based on that review, the Department, with guidance 
from the Community Advisory Body and input from City agencies and community members, 
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 qpportunities (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 of the City's devetopable acreage (meaning non-open space or land that is riot federally 
owned) is zoned RH-1 or RH-2. Combined, these two districts reg~late 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, frail) areas with detached single-family homes to areas with high-rise residential uses, 
such as in the Downtown. 

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

4 As ofMarch 2014 8113 acres ofland is zonedRH-1 or RH-2; Less than 17,000 acres o~land in San Francisco has 
other a zoning designation other than RH-1 or -~-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 of land. 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 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 neighborhooq 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 puilt 
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 ~ommunity 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 
plan·s - 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 inclu_ded 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 the alternatives analyzed. in the EIR 
"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 specifjc 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 planning process, and advise that changes must be consistent with the existing. 
neighborhood character. The Department notes that P~licy, 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 Plann and that zoning amendments 
should conform generally to the existing zoning districts as noted on Map 6 "Generalized 
Permitted Housing Densities by Zoning Districe (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 a~so 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 elem.ents 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 sirigle 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 ar~as, 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 Housirig 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 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 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 Mure 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 Departinent shares this concern. Thus, the 2009 Housir:ig Element includes Policy 
7.7 "Support housing for middle income hous~holds, especially through programs that do not 
.require a dir.ect 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 assist in providing 
units" to middle income households. . 

Similarly, Policy 7.8 also addresses middle income households: ~Develop, promote, and 
improve ownership models which 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_" 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 charc~cter" which. ensures that 
existing neighborhoods with "family-housing" continue to attract and be suitable for families with 
children.~ 

Numerous ~omments 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 fami!y 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 fo~ 
families with children, the Department's analysis shows that many children also live in denser 
neighborhoods, such as the Tenderloin or Chinatown neighborhoods. ln any event, as noted 
above, the policies in tlie Housing Elements do not call for the rezoning cit 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 (AMl); the exact incomes for these AMis are 

updated annually. A consultant study commissioned by MOH in November 2011, called State of the Rousing 
Market Study 2011, identified this range as the moderate income range. 
6 A consultant study commissioned by MOR in November 2011, called State of the Housing Market Study 2011, 
identified 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 F(NDINGS: FINDINGS OF FACT, 
EVALUATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND ALTERNATIVES AND 

STATEMENT 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 reco:rmriendations regarding mitigation 
measures and altemativ~s ·based on substantial evidence. in 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 
hnplementation of CEQA, 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq. ("CEQA 
Guidelines"), particularly Sections 15091 througll15093, and Chapter 31 of the Sa:n Francisco 
Administration Code. 

I. Introduction-

This document is orgallized 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 ofrecords; 

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 . IV 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 ;ilternatives 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 "tci 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 1 also specifies 
the agency responsible for implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions 
and a monitoring schedule. 
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These fIDdings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Planning 
Coinmission. The references set forth in these fmdings to certain pages or sections· of the EIR or 

. responses to comments in the Final EIR are for ease ofreference and are not int~nded to provide 
an exhaustive list of the evidence rel~ed upon for these fmdin~s-

a. P~oject Description· 

State Housing Element Law 

Since 1969, California's Housing Element law, Government Code Sections 65580 et seq., has 
required local jurisdictions to adequately plan for ·an.d 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 ~Iement law requires that_each cify and county develOp focal 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 planning ag\;ncies. San Francisco's RHNA 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 addres1i_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 inventory 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 Eleme<nt 
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 &m Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods v. City and County 
of San Francisco [June 22, 2007, Al 129871 [unpublished opinion]). The Court allowed the. City 
to continue to rely on the 2004 Housing Element pending the completion of the BIR, except for 
several express policies and objectives. 

2009 Housing Element 

During the pendency of litigation over the 2004 Housing Element's environmental review, and in 
accordance with state Housing Element law, the City undernrent 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 con'sists of three parts. Part I of the 2009 Housing Element consis~ 
· of the D3: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 
hotising 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 capaeity 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 thereto, 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 perman~ntly affordable housing; conserve 
and improve the existing housing stock; recognize and preserve neighborhood character; 
integtate 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 qe directly implemented. 

b. Environmental Review 

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 Planni:ilg 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 Draft EIR were distributed to the State Clearing house. · 

The Planning Commission held a duly noticed p~blic 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 BIR. The Planning Department accepted public comm~nts 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, 
2011. This document includes re~ponses to environmental comments on the Draft EIR made at 
the public hearing on August 5, 2010, as well as written comments submitted on the Drafl:EIR 
from June 30, 2010 to August 31, 2010. The Comments and Responses document also contains 
text changes to the Draft EIR ma4e by the.BIR preparers to correct or clarify information 
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presented in the Draft BIR, including changes to the Draft BIR text made in response to 
comments. · · 

The Planning Commission certified the Final EJR on March 24, 2011 and recommended that the 
Bbard 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 EIR' 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 BIR 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 EJR Revised Chapter VIl Alternatives (the 
Revision) and provided public notice of the availability of the Revision for. publi_c 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, 2.014 Responses to 
Comments document also contains text changes to the Revision made by the BIR 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 
ipiplement the proposed.Project. 

• Certify the Final BIR. 

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

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

• Set aside Planning 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 I:Iousing Element (drafts l, 2 and 3 and proposed amendments); 

• · The San Francisco 2004 Hm1sing 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 BIR; 

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

. . 

• 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 :M:MRP; and 

• All other documents comprising the record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
2116.76(e) 

The public hearing transcripts, 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 BIR 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. · 

II. 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 woµld not"result in any significailt 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; Wfud and 
Shadow; Recreation; .Utilities and Service Systems; Public Services; Biological Resources; 
Geology and· Soils, Hydrology/Water Qua)ity; Hazard~/Hazardous Materials; MineraJJEnergy 
Resources; Agricultural Resources. ·Each of these topics is_ analyzed and discussed in detail, 
including, but not limited to, in the EIR_at Chapters V.B, V.C, V .D, V.E, V.H, V.I, VJ, V.K, 
V.L, V.M, VN, V:O, V.P, V.Q, V.R,andV.S. 

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

Finding: . The California Environmental Quality Act ·ccEQA) 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 N 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 BIR 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 Section VII. 

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 housipg 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 tD 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. 'fbis 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 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 uses 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 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 in noisy areas, for n:ew 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_les of urban design. 

Compliance with this mitigation measure M-N0-1, togethe;r with compliance with Title 24 of th~ 
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 Im.pacts That Cannot Be Avoided or Reduced to a Less-Than-Significant 
Level. · 

Finding: Based on substantial evidence in the whole re~ord ofthese·proceedings, the City finds 
that, where fea.Sible,. changes or alterations have been requir'~ or incorporated into the 2009 
Housing Element to reduce the significant environmental impact as identified in the FEJR: The 
City determines that the· following signi.ficap.t impacts on the environment, ·as reflected in the 
FEIR, are unavoidable, but under Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)()) and (b), and 
CEQA Guidelines 15091(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 the record of this proceeding. · 

Transportation/Circulation: 

a. Impact - Transit 

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, induding transit Under 2025 Cwnulative 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 
~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 Centra) Subway, Bus ·Rapid Transit and the Better Streets Plan. 
Implementation of these plans and programs could reduce 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 me·asures, or for those measures tliat 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 lmown 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;med 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 ihe Board of Supervisors after appropriate 
study, or by voters in a general election, and the· outeome 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 reip.ain 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 tecirculation 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 do.cuments thoroughly addressed all public comments that the 
Planning Department received on the Draft EIR and on the Revision. In response to these 
comment$, the Department added new and clarifying text to· the BIR 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 BIR. 

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 tbis information, the Planning Department determined, and the trial 
court affirmed, 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 BIR 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 involvement of new significant environmental effects, or a substantial 
increase in the severity of effects identified in the Filial EIR; and (4) no new information of 
substantial importance to the Project has become available which would indicate (a) the 2009 
Housing Elei;nent.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 BIR would substantially redµce 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 CEQAGuideline Section 15162. 

VI. Evaluation of Project Alternatives. 

This Section describes the BIR alternatives, including the 2004 Housing Element. This Section 
also ~llitlines 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 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)). 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 BIR evaluated a reasonable range of alternatives. 

CEQA requires that every EIR evaluate a ''No Projec::t" alternative ·as part of the range of 
alternatives analyzed in the BIR. 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 comp.aris~n to the Project in terms of beneficial, signif]_can( and 
unavoidable impacts. This comparative analysis is used to consider reasonable feasible options 
for minimizing environmental consequences of the Proj'?ct 

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 Draft EIR in Chapter N, Project Description, particularly at pages IV-28 
through IV-31. The 2009 Housip_g Ele~ent i~ selected for adoption because this Coinmission,. 
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 in~icators and global climate issues. In drafting the policies· 
and objectives of the 2009 Housing Element, the Pepartment worked.closety with community 
leaders, stakeholders, City agencies, and community members starting in September of 2008. 
The Departrrient 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 onliI~_e, and the Planning Director _hosted two workshops. In addition, t;he Planning 

- Commission held several informational bearings. 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 RENA goal set for 2007 to 
2014, and responds to recent global economic indicators and global climate issues.(See Policies 
B.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. Retaining existing housing reduces the need for resources to build new housing, and 
maintains the total supply of lower cost holising, 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 rem.oval 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 RB.NA 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. Tbis regional housing needs assessment (RHNA) inCludes production targets 
addressing housing at a range of household·income categori.es. San Francisco's RENA 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 ha.S 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
["equired 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 abltt 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 neeq.s 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 enslire that units affordable to all inem;ne 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 Trea.Sure 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 supporte.d 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 12). 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). T_he 2009 Housing Element also has several policies 

. which call for comrriunity 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 
in~me household requires a subsidy ranging from $170,000 to $200,000, yet the level of state 
and federal funding has decreased. To meet all RENA 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 includ~s 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 ~.5), policies which 
consider the creation of.and 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 of 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 to address global climate 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 
emissions. · 

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 tb,at the 
Housing "Element substantially complies with state Housing Element law provides the City with 
a rebuttable asswnption that the Housing Element com.plies 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 ·strat.egies and programs. The City expects that 
HCD will continue to find that the 2009 Housing Element .complies with stat.e housing element 
la\¥. · 

B. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection 

· An agency may reject project alt.ematives 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 talcing- 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 up.desirable from a policy standpoint. The City finds 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 Stat.ement of Overriding 
Considerations in Section VII. 

Rejection of 2004 Rousing Element: The 2004 Housing Element was analyzed in the EIR 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 ill 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 Housing Eleme1:1t 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 reject.ed 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 charact.er and aesthetics than the Project, particularly in areas of the 
City that are dominated by lower density development. Although the EIR det.ermined 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 detennined that the 2004 Housing Element does not appropria~ly 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 transit use increases where housing dem;ities 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 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 RHNA goal from 2007 to 2014. Although the higher 
~ensity and reduced parking strategies encouraged in the 2004 Housing Element might better 
achieve the City's RHNA targets at the)ower 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 en$"lll"e that community based planning processes are used to generate changes to land use 
controls (Policy 1.4). The 2009 Housing Eleinent also contains niore policies related to the 
preservation of neighborhood character (Objective 11). 

Finally, the 2004 Housing Eleinent was not created with the depth and breadth of community 
input and involvement that the 2009 Housirig Element was; The 2009 Housing Element includes 
input from a Citizens Advisory C::ommi~ee, over 30 public workshops, staff office hours, online 
and written surveys as. well as worlcshops 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 reaJ?ons as well as economic, legal, socia~ 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 VIl 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' alte~tive. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A) provides that ''when the prpject is the revision of an existing land use 
or regulatory plan, policy· or o~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 Element Alternative, the 1990 Residence Element 
policies would remain in effect and neither the 1004 Housing Elewent nor the 2009 Housing 
Element policies would be implemented. Housing development in the City would continue as 

. ·encouraged under the 1~90 Residence Element · 

Alteril.ative A would not be.desirable as a matter of policy nor meet the Project's Objective~· 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 comm.unity 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 
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 hous!ng 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 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 insignificant, ·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, 13.1, 13.3). An µicrease 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. Environme~t' s Strategic Action Plan, as wel_l as fhe 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 
affordable housing to meet the City's needs_. For example, '?nlY 41 % of the state mandate a.t'1Ilual 
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, Alt:emative 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 tq evaluatiD.g 

. 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 Ho!lSing 
Element includes policies which address those constraints, such as Policy 7.5. The 1990 
Residence Element does not include policies which address tho·se 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 Con.Siderations 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 
Neighborlwods 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 
identified 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 RENA than would Alternative A,_ and Alternative .A would have a potentially 
greater imJ?act 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 RHNA than the 2009 Housing Element. Even if 
enough development and new housing units were built under Alternative B to meet 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 hou.Sing 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 develOpment of more housing farther away from these jobs and services 
resulting in more. vehicle trips to access those activities than Ul1der the Project. The Project,. on 

. the other hand, :includes specific policies designed to encoUra.ge denser housing near jobs, other 
services and along transit lines, such as Policy 12.1, 12.2, and LIO. An incre1;Se 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. gaies. 
These goals are found in plans and policies such as SB 375, and local plans such as the City's 
Climat~ Action Plan and the J?epartment of the Environment's Strategic Action Plan. 

In addition, Alternative B is a compilation of policies. and objectives that received no con:imunity 
input or involvement Alternative B does not contain the policies and objectives related to 
housing issues that respond to all ~eholders 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 Citii:.ens Advisory Committee, 
over 30 public workshops, staff office hours, online and written surveys as well as workshops 
hosted by the Planilin.g 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 
. enviromriental impact on neighborhO"Od 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. AB 
noted above, San· Francisco was not able to meet its Rl:lNA targets for affordability under 
policies in Alternative A, which are similar to the policies in Alternative B. Thus, Alternative B 
protects nei~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. 

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 
Statement of Overriding Considerations ill Section VIl 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, ~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 directly 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 jf 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 balanct< new housing development while 
maintaining existing neighborhood character. The increase in density under Alternative C could 
potentially result in incrementally increased iinpacts 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 
J?e significant and unavoidable, like the conclusion for the Project; however, it is likdy 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 significa.tit, 
they would be incrementally greater under Alternative C th?JI 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 BIR and ·the 
Revision and the related comment periods, various commentators proposed alternatives· to the 
2009 Housing Element To the extent that these conunents addressed the adequacy of the BIR 
analysis, they were described and arialyzed in the Responses to Comments documents. As 
·pres~nted in the record, and determined by the Superior Court, the Final EIR reviewed a 
reasonable range of alternatiyes; moreover~ CBQA does not require the project sponsor to 
consider every proposed alternative so lorig as the CEQA requirements for alternatives analysis 
have been satisfied. · 

Although the EIR·and .the Revision discussed a reasonable range of alternatives, the Comtnission 
specifically rejects as infeasible the following alternatives proposed by the public in comments 
on the Draft BIR, for the reasons set forth herein and noted elsewhere in the record, mcluding 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 RENA-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 "RIINA-Focused 
Alternative" woUld not provide useful information for decision-makers. 

A '"'No Post-2004 Rezoning" is rajected as infeasible because cun;ent, 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 tho~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 pf time, particularly because a No Post-
2004 Rezoning alternative would undo 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 
acconiplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time; talcing 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 accomm.odB.te pipeline development, would not reduce anY 
potentially significant impacts to transit, and could impact the City's ability to meet the RIINA 
for all income groups because rezoning on a I~calized level is, at times; necessary and desirab~e 
to accommodate affordable housing developments. Moreover, the City currently complies with 
the State Density Bonus law (Government 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 grailt density bonuses under the State 
Density Bonus law. 
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For the foregoing reasons as well as economic, legal, social, teclmological, 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 VII below, these 
alternatives are hereby rejected as infeasibl~ 

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 VO: 
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, inclilding the reasons set forth in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section 

· VII below, those additiona~ alternatives are rejected as infeasible. 

VIL 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 Qonclude that not every 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 sigi:llficant 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 on transit found to be unavoidable is 
found to be acceptable due to the· following specific overriding econorri.ic, technical, legal, social, 
policy, and other considerations. . 

I. Approval of the 2009 Housing Eiement 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 RIINA, 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 
hoµseholds; 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 Eleme1;it 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 TranspCJrtation· 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 Cifywide 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 m0des 
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," adopte~ in September'2004, which affinns San Francisco's commitrrient 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 Envrrorurient's Strategic Plan 2009-2011, a 
annually 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, in San Francisco 
in order to: reduce greenhouse gas emissions from transportation by 963,000 tons per year by 
2012. . 

c. the Global Wanning 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 A13 32, each region's Metropolitan Planning Orgaillzation 
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 ~om 
passenger vehicles. 

i 

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 
corn.mute 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 Considerations, the Department wor~ed 
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 
Francisco General Plan, including but not limited to: · 

COl\fMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 
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Policy 6. l 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 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 !fiese policies in the Commerce and lridustry 
Elen:;ient 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 confo~ 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 IMPROVJNG Tiffi ENVIRONMENT 

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

OBJECTIVE 11: ESTABLISH PUBLIC TRANSIT AS THE PRWARY MODE OF 
TRANSPORTATION IN .SAN FRANCISCO AND AS A MEANS THROUGH WHICH TO 
GUIDE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 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 "smarf' regional growth that locates new housing close 
to jobs and transit; and by promoting sustainable land use patterns that integrate housing with 
ttansportation 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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BALBOAPARKAREAPLAN 

OBJECTIVE 4.2 S1RENGTHEN THE OCEAN A VENUE NEIGHBORHOOD 
C01v.1MERCIAL DISTRICT BY PROVIDING AN APPROPRIAIB :MIX OF HOUSING 

OBJECTIVE 4.3. ESTABLISH AN ACTIVE. MlXED USE NEIGHBORHOOD AROUND 
THE TRANSIT STATION THAT EMP~IZES THE DEVELOPMENT OF HOUSING. 

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

OBJECTivE 54.5 PROVIDE INCREASED HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO 
A MIX OF HOUSEHOLDS ATV ARYJNG ·INCOJl4E 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 
NEIGHBORHOODS . 

. 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 HDNTERS 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 respeeting the diverse ~d 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 Ll ENCOURAGE THE TRANSffiON OF PORTIONS OF THE CENTRAL 
WAIBRFRONT TO A MORE MIXED-USJ;: CHARACTER, WHILE PROTECTING THE 
NEIGHBORHOODS CORE OF PDR USES AS WELL AS· THE IDSTORlC DOGPATCH 

. NEIGHBORHOOD . 

OBJECTIVE 1.2 JN AREAS OF THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT WHERE HOUSING AND 
1v.1IXED-USE IS ENCOURAGED,. MAXIMIZE DEVELOP:MENT POTENTIAL IN KEEPING 
WTTIINEIGHBORHOOD 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 INCO:MES. . 

The 2009 Hm.~.sirig Element is consistent with the Central Waterfront Area Plan in that it supports 
new housing, particulqrly 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 VffiERE POSSIBLE INCREASE TIIE SUPPLY OF 
HOUSING 

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

The 2.009 Housing Element is consistent with. the ChinatoWn. Area Plan iil that it encourages the · 
provisiop. 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 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 hoU:Sing projects where households can easily rely on 
public transportation. ·. 

MARKET AND OCTA VIA AREA PLAN 

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

OBJECTIVE 1.2 ENCOURAGE URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES THE PLAN AREAS. 
UNIQUE PLACE JN 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 ~CE EXISTING SOUND HOqSING STOCK. 

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

MISSION AREA PLAN 

O:BJECTIVE 2.1 ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSINU 
CREATED IN THE 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 BILL AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 1.1 ENCOURAGE TIIE DEVELOPMENT OF A UNIQUE DYNAMIC, :MIXED 
USE RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD CLOSE TO DOWNTOWN, WHICH WILL 
CONTRIBUTE SIGNIFICAN1L Y TO THE CITY'S HOUSING SD;PPLY. 

OBJECTIVE 2.2 MAXIMIZE HOUSJNG GIN RJNCON HILL TO CAPITALIZE ONRJNCON 
HILLS CENTRAL LOCATION ADJACENT TO DOwNTOWN EMPLOYMENT AND 
TRANSIT SERVICE;, WHILE STILL RETAJNJNG THE DISTRICT'S LN ABipTY. 

The 2009 Housing Element is consistent with the Riricon 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 HJLL AREA ~LAN 

OBJECTIVE 2.1 ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING 
CREATED IN THE SHOWPLACE/POTRERO rs AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WTIH A 
WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES. . . 

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

OBJECTIVE 2.1 LOWER THE COST OF THE PRODUCTION OF HOUSJNG 

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 HOUSJNG 

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 incqmes and supports the conservation 
and improvement of the existing h~using stock. 
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SAN FRANt.,1SCO 
. PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

c_ 1650 M"issioo st March 30, 2011 
,.._,, .~Suite 400 
= ·- ;p. San Francisco, 

Ms~ Angela Calvillo, Oerk 
Board of Supervisors 
Gty 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 

Recommendati.on: Approval · 

Dear Supervisors and Ms. ~villo, 

On March ·24, 2011, the San Francisco Planning Corrunission (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 E1efi1;ent Upd<>te and 
·<>dopt the proposed Ordinance amending the. General Plan to adopt !;he 2009 Housing Eieffient 
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 the Housing Element The attached 
resolutions and exlu"bits provides more detail about the Commission'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 Gty Attorneys Audrey Pearson 

Attachments (one copy of the followin(I: 
1. Planning Commission Resolution No. 18307,.18308, and 18309 .. 
2. FEIR. for the 2009 Housing Element Up9.ate 
3. CEQAFindings for the 2009 Housing Element Upmte 
4. Draft Ordinance and 2009 Housing Element 
5. Memo from the Planning Department 

www.sij00&5glorg 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING "DEPARTMENT 

Honorable San Francisco Board of SuperviSors,. 
Angela Calvillo, Oerk of the Board 

Mar.ch30,2011 · 

2009 Housing Element Update 

Staff Cantact: 
-Commissicn Adopted CEQA Fmdings and draft Ordinance 

Kearstiii Disclringer, Planner, ( 415) 558-6284 
Kearstin@sfuov.org.. . 
Sarah Dennis-Phillips, Senior Planner (415) ~Bc6314 

... 

On March 24, 2011, the San Francisco Planning Commission adopted the 2009 Update .of the 
Housing Element of the General Pl~ 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 description and apalysis of San Francisco's population, ho~old and 
employment trends, existing housing characteristics, and housing needs; Part 2: Objectives &: 

Policies, which sets forth the policy framework to address the needs identified :in Part 1; and a. 
series of Appendices inclnd:ing implementing programs as actionable steps towards addressing 

housing issues. 

This update,. required by the State,. has been the product of a mmprehensive COIIIIIlunity-based 
planning effort,. led by the ~g Deparbnent, in cooperation with the Mayor's Office of 
Housing and m consultation with a roundtable of other. Oty agencies. Worlc began in Septiµnber 
2008 when staff convened a 15 member Community Advisory Body (CAB) made up of · 
representatives nominated by each Sa.pervisor to·~ staff on draft development. in the two 
years that followed,. the Department also hosted, 14 siakehald~ 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 ~rial 
district; invited commllnity membexs to provide input at monthly office hours, through an online 
and written siirvey, or through written comments; and hosted two "Director's Forums" which 
enabled the Planning Directcir to hear directly h;om the pllblic. 

The 2009 update of the HCJUSing Element is~ by State Law. Witltout full approval by_our 
local governing bodies, San Francisco is" listed as- ~out of compliance"' by the Department of 
Housing and Conmnmity Development (HCD). This impacts the City's ·eligibility for state 
. houslli.g. community development azid :infrastmcture funding programs. Full approval. inducting 
adoption by the Board of·Supervisoi:s. will confirm our continued dedication towards uieetmg the· 
"State of California's objectives towazds housing and eommunity development and will reinstate 
our eligibility for" these funds. · 

As adopted by the Plarining 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 majority of the polic:ies represent these core values and were, in themselves, not the subject of 
debate.. However, the diversity of cpinian 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 24th were the seemingly oppasite ·goals of enabling growth_to address housing needs and 
preserving estab~ed neighborhood d:iaracter. · 

This dichotomy of viewpoints is not muque to San Francisco - municipalities throughout the . 
nalion are plagued by this conflict supporting growth in areas well-served by transit to promote 
a rnore sustainable future; and ~e desire to minimize change in established neighborhoods. The 
2009 Housing Element attempts to provide a path forward on both :issue5, by mandating a clear, 
inclusive.. community-driven process for any changes that will enable growth,· and by providing 
policy considerations that are intended to protect what is most valuable abOut each individual 
neighborhood~ 

• Supporting growth through community plans: The Planning Department has in recent years 
planned for growth tluough community plan5 such as the Better Neighborhoods and F.astem 

Neighborhoods PI.ans. These plans direct development to areas well-served by transit, to 
ensure "complete neighborhoods'' with stipportive infrastructure an\! 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 silpport of the praclice. 

To provid~ cerla:inty to citizens who feared that the Housing Element would cause iru;reases in 
density to their neighbodtoods without.input. the document mandares that tltis 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 i:hrqugh a 
community based- planning processes initiated in partnership with the neighborhood, 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£tel review of a draft plan and environmental review, and with 
comprehensive opportunity for community input. 

• Preserving neighborhood character: Protection of neighborhood chazacter became a major issue 
far nei&hborhoods in the walce of the 2004 Housing Element, which promoted a number of one
size-.6.ts-all strategies that might not be appropriate for spme neighborhoodS, such as 
encouraging higher residential density in neighborhood aimmercial districts, allow:ing 
flexibility iii. the number and size of units (density controls), and CXJilsidering legalization of 
seconcfaIY mrits. 

The 2009 Housing Element removed these policies, directed that all such changes should only 
be considered as a part of community planning processes as descn'bed above, and included 
numerous new policies iiltended to further reinfurce the City's support of each neighborhood's 
individual character. It clarifies support for individual community efforts that support good 
plarming principles, provides a process for Department. adoption of neighborhood-specific 
design standards, acknowledges neighborhood Covenants Conditions and Restrictions (while 
clarifying that the PlaIIDing Department cannot legally enforce CC&Rs), and states that 
densities in established z-esldential areas should promote compatibility with prevailing 
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neighborhood character, specifying that existing height and bulk patterns should be maintained . . 
in RH-1 and.RH-2 areas.· . . 

I CONTINUED ISSUES FOR CLARIFICATION 

Despite continued outreach and discussion over the past two and a half years, there remain 
numerous misconception.5 about the document, parlicularly that the document will enable change 
ill established neighborl:toods. Despite policies enabling growth only through a community 
planning process, and numerous policies preserving neighborhood character, a repeated. 
misunderstanding is that the document conb:iins recommendations for incteased growth and 
density in fhe neighborhoods. In fact 2009 Housing Element does not contain any. 
recommendations for incr_eased: density, height or changes in zoning. nor does it m6dify land use 
or the Planning _Code. Furthermore, it mandates that consideration of ruch changes should only 
happeo. through a coII!I11Uility planning process, as described above. · 

To further clarify, the Element provides ~licy background for housing programs and decisi.Cins; 
and to provide broad direction towards meeting the City's housing goals~ it helps to guide 
~onary decisions made by·theCity's P_J.arlning Commission and other dedsi~ers, and · 
helps them prioritize approval-of 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 
preserv.e that character.. 
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Introduction: 
Data and Needs Analysis 

Sa.ii Francisco remains a highly desirable place to live and its 

housin~ market has a seemingly infinite demand. Housing 

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

second only ro rhat of New York Ciry. The relative stability 

of local housio.g._costs in rhe wake of rhe recent economic 

downturn is a testament to the robustness of rhe market. 

The continuing high cost of housing in San Francisco 

amplifies. the need for providing affordable housing to all 

household income levels, especially low and very low in

come levels. The provision of adequate alfordahle housing 

remains a significant challenge for San Francisco. 

1his fim part ofthe Housing Element contains a description 

and analysis of San Francisco's population· and employment 

trends; ·existing housio.g characteristics; overall housio.g 

need, including special needs groups; and· capacity for 

new hous~g based on land supply and sire opponunities 

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

Element law: Information is presented on trends since 

the 2004 Housing Eementwas published and on expected 

devdopmenr for the next five ro 10 years, ar which rime 

the Houring Elemrntwill be updated again. An evaluation 

of the 2004 Housing Elemrmt is included in chis document 

as an appendix. 

Primary dara sources include the Census Bureau and Stare 

Department of Finance for existing conditions, proj.ections 

published by the Association of Bay Area Gov.emments 

(ABAG), and independent analysis by the Planning De

partment.1 The data used are the most reliable available 

fur 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 dara 

· provide a general picture of economic trends and therefore 

do not necessarily reB.ecr parricular trends or cycles in the . 

housio.g marker and the wider ec;onomy. 

-----··-··-----·----------·--·----·--
I San Francism rdics on information pftmd.cd by chc A~ci:11:iDn of &y Ara. Go•crnmcna

(AMG). ABAG proja::rion.s :arc chc officiil projccclons of growth for the. B:ay Atta. and an:: 

~by numerous looil gavcmjng =i.gcnclcs to idcncifi po1cnri:J needs ~d prob1i::ms. boch 
luc:illy ~d rcgiun:Jly. The: D.lifumi:i. St:an: Housing :md Community Dt"Ydupmc:1ir Di:p:arc
mcnt zlso uses dicsc: figures: for dcrumining housing ncedi for die scare. ABAG projccn: 

· rhi: numba of ;obs for acb. county in Lhc 13.a.y Ara. 20 to 25 yen: i1tm the fucurc. The: 
2mlmptions di:rr ABAG u.scd in PrujcaioDS 2007 att b.md on dcmDgraphic: and economic: 
data. Tue demogni;ibic: :w:umptions ~ into aa:ounr rmilicy. bin:fu. Jc:a~ mi~rion. 
household mes, and IahOr fort% partlcip;adon rues. Economic: assumptions indudec:cporu, 
i:hc tllc: of GDP growcb, cnciv pri~ pmduaiviqr; znd in~ r.ttcs. 
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Population, 
Employment and 
Income Trends 

San Francisco conrinues to grow and has now smpassed its population peak of the 1950s; some 

809,000 people call San Francisco ho~e. 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 escimated 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~ the baby-boom generation ages • 

. In 2008, .the estimated. median age was 40.4 years. Families "?th children constitute a small 
portion of"San Francisco households. Under 13% of the City's total populatia"n is 14 ye:us old 

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

U.S. cities. 
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1.4 

A. POPULATION AND DEMOGRAPHICS 

1. Population Change . 

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

counted over 776,730 San Franciscans while tb.eAssoci:i.cion ofBay Area Governments (ABAG) 

estimated some 634,430 jobs in tb.e City. While the population and =ployment dropped in 

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

Exact numbers differ depending on .i:he source; howeve~, by all esrimates San Francisco's popu

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

San Fr.mciscans in 2008 while ABAG's pr:ojecrions is about 803,235. The 2008 Americi.n 

Co=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 then= 12 years
0

(Table I-1 and Figure I-1). 

Household growth., an apprwdmation of the demand for housing, indicates a need fur: some . 

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

household growth (Tabli: I-1). 

-- 100!l 2000_. - 2010'" - -2020"- -. - 2030" 

Total Populatior:i 723,959 776,733 810;000 867,100 934,800 

Population Change 52,774 33,267 57,100 67,700 

% Population Change I 7.3% 4.3% 7.0% 7_8% 

Household Population 
' 

699,330 756,976 789,100 845,800 913,00Q 

% HH Population Change 8.2% 4.2% 7.2% 8_0% 

Households 305,584 32f1,700 346,680 372,750 400,700 

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

%Households Change 7.9% 5.2% 7-5% 7.5% 

1,000.000 ---------------------------

950,000 -!--·---~ 934,soo,,a 

850,000 

900.000 -1----------------·-----------------''"----
&E7.1DD 

0
.•' 

810.000 ____ .--

_ .. -- ......... a-

700,000 

650.000 

600.000 

550,000 ---------------·----- ·------------------

500,DOO -'--------------------------------

1940 1960 1960 1970 1980 1998 2000 2010 • 2DZD • Z030 • 
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Population Trends and 

Projections by Age Groups, 
San Francisco, 199D-2D30 

CPC ADOPTED HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 

2.Age 

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

generation ages. San.Francisco also has the distinction of having the fewest number of children 
of all.major American cities. Table I-2 a:n_d Figure 1-2 show rec=t popuktlon tt=ds and 

projections by ~e group. The median age for San Francisco was estimated to he 40.4ycars old 

in 2008, an increase from 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 th~ city's population. 

The n~bcr of young San Franciscans, however, is c:x:pccred to grow; almost doubling (96%) 

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

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

2030. 

From 1990 !? 2000, the 45~59 age group grew.approximatdy 34%, the high= 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 Ciry's 

older residents - i::b.ose 60 years and older -will giow the most over the coming years, account

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

-
-

20DD --- 2010 -2p2~.:_c::_ _ - f1$_e_§~oup 1990 -2oso 
-- - --- . - -- - - ---

Dlo 14 97,301· 94,010 184,700 164,000 130,500 

15to24 94,455 89,388 74,700 124,400 114,100 

25to44 288,387 314,222 . 255,200 187,700 251,600 

45to 59 106,~ '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 . 37.6 392 40.9 

SOURCES:. Ceo= !lw=; ABJ,G, Pmfaai= 2007 
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SOURCES: G:ns-a.s Bureau; ABAG, .P:rd~tUms 2007 

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. Sin~ 2000, the percentage of Sau Franciscans Claiming white 

racial alliliation increased, totaling nearly 55% of the City's popul:uion according to the 2008 

American. Co= unity 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.l % 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 ro varied housing needs and 

ihiliries to pay for housing and will be discussed in later sections of this report. 

Race • 1980 1990 .20QD 2008 
- --- --- --- -- .. -- --- --

Whtte .59.2% 53.6% 49.7% 54.7% 

Black 12.7% 10.9% 7.8% 62% 

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% 

Fllipino 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: Census BurclU 
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Figw·el-3 
Ethnic E:omposition, 

San Francisc:i. 2008 

T,1hf<I-i 
Household Growth Trends 

and Projeclions, 
San Francisco, 1990--2030 

CPC ADOPTED HOUSING ELEMEITT 2009 

Fifipino 
5.1% 

SOURCE: Cen= Bwc.u 

Japanese Americu llllfoan 
1.4%. 0.4% 

As in most urban centers, there are amcermations of major ethnic groups in San Francisco 

neighborhoods. Ma.a.y Latino households live in the Inncr and Outer Mission district<;, 

~ding along Mission Street soui:h to Daly Oty. A distinct Filipino co=unity follows 

a similar ·residential parrern, with additional con=tration5 in the Excelsior area and, to a 

smaller degree, Souib. of Market. Concentrations of several East Asian populations reside in 

the Richmond and SUD.Set DisttictS while still maintaining its traditional presence in C~

town. Residential concentrations of Afri= Americans ocarr in the \l:'.esttm Addition, South 

Bayshore, and Ingleside Districts_ Som:b.eastAsian co.mm.unities have a strong presence in the 
Tenderloin District north of Market Street and in neighborhoods throughout the Bayview and 

Visitacion Valley areas. 

4. Household Characteristics 

According to the 2000 CeD.SUS, the number of San Francisco households grew from 305,584 

in 1990 to 329,700, an increase of over 24,100 new households orabout7.9% growth (Table 

I-4). ABAG's Projections 2007 estimates that the number of total households will continue to 

increase, growing to 348,330 by ~O 10 and to 386,680 by 2030 or an ap.nual average of 1,900 

new San Francisco households over 20 years. 

1900 2000 201D* 2020 .. 2030 .. 
- -- - --- . -- -- --- ----- - - --

Number of Households 305,584 329,700 346.680 372.750 400,700 

Growth 6,628 24.116 16,980 26,070 2l,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 
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As shown in Table I-4, the average household size in. San Francisco has been relatively constant, 

hovcrio.g at 2.3 persons and tending to be smaller than the Bay Area average. ABAG also 

projecrs th.at the nu,mber of persons per Bay Area household will be leveling off in the next 20 

years. 

San Francisco continues to have a comparatively small mu~ber of family households and this 
proportion. is shrinking. According to the 2000 Census, funily households comprised just 

44%·of all households in San Fran~co (Table I-5), ccimpared to over 46% in. 1990. This 

declin.e does not necessarily indicate that families are leaving, as there were over 3,000 more 

family households in 2000; rather it indicates that non-family households are increasing at a 

much more rapid rate. The Census Bureau's definition of a family household - counting only 

those households with'. people related ro·the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption - also 

obscures rh.e acrual diversity of San Francisco's :fu.milies. and households. At the time of the 

American Community Survey in. 2008, the est:im.:i.ted proportion of Census-defined family 

households in San Francisco remained steady about 43.1 %. Th.is is considerably less than the 

percentage for the entire Bay Area, where around 65% of all households are family households. 

Average family households are 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,

respecively: 

- - - Houselltlufcbai'liCte11stic ~ -_ _1991,-· 0 20Dll 
- - - -- - - - - ---- -- __;__ 

All Households 

Family Households 

As Percent of All Households 

Bay Area Family Households as 
Percentage of All Households 

SOURCES: Census Buren..1; .AJ3AG 

305,584 329,700 

141,790 145,186 

46.4% 44.0% 

65.5% 64.7% 

T.rbf., f-.'i 
Family and Non-Family 
Households, San Francisco, 
1990 and 2000 

In 2000, alm.ost 70% of all households in the City were comprised of one or two people and 

household si= 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 µp over 43% of an households, compared to 39% 

~ight years =rlier. The expected. growth in households and the composition of .these new 

households present specilic housing needs. 
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Tabk l-7 
Household Size by Elbnicily, 

San Francisco, ZDOD 
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HQ11sebold ---- 19~~ -- ----~--~ - -·- __ _§_OD~ --~---
Size _ No. · % o!TO!al - J'JO. '% o!Tolal No. % D'. '.Ota! 

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 36,554 122% 38,158 12.53 41,831 12.7% 

4 23,321 7.8% 26,532 8.7% 28,563 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% 

SO!JRCE, C:C-Bwcw. 

Average household size varies by ~thnicity. Table I-7 below shows ~t households filling un
der t:h.e."Other Ra.0:" :md che aNative HawiliarJ Pacific: Islander" C!.tego.ries t~d-to be larger, 

averaging 3.7 and ·35 people per household, respectively.. . Hispanic: or Latino houseb.olds 

are similarly larger: th.an die citywide averagi:, with 3-2 people per households. There are, on 

average, three people in an Asian household, while Black households are.~erally on par with 

· · the citywide average. Wrote households are smallest in me; av~ less than two persons 

per household.: 

Hous~llol~ Avera9e tlouseho)~ Size No. of Housellollis -
- - - - - -

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 3.5"3 . 905 

Other Race 3.69 12,803 

lWa or More Race 2.45 11~ 79~ 

. Hispanic I Latino 3.23 31,509 

All Households 2.30 329,700 

Household size in San Francisco also reflecrs existing neighborhood housirig stock (see Maps I
I and I-2). Larger households of four or more persons are generally found in the southeastem 

neighborhoods of the Mission, Bayview, Visitacion Valley, and the Exc:elsior where typical 

housing units have two or more bedrooms. Somewhat smaller households are found in the · 

western ncighborhoo4s- The c:enual and· northeastern portions. of the city geneolly have the 

smallest households-two or less th.a.a. .two persons-with the residential population tapering 

off near the c:ommercial and industrial areas of the Fmanc:ial District and South of Market. 
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Average Household Size by Census Tract 
San Francisco, 2000 

1.50 or less 
1.51 -2.00 
2.01 -2.50 
2.51 -3.00 
Over 3.01 
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Median Room Count by Census Tract 
San Francisco, 2000 

Rooms 

-• 
2.50 or less 
0

2.51-3.00 
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Over5.01 
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B. EMPLOYMENT 

.1. Job~ 

Employment growth in San Fr.uicisco and the region directly a.ifects the dC:rnand for housing 

as new jobs ~ct new residents. As shown i..n 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 v1=ntures and the subsequent 

recovery sh.ow a net job loss in the years between 2000 and 2010 of approximately 65,700 (see 

Table I-8) . . :A.BAG forecasts more robust increases in San Francisco employment.between 2010 · 

and 2030. During the 2010 to 2020 period, theABAG modd shows 78,460 new jobs (13.8% 

increase) in San Fr.uicisco. From 2020-2030, 100,910 additional jobs are projected-..:.a 15.6% 

gain: 

-
Growtti (L~~ --- -Year" . - Total No. of Jobs: -%thange 

---~ - ---- - - -
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 13.8% 

2030* 748,100 100,910 15.6°,b 

SOURCES: Census Bun:an; .. ABAG, Prujmiom 200!} 

F~om 2010 through. 2030, rbe entire nine-county Bay Area is expected to addalm~st l,26i,890 

jobs. Of that: 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 this job 

share ensures San Fr.uicisco's continuing role as an em.plciyment hub, making full use of exist

ing infiastrutture. Future targeted infrastructure enhan=ents to core job centers such as Sa.ii 

Francisco will support ove.rall reduction in greeriliouse gas em".issions in the region. 

-
San Francisco - Vear San Francisco Bay Area Total __ as % of j3ay_ 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% 

5648 

"T.tblel:.S 
San Francisco Employment Trends 
and Projec!ions, 1991l-2D311 

J;,bie 1-9 
San Francisco and Bay 
Area Regional Employment -
Prujeclians, 1990-2030 



CPCADOPTED HOUSING ELEMENT2009 

Table l-/0 
Emplayment Trends and 
Prajeclions by Industry, 

San Francisco, 2000-2030 

Job growth in the next 20 years is expected to be strongest in the KProfessional and Manage

rial Services" industry (37,830 new jobs), followed by me KHealrl:i and Educational Services" 

cat~ry (2'/',590), and die KArts, Recreation, and Omer Services" segment (26,470) (see 

Table I-10). In terms of percenrage growrl:i for me 2010-2030 period, "Manufacruring and 

Wholesale" (47.2%) and "Construction" (44.2%) industries lead me way. Almost all sectors 

of the loc:il economy will have experienced net employment losses between the d=nnial 
censuses. For the current 2000-2010 decade, only rhe Health & Edncarional Services (3,940 

new jobs) and Arts, Recr~on and Other Services (1,980 jobs) sectors will have seen po~itive 

job growth. By 201 O", Professional and Managerial Services will have aperic'nced the largest 

losses - some 22,320 or 18% of rhis sector's jobs. Manufacturing and Wholesale employment 

will have lost some 18,930 jobs during thar time-a substantial loss of 42.4%. 

- - - - 2000 ., 20311 
- lnduslry 20[11) 2010 2020- - - 2DSO --=-----------~ --=---~-=-

- - - Cllange -
% 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 i9.1% 

M'lJlufacturing & Wholesale 44,690 25,760 31,920 37,920 (6,770} -15.1% 

Retail 57,400 45,000 51,080 63,070 5,670 9.9% 

Transportation & Utirities 32,610 28,150 29.970 30,970 (1,640) -5.0% 

lrrtorma!ion 44,070 36,860_ 41,590 49,420 5,350 12.1% 

Rhancial & 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. 322% 

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 I-11) · However, tliat trelld has been reversed and by the end of die decade, a total 

"of almost 413,870 employed residents is projected. AJ3AG's Projectums 2009 also indicate chat 
this m:nd will continue ovi:r the 20 years with the addition of over 108,860 employed residents 

between 2010 and 2030. 
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-_Year:-
- : _- --~~mpioye!!_l!esitler!fS No._o1Jl~. ~_:___: %C_trang~ : 

7;t1;[ef-JI 
2000 437,533 

2005 390,102 

2010 

-47,431 -10.8% 
Employed Residents Trends 
and PrDjections, San Francisca, 
2000-2030 

413,856 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:. M,AG • .Projectiom 21XJ9 

The number of workers per household also declined betWeen 2000 and 2005, from 1.33 to 

1.15 (Table I-12). This number is a:pected 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 Depamncnc b~onAMGPrc}«ti.Oru.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 inrn the City via the Bay 

Bridge corridor_ ·Between 2000 and 2010, it is estimated that commuters will have obtained 

86.5% of new jobs in Sau Francisco_ 

As a regional job center, San Francisco will continue to ha:ve a larger share of commuters than 

other cities in the Bay Area. The regional rransportation goal in the next ren years is .ro reduce 

commuting with a s.r:naller share of new jobs created in San Francisco being taken by non-San 

Francisco residents. Table 1-13, however, is not a job forecast nor does it show distribution of 

jobs throughout the area. Rather, it assun;ies that more. of the future jobs in San Francisco are 

expected to be taken by San Francisc:O residents than has occurred in the past. 

-- Cate!!OJY 2DDri- 2010 2020 2031> 
-- -- - - ---- --

· Commuters 257,341 300,069 338,i96 357,074 

San Francisco Residents 321,913 328,563 362,044 402,829 I 
TOTAL JOBS 579,254 628,632 700,240 759,903 

% of Commuters 44.4% 47.7% 48.3% 47.0% 

Increase 49,3713 71,608 59,653 

Change in Commuters 42,728 80,855 18,878 

Regional Goal of · 
"86.5% 532% 31.6% 

Percent Change of Commuters 

T.1hle 1-12 
WDrters per Household Trends 
and ProjectiDns, San FranciscD 
and Bay Area; 2000-2030 

]),{,~ 1-13 
Workers Commuting into 
San Francisco, 2000-2030 

SOURCE: Metmpoliran Tunspon:ation Comnllssion 
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Table l-14 
Household and Family 

Income, San Francisco, 
. 1990-2008 

raMe l-15 
Household and Family 

Income in Constant Dollars, 
San Francisco, 1990-2008 

CPC,ADOPTED HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 

C. INCOMES 

1. Median Incomes · 

The 2000 Census noted. San Francisco's meclian household income at $55,221- This represents 

an increase of about 65% in the 10 years between Census counts (Table 1-14). Table I-14 

also shows drat median and mean funily incomes tend to be higher than that of non-fumily 

· households. The 2008 knerican Community Survey (ACS) estimates the median household 

income at just under $73,798 or about a ·33.6% increase in the last eight years. Table I-15, 

moreover, shows rhese same incomes adjusted for inflation, where median household and me

dian non-fumily household incomes have increased slightly; median funil.y ho1.1Sehold incomes 

have increased almost 12%. 

- 1eeo- · .2DDD 20~BAG~_ - -
---- - -- - - -- - - - --

Median Household Income $33;414 _$55,221 $73,798 

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 Income - $46,465 $61,480. 

Me;m Non-Family Household Income $88,772 

-
Jni:ome Category 1990 {1999 Dollars) - 2000 {1999 lncilme} , 20DB (1999 Dollars) 

- - - - - - ~--- -

M!:ldian 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 below shows household incomes by household type, tenure and ethnicity. In 

addicion to the d.ifference between median family income and median non-family income, 

disparities exist between home-owning ·households and renters, and amongst ethnic groups. 

This;irray of income, as well as household type, affects housing demand and affordability. For 

i:Xample, rhe family median income is not enough to afford the avcrage.2008 rent fur a two

bedroom aparonea.t at $2,650. And while the median family income is som~hat higher tlran 

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 funil.y household size. There 

is thus a a.eed for krger units affordable to families and large households in San Francisco and 

an on-go~ neeq fur affordable housing for the population in general. 
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HOUSEHOLD 1YPE 

Family Household $63,545 

Non-Family Household $46,45.7 

TENURE 

Owner Occupied Households Median Income $77,917 

Renter Occupied Households Median Income $45,275 

ETHNICl1Y 

White $63,227 

African American $29,640 

American 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 

· Pm pk who itkntifr ~fues III ~k or l..tumQ T1ZltJ 11b11 UUntijj tfm=bes ta 4. partiadorabnld:r:J
SOURCE: Census BUR:a.U 

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 i:orrelated with. 

income. Ra.th.er, income levelS rdate more directly to general econoicic characteristics of an 

area, fluctuations in wages earned, inflation, and most direa:ly; job mix. However, data Sllgg"5t 

that some &mily incomes may rise as a result of increased employment. It is reasonable to 

ct:pect th.at as employment increases, f.un.ilies would benefit :&om increased .employment, thus 

increasing family income.. This is evidenced in the higher m~dian J?mily income presented in 

Table I-15 above. Between .1990 and 2000, tb.e number" of funilies with. no workers d=ased 
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 funilies =ed ~ore. However, one cannot be sure because, for instance, a fun..ily may 
have lost one job and ieplaced it with two lower-paying positions. 

· woikers -. - 1S9ll . 2000 
- - ----- --

0 21,147 18,798 

38,150 38,729 

2 62,099 66,231 

3+ 22.422 23,428 

SOURCE: Census Bu.rc::a.u 

Tab/cJ./7 
Number !JI Workers in 
Family, San Franc:faco, 
1990-2000 
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Y:1blc l-18 
Incomes by Ethnicity 
and Household Type, 
·San Francisco, 2000 

3. Income Disparities 

Income disp~ity is even more significant when households' median incomes 

~ compared by ethnicity. Table I-18 shows that across all types of house-

. holds and per capita measures, white households have significantly higher eam- . 

ingi; than other ethnicities. Only White households = more th.an the 2000 

Census citywide averages. African American households' median llicome of $29,640 is 54% 

of the City's median income, while White households' median income is $63,227 or ll5% of 

the City's median in.come. ki= households have a median income that is 90% of the City's 

overall. median. ~come, followed by "Two or Mo re Race" and "Other Race" households whose 

median. incomes are about 89% and 86% of San Francisco's. median income respectively. Me

dian income ~£Hispanic or Latino ·households was pegged at $46,883 or about 85% of the 

cirywlde median. 

- -
Mellian Melllan Median _ -- Average - Per Capita 

.ElhniCily Housenorn Income Family Income~~ N~~Fami6i_lnco111~- ___ F~~Size Income 
- - -- - -- - -

White $63,227 $81,891 $52,715 2.72 $48,393 

African American $29,640 $35,943 $21,103 3.16 $19,2.75 

American Indian /Alaska N·ative $30,994 $35,DDO $24,922 3.39 $22,588 

Asian $49,596 $56,679 $30,365 3.67 $2.2.,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 $2.2.,091 

Hispanic or Latino $46,883 $46,809 $35,911 3.88 $18,584 

Citywide $55,221 $63,545" $46,457' 3.22 $34,556 

~noted earliei; ethnic households tend to be larger th.an the City's overall average hollseb.old 

size (T~le 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 ; 

Pacific Islander heritage is equiValent to only 36.1% of the City's overall, but for white San 

Franciscans, it is 140%. And while Asian households earii on average 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 City'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. Sau Francisco's share of the regional housing needs assessment reflect the 

continuing need ro provide housing for il:s workforce. The average income for the San Fran

cisco wor:kEorce demonstrates the lack of housing affordable to many San Francisco workers, 

both residents and co=uters. 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 respectively. The_ culturalfinsriturional 

sector also had a large number of jobs with 128,7.~5 employees as of2005. With an average 

rent of $2,650 for a two-bedroom apartment in 2008, a household must have au annual 

income of a.t: least $106,000 to afford such a unit. 

lnduSIJy 
-- ---- __ . -~ _ Pl_l~rag~ Annual ~ages ~~D6 _. - Average EmPloym~_2~-

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 

1iltormarion 87,003 17,098 

Rnancial Activities 160,040 57,827 

Professional and Business Services 89,032 114,320 

Education and Health Services 48,363 53,740 

Leisure and Hospitality 28,083 74.074 

Other Services 29,004 32,30:') 

TOTAL (lOVERNMENT · $83,800· n/a 

SOUR.CE: ·5..E Pbanlng Oc:pamnCDt; California. Employment Doidopmcnt Divi.5iDc 

Because each sector in Table I-19 contains a variety of 0ccupations, it is useful to call out the 

fastest growing categories of jobs in S~ Francisco, as shown in Table I-20. Of thc:Se, only 

three job dassifi.~tions-Lawyers, General and Operaric;ms Managers, and Computer Software 

Engineers, Applications- have estimated annual wages around or above the $106,000 required 

to afford asking rents of an average: two-bedroom apartment in .San Francisco . 
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- - ---- - - .. ·Mean Estimated 
- Oc:cupaljonal Td!a Job Op-enings !:lourly Wage, . • Allllual 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 Se!Ving Workers. 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 4,740 $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 end Administrative Assistants 3,680 $25.03 $52,072 

Accountants and Aucfrt:ors 3,650 $36.57 $76,058 

Sea.irity Guards 3,620 $14.39 $29,921 

Carpenters 3,620 $29:11 $60,555 

Cooks, Restai,irant 3,430 $13.09 $27,226 

l.Bborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand . 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-Line Supervisors/Managers of Office and Administrative Support Workers 2,630 $28.10 $58,438 

Table l-20 
Job Classifications with 

Most Job Openings 2004-
2014 and Mean Hourly 

Wages,2008 
San FrancisclJ'.Marin-San 

Mateo Coonlies, 2004-2014 

Lawyers 2,570 $70.00 $145,600 

• ;......... 40-hourwo.k wcdc. 52"""1< ~ 
SQ!JRCE, CarofumlaEmplD)""<ftt Development D'l'"""CDt. O~Empi..p.,nt~Sunq 

d=l:lmp1/www~ov/51o/oocpn>j/=f$ocanosuls 

Much of the growth forecast to occur in the coming years will be in low- to medium-skilled· 

jobs such as retail salespersons, waicper;ons, cafeteria and coffee shop arrendants, janitors and 

cleaners, and food preparation workers, with approximate annual pay scales .rangiii.g from 

$20,900 to $29,000 (fable 1-20). Saine of this growth may be absorbed. by San Francisco 

residents through the First Source Hiring Program. ~wever, this is a limited program since it 

only applies to city contracts and commercial devdopment that is·over 25,000 square feet. 1 

l San Francifco's First.Somt%HiringProgrzm.(CIDp1e: 83 :fthc"~~vcCode) ~~~-~furu:r ;-~on udpcin:;cnt ~l~~c;;; 
portuniDcs for qualific:d economically dindr.m111£Cd inclividmk. brtid.par.lon in rhis prog_Dm ~required in Ory coutDos and Qcy p[opc:rry comr:acu~ 
Tc dau:, i:hc Fim Soum: Hiring Progr:am ha.s cm.ployi:d 3C lcasf 229 people pc:nn:anaidy and 332 people through conscrucrion job~ These numhcn 
rcpresatt minimwns,. bi:ausc oor.dl b1n:s :arc ~rdcd.. 
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Housing. 
Characteristics 

This section provides background information on the physical and qualitative c:haracteristics 

of San Francisco's housing stock. Tot:;\ling about 363,660 units, the City's housing stock is 

roughly divided into low-, medium-, and highcr-density srructures. The City's housing stock 

is oldcr than othcr West Coast cities, with ovcr 50% of the City's housing units constructed 

~efore World War II. San Francisco's housing tends to be smaller in size, wi?l :iliout 72% of all 

UD.its containing two bedrooms o_r less. San Francisco, like most large cities, is a tj.ty of renters 

who o=py 62% of housing units in the City. . 

About 18,960 new housing units were added to the City's housing stock in the nine y= 

following the 2000 Census; of these, 88% were iri structures with ten or more units. Since 

2000, almost 43% of all new houshig was constructed in the largely i.ndll$trial areas of the 

South of Market planning district; an ad4i_tional combined total of 13% were built in the 

resideiitial-roned Inner a:nd Oiµer 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 l= 

affur4a1>le housing markers in the nation. Roughly 26% of.new housing built since 2000 

qualified as affurdahle to ·households making 100% or less of the area median income. The 

c00ling housing market, notwithstanding, homeownership in San Francisco remains elusive 

for most rcsidenrs. Only 11 % of all San Francisco households could afford the $603,600 

median housing price Average asking rents stood at $2,650 in 2008. 
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A. EXISTING HOUSING STOCK 

1. General Characteristics· 

St:ru.cture Type and Tenure: According to tb.e. 2000 Census, San Francisco's over 346,500 

housing un_its consisted of roughly equal proportions of low-density _single funily units, two 

to nine unir medium density structures, and ten unit plus high-density buildings (Table I-21). 

This has not changed dramatically in die last seve~· years. San Francisco is also city of renters: 

an estimated 62 % of all households rent according to the latest American Community Survey 

estimates (2007). This I_aresr Census survey, however, ~ared that there has an increase in 

the rate of homeownership, with 39% of all households owning their homes, up from 35% 

seven years earlier. Table I-21 also sham that a Va.st majority of single-family units are owner-

o=pied (72%). . 

7i1bl.c f-.J. l 
Housing Characteristics, 
San Francisco, 
2000 and 2007 

· -· · - - - . ' • All Units - . · - oCCU]llid · · ' . - . Renf - - Own 
Ctmrac!ei!stie ·-~·--------=--------· -~-~ -~------~-~ ~-=-:- ----- ·-

- __ - _ ..:.__· _ _ _ _._. _

0 

_ 2~-- 20DI__ _~DI!!'_~--_ -_ 200~ _ . _2~D _:: - ~- 2DD? _~OD_O :- _-_ 2007 __ 

TENURE STATUS 

65.0% 62.2% 35.0% . 37.8% 

STRUCTURE lYPE 

Single Family 32.1% 34.4% 32.7% 34.9% 11.7"..b 14.5% 71.6% 68.5% 

2-4 Units 23.3% 20.4% 23.4% 2D.7% 26.7% 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% 102% 10.1% 9.7% 14.3% 14.2% 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.D% 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% 62% 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°,.b 26.9% 23.2% 

1939 or earlier 48.5% 53.3% 50.0% 51.9% 48.3% 50.5% 53.2% 54.2% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100:03 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

SOURCE: Cc:nsus Bll.rClu 

5658 



CPC ADOPTED HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 

Structure Size:/Bedroom Counts Dwelling units in San Francisco are generally small in 

si:ze.. The 2000 Census showed that 76% of all units had rwo bedrooms or less. Only 7% of 

housing units had four or more bedrooms. These units were priJ;n.arily in single-fumily homes 

and two unit residential flats. Rent~s, who make up two-thirds of all households in the Ciry, 

~to have smaller units. Over a quarter (26%) of renting households live in ~ts without 

a bedroom, compared io just 2.4% ofhori:te owning househ.Olds. 

Age of Rous~ 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 demolirion or replacement, most of Sa.11 

Francisco's older ho1,1Sing stock is in sound condition. Indeed, the City's iconic Victorians are. 

over 100 years old. (See page 58 for discwision on replacement of units.) _Table I-21 details 

other differen.ces in housing characteristics by household tenure status. 

Location and S~ Type: Table I-22 in the following page shows the dfytribution. of 

the City's housing inventory by planning dimia (see Map I-3) and by structure size. The 

Northeast plannirig disrrict has the most housing units, followed by the Richmon.cl, West

ern Addition and Downtown. The largely residential districts of Inner. Sunset, Buena VISta 

and Bernal Heights, along with the industry-strewn. Bayview; account for the fewest units. 

Single-fumily homes are concentrated in the residential-wned districts of South Central, Inner 

Sunset, Outer Sunset and. Ingleside. The Northeast.planning district has the rn~st high-density 

structures, followed by Western Addition, South of Market and Marina. 
. \ 
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· .. PJanMi!DiSft.icl .. ·_ · 
1 Richmond 

Percent 

2 Marina 

Percent 

3 Northeast 

Percent 

4Downtown 

Percent 

5 Western Addition 

Percent 

5 Buena Vista 

Percent 

?Central 

Percent 

8 Mission 

Percent 

9 South of Market 

Percent 

10 South Bayshore 

Percent 

11 Bernal Heights 

Percent 

12 South Central 

Percent 

13 Ingleside 

Percent 

14 Inner Sunset 

Percent 

15 Outer Sunset 

Percent 

CITYWIDE TOTAL 

Percent 

1.24 

·-"SJi191eFamuv·-;~· 2Jo4untts-·,_ sm9uru1s -:~_1l+uffii ':iJistlictfoia! 
__!"_ -- - --~ - -- - - .,,.-_ ~-- - , __ • -~-- --"'-::_ 

1,0,441 15,371 5,031 5,728 36,571 

29% 42% 14% 16%_ 10.1% 

2,964 5,982 4,139 12,839 25,924 

11%. 23% 16% 50% 7.1% 

. 1,802 7,290 6,849 24,075' 40,016 

5% 18% 17% 60% 11.0% 

210 509 880 28,945 30,544 

1% 2% 3% 95% 8.4% 

2,264 5,979 4,063 17,172 29,478 

' 8% 20% 14% 58% 8.1% 

2,12.3 6,777 3,493 4,018 16,411 

13% 41% 21% 24% 4.5% 

8,657 9,442 2.,927 4,651 25,677 

34% 37% 11% . 18% 7.1% 

2,430 9,364 4,560 7,248 23,602 

10% 40% 19% 31% 6.5% 

2.,010 2,858 1,033 15,138 2.1,039 

10% 1.4% 5% 72% 5.8% 

6,900 1,769 1,661 1,193 11,523. 

60% 15% 15% 10% 3.2% 

5,355 3,135 481 469 9,440 

57% . 33"/o 5% 5% 2.6% 

20,675 2,422 1,344 1,329 25,770 

80% 9% 5% 6% 7.1% 

16,514 1,495 462 4,348 22,819 

72% 7% 2% 20% 6.3% 

9,898 4,534 1,602 2,708 18,742 

53% 24% 9% 14% 5.2% 

19,020 4,546 1,321 1,219 26,106 

73"/o 17% 5% 4% 7-2% 

111,263 81,473 39,846 131,0BD 363°,662 

31% 22% 11% 36% 100.0% 
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Outs" sunSet (;'·:j 
26, 106 

Inner Sunset 
18,742 

Housing Stock by Planning District 
San Francisco, 2008 

KEY: 

Outa- Sunset Planning District 
26.081 T ota1 Units 
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2. Changes to th~ Housing Stock, 2000 - 2008 

Despite the economic downturn at tb.e beginning of tb.e new millennium, housing produc

tion in San Francisco seemed unaffeaed. Accounting for new productjon, demolitions, and 

alterations, the Citj- has seen a net increase of over 18,960 housing units - .:in annual averag_e 

of almost 2,010 unit:S - in tb.e 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. Tue 

three-yi:ar spike in demolitions between 2003 and 2005 is a result of extensive public housing 

renewal pr:oj=, all of which have since been replaced with new a.ffiirdable 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. 

Units Completed 
·. 

Units Gained or · · NetCliangatn · Year - Units DemoliShetl from New Construction Lost from IU!eratlons [\lumber of UllitS · _ 
- -- -- - --

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".z53 

TOTAL 19,011 1,199 1,754 19,566 

SOt;JRCE: SF Planning Deparoncnr 

a Type and Location of New Construction, 2000 -2008 

Most of t:he new construction in the last nine ye4J'.S has occurred in larger structures, with 

85% of the housing devdoped in buildings with more than ten units (Table I-24). South of 

Market absorbed most of the new housing development since 2000, accounting fur over 8,070 

new units or almost 43% of all new housing during that period; Downtown and the Western 

Addition follow with ronghly 3,465 and 1,504 respectivdy; together accounting for over 26% 

of new housing (Table I-25 and Map I-4). Tue largely residential distriet:s 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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Tnblt!:f-24 
Comparison of Existing 

Stock with New Construction 
by Building Type, 

San Francisco, 1980-2008 

litble I-25 
Nel Change in the Housing 
Stock by Planning Dislricl, 

2000-2DDB 

, - .I .-
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- _ __ ,::._~_- Exist~~~k-~--~~---'- New Construction 
Building Type --

2000·2008 1980 -1990 2000 
- ----- - --

Single Family 32.3% 32.0% 31.3% 3.0% 

Two Units 12.6% 24.0% 23.7% 3.9% 

3 to 9 Units 20.8% 11.3% 11.1% 82% 

10 +Units 34.3% 32.7% 34.0% 8S.0% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

- . - 2000 c Net Additions Tlllal HDusin!I ., of N -
Plan~~~~ct_ ------~- -~!»~ 2000 - 2008 ~tack, 2DDB '" et AdilitUJ~ 

· 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-Dawntown 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 1.9% 

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 O - 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%. 

SOURCE: SP l'lznniag Dopanmcar . 

·~ ... ~ •·. ·. 

127 

5663 



PART 1: DATA NEEDS&, N..iALYSJS 

l.28 

Outer Sunset ~;23 
3201.7% 

lnne/?iiiiset 
115 0.6% 

J';IN MA.TEO COUNrr 

Net Change to the Housing Stock by Planning District 
San Francisco, April 2000 - December 2008 

Outer Sunset 
320(1.7%) 

Less than 5% share 

s·% - 15% share 

Over 15% share 

District 
Net Unit Change (% share) 
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Tn.ble [-26 
Construction af New 

AHordable Housing Units, 
San Francisco, 2000-2008 

Very Lrm. 

Low 

Moderate 

Total Newly Constructed 
Affordable Units 

. As % ofTetaJ 
Nellv Construction 

... ·. I 

CPC P.DOPTED liOUSIMG ELEMENT 2009 

b. Con$fruction of Low and Moderate Income Housing, 2000 - 2008 

Between 2000 and 2008, over 4,920 n~ affordable housing units, including inclusionary 

. affordable units, w~e added to San Francisco's housing stock. San Francisco, however, did 

not meet its full: share of the regional. housing needs production targets, especially fur low 

and moderate income housiJ?.g. (See Appendix A for details of the City's housing production 

perfonnaiice 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 these qua.tµied as affordable at very low-income levels and.another 16% that was 

considered affordable for low income households (fable I-26). An affordable rental unit is 

defined as housing fur which renr equals 30% of the income of a household ea.ming 60% or 

less of the area median income (AMI).1 

These totals represent ~onstruction of new units, including new units from alterations and 

conversion of commercial structures, but do not include permanently affordable units i:har 
result froII!- the acquisition and rehabilitation of existing residential buildings by non-profit 

housing organizations. Of these affordable units, almost 2,410 units were specifically targeted 

for fua.ilies and featured three- and four-bedroom units. Ano~er 970 units were. reserved 

for senior citizens and almost 765 units were efficiency units or one-bedroom .units to house 

the formerly homdess. The Mayor's Office of Housing (MOH) noted that 2,320 affordable 

units wei:e acquired or rehabilitated since 2000; almost 335 more mtlts are underway or beirig 

planned. These numbers include both MOH and Redevelop,rp.ent Agency proj=. · 

67 82 711 150 383 453 316 412 381 2,955 

54 80 81 94 2 236 17 120 81 765 

31 10 50 115 163 110 158 203 361 1.201 

152 172 842 359 548 799 491 735. 823 4,921 

8.2% 10.6% 37.3% .. 13.2% 30.8% 42.7% 29.3% . 33.5% 27.3% . 25.9% 

SOUR.C'.I; Plannln: Oepzmncnc, Homing lnvcnID?1 

I lu.c:mnc.md :zlfonbbility i;ciddincs: zc.discus:scd on pp. 42--0. 
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c_ Units Demolished 

](,bfcl-27 

A total of 1>199 housing units were demolished between 2000 ~d 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 ahbuc 148 units. The City has a one-to-one unit 

replacement policy that requires units lost through demolition be replaced with the. same 

number of units or more. As shown in Table- I-27, almost 60% of all units demolished were in 

larger mulci.-unit structures. The r:wo-year spilce in housing demolitions were of that. of North 

Beach Place and Valencia Gardens, two large, older public housing structures that have sirice . 

been replaced by new affordable housing developments. Single-funily homes represented over 

a quarter of i:esidential units demolished from between 2000 and 2008 (316 units). Demolitions by Structure 
Type, 2000-2008 

. Units Demolished 61 99 73 286 355 174 41 

Single Family 31 48 55 34 30. 70 18 

2 Unit Building 18 22 B 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 t:o changes resclting &om new ~nstruction and demolition, the quantity of hous

ing in the Ciry = be altered by other fuctois including the subdivision of units, dwelling unit 

mcrgers, and buildirig 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 recent legislative elforu have curbed h~orically high merger trends. A number of 

· illegal units are also removed &om· the housing stock each. year by rode enforcement. A total 

of 204 housi.ng units were removed in this fashion from 2000 to 2008. 

81 

19 

8 

3 

51 

29 

11 

4 

3 

11 

Trth!e 1-28 

Housing Units 
Converted lo Non
Residential Use, 
San Francisco, 
1970-2008 

1,199 

316 

112 

69 

702 

b. Conversions: A growing trend in alterations is the conversion of com

me~cial build.in~ to 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 non-r~idential uses has 
decreased dra.m.atically over the last three decades after controls that discour

age conversion t:o commercial uses were set in place in the rnid-1980s and 

1990s. Approximately 49 units were lost to ~uch·conversion between 2001 to 

2008, at a similar rate in the previous 10 years and fur reduced from the over 

1,000 units t:hat: 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 _ · l\!D. Unils -=--

5666 

. 1970to19BO 1,094 

1981 to 1990* 165 

1991to2000 42 

2.001 to 2008 49 

NOUS . 
•SF Pb.nni.ng DepuCinca~.A Str'4a/Cmumilm. 

of .Ajartm~l1ir to Non ~tinl u.r~ in Ctnn
maridand hul-*IA=u, 1981 

SOURCE: SF Pknning Dcpucmi:nt 
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3. Se<?ondary Units 

No information is available on the number of illegal secondary units that have been added to 

the City's housing stack. However, a total of 80 unirs" have b~ legalized between 2000 and 

2008 and another 204 illegal units were removed in the same period (Table I-29). 

Year Units legalized _ Illegal Units Remove~ 
- - - ----- --

2000 - 12 

2001 8 22 

2002 9 36 

2003 11 33 

2004 8 22 

2005 16 38 

2006 ·g 12 

2007 11 10 

2008 8 19 

TOTALS 80 204 

4. Federally-Assisted Units 

Table I-30 describes units in San Francisco that receive support under rhe Federal Sectlon 8 

rent subsidy program or are man.aged by the San Francisco Housing Aurhority. In the Section 

8 program, residents pay 30% of their monthly income in rent, and rhe government subsidizes 

die difference so that the property owner receives a HUD-determined fair market rent each 

month. Section 8 subsidies are associated either with a particular housing unit (project-based) 

or with a qualifying household (voucher/certificate pro~)-

2007 
Type o! Assistance 

---- -- :-::-- - - -- - -- -- --- ~ - - ---=-=--

Tntal ND. DI Units El!.lerJy Units Family Units 
- -- ---- -- -- - - - -

Project Based Section 8 8,042 

For Profit 4,085 ·NIA N/A 

Non.f'rafit 3,957 NIA NIA 

Tenant Based SeCtion B 7,409 NIA NIA 

SF Housing Authority 6,262 2,025 4,237 

TOTALS 21,713 2,025. 4,237 

Sectlon 8 housing units and those managed by the Hotising Authority total over 21,710 units, 

representing about 6% of the city's total housing stock. Senior and disabled renters that meet 

the io.come eligibility requirements are given priority on roughly a third of all Housing Amhor:

ity units, while the remaining units are ptedominaritly occupied by family households. Almost 

half of all residents in Housing Authority units are African-American, and approximately one

fi.frh is Asian-American. 
I . 
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5. Residential Hotel Stock 

Residential hotel units (also called Single ·Room Occupancy or SROs) typically provide afford

able rental hous.ing for solo occupancy and generally rented to lower income persons.· ·There 

are over 500 residential hotels in San Francisco contlining 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 ii.ow maintain nearly a quarter of the units 

with a guaranteed level of affordability and, in some cases, rdared supportive services to resi

dents. Of the residential hotels operated by private entities, about 3,000 of the 14,230 rooms 

operate as r:ourist morns and th=fore do not contribute to the affordable housing stock .. 

, Far Pro!il ResidenliaJ JiDlelS ·- · . Non~Profit Residential Hotels ; - - ' -- TOia! . 
Year - N~~ ~f- ~ ReSwent~I- - -. Tou~t --·_- ~:-Of--~ R~side~~ -- N;~( -- -~eSi~~ial · 

Buildings · Raoms ~ms · · Builifmgs - Rooms , · Build!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 

5qURCE: SF Depz.nmcnr ofBuild.ing Inspection· 

With the ad.option of the Reside~rial Hotel Ordinance in 1980, and subsequent amendments 

to that ordin.ant:e strength.erring its enforcement in 1990, conversion of residential hot~! room.S 

has significantly decreased. Over 481 units were lost due to demolitions or fire from 2000 

to 2007 (Table I-32). These ~its 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 Dcpaam~c of Building Imp~on 

6. Uve/Work 

Although the City's Planning Code considers live/work units as commercial space, they serve as 

housing units and the Planning Depuonent tracks information 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 

19.87. Construction of live/work units surged especially between 1997 and 2003 when some 

29% of ~et housing added during that period w= live/work units (Table I-33). 
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· "Er.hie f-] I 
Residential Hotel Status, 
San Francisco, 1990-2007 

Tb.bl. f-32 
Loss of Residen!iai Hotel 
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- ·' 
LfoeJWork as % a1 Year · No of Live/Work Unils . tlst-unns Net New Units · . 

- - - - -- - --------=--- - ---- -- -----

1987 46 1,426 32% 

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 68S·~ '28.7'.%' 

1997 276 725 38.1% 

1998 219 874 25.1% 

1999 658 1,285 51.2% 

2000 694 1,797 38.6% 

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/work development o=ed in such areas when: land was relatively cheaper and 
many industrial buildings were converted to .-esidential lofts. Over 70% of complc:ted live/ 

work units are located in the South of.Marker planning area. As commercial development., 

live/work units were exempt from obligations and conditions typiCally required of residential 

development such as school fees, inclusionary affordable housing requirements and open space 

pr~isions. Displacement of viable businesses and land use conflicts also prompted the Plan

ning Commission to adopt interim z.oning controls fur southeastern portions of the city aimed· 

at pi:eserving industrially wned lands from competing uses. These controls =red Industrial 

Protection Z.ones where new housing and live/work units are not allowed, and accompanying 

Mixed Use Districts where housing would be encouraged.. Concerned with distortions in 

the housing supply and wtth displaC:ement 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 200 l. The temporary moratorium was intended to hale the approval of new projects 

while a study on the impact of live/work units on the city's housing n;iarket and industrial lands 

was being conducted. 1his moratorium was extended several rimes and evenrually live/work 

looph~les were mended. Live/work units built after the moratorium were from devdopment 

projects that were grandfathered in at the rime of the legislation. 

5669 
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8. HOUSING TENURE AND AFFORDABILITY 

1. Owner-Occupied Housing 

The rate of homeownership estimated in 2007 (38%) has in<:reased since rhe 2000 Cehsus 

(35%) but is still much lower than the national average (69%). Table 1~34 below shows rates 

of home ownership by planning district. Ar least 50%- of homes owned are in rhe Ingleside, 

Inner· Sunset, Outer Sunset, South Central, and South·Bayshore planning districts. Home 

ownership .rates are lowest in the downrovy-n; with only two percent of people owning their 

home.. 

San Francisco's how;ing prices are among the highest in the nation. And despite re=r price 

declines, at year-end 2008, the ·median price for an average single family home in San Francisco 

=eeded $603·,600 and was over 1.5 ti.mes the cost of similar ho1.15ing in the Bay Area and 

three ti.mes t:b.e national average (Table I-35). It is estimated thar onfy 11 % of San Francisco's 

households can afford a median priced home in the City: 

-
-

Planning l'liS!rict 
---- --
1 Richmond 

2 Marina 

3 Northeast 

4Downtown 

5. WeStem Addition 

6 Buen'a Vista 

7Central 

8 Mission 

9 South of Market 

10 South Bayshore 

11 Bernal H_eights 

12 South Central 

13 Ingleside 

14 Inner Sunset 

15 Outer Sunset 

San Francisc:o Citywide 

SOlJRCE, 2000 US Census 

Rate-of HDllW 
- _ ._ -~viners~p 

38% 

25% 

153 

23 

19% 

26% 

41% 

20% 

32% 

50% 

53% 

67"..b 

59% 

56% 

59% 

35% 

:r;,{;.f, I-34 
Rate of Homeownership, 
San Fram:iscp, 2000 
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' . - - --- - -

. Average Rent for i 2 · Affllrdabmly Gap - % Over Rents Affordable by 
--- ----- -- - ' ...,, __ =----- =-=--,,..- --=-=-=--- ==------~--~--- -

- Planning ms~ict Bedrollll! Apartment Vary Low Income - i.owlncome Very Low Income _ - Low Income 
- - -- - -- - - - -- -- -- - - -

1 Richmond 

2Marina 

3 Northeast 

4Downtown 

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 Outer Sunset 

Citywide Average 

Tahle:l-36 
Rental Affordability for 

Lower lnc:ome Households 
by Planning District, 
San Francisco, 2008 

Table 1-37 
Vacancy Rates by Vacancy 

Status, 1970-2008 

-
$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% 206.98% 

$2,717 $1,784 $1,224 291.21% 161.98% 

$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% 169.82% 

$2,495 $1,562 $1,002 267.42% 167.11% 

$3,284 $2,351 ~1.791 351.98% 219.96"/o 

. $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 2.45.66% 153.52% 

$2,250 $1,317 $757 241.16% 150.70% 

$2,017 $1,084 $524 216.18% 134.103 

$2,650 $'.1,717 $1,157 284.03% 177.49% 

50\JRCEo Z.1py.oom 

C. VACANCY 

The overall housing vacancy rate in San Francisco is indicative of an enduring tight n;iar:ket. 

In 2000, vacanc:f rates at 2.5% for r~rals and less than 1 % for homeownership ineVttably led 

to· intense bidding and rising housing costs. Even ·as dferu of the economic downturn in the_ 

dot-com indµstry were being manifest with job c:uIS and population out-migration, just 5% 

of the.City's housing· stDck was vacant at the ti.me of the Census 1n April 2000 (fable I-37). 

1his is considered a healthy fria:ional rate in most housing mark=. Of thes!= vacant units in 

2000, almost 3,800 or 1.1 % of the total, were second homes for fu..mili.es with another primary 

residence, rime shares, or corporately owned and utilized for employee housing. Tue 2008 

American Co=unity Survey shows units that are vacant and for sale stood ~ 2.0% and 

vacant units for rent at 5.4%. The unusually high ·!Dtal vacancy rate of10% in 2008 suggests 

an increase in Secondary homes, ti.me-shares, and corporate homes used for emplo~ housing. 

However, sampling error could also be a fu:tor. . 

Vacancy Status 1970 1980 1So...D : 2000 2008 
- --- - -- -- ------ --- --

Vacant 4.89% 5.58% 6.97% 4.86% 10.2% 

For Rent Vacant 3.17% 2.68% 3.71% 2.50% 5.4% 

For Sale Vacant -0.56% 0,80% 2.0% 

5671 

. ·;.:..:.·.·--

l.37 



PART 1: DATA NEEDS & '.O.NALYS!S 

1.38 

The vacancy data induded in Table I-37 is calculated as part of the decennial census, supple

mented by the 2007 American Community Survey. The Census Bureau also undertakes an . 

annual f!:ousing Vacancy Survey which calculates vacancy rates for rental and homeqwner 

properties in large merropolicui areas throughout the councry. The methodology used to 

cr=te this survey is different from that used for the decennial Census. Therefore, the results 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 data may not be as reliable as the decennial census because of sampling, it nevertheless 

allows for y~y comparisons. The Census Bureau is in the process of improving the Housing 

Vacancy Survey to make it consistent with other relat_ed Census data. Both data are provided 

here. Figure 1-6 and I-7 bdow show vacancy rares for. San Francisco from 2000-2007 based 

on this annual survey. This information can supplement Table I-37 ro compare trends in 

vacancies. · 

7~0% 

6.03 

5.03 

4.03 

3.0% 

2.0% 

1.03 

0.03 

zooo ZOOl zouz 

2000 2001 zooz 

SOURCE: Cai.sU5 .S.u:rcau. Hons:ing Vaanr:y Survey 

Z003 Z004 zoos 

2003 2004 zoos 

5672 

2006 2007 

2006 ZDD7 

Figure l-6 
Rental Vacancy Rates, 
San Frandsco, Z000-2007 

- Figia-e [-7 

Homeowner Vacancy Rates, 
San Francisco, 2000-2007 
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D. COASTAL ZONE HOUSING 

California state regulations require that the Housing Element detail new construction and 

demolition activity occurring within California Coastal Zone~=· The City's entire western 

shoreline is within California's coastal rone area. The coastal area zone boundary includes 

about 30 residential blocks thadi:ont the Pacific Ocean (Map I-5). Appro?marely 320 units , 

(or about 19% of the total) of the housing in these blocks were built between 1982 and 

1999. 

Twenty-eight new units in 14.structures were added to the horisi.ng stock between 2000 and 

2008, or an average of about rhree new units a year (Table I-38). In this same period, three 

buildings with four units were demolished. The current deveLopment pipeline includes ·a 

56-unit residential project within the coastal zone. 

.Within the larger census tract areas fi:anting 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 tp be built in 49 struc:w:,i:es in 

this larger area. In this larger area, about 830 units were built between 1982 and 1999. These 

unilE repr~t 7% of the total units counted in the 2000 Census. 

--- Coastal Area · - Larger Census Tracts 
- . - --=----~~-=- - =--· -=- ~--..: - --=--~ - . --= cons:ructron iype 

, -No~ of Structwes No. llf Unils : ND. oi Structures No. of Uni!> 
- --- - - _- - -. 

New Construction ·completed 9 23· 25 119 

Addition through Alterations 5 5 21 21 

·Loss through Alterations . 1 (1) 3 (4) 

Demorrtion Completed ·3 (4) 6 {9) 

N~ Cha(lge in Housing Stock 18 23 55 127. 

Development Pipeline (04 2008) 1 56 49 112 

SOURCE: SF Planning Oc:putmcnr 

Residential devdopmendn the Coastal Zone must conform to City' Planning Code density 

requirements. Development projects!-° the coastal zone also are required to apply fur a coastal 

permit and are· reviewed for consistency. with Western Shoreline General Plan policies con

tained in th~ Western Shon:line Plan and Proposition M policies, one of which aims to preserve 

the City's supply of affordable hous~. 

In addition, no/ construction and demolition permits are reviewed fur consistency with~

tide 10 of the California Government Code which requires that affordable lower income units 

converted or demolished in the Coastal Zone Area be replaced on a one-for-one basis, and that 
new hou.ring developmeni:s, where feasible, provide housing units for persons and funilies of 

low or moderate income. 
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Hous·ing Needs 

This section examines the type, amounr and affordabilicy of nc;w housing construction needed 

in San Francisco, as determined by the Association of Bay Area Governments, th.rough 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 wirh rhe Califumia Srare 

Departtnenr of Housing and Co=unity Development (HCD), derermine the Bay Ards 

regional h.ousing need based on regional trends, projected job growth and existing needs. San 

Francisco's fair. share' of the regional housing need fur Jan.uaxy 2007' through June 2014 was · 

calculated as 31,190 a.nits, or about 4,160 units per year (Table I-39). 1his goal seeks to 

alleviate a tight housing~ stemming from forecast: hriuseh.old and employment growth as 

well as allocating regional household and employment growth to jurisdictions with established 

or planned transit infrastructures. More important, the regional housing ~ assessment 

(RHNA) determination includes production targets addressing housing needs of a range of 

household income categories. A total of about 18,880 a.nits or 61 % of the RHNA target must 

be affordable m households making 120'.*> of the area media income (AMI) or less. 

Household Income Category No. of Unils % of Total Annual Prociuctiall Goal 
- - - - - -- - - - -- --
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% AMO 3,325 10.7% 443 

Matkel (rwen50% AMI) B,990 2a8% 1,199 

TOTAL UNITS 31,193 100.0% 4,159 
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The Department of Housing and Urban Devdopme11:t determines the annual area median· 

income (AMI) for the San Francisco Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area. which includes 

the coWities of San Francisco, Marin and San Marro. ·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). 

-

lnCome Categories · -
as pareentage Of Area !VJedian lncnme (AMI) 

~~.:....,,.-~~~ House_~~}~mel!Y~~llr __ -~--~~--~-
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) $52,800 $60,350 $67,900 $75,450 $81,500 

Median (100% ofoAMI) $66,000 $75,450 $84,850 $94,300 $101,850 

Moderate (120% of AMI) $79,200. $90,550 $101,BDD $113,150 $122,200 

SOURCE, Dq>aronen< of Homing .. d Url.an OC>'dopmcnt (HUD) 

The median income in San Francisco, however, is lower than die area median income. This is· 

due in pait ro higher median incomes .in San Mateo and Marin counties and die concentra

tions of lower-income families in the City. For example, 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 Frarl.cisco households make 
less than_ 80% of the San Francisco PMSA area median income, and fall under die Department 

of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)'s low ~d very low income categories (Table 

I-41). 

Median Income for SF, 2007 

SOURCE: G:nms BuccaU: 2007 American Cornmunicy Smvcy 

In order to acC:ount for this income variance, the Mayor's Office_ of Housing publishes a lo

cal AMJ standard. (Table I-42). San Francisco's Ind~ionary Alfordable Housing Program 

regulates housing assistance based on tb.e San Francisco Area Median Income (SFAMI). 

·-·--···--..:---··-·------····-·····'··------__:_. ____________________________________ ~----·-·------
J FigurcS" cited arc in 2007 infia.tinn-adjusrc:d doll:att. 
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' -
· Household Income Calegories · 

- - Maximum 
PLirchase Piice 

Extremely Low Studio $19,800 $545 $50,000 

Income· 
$623 $57,000 2 1 Bedroom $22,650 

~O"loof 
UD Area Median 3 2 Bedroom $25,450 $700 $64,000 

Income) 
4 3 Bedroom $28,300 $778 $72,000 

5 4Bedroom $30,550 $840 $78,000 

Very Low Income Studio $33,000 $908 $84,000 

~0%of 
UD Area Median 

2 1 Bedroom $37,750 $1,038 $97,000 

Income) 3 2Bedroorri $42,450 $1,167 $109,000 

4 3 Bedroom $47,150 $1 .• 297 $121,000 

5 4 Bedroom $50,950 $1,401 $131,000 

Low Income Studio $52,800 $1,452 $133,674 

-~o%of 2 1 Bedroom 
UD Area Median 

$60,350 $1,660 $154,752 

Income) .3 2 Bedroom $67,900 $1,867 $176,035 

4 3 Bedroom $75,450 $2.075 $197,113 

5 4Bedroom $81,500 $2.241 $213,070 

Median Income Studio $66,000 $1,615 $161,193 

~00%of · 2 1 Bedroom 
UD Area Median 

$75,450 $2,075 $209,030 

Income) 3 2Bedroom $84,650 $2,333 $237,072 

4 3 Bedroom $94,300 $2,593 $265,114 

5 4Bedroom $101,850 $2,601 $266,397 

Moderate Income ·Studio $79,200 $2, 176 $226,711 

~20%of 2 1 Bedroom $90,550 $2,490 $263,308 
UD Area Median 

Income) 3 2Bedroom $101.,600 ·~800 $298,109 

4 3Bedroom $113,150 $3,112 $335,115 

5 4Bedroom $122.200 $3,361 $359,723 

Ta{,!.£ I-42 
Sou= U.S. Dopanrn= of Homing and um.., D..dopm:m (HUD) 

Affordable Housing · Note lotnm<S""' lnsod on me 2008 A= Med"=. lnmme (AMI) limla !Dr me Sm Franci= HUD Mdro J;MRA= (HMFA). Monthly hou.iog 

Guidermes., San _.,...., akul•ied !wed on 33% of gnm mootbJr ineoll>C. (FMR.. Fm M>d.ct Ram). Mmmum pmdw.ptlce;, me .iro.d.ble pri<e from 

Fram:isco, 2008 
S.. F=ci=~ lnclusinmiy Homlng Pmpm and!~ momhJr f=and i=s ;..,, ,.i., pace. 

•.,:·.·. 
1.43 
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B. HOUSING AFFORDABIL,ITY NEEDS 

1. Affordability of New Housing Construction 

State ~aw requires that the Ory address the housing needs for all income levels. ABAG esti

mates housing need by income group to p.rovide a basis for detennining what income levels 

need to be most served by new construction.. ABAG figures are based on income distribution 

of all existing households in the City and in the Bay Area. ABAG's estimates split the dif
ference becween the City and the regional. figure in an effon to -move rhe City 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~ate 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 n.eeded to pay mortgage or meet monthly rent;-increased commuter traffic from San 

Francisco job holders who cannot afford ro 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 incom~ is spent on housing. 

The 20~8 A.nierican Community Survey (ASC) estimated median monthly rent at $1,262 

and median monthly housing costs for owner 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.come for mongage 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% of"ai.r renting household.s Table I-43 bdow ~so shows i:hat 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 rhe 2000 Census.· 

In 2000, housing costs for over two-thirds are very low income hoilseholds 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 incre:a.~e in h~rneowning households overpaying by 

2008 may be due in large part on rh~ 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 Income 4,727 49,9% n/a 

All Households 94,837 28.8% 128,929 . 39.9% . 

• Grnss- Rents or Monm.Iy Housing: Co:its R5 30% or mon: ofbow:chold income. 

SOURCE: Census Bure:r.u., SCDS: CHAS D:m. 2000 
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3. Overcrowded Households 

A-household is coilsidered overcrowded when. ther~ is more than one person per room in 

thed.welling unit. The 2000 Censuneported 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. 

Tirblcl-44 
Overcrowded Households by 
Tenure, San Francisco, 2000 

-
Tenure Type 
--------

Owner Oca.ipied 

Renter Occupied 

All Households 

- Oirercrawtlea · 
-- --

11,291 9.8% 

29,630 13.8% 

40,921 12.4% 

Severely Duercrovlded 
- - -- -----
1,808 1.6% 

7,636 3.6% 

9,444 2.9% 

SOURCE: Census 'BllJCiiu 

Asian-American households make up a disproportionate. number of overcrowded. households. 

(Table I-45). This table also shows that;_ substantial percentage of Native Hawaiian/Paci.fie 

Islander, Other Race, and Asian-American households are overcrowded.. These households are 

· likely to be larger (see Table I-7 on page 9) and have lower incomes (see Tables I-16 and ~-18, 

pages 16 and 17, respectively). Larger households have ~culty secucing housing with th= 
or more bedrooms, especially with the City's very limited stock oflargerunits. High housing 

costs also forces overcrowding. To :aft"ord the cost of housing, many low-income families crowd 

into smaller units. 

Tnblc l-i5 
Overcrowded Households 

by Household Bbnicity, 
San Francisco, ZDOO 

-
- Houseflold Ethnicity No a! Households -- - -~ - - - -

White 9;452 

African American 2,495 

American Indian /Alaska Native 168 

Asian 21,452 

Native Hawaiian I Pacific Islander 358 

Other Race 5,046 

Two or More Races 1,950 

Hispanic I Latino 9,472 

All Hous_eholds I 4o,921 

5679. 
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12.9% 
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39.6% 

39.4% 

16.5% 
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·.: : . .::: 
l.45 



PART 1: DATA NEEDS &-ANALYSIS 

•. : _.,:.5:': 

1.46 

4. Expiration of Units at Risk of Conversion or' Expiration 

Gove=en.t Code Section. '65583{a)(8)(A-D) _requires that the Housing Flement update 

inventory assisted housing developments at risk of expiration or"cxmversion to market rate 

within the housing element planning period (2007-2014). Assisted. housing developments 

include multifumily rental housing compl=s that receive gov=ment assistance under any 

of the follo:wing federal, State, and/ or local prograrps (or any combination.of rental assistance, 

mortgage insurance, interest reductions, and/or direct loan programs) which are_eligible to 

change to market-rate housing due to termination (opt-out) of a rent subsidy contract (e.g., 

Housing Choice Vouchers, Semon 8) mortgage prepayment (e.g., FHA), or other state or local 

programs with expiring use. restricrions. 

Some 6,770 units funded through tax-credit, HCD, bond, and FHA identified as at-tisk with 

expirations between 2000 and 2006 have been secured through renewed contracts. A=rding 

to the San F.i:ancisco Redevelopment Agency; a5 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 5 80 

.low-income units are at risk oflosing 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 rhe diffrrence between 30% of-the 

tenant's income, and a HUD established rent for the units. 

Expiration ~f Secrion· 8 subsidies in privat;ely owned projects could force tenants to pay market 

rate rents for their unit, or nee eviction. Expiration of Secti,on 8 contracts in nonprofit owned 

projects will burden organizations_ thar 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 a'fHousing and Community Development, the following 

entities are qualified to manage assisted units in San Franciscxi: 

Organizalion _ _ ___ · ~ess __ ~~ '·ZiJJCode _ PlnmeN_D.· 
Affordable Housing Focndalion P.O. Bax 26515 San Francisco 94125 - - 1 - ,415) 387-7834 I 
Asian Neighborhood Design 451 Bush St 4th Fir San Fraricisco 94108 !415) 982-2959 

Berna! Heights Neighboihood Center 515 Cortland Ave San Francisco . 94110 [415) 205-2140 

BRIDGE Housrr';g Corporation One Hawthorne, Sta 400 San Francisea 94105 [415) 989-1111 

BUILD Leadership Development Inc. 1280 Bison. Ste. 139-200 Newport Beach 92660 (949) 720-7044 

Chinatown Community Development Center 1525 Grant Ave San Francisco 94133 (415) 984-1450 

Christian Church Homes of No. Carlfomia, Inc. 303 Hegenberger Rd, Ste. 201 Oakland 94621-1419 (510) 632:-6714 

Foondation for Affordable Housing, Inc. 2847 Story Rd San Francisco 95127 (408) 923-8260 

Housing Corporation of America 31423 Coast Hwy, Ste, 71 o_o · Laguna Beach 92677 (323) 726-9572 

Mission Housing Development Corp 474 Valencia St, Ste, 280 San Francisco 94103 (415) 864-6432 

Northern Calitornia Land Trust, Inc. 3126 Shattac:k Berkeley 94501 (510)548-7878 

San Francisco Redevelopment Agency One S. Van Ness, Fifth Floor San Francisco 94103 (415) 749-2400 

Satemte Housing Inc. 2526 Martin lu!her King., Jr Way Berkeley . 94704 (510) 647:0700 . 

Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corp. 201 Eddy St San Francisco 94102 (415) 775-2151 

West Bay Housing Corporation 120 Howard St #120 San.Francisco 94105 (415) 618-0012 
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TizMc I-.f6 . 
Expiration and (lpl-Ouls of Project Based S.ectlon 8 Contracts, San Francisco, 2008 

!roie~ - -:- - -- o~m~r I - - Frrst expire 2 
- U~1s 3 

- ' !~ex~ - ! - L~l-!_A._5 ., Rent p_onirol _ 

DIAMOND HEIGHTS 

Casa De Vida PM 12114/2001 21 No 

· Hayes Valley 

Fair Oaks Apartments LD. 07/20/2021 20 No 

INGLESIDE 

Page I Hollaway Apartments PM or LO 12115/2020 .15 No 

MISSION 

Mission Bart Apartments PM 10/20/2013 13 No 

Mission Plaza Apartments 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 

1ENDERLDIN 

Crescent Manor LD 10/31/1996 92 Yes 

· WESTERN ADDITION 

Emeric-Goodman Building LD 12/19/2004 30 No 

Univista Apartments LD 08/31/1997 24 Yes 

Total - - '5T7 -

N01'.ES 
I ID .. Llmieed Dlvilbd. PM == PrDfic Modvztcd 
2. Fil"5C c:cpir.11i.o11 of~DD. B Cono::aa, typio.Ily 20 ran afu::r origiomon. C.Orunc:L is renewed. annually ci:da yr::u ~ 
J Units m:civing proji:c:r b:ued. St:aiim 8 subsidf: 

No No 

Yes Yes 

. No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No No 

No Yes 

No No 

No Yes 

- -

4 Fl.cdble Subsid.y U.sic~cnc HUD tdr.i.bilicacion loan pmp:am. that- provided ~ds to own en: in e%Ch~ foe z no-p~t provision, md inaascd .Scaion 8 
con.o:aa l'C'llt Jc:Vds ID a:iver new debt . 

S W:.V lbcomc: How:1ng Pn:scrv.arion. 20d Rcsidcir Homcowncahip Ar:r:. Provided fcdcr..J funds. m pua:h~ at"-risk propc:rtics md cacnd afford:ihility rcquhcmcnu for= 
~tional30)'CEC'i · 

SOURCE: SF R<de.dopm".'' ~ 
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B. HOUSING NEEDS OF SPECIAL POPULATION 
GROUPS 

All San Francisco households require specific unit sizes and ·levels of affordability; various 

population. groups have more specific housing requiremems. Special housing needs are those 

associated with specific demographic or ocrupation.:il. groups which call for specific program 

responses, such as pr=rvati<;m of single-room o~ancy hotels or the development of units 

with more bedrooms. Housing element law specifically requires analysis of the special hous

ing needs of the elderly. the disabled, female-headed households, large families, and homeless 

persons and famili~, 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 sl!IIllii~d below with state 

required categories discussed first and locally determined groups following (Table I-47). It 

is impottan.t: 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 menrai illness and as many as 23% of the elderly have mobility or self-care 

li.mitadons. Between 60 to 80% of all homeless individuals may suffer from one or more 

physical disability, mental. illness, or substance addiction. 

PoplllatWn GToup Type Of Housing il~l\!eeded -
- - -- ---- ~ ~ 

' 
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 Family Units, Board and Care, 
Developmentally Disabled Institutional Facilities. Modified Units for Medically Fragile, Afford-

able Rentals or Homeownership Units 

Elderly Senior Housing Projects, Studios, 1 · Bectroom 

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 M:tyor'S" Office ofCommuniry DcYdopmenr, Dcvdopmental DisabiliD~ Bmrd Ma 5 

1. Homeless. · 

The San Fran_cisco Human Services Agency counted almost 6,380 persons on the streets ~d 

in homeless shelters in 2007 (Table I-48). Of these persons; about 44% were counted on 

the streets and. some 43% were in shel~s or transitional housing. Ninety-one perce~t of the 

homeles_s were single adults, while the J:e?laining nine per=t counted in this survey were in 

families . 
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Table 1-48 
Estimated ·Homeless 

Populalian, San Francisco, 
2007 

CPC ADOPTED HOUSING ELEMEHi 2009 

·. Persons in_ Family Status · _ ~ocamin - Single AdllllS .. Total -· ·. Families Unkllawn -- -- - --- -- - ---- - . - -- - - ---- ---

Street 1,935 66 770 2,771 

Shelter · 1,175 322 0 1,497 

Transitional Housing & Trealrnent_Centers 1,076 190 0 1,266 

Resource Centers & Stabifization 321 0 0 321 

Jail 400 0 0 400 

Hospitals 122 0 0 122 

TOTAL 5,029 578 770 6,377 

Homeless households require affordable housing t:hat is appropriately sized, with appropriate 

servi~. As reported in the. ten y~ plan to end homelessness, appropriate housing fur this 
population is permanent and includes 24 hour access to appropriate services. 

2. Persons with Disabilities 

San Francisc.o's housing stock and housing market present challenges ro persons living with 

disabilities. This segment of the population, which includes individuals with mental, physi-

. cal, and developmental disabilities, require a variety of living arrangements depending on the 

severity of their disability. Some can live at home in an independent environment with the 

help of other family men;ibers; others liv:e 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 ~enfur housing developments. 

The majority of persons with disabilities live on an income that is significantly lower than. the 

non-disabled population. ~y disabled individuals live on a small fixed income which severely . 

limits their ability to pay [or housing. The Task Force on Family Diversity estimares that at 

least one-third of all persons with disabilities in the United Stares live in poverty. Persons with 

disabilities have the highest. rate of unemployment relative to other groups. For most, their 
. only source of income is a small med pension afforded. by ~cial Security Disability Insurance 

(SDI), Social Security .Insurance (SSI), or Social Security <?ld Age and Survivor's Insurance 
(SSA), which will not adequately cover the cost of rent and liviri.g expenses even when shared 

with a roominate. In addition, persons with disabilities oftentimes experience discrimination 

in hiring and traini.i:t.g. When they find work, it tends to be iIDstable and at low wages. 

a Physical Disabilities.-

The Northern California Council for the Community estimates that 63,032 San Franciscans 

· are physically disabled. The 2000 Census counted 56,216 non~institutlonalized adults having 
a physical disability, which is defined as a condition tha,t substanrially limits one or more basic 

physicil activities, such as walking, climbing stairs, reaching, l.ifu.ng 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 ho115ing, this specific popularion group would have a need for roughly 5,550 
subsidized units. . . 

Some physically disabled people require accessible housing with features such as: wheelchair 

accessible entrance$, wide interior spaces for: wheelchair circu.larion, a=ssible bathing faciliries, 

adju.stabie heights for counters and cabinets, and other ~enities. Since. over throe-quarters 

of San Francisco's housing stock built before 1950, much of the existing stock was not builr 

with these acrommodations_l..n mind; some, but not most, can easily be converted to acces

sible standards. Most subsidized units devdopd by the Housing Authority, Redevdopment 

Agency; or otherwise supported by other: public funds are a=ssible. 

b. Mental Disabilities 

According to r:he 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 holl5ing 

without the s:upportive services and assistance that would allow them to live independently. 

De-institutionalizarion. of the state's mental institutions in the late 1970s left the charge_ and 

housing of psychiatrically disabled residenL> to privare board and ~e 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~ managed525 beds for SanFranom,'s 

mentally ill However, the growing costs of patient care may again reduce the modest gain in 

out-patient service. Ar. current supplemental secwity subsidy levels, l)perators are finding the 

provision of board and care for the menrally ill financially unattractive. 

A survey con.ducted by the San Francisco Mental Health Association indicated an overwhelm-. 

ing desire on. t:he part of mentally disabled persons to live alone or with one ·to two .fi:ieuds in 

aparrmenL> 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 shorr-t= acure 

care and homdessnc:ss. While large scale supportive housing is a cost-effective way of meeting 

.this group's housing needs, .advocates working with special needs groups emphasize the need 

to balance large-scale development with small site development and rehabilitation of nnits 

within. Cxistin.g neighborhoods, to enable people to liVe within their neighborhood of origin 

wherever possible, and to avoid geographic coucentt:ation ~t often ~nders the transition to 

independent living. The Department of Public Health's Division of Mental Health estimates a 

need for 2,000 supportiv~ housing units for San Francisco's mentally ill 

c .. Developmental Disabilities 

Developmental disabili_ty is defined by.the State of California as a lifelong disability caused by 

. a mental and/or physical impairment manifested prior to the age of 18 and are expected to 

be lifelong. Conditions included under this .definition include: mental retardation, epilepsy, 

autism, and!or cerebral palsy, and ~other condirions needing services similar to a person with 

mental retardation." 
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Peysons wich devdopmemal disability may also suffo: multiple disabilities as the Devdopmen

tal Disabilities .Board Area 5 estimates bdow show: 

• ·Mental Illness: a conservative estimate of 10% as the portion of people with a devdop
mental disa\:>ility who are also living with a mental disability. 

• Mobility Impairment: Staff and service providers report that approximately 10 % of" 
all people With a devdopmental disability a1so have a physical disability; their mobility 
impairment will call for housing th.ar !s ADA accessible, or certainly readily adaptable 
to their· needs. 

• VISual!Hearing Impairment It is estimated from prior experience that 2-3% of the 
devdopmental 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 rdzabilitated or conmu.cted 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 t?-eir own 

apartments or homes with very little support. Other individuals will have more severe disabili

ties, and may require 24-hour care and assistance in residences thar are modified specifically to 
accommodate their individual needs. 

The Devdopmental Disahili,ties Board Area 5 estimatecl. thar there arc some 11,472 San Fran

ciscans have-a developmental disability. Its i:eport also. noted that seven out of 10 people with 

developmental disabilities are unable to earn substantial gainful income and must rely on 

Supplemental Security Income (SSI) to support themselves. With SSI capped at~ $900, 

people with devdopmental disabilities are finding it increasingly diffi.atlt to find affordable, 

aCCCSSlble, 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 for life. Current practice, made possible by the Lan= Aa. and the 01.msread 

Decision,' now calls for the "maximum possible integration into the general community." 'This 
is realized. through the creation ofho11Sing, with aifordahle renv; and appropriate supportive 

services, dedicated to the long-tcan needs and empowerment of thiS population. · 

Based on a survey of 2,642 developmentally disabled clients, t!:ie Devdopmental Disabilities 

Board Aiea 5 estimated a housing need of 853 units for the 2009-2014 period. According to 

th~ Board Arca 5, types of housing oppormnities appropriate for ·people living with a develop

~enral disability incluck 

• Rene-subsidized affordable housini' with services, accessible, close to transit and com
munity·. 

• Licensed and unlicensed Single Family.homes, modified, of3-4 bedrooms 

Inclusionarywitb.in larger housing developments serving the general population 

• SECTION 8 Apartment Housing Choice Voucher 

• Horne purchase through special programs (first: time home buyers, Fannie Mae) 
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• HUD Section 8 I II MHP-SHP developments for disabled populations 

• Housing specially modified for the Medically Fra#e (SB 962 Homes) 

3. Elderly 

The 2000 Census counted 136,369 or 18% of San Francisco's population as 60 years or older. 

San Francisco's dderly poplllation is expected to grow to 173,200 by 2010 and to 279,800 

by i030; this growth is consistent wirh national trends. "The recent Census also estimated 

that 2 4% of all San Francisco households have one or mor~ persons over 6 5 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 rhcy develop health problems or expe

rience d=eased mobility. The 2000 Census estimated that 23% .of pe~sons 65 and over have 

mobility or self-care limitations. The City's ~ng-Term .Care Pilot Project Task Force estimates 

that the City must-develop a minimum ofl,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 serviees including =tral dining,. transportation· services, limited or complete m'edical 

. care, r=eational and other services. For senioi:; living independently; mere is a need for safe 

and easily maintained dwelling units. Table 1-49 below shows that 33% of all elderly and 1-2 

p~on households overpay; generally a larger proportion of lower income households have 

heavier housing burdens. 

-- ' -· - Renlmg Households - Homeowning HouSeholils - . - -

Housenol!I iiY"" by 1~ - - - - --ei;J;:: .· ·---_ -1: ~ E1aer1v. --=-. ~~~-. 
· "" - 1 &2 R • · 1 &2 · AD 

, - member entlll!I · member Homcownlll!l Housellol[fs · 
. House/JOI~ Hcuse!loUIS Houssllo!cl-. Households 

- ---- _._. - ----- -~-- - --- ~ --

Extremely Low ( < 30% of AMI} 18,149 .49,334 . 6,167 10,229 59,563 

% Overpaying 50.B% . 57.6% 53.B% 55.8% .67.5% 

Very Low ( <50% of AMI} . 5,610 26,510 4,620 9,472 35,982 

% Overpaying 53.1% 50.4% 32.7"/. 49.9% 57.7% 

Low· (up to 80% of AMI} 4,774 40,139 6,430 17_,920 58,D59 

.% Overpaying 32.8% 37.1% 23.0% 45.2% 39.6",i, 

Total Households 

I 
34,022 214,272 31,825 115,299 329,571 

% Overpaying 48.17% ~3.9% 27.9% 30.9% 32.9% 

SOURCE:. Sr:::ttc:oft:he-Ci.cicsDattSysrcns_CHAS Dar:a.2000 

4. Families with Children and Large Family Households 

Approximately- 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 householi;ls in ethnic communities mat 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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that the existing afford.able ho~ing stock be ade<iuately maintained and rehabilitated where 

necess:µy, and that new larger affordable units are constructed.. 

V~y all large households, or those containing five or more persons, are funily households. 

Family households as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau include only those housdiolds with 

persons related_ to the householder by birth, 'marriage or adoption, residing together.. About 

20% of all funily househol~, roughly 29,000, have five persons or more.. Table I-50 below 

show. the number of suitable accommodations available for larger fumilies and/ or households. 

This mismatch is =rbated as only a s:inall portion of new construction consist_ of two 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-income families_· 

Two-thirds of these families require a two or three-bedroom unit due to their larger funily 
sizes. 

Families with children generally =·less· per capita than the average San Francisco house- · 

hold, yer require larger housi.r).g Un.its. Table I-5 lshows that larger family households rend to 

oveqiay 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 fucilities on-sire, recreational opporrw;llties that are directly ac

cessible from each unit on-site. 

Even more impcirtant for families is their ability to =ss housing. Because many families are 

two-worker hotiseholds, they have very little rime to pursue affordable housing opporruniries 

which can be listed in multiple lOcations under various agencies_ They require a simple, easily 

:i.=sible · "one-stof system to help them find housing opportllnitic:s, as well as significant 

support such as counseling agencies to move towards homeownership oppommiries. 

No. of 
Householtl Bile Households %ofTotal UniiSiza No. Of Urrtls % DITO!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% 

5-person household 14,293. 4.3% 4-bedrooms 18,331 5.3% 

5-person or more 
16,002 4.9% 

5-bedrooms or 
5,997 1.7% household more 

TOTALS. 329,851 100.0% -TOTALS 346,527 100.0% 
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- _- Renting Households -- - :- _-- -iiomell!Jning!i~~hO~ ,_, __ ;_ : ·:_ -_ > 
- - -~--smau-- -0,- - La~; -___ :_Total-~-s~l--_-l~&---. ro!Si ---_0

-- - _All--:· Housello!!l lY!le by Income 
· Related , Related - Rentin_g ·. Related: ._ -· R~ed- : _ owfiiJig Housel!Olds 

____ (2·4 psople) _1~ ormDre} )iousellol~ (24 people)_ (5 !l!'~tml) ._: Househ~--- . ---~ 
--~--- -

Extremely Low ( < 30",k, 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 57.7% 35_(]% 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% 37-1% 56.0',{, 46.1% 

Total Households 50,225 12,655 214,272 43,074 15,448 

% Overpaying 28.0% 27-8% 33.9% 292% 27.5"/. 

SOURCE: Sti!.tco.fthc CidCS" Dara Systcrm"CHAS Daca.2000 

5. Female-Headed Household$ 

Many fu:nilies with a single parent are in households headed by w:omen. Female-headed 

households in 2000 comprised 8% of all households. Women-still rnffer fi:om income dispari

ties in the job market, forcing them to survive with less income than their male counterparts. 

Ar the time of t:he last Census, about 17% of female headed households were under poverty 

level, comf>=ed to 8% of :iJl farnilies under poverty level (Table I-52). Seven yea.rs later, the 

American Co=unity Survey esrimated that 18% of families were under the poverty level 

while 22% of f=ale-headed households were Llllder the poverty level Th.is increase in poverty 

=ccrbares the need for affordable housing in order ro avo"id an increase in homeless families, 

· especially female-headed households. . 

- 2DOOCmisus 
Household lYP!! - -===----~------ 2Dn7ACS%-

ND. % 
----- --- - -

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"/o 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 

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 ~d about 3 % of AIDS cases nadonwide. As of 

Dec=ber 2006, San Francisco ranked third in the cumulative number of AIDS cases among 
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9,472 35,982 

49.9% 57.7% 

17,920 58,059 

452% 54-3% 

115,299 329,571 

30.9% 32.9% 
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metropolitan 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 becau.se most deaths are 

listed under orher causes given AIDS patients' compromised immune system. The number of 

people living wirh ~f AIDS continues ro 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 wirh AIDS are homeless. The San Francisco_ Department 

of Public Health's Annu.:tl HIV/AIDS Epidemiology _Repon for 2007 noted th.at "Homel:ss 

persons suffer from high rares of substance abuse, mental illness, tuberculosis, infeaious hepa

titis, and insufficient healrh care. Among HN-infected persons, unstable housing has been 

~ociated wirh poor uti.li.zation of health.= services in~u.ding greater reliance on emergency 

departments, more frequent hospitalizations, ai:i.d fewer ambularory care visits. Use of ariti~ . 

retroviral therapy and prophylaxis against opponu.ni.st:k. illnesses is less frequent among the 

homeless. Among homeless persons, _prescribed antiretroviral therapy and adherence to rhese 

medications is suboptimal" The repon continues on to note that "Afi:e.r taking into account 

those factors that are known· to a.ffecr AIDS survival (such as age and use of antiretroviral 

therapy), homel:ssness increased the risk of death by more rhao 20%." 

The Housing Waiting List (HWL), created in 1995, is a centralized wait list that makes re

ferrals to most housing. programs designared for people living with HIV/AIDS except for 

hospices aud emergency shelrers. Most HOPWA funded (Housing Opponunities fur Persons 

with.AIDS) projects u.se this wait list. Approximately 7,000 people are currently active on the 
list. This list has.been dosed to new applicants since November 2001. According to i::he 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 _Hiy/AlDS in rhe City's REGGIE 

database have stable housing. 

Compounding the barriers facing people living with. IllV/AIDS in San Francisco is rhe highly 

competitive local housing market. People living with HN/AIDS with very low incomes com

pete with high-income prospective tenants in a private, consumer driven rental market. For 

this reason, a tenant-based rental subsidy program is one of the largest HOPWA-funded pro

grams m San Francisco. Unfortunately, due to increasing housing costs, and despite ~ensi:ve 

cost-rontainment measures, this program is able to subsidize fewer people over time. The 

current referrals from the HWL to the tenant-based subsidy program enrolled on i::he list in 

1997 - or over 12 years ag6. 

The San Francisco HN Healrh Services Planning Council is a comm.unity planning group 

that oversees the piioritizarion and allocation of Ryan White CARE Act Title I and II funds 

for the Eligible Metropolitan Area of San Francisco, San Mateo and Marin Counties. The 

federal Health Resources and Services Administration (HRSA) administers rhese funds. The: 

Planning Council conducted the 2005 Comprehensive Needs Assessment, which focused 

on underserved and populations in the most severe need of RN/AIDS-related healdl. and 

social services. Housing was cons~tently rated as one of the top three most needed and most 

requested among these populations. Changes to CARE Act funds further limit rhe. amount of 

CARE Act funds that can be spent on housing, which creates additional barriers to providing 

appropriate afford.able housing for people living with HN/AIDS in San Francisco. 
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In 2006, the Board of Supervisors requested that a new citywide HIV f AIDS Housing Plan be 

done. '):he Department of Public Healdis Housing and Urban Health section lee!- rhis process, 

which included assembling an HNI AIDS Housing Work Group. The result of i:his process 

is the Co~prehensive HN/AIDS Housu;_g Plan. This Plan estiinares that between 7,520 
and 14,470 people living with HIV/AIDS in San Fi:ancQ;co have '!,I! iµrmet need for housing. 

Among these, between 1,410 and 2,560 are estimated to be curr_ently homdess. 

7. fmmigrants, Refugees and Undocumented Workers 

San Francisco has long been a "port of entry" to the United States for immigrants and refugees. 

San Francisco also shelters a number of undocumented persons who are in the United States 

without legal status. Alrhough data on the number of total number of immigrints, refugees, 

and undocumented ,workers is not available, the 2000 Census found that more than 13% of 

all households, or 43,710, are linguistically isolated. Many of these new arrivals need low cost 

housing :and suppon services; a limited number of housing and immigrant agencies in- San 

Francisco provide multicultrua! and multiliµgual assistai:tce. 

Shelter providers for the homeless also assist homeless persons who are undocumented. These 

.persons have an urgent need for shelter because they are ineligible for public assistance programs 

such as General Assistance. Most immigrants .and refugees, regardless ofimmigratio,r;_ starus, 

also need housing services that are provided in a multicuh:ural and multilingual context. 

B. Artists/Artisans 

Artists have special housing needs for affordable accommodations that provide large wall space, 

high ceilings, lofts, lighting, and the ability to work at all hours of the day or night. There is 

high demand for ruch flexible space in the city. Past efforts to secure housing for artist in San 

Francis~ through the. live/work program failed to meet the target housinp market. While 

there are not official counrs of artisrs, the culrural and economic value of artist to San Francisco 

is undisputable. 

9. Students 

Institutions of higher learning have not provided sufficient housirig for their student popula

tions. For example, the University of California_ Medical Center has a Snident enrollment of 

3,780 but only accommodates 178 single students and 130 srudents in furnily housing. San 

Francisco ~t:at:c: University had a student enrollment of 26,800 in 2000 bur only provided 

1,500 student housing Units. San Francisco City College's Phelan Campus totaled 25,000 

studenrs in 2000 with_ an estimated need for approximately 1,000 units. Students generally 

require smaller housing units near their school and job =ters. Without dedicated housing, 

students ofi:en end up in overcrowded and/or costly accommodations. 
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C."HOUSING PRESERVATION NEEDS 

San Francisco has an older housing stock, with 75% of all units over 50 years old. This is the 

_largest concentration of o_lder housing scock in the state. Seismic retrofitting requirements also 

create me greatest housing. preservation need for San Francisco. 

1. Private Housing Rehabilitation · 

Housing restoration, remo~ and maintenance is an on,-going activity th.rough.our cb.e City. 

Renovation projects completed between 2000 and 2007 totaled $486.7 million, affecting some 

18,900 units: Over 92% of these perm.its were for ruidential improvements in one and two 

unit buildings .. Almost l3% of the total rehabilitation cosrs·w~re for pr~jects in single-family . - ' . 
units where the average cost of improvements was just o:ver $53,000 per unit. 

2. Public Housing Rehabilitation 

There are 6, 156 public"housing Uni.rs in 50 developments located throughout cb.e 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 the San Francisco Housing 

.Authority (SFHA) indicated that there is a backlog of immediate physical rehabilitation needs 

that will co~ $269 million. An additional $26 million a y~ is ~ed to forestall physical 

deterioration in SFHA housing. The SFHA has identified projects totaling $2.54 billion to 

comprehensively address all of the physical problems that C:ur:rently exist. 2 

3. Seismic Retrofitting 
-

In the eadY 1990s, there were approximately 11,850 units in 399 unreinforced masonry resi-

dential hotels and apartment buildings {UMB), most of which are occupied by low-income 

households. As of August 2008, five apartment 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

cisro Department ofBuilding Inspection and the City Attorney are working together to bring 

these remaining buildings inro 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 still 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 masoru:y buildings, much of San Fiancisco's okkr housing stock 

·is in _need of some type of seismic upgrading such as. foundation bolting and strJ.lc:rural re

inforcement. Soft-story, wood fume, multi.fumily housing - typically wood-frame buildings 

with open fronts, usually large openings on the ground floor such as multiple garage doors 

:Z. PH.A Pl:uir:-AnnuJ Plan for Flscil YClC 2008-09, San 'fu.ncisc::o Housing Aw:horitf, A~2008 
3 tnfumiuion provided by Jc:ny Sallinn of dicS;.n Fnncisa:t Dcp:uD'tlCn[ ofBw1ding Tns:pc:tion, Augusr 13. 2008. 
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or large storefront windows -- is particularly at risk. The City's Community Action Plan for 
Seismic Safety (CAPSS) is looking at potential methods of insrigacing their retrofit, as well as 

other action steps to improve the City's earthquake resilience by addressing the performance of 

existing buildings du~inp- an earthquake and facilitacing the repair of damaged buildings afi:er 

an earthquake.. 

D. REPLACEMENT OF LOST UNITS 

Demolitioa.s, abatement enforcement, mergers and conversions, and fires ill diminish the 

Citys housing stock, and lost units need to be replaced. Table I-53 below anticipates losses. 

based on hi.stodc trends. 

Demolition and Replacement 

Unit Mergers 

Loss. of Secondary Units 

Corwersion to Commercial Use 

Owner Move-In 

Eilis Act Evictions 

TOTAL 

SOURCE: Phnni.a.g Dcpamnc:nt 

1,125 

225 

400 

60 

5,530 

2,100. 

9,440 

fnbl.: f-53 
Estimated Replacement Housing Needs, 
San Francrsco, 2007-Jun~ 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), :;irate 10% lower than the annual demolition average of 148 units between 1990 

and 1999. The City has a one-to-one unit replacement policy and unit:s lost through demoli

tion are subsequently replaced with the same number of unit:S or even more.. Housing demoli

tions in this period included the demolition of North Beach Place and Valencia Gardens, two 

large, older public housing srructur~ that have since been replaced by new affordable housing 

developments. Si.inilar public housing rea~wal projects are foreseen in the near fu1;ille. 

2. Loss of Units through Mergers 

Dwelling unit: mergers result in fewer but larger units. Smaller units are ge.rierally considered 

more affordable. However larger units enable families to grow without leaving their com

munities. The Ciry 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 
legislatioi;i. Between 1995 and 1999, dwelling unit mergers resulted in tb.'e loss of some 233 

u.nits, an average of 47 a year. .Trends slowed down even further, between 2000 throilgh 2008, 

only 287 unir:s were merged to make larger dwdling units, aloss 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 =e amenities as the 

primary unit'Or unin; on a lot. Often. these unin; are built in basements, girages, attics, or in 

rear yard. sttuctu.res. While many illegal secondary units. may not meet cristing code require

ments, they still caa.stitute a major supply of affordable housing. Some illegal unin; create 

life safety hazards; ocher unin; require alternative standards for open space, parking, rear yard 

·requirements, or density require.rnenn; to be legalized. 

Between 2000 and 2008, 204 illegal secondary uni~ were removed; 80 units were legalized. 

(Table I-54). The volume of complaints has been. increasing; wir}i a strengthened code enforce~ 

ment !'=, it is estimated. that in the furore, 50 to 100 illegal units per year will be removed.. · 

Based on a projected average loss of75 units per year, it is estimated. thar a.bout 400 units will 
be needed. between January 2007 and June 2014 to replace these typically afford.able units. 

- Year Uni!S tegiilized lllB!Ja) ~nits Removed 
--

2000 - 12 

2001 8 22 

2002 g 36 

2003 11 33 

2004 B 22 

2005 16 38 

2006 g 12 

2007 11 10 

2008 B 19 

TOTALS 80 204 

4. Loss of Units from Conversions to Commercial Use 

. Forty-nine housing units were legally Converted. to commercial uses between 2000 :ind 2008 

(Table I-28). This is comparable with the annual average of about Jive: units ·removed between 

1990 an.cl. 1999. While the conversion of residential use to commc:rc:ial uses has dc:clii:ied. 

significantly from the high rates experienced in. the late 1970s! illegal conversions are still a 

C:oncern in. a ntimber of areas. Unforrunarely, no reliable data can detail clie 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 co=ercial use expected during the 

period coveting Jaa.uary 2007 aa.dJune 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 iu a 

loss of aifordable units. Tht;Se units arealfurdable through rent control, rental scacus or smaller 

~c size. Units held off che market through. che Ellis Acr increased significantly in recem years 

(Table I-55). From che passage of che Actm 1986 until 1998 chece were a total of44ev:iction 

notices given through che Ellis Aet. 1n 1998 thac nuniber increased to 206 notices and in 

19~9 it peaked at 440 evicrii:,n notices. During the second half of the i 990s, however, owner 

move-in evictions increased dramatically; more t:6n 1,000 eviction notices were given out 

annually through this proce:Ss. 

_Year 
-

FY1997-1998 

CY1998 

CY1999 

CY2000 

CY2001 

CY2002 

CY2003 

CY2004 

CY20D5 

CY2006 

SOURCE SF Rene Boan! 

Oi.viieiMove·ln - , · Ems Act or Olber:· 
. Removal from Market . ------ ----

1,400 12 

1.545 157 

872 473 

1013 345 

. 802 292 

548 251 

357 238 

345 368 

267 359 

227 304 
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Meeting 
Ho·using Needs 

This section provides an analysis of the overall apacity for meeting the Oty's projected housing 

needs. The first part presents and inventory of the land use capacity fur new housing based on 

the erlsting zoning, in duding an analysis of their suitability to a variety of :Ufa rd.able ho using 

.types. Th~ second part discusses constraints to housing developmenc in the City that could 

forestall the Oty's abilicy to meet San Francisco's RHNA allocation. The third part presents 

information on potential future projects and recent community plans. Al:J. estima:te of housing 

developD,lent over the next five ro ten years is also provided.. This section sho~ thac while 

San_ Francisco may have rhe land capacicy to meet overall housing needs for the next planning 

period, the City_ mllSC make programmatic and policy changes in order to meet targeted levels 
of affordability a.nd achieve local and regional sustainability objectives. 

San Francisco is already highly developed.. It is also bounded on three sides bywater, limiringits 

ability to expand outwards to meet the need for more bpusing. As San Francisco has relatively 

few large undeveloped Sites and the following analysis is based on a cumulative =mination 

of vacant and underdeveloped sites' potential development at less than the theoretical maxi

mum capacity iillowed under current zoning in acknowledgement of existing neighborhood 

~cteristics. Nevertheless, some 62,600 new housing un,i.ts could potentially be built on 

numerous in-fill development oppartunity sites under current zoning allowances. 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 Na.val Shipyard.. 
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A. NEW HOUS[NG DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL 
UNDER EXISTING ZONING 

Resid=tial .devdopment is allowed as-of-right in most of.the City's wning districts. All 

residenti;J and residential-commercial (RR, RC and RM) districts permit dwelling units as 

of right Housing is also permitted in most of the South of Market's mixed--use districts and 

all of the mixed-use districts in Chinatown; similarly; residential developments are allowed 

in downtovvn and commercial zoned districts. In the neighborhood commercial districts, 

housing is permitted but generally encouraged above the commercial ground .floor in new 

construction projects. Housing development is a-conditional use in industrial districts and 

the South of Marker's Service and Secondary Office (SSO) district. The only zoning district 

wherein housing projecrs are not pei:mitted unless it is affordable to low-income households is 

in the Sourh of Marker's Service-Light Industrial (SLI) disnict. New residential development 

is not allowed-in the new Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) districts. 

Residential uses in San Francisco include single and multi-unit housing, residential care fa
cilities, and group housing. Group housing in San Francisco include homeless shelters and 

transitional supportive housing. Group housing is not permitted in low density; single-family 

residential districts (RH-1, RH-2 and RH-3) and in the South of Market's residential_ enclave 

cl.istticr.s (RED). They are accommodated in th.e rnoderat:: density residential, downtown, com-

. mercial, and neighborhood commercial districts where other supportive amenities are more 

accessible. Group housing are also allowed on a conditional basis. in low- to medium-density 

residential districts, the industrial districts and most South of Market districts. Emergency 

shelters, considered hard use because these offer only shon-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 ~ists residential developmem rypes and stmdards for· 

all zoning districts.) 

1. Land Inventory 

Housing Ei=ent law~ local gov=ents to prepare an inventory of land suitable for 

residential development to help identify sites that. can be developed for housing within the 

housing elem.ent planning period. It is a general estimate of the City's total housing capacity 

and is dettrrnined 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: next five .to ~even years, i.e. parcels with building 

pc:rmits akeady ob~ed and ready to stan construction, or parcels that have received Planning 

Department entitlements and have applicitions 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 detail.r on methodology, terms used.) The largely undeveloped Treasure 

Island and Huntds Point Naval Shipyard are currently. zoned "Public" and thus considered 

separately in tliis 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 opportunity sires. Some 2,500 units out of the 6,000 proposed _units have alre;i.dy 

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 parcelS in the City; along with a.iccent land uses, zoning designation, and 

development or lot improvements forms the ba:sis of this evaluation. Land use information 

c-0llected included rype of use, building square foot.age, nwnber of stories, building heighr, lot 

area, Hoor area ratio, and other pertinent data. 

Table I-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 accommodared in neighhorhood co=ercial ~d mixed~ 
districts; 'only 18% can be expected to be built in traditional .residential districts. 

- vacant or Near-Vacant Siles • Underda~eloped Sites , · 
- - ---· -- - ---- ·-- -- --- ·- - • · · --- ---• No of 

GeneratZoningOisbicts - No~ , - . -· -----rUi ot. - .- - · ParCeis Net Units Tola!Acres 
. . Parcels Net Uruts Acres . Parcels Not umts Acres 

------ ------- - ------- ---- ----- - --------------- -- --

Residential 

NeighborhQod Commercial 

Mixed Use Districts · 

Downtown Commercial 

Downtown Residential 

Industrial 

Sub-Total 

Mission Bay 

Treasure Island 

Hunter's Point Shipyard 
(Phase!) 

Sub-Total 

TOTALS· 

Tahlr!-56 
Estimated New Housing 

Construction Potential 
in Unde.veloped and 

Underdeveloped Siles 
by Generalized Zoning 

· Districts, San Francisco, 
2008 

919 2,775 101.9 1,155 8,013 151.7 2,074 .10,788 253.6 

282 7,044 86.2 1,846 14,851 232.9 2, 128 21,895 319.1 

191 2,942 32.8 481 7,848 92.8 672 10,790 125.6 

64 658 33.9 193 1,176 44.6 257 1,834 78.5 

21 2,515 4.4 25 2,299 5.9 46 4,814 10.3 

173 6,263 107.3 421 6,254 110.2 594 12,507 217.5 

1,676 22,814 377.6 4,207 45~663 713.1 5,883 62,628 1,090.6 

3,500* 

6,000 

1,600 

11,100 

73,726 

· ·•JWnaining;anirs'm bcbuilr: 

SOURCC SF P!.nnin~ Dopamnont 

Tables I-56 and I-57 disaggregate this new housing potential according to the parcels' existing 

state of underurilization or lack of dc:Velopment. 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 alSo seen as developable for residential uses, possibly 

yielding over 40,4:40 new.units. As detailed in Appendix D, only parcels develope;d up to 30% 

of parcel potential are considered in this inventory. Due to high demand for housing. new 

construction have occurred in developed parcels, not just vaci:nt or underdevd.oped parcels. 

· Hence, parcds 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/woi:k and loft-style developments have been built in de

veloped industrial-zoned parcels; some 77 buildings were demolished to accommodate about 

1,460 units while 79 buildings were converted andrehabilii:ated, resulting in l,190 units. Only 

5697 

1.63 



PART 1: DATA NEEDS & ANALYSIS 

1.64 

'{;7/J/e f-57 
Estimated New Housing Construction Potential in Undeveloped and Underdeveloped Siles 
by Zoning Distrlcl, San Francisco, 2008 

Residential 

Nejghborhood 
Commercial I 
Neighborhood 
Commercial 

. Transit 

Commercial 
/Downtown 
Commercial 

RH-1 

RH-1(D) 

RH-1(S) 

RH-2 

RH-3 

RM-1 

RM-2 

RM-3 

RM-4 

RTO 

NCO 

NC-1 

NC-2 

NC-3 

NC-S 

NCTD 

NCT-2 

NC1'3 

SoMaNCT 

C-2 

C-3-G 

C-3-0 

C-3-0(SD) 

C-3-R 

C-M 

919 Z,775 

457 676 

135 135 

6 . 6 

169 564 

55 207 

43 238 

9 107 

14 230 

13 423 

1B 189 

282 7,044 

31 410 

24 139 

70 1,016 

BB 1,021 

11 58 

·22 3,265 

3 174 

32 958 

3 

64 658 

16 384 

20 145 

7 71 

5 16 

6 

13 30 

2 6 

1111.9 1,155 8,1113 

44.1 54 241 

21.9 2 2 

0.4 0 0 

18.1 337 736 

4.8 244 589 

4.8 . 161 1,793 

1.5 34 609 

2.2 69 1,115 

2.1 25 1,494 

2..1 229 1.434 

86.Z 1,846 14,851 

5.4 352 2,505 

2..8 250 931 

19.5 579 2.443 

15.0 474 4,353 

12 34 1,537 

34.9 66 754 

1.9 10 134 

6.3 71 2,133 

0.0 10 61 

33.9 193 1,176 

26.3 26 2B2 

42 57 316 

1.3 30 ·. 278 

0.5 22 66 

02 13 41 

1.1· 31 143 

0.3 14 52 
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151.7 2,074 1D,7BB ZSJ.6 

18.0 511 917 62..1 15 

0.1 137 137 22..0 11 

0.0 6 6 0.4 15 

31.9 506 1,300 50.0 29 

16.B 299 796 21.5 44 

36.7 204 2,031 41.5 54 

92 43 716 10.8 73 

12.1 83 1,345 14.2 109 

8.1 38 1,917 10.2 218 

18.7 247 1,623 20.8 See note 1 

2,128 21,895 318.1 

37.0 383 2,915 42..5 See note 1 

21.4 274 1,070 232 54 

54.5 649 3,459 74.0 54 

65.0 562 5,374 802 73 

28.7 45 1,595 29.8 54 

7,9 BB 4,019 42. 7 See no1e 1 

1.4 13 30B 3.3 See note 1 

14.9 103 3,091 22.1 73 

1.1 11 64 12 See note 1 

44.6 1,834 78.5 

19.6 42 666 45.9 54 

9.7 77 461 14.0 

4.8 37 349 6.1 348 

1.6 27 82 2..1 348 

1. 14 47 1.6 348 

4.7 44 170 5.8 348 

2.8 16 59 3.1 218 
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SUD/ Z1 2,515 4.5 25 2,299 5.9 46 4,814 10.3 
DDwnlown 

SB-Dffi 100 0.6 0 0 0.0 100 0.6 See note 1 Residential 
VNMDRSUD 13 687 . 2.0 18 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 2,942 32.8 4R1 7,848 92.8 672 10,790 125.6 

GCB 10 0.0 5 86 0.4° 6 ~6 0.4 218 

CRNC 3 60 0.3 10 167 0.8 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 20 45i 2.8 56 1,050 7.1 78 1,501 9.9 Seei note 1 

AC-3 2 52 0.5 20 209 2.0 22. 261 2.9 109 

AC-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 0.7 7 '246 1.1. 12 399 1.B 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 

U¥U 39 756 13.5 136 1,969 382 177 2,725 51.7 Seenole 1 

SLR 31 137 3.1 37 166 4.3 68 303 7.4 218 

Intlustrisl I 173 6,253 1P7.3 42.1 6,254 110.Z 594 12,507 217.5 
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 

Sllb-Tolals 1,650 22,187 365.~ 4,12.1 40,441" 639.1 s,n1 62,6211 1,005.0 

Programmed I Redevelop111enl Areas 11,100 

Mission Bay 3,500 

Treasure Island 6,000 

Huiiler's Point Shipyard {Phase I) 1,600 

TCJTAl.B 73,728 

SOURCI: SF Phnnin~ 0cpum>=t 

No= 
1 These disttii:u do not nominally n:roia R:Sidc:nti;J dcnsiq, bur rcguba:s it based on fac::tort such ;as lot cnva,, cxpDnm; znd unit mix 'cquircmc:n.t&.. 
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Ouler Sunset q~ 

:.:::-::.:::-:::. 

.t.t.Y M.ffftl COl!llrT 

Generalized Permitted Housing Densities 
by Zoning Oistricts, 
San Francisco, 2008 

DensitY (Average .Units per Acre) 

~i~~~~~~i 

• 
: Low (14), 
Moderately Low (36) 
Medium (54) 
Moderately High (91) 
High (283) 
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40% of live/work units were built in vacant or nearly vacant parcels. Other =mples include 

the full conversion of a 140,690 sq ft office building into a 104-unit residential building. and 

tb.e demolition of a tourist hotel 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 nevertbdess redeveloped; the estimates in this section. 

are thus conservative fur 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 units. Undeveloped or underdeveloped parcels with proposed 

residential developments in the pipeline are not included in this assessment.. About 230 of 

800 acres ~f soft sites. fall in areas with re=idy adopted area plans (Eastern Neighborhoods, 

Market & Octavia, Balboa Park, Rincon Hill, Visitacion Valley}. The residential development 

pipeline, which aca:iunts: for some 50,200 units 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 · · 

Approximately one-half of San Francisco's developable la!:!.d is devoted to residential use. Of 

the residentially wned acreage, a majority of rhe area (76%) is zoned for single funily and two 

unit housing, at a housing density of appro:rimarely 10-ro 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 ho_using density citywide to l 5 net dwelling units per acre.1 Table 

I-57 lists the City's zoning categories that permit residential development, grouping th~e by 

· generaliz.ed housing density levels. Map I-6 provides a generalized illustration of housing 

densities citywide. 

The location of San Francisco's housing stock is derailed in Table 1-22 (page 24) and the.geo

graphic boundary used.for this data is the Planning Dis~cr (shown on Map 1-3, page 25). The 

Northeasr and Richmond districts have the most units. One-third (34%) of the city's units 

are located in buildings with ten or more units, while single family homes account for almost 

another third (31%). 

All parcels considered in this estimate meet the minimum lor reqJ.!irement for development. 

Seveney-four of these parcels are vacant or undeveloped., and cover·half an a= 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 aa:ommodate over 5,5 50 new housing units.· 

I NDt induding rlghr of wa.y mci sttttlS. 
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Low Density 

Moderately 
Low Density 

Medium 
Density 

Moderately 
High Density 

High Density 

RH-1 

RH-1(0) 

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-famify 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 fn 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 Addition; 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, pa,rts of Parkmerced, Nob Hill, 
parts of the northeastern section of the city; heavy commercial 
districts. 

T,,6f.:f-58 

3. Locating New Housing Development in .Existing 
Neighbo_rhoods and Planned Areas 

Generalized Housing 
Densities Allowed by Zoning 
Districts, San Francisco, 
2008 

As l;"able I:-57 on page 64 shows, residential districts contain a substantial number of undevel

oped lots. Locating new housing development in these districts makes sense, as housing should 

go where other housing already exists. These in-fill sires are scattered throughout all residential 

neighb~rhoods and construction of additional units will have very m.in.im.al cumulative effect 

on infra.structure needs. The build-out assum.prion for these districts also takes mto account 

typical housing types (single-family homes in RH-1, fur =ple); 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 effocr on residential development. 

Downtown districts are similai:ly ideal for residential development given proximity to jobs and 

transit. The higher densities allowed under currem zoning in these districrs could bring almost 

2,200 new units. Some industri.al lands may be more suitable than other industrial sites for 
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residential devdopment based on its proximity to existing residential districts arid cransit.. AI 

least 18,350 units can be acco=odated in these industr.ia.l lands. 

The City's mixed-use disaict:s in Chinatown and South of Market are generally built up and 

yielded smaller numbers of d.evdopable sites. However, with higher densities :allowed in these 

areas, in-fill devc:lopment could accommodate ar least a:n additional 5,980 unirs. 

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!-15ed. 

_vacant industrial ttacts. 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 military 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 b~ 
and the first residents of the redeveloped sires are expected to move in by2010 at the earliest.. 

Redevelopment of Treasure Island, while not expected to commence during the 2007-2014 

RHNA reporting period, has been included in the land inventory because of its lo~g-tenn 
potential for housing. The current proposal includes s~me 6,000 to 7,000 unirs. 

a Housing in Residential Areas 

Housing development on remaining vacant, resideD.tially zoned sites will occur as market pres-

. sure intensifies to build on ~vailable residential sites throughout the City. These sites generally 

have low or moderately Low density residential-house zoning designations (RH-I, RH-2 or 

RH~3), which permit only one, two or three units per lot in most ~es. Most housing- es

pecially fun.ily housing - is already located. in these residential disaicts. It is estimated that 

there is an in-fill housing potential of approximatdy 1,825 units on vacant and underutilized 
RH-1 and RH-2 parcels, which allow for sin.g!e-funily and duplexes, respectively. Typical 
densities range from a maxi.mum. of 14 units per acre for RH-1 districts and 39 units per acre 

for RH-2. An addition21460 wiits can also be accomm:odared in RH-3 parcels tb.ar allow for 

development of triplexes at about 43 units per atre density. 

Residential mixed districts (RM) and residential commercial con:iliin~d districts (RC) permit. 

non-residential uses but remain predominantly residential in c;haraaet. These areas are gener

ally adjacent i:o commercial zones and can have incense, rompacc development. Medium 

density residential districts typically contain a mixture of dwelling types found in RH districrs 

but have a significant number of a.p~t buildings. Over 2, 115 new units can be developed 

in low-density residential mixed districts (RM-1). This zoning category allows fora maximum 

of54 units per acre. Ahour 530and1,030 additional new units can be in th.e RM-2 and RM-. 
3 districts respectively. Almost 2,730 nc:w units can be in-fill development in the downtown 

residential districts ringing the City's downtown core, where higher densities are permitted. 
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All told, there is the potential for almost 8,300 newUriits on vacant or underutilized parcels in 

these medium- and higl;i-densiry residential wnes. 

b. Housing in Neighborhood Commercial Districts 

Both Planning Code :regulations and General Plan policies encourage housing over com

mercial spaces in districrs throughout the City. More recently, regional and national interest 

in transit-oriented devdopmem has grown considerablf. The close proximity of neighbor

hood commercial districrs to transit preferential streets makes in-fill sires in these districrs· 

particularly suitable for devdopmem. There is also a proven strong market for mixed-use 

. devdopment. ~ Mixed-use projects, with commercial and residential components, accounted 

for a signifi=m: amount of the new buildmg construction in the last decade:. Opportunity sites 

in nei.g:hbo.chood co=ercial districts cover over 330 acres of land in the Cily. 'This represents 

the potentlal for roughly 22,350 new housing units over ground floor commercial spaces. 

c. Better Neighborhoods Program 

The Better Neighborhoods Program was initiated by the Planning Department to address the 

City's rel.a.red housing and transportation challenges. It seeks to do so by· strengthening the 

linkages betwe= land use .and transponation planning, so that each one effectively supports 

the other. Market and Octavia, Balboa Park, and the Central Waterfront were chosen as three 

pilot neighborlioods and sdected to ·serve as a model for other areas in the City. Glen Park and 

Japao.town were later added as compact versions of the Better Neighborhood planning pro

cess. These .neighborhoods' proximity to transit and essential services are ideal for additional 

housing, including _units in upper stories above commercial uses: The Market Octavia Plan, 

promising an. additional 5,900 Units, was adopted ill m.id-2008. The Central Warerfront Plan 

was adopted,. along with three other Eastern Neighborhoods, at the end of 2008. Balboa Park 

was also adopted in De=ber 2008. The Central Waterfront Neighborhood Plan allows for 

the .Potential development of about 1, 100 to 1,500 new units while Balboa Park could mean 

some 800 to 3, 150 additional units. 

Development: opportunities in the Better Nei.gbhor:hood ar~ vary. About 2,100 units can be 

built in vacant or near parcels in the Market and Octavia area w:hile underdevdoped parcds 

can accommodate about 4.570 units. The demolition of the Central Freeway and its replace

ment with Octavia Blvd. in r:he Market and Ocravia Plan .Area freed up about seven acres fur 

redevelopment. All told, these publicly owned parcds have the wned capacity to accommo- · 

date over 1, 00 0 units and have been included in the overall estimate for the area. In Central 
Waterfront, vacant or near vacant parcels h;rve the zoned capacity to acco=odate 865 units. 

Underdeveloped sites, mostly industrial uses such as warehouses, .= be redeveloped and yield 

over 1,000 units. Balboa Park, on the other hand, can see ovcr 3,100 units in vacant or near 

vacant prnpert:ies. Another 600 units can be built in underdeveloped parcels that have existing 

uses such as single-storey commerc:iaJ. buildings or gasoline stations. 

d. Housing in Industrial Areas and the Eastem Neighborhoods 

A significant portion of new housing construction (over 40%) _in the last decade occurred in 

. rhe areas south of Market S=et. These industrially zoned parts of tbe City provided a ready 
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supply of flexible and inexpensive industrial space well suited for conversion to office space: 

required by dot-com srart--ups. Al: the same time, these same areas be=e highly desirable 

residential locations, especially for live/w'ork or lo fr-style 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. Confficts between new 

residents-and remaining busines~, esp~cially over noise and srncll.s associated with many PDR 

activities made it difficult for businesses to operate. Some businesses found space dsewheie in 

San Francisco; many others left the City altogether, and a number went our of business. 

Interim zoning controls and Planning Commission poJ.icies underscored the importance of 

retaining _PDR activities and encouraging these uses on certain industrially_ zoned parcds while 

permitting ho~ing 'and mixed-use activicies on other industrially :zQned parcels. Recently 

. approved co~unity planning in the Eastern Neighborhoods, wher~ most: industrially zoned 

lail.ds are locared; ·proposed new zoning conrro_ls thar define uses permirred on these parcels. 

An additional potential of 7,400 new houSing units in industrial ~ds came about with the 

passage of new zoning standards. . 

The mostly indusrrial Bayview neighborhood can see an additional 3,100 new unirs with the 

devdopment of v:a=t or mostly vacant parcels. Redevelopment of underdeveloped sires in 

the area 'could mean an additional 6,600 units. Vacant or. near vacant parcels in SoMa have 

the zoned capacity to accommodate about 1,120 units. Underdeveloped parcels in East SoMa 

are largely mostly low fu.duitrial buildings and can potentially be redeveloped to 1,500 units. 

Devdopmen.t of vacant or near vacant parcels in the Mission can add 470 to the areis housing 

srock. 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 largdy residential VISitacion Valley; devd<ipment 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 acconimodate almost 980 units. 

4. Suitability of Potential Affordable Housing Sites 

Affordable housing in San Francisto includes subsidized mulri-fa,mily units, single room ~

cupancy units (SRO), emergency sheltexs, ·rra..-isitional housing, and oiher types of group hous

ing. As noted earlier, such housing types are generally permitted in as of right or as conclirional 

use in all zoning districts in San Francisco except in the ~ow-density, single-family residential 

districts, the South of Market's residential enclave distriets, and the industrial/PDR districts. 

In other municipalities, affordable housing includes housing for agricultural workers and low 

cost nianufu:tured housing. San Francisco is highly urbanized and generally a distance from 

agricultural.employment. Some manufactured single-family housing have been erected in.San 

Francisco but prefabricated units may not be appr~priare for high density, affordable housing 

in San Francisco, especially given seismic safety concerns. 

Affordable housing projects with on-sire services require a ·minimum of 90 unirs per site to 

gain economies of scale for construction and operatlons. Ofall potential in~lill sites, so~e 108 

parcels - with a total capacity of 22,993 units - would permit this type of development. 
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Construction of affordable multi-family uu.irs gene~ally require a minimum lot size of 0.3 

acre or roughly 40 units per project ro meet economies of_scale. There are around 220 such 

potential sitts t:hat are vacant or undeveloped.... Altogether, these larger parcels, which average 

L6 acres each, could accommodate some 29,066 new housing wilts. 

5. Accommodating Housing Suitable for Persons With 
Disabilities · 

San Francisco building code ensures that new housing devdopments comply with. California 

building standards (Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations) and federal requirements 

for ac=sibiliry. The San Francisco building code incorporates the 2000"Internadonal Building 

Code. It provides reasonable accommodation for persom with disabilities in the enforcement 

of building codes and rhe issuance of building permits through its flexibfo approaches m retro-

fitting or converting existing buildings and corisrmction 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-:-&mily dwdlings are generally not required to be acces

sible =ept when they are p-.ut of a condominium or planned-use development, multi-&mily 

building accessibility requirements are contained in the California Building Code Chapter 

llA, Chapter 10, Chapter 30, and section 101.17.9.L Cornmercial·building access require" 

ments are contained in the California Building Code Chapter l IB, Chapter 10, Chapter 30, 

and section 10 l. I 7. I L The Planning-Code additionally requires parking spaces be specifically 

· designated for persons with physical or mental disabilities. 

·b. Information Regarding ('.ccommodation for Zoning, Permit Processing, and 
Building Codes 

The City provides information t? 411 interesred parties regarding accommodations in zoning, 

permit processes, and application of building codes f~r housing for persons with disabilities: 

c. Zoning and Other Land Use Regulations 

There are no zoning or other land-use regularoiy practices in San Francisco that could dis

" criminate against persons with di5abilities and impede the availability of such housing for 

these individuals. The City permits group homes. of all sizes in mosr residenrial districrs; as 

noted above, gwup housing is allowed on a conditional basis in low density, single-funily 

residential disrrim (RH-1, RH-2 and RH-3), as well as the industrial districts and most Sofilh 

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, do~town, commercial, and neighborhood 

commercial districrs 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 family or enforce a definition in its zoning ordinance. The City grants variances. for 

"reasonable a=ommodations," i.e. necessary structures or appurtenances to assist with access 

and is developing legislative ordinance to bypass this variance pi:ocedure 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 li.omcs for persons with 

disabilities (six or fewer residents). The City does not impose additional woing, building. code, 

or permitting procedures other than chose allowed by State law. The City has also made wn

ing acco=odatioru to encourage housing for persons Viii.th physical and mental handicaps. 

Planning Code Secrion 207.4 and 209.1 set the dwelling unit density.for dwellings specifically 

designed for and occupied by senior citizens or physic.Jly or mentally handicapped pcrsons 

at twice the density ratio established by any residential or neighborhood commercial district. 

· Planning Code Secrion 135 reduces the 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 does not impose special permit procedures or requirements that could impede the 

retrofitting ofhomes for accessibility. The City's requirements for building permits and inspec

ti.ons are the same as for other residential projects and are sttaighrforwarcl. and not burdensome. 

City officials are not aware of any instances in which an applicam ~perienced delays or rejec

tion of a retrofitting proposal for accessibility to persons with disabilities. 

B. CONSTRAINTS TO HOUSING AC.CESS, 
PRODUCTION. AND CONSERVATION 

HolLSing development in California is a complex: and lengthy process. San Francisco in par

tiatlar is one of the more challenging environments 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 rhiS difficult landscape. has been the developm~t of new housing in areas not 

fully appropriate fur residential development, such as iii predominantly industrial areas without 

the sufli.cient servi= and sOc:ial infrastructure to support a pleasant and vital neighborhood. 

In meeting the City's housing g-oals, it is important to focus on areas that can absorb new 

development in the context of creating viable neighborhoods. The first part of Section IY, 

"Meeting Housing Needs," cllscussed suitable locatlons fur potential new housing. This second 

part will dis= the challenges to new housing production and conservation. 

1. Equal Housing Opportunity 

All residents have the right to housing that is available without discrirninacion - that is, "Without 

limitations based on race, color, religion, sex:, handi~p, familial status, or national origlli. The 

federal Fair Housing As:;t. of 19.68, and Californias Fair Employment and Housing kt, 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-discrim.i.nation ordinances addressing housing and public 

accommodations (Administrative: Code Sections 12 A & 12 B, Police Code Sections 33, 38, 

and 1.2). These federal, state and local provisions are enforced by the City's Human Righcs 

Commission (HRQ, which offers mediation services for filed complaints, technical assistance 

wir:h referrals to nonprofit organizations and City agencies, and fair housing training for hous

ing provide:rs. 

However, with all of r:hese protections, discrimination still occurs. Some of r:he major impedi

ments to f.tlr housing include discrimination in access. to housing, condition, evictions and 

even lending practices. 

• Discrii::nina.tion: The most commoii. forms of housing discrimination in San Francisco 
occur in rental housing, when tenants -who may be fu:iag racial discrimination, p~v
erty; rn_ental and physical handicaps, or have alternative sexual orientation or gender 
identity - are denied housirtg, discriIDinared against in the terms or conditions ot)i.er
wise available to other tenants, or harassed by a landlord or fellow tenant. Section 8 
tenants in particular have difliculr}r accessing marker rentals, as many landlords choose 
to not rent to Section 8 tenants. 

• Poor conditions: Many available housing units are maintained in poor condition, at 
r:he expense of the 'quality of life for their tenants. The need rq make physical improve
ments is critical to improve living conditions in low-ID.come ho.using. Also, given the 
City's high percentage of renters wi.r:h disability, it is particularly critical for persons 
with special needs, to provide improved accessibility to existing housing units. 

• Formal and informal evictions: -Even with stare and local regulations against formal 
eviction.s, abuses occur as many residents are unaware of r:heir protections. UBuyouts" 
(where che landlord pays the tenant an agreed upon dollar amount to vacat~ the property 
and therefore avoid any eviction processes) are also prevalent throughout r:he City. 

• Lending practices: Predatory lending, often directed towards low-income and minority 
communities, has arisen as a facet of housing discrim.iriation. The current foreclosure 
crisis is :affecting those comm.unities disproportionardy; and is also affecting renters of 
those fo.reclosed units, who are without traditional eviction rights 

Connecting all of these issues is a lack· of eduqtion 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 fu:e otlier im.pedime,nts in the system such as a lariguage barrier. While San Francisco is 

fortunate to have a number of nonprofit organizations in addition to the City's Human Rights 

Commission (HRC) that provide public education, access to legal services and counseling, and 

even funding. they often lack resources to reach the rnajorii:y of the population in need. 

2. Non-Governmental Constraints 

Government Code .Section 65583(a)(5) requires that the Housing Element update include 

an assessment: of non-governmental constraints to housing development. Such constraints 

include the price ofland, the cost of construction, and availability of financing. 
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a Land Availability and Costs 

. Much of San Francisco exhibits an established, relatively dense development pattcrn and is 

considered by many to be substantially built-out. While there are parcels of knd still poten

cially available for development (see Tables I-56 and I-57 on pages 63-65), San Francisco's 

tight land market increases pressurao on land valuci. Both market-rate and afford.able housing 

developers report that acquiring land for housing in the City is a challenge. The heightened 

values ofland make some of th~ land identified as a potential housing site infeasible for actual 

housing development, especially housing affordable to lower income households. 

The City's .tinite supply of land, coupled with strong development pressure, means chat land

owners can expect high prices for parcels they oWD:> if they choose to sell for housing develop

ment ar alt Sit~ identi1icd as po.tential housing sites· may nqt be; sold to residential deyelopc:rs. 

as some property ow'n.crs are· satisfied with the·scare of their p~opccrtles' developmenr. Instiru~ 

tions, for =ple, may keep surface parking uses to support other adjacent properties' more 

inrense uses. Similarly, building owners may keep smaller but profitable commercial buildings 

instead of fully developing their properties. Furthermore, =pt 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 riot be available for 

housing. Private vacant or underdeveloped lands ideritified as housing opporrunity sites will 
only see development if landowners decide to sdl, and the prices they demand from housing 

clf:vdopers will allow for profitable devdopment. 

Average land val!$ vary greatly by zoning district as development potential varies greatly. 

Table I-59 bel~wdetails the average sales price per square foot of vacant lands sold between 

2000 and 2007. It shows that vacant lands in the industri2.l roning districts _vvere the least 

expensive and sold, on avet2ge, at just over $48 per square foot:. These areas' lower priced 

lands made for the mid- t6 lare.1990s' rapid and often detrimental incrtrsions of housing into 

still viable indusa:ial districcs. 

- Zonill!J Dislritts tJo 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 M°IXed Use Districts 12 $32.6 

Single-family roned districcs, where typically one unit is permitted per lot, cost on average just 

$57 a square foot. Vacant parcels in moderately low density residential zones (where duplexes · 

and tripl=s are permitted) and the neighborhood commercial districts, averaged $97 and $92 

per square foot respectively. Vacant land in the downtown and high density residential roning 

districts was considerably higher, averaging above $183 per square fuot. The costliest vacant 
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lots sold recently were in the downt~wn co=ercial zones - which allow land uses mme 

profitable than residential uses - averaging $951 ·per square foot. Vacant lots in the densdy 

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 areas location and underlying wn

ing, the price ofland is a major component of a devdoper's overall cost of producing housing. 

(See Table I-60 on the following page) A .rea;nt Planning Department srudy that c:xPiored 

options for expanding the City's indusionary housing requirements compiled cost iiiformation 

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 ~d especially impa~ afford

··abiliry. 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 ro dir= (or hard) costs such as building conscruction and inditect (or soft) _costs 

sud:i as entitl=ent fees, financing, and insurance charges. 

In this estimate, planning, entitlement and other permitting fees - discussed in the section . 

above - totaled less than 2% of development costs. Specific site _conditions may also add to 

the cost of ~ew housing construction. For =mple, building demolition may be required with 

the re-use of a site; toxic waste clean-up needed to mitigate chemical contamination in some 

former _industrial siteS; or increased foundation costs in potentially seismically unstable soils. 

C~S! Categ~~~~ __ ~ _ _--_ - _ __ _ Costs 3Df1btal Casts_ 

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 D-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% 

- TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COST $508,265 100.0% 

Total Cost per Square Foot 
$549 

(Average Net Unit Size: 925 sq ft} 

SOURCE: 5F Planning Dcpanmr::nc 
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c. Availability of Open Space 

Mosr of the potential housing sites identified - some 5,260 parcels -- are wi~ walking dis

tance (1/4 mile) of open space amenities. Many of the remaining sites are located inn~ plan 

areas that include plans fur more ·open space. For example, the Mission Bay project includes 

new public open spaces to serve the residents of its 6,_000 new units and those of ,surrounding 

areas. The Rincon Point-Sourh Beach R~dopment area includes i:Wo new shoreline parks 

while Guy Place Park is curr~tly_ being implemented per the Riru:on Hill plan., due to open 

early 2010. The draft &creation and Open Space Ekment update prioritizes new open space in 

underserved areas . .& new areas are planned for housing,. additional open sp= will need to be 

provided and should be included as patt of future redevelopment plans, area plans, r=ning 

provisions, and subdivision projects. 

d. Access to Commf)rcial and Other SeNices 

Many of the areas where new housing is likely to occur offi;r a rich mixture of uses thar can 

readily serve. new residents. About 85% of potential housing development siteS are within 

walking distance (1/4 mile) from a neighborhood commei;cial district Additionally, much 

of the future housing development will be in mixed use projects that will likely include"local 

serving commercial activities. If these new; larger scale developments are well planned and 

designed, the additional residents and b~esses will enrich existing neighhorhoods nearby. 

Major new housing developments chat are isolated from requisite services do not create livable· 

neighborhoods, and can contribute to citywiQe transportation problems. Plans for new neigh- . 
• bothoods, 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 a:vailab$ty of free and relativdy 

inex:peasive parking in many parts of the City, which promotes driving. Coupled with job 

and population growth, this his increased rongesrion while decreasing the efficiency of public 

traasit 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 airrent and furore residents 

are able to travel conveniently and efficiently to jobs, services, and recreational opportunities. 

Also, planners at the San _Fran.Cisco County Tunsportation Anthority. (SFCTA) are cum:.ntly 
preparing the Countywide Transportation Plan thar will prloritire numerous improvements to 

i:he City's transportation system. 

f. Infrastructure Standards 

·Tue; City imposes ~ on sponsors of new development for.various on- and off-site infrastruc

ture improvemenrs when necessary. Various standards for street widths, curb requirements, 

and circulation impr~vements have been developed over rime and are not believed to be 

excessive or to impose undue burdens on development. They apply citywide and conform 

to the developed pattern of the City. More specific infrastructure improve~ents, such as 

particular streetscape design treatmen~, may be required. of major new developments jn the 

City's project areas. Given rhe densities at which residential land is developed in San Francisco, 
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these infra;strncture costs, even. when bome partially ~y thi: developer, represeu.t 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 i.nfustructure including water, sewage 

treatment, and utility services is generajly not a conStraint to meeting San Francisco's housing 

goals .. M~y potential development sites are in areas .that are wdl~served by the existing in

frastructure. Some proposed area cir neighbothood plans and very large development projects 

may require addition.al local infrastructure improvements. 

The· San Francisco Public Utilities Co=ission's (SFPUC) Urban Water Management Plan 

(UWMP) for the Gty and County of San Francisco (SFPUC, December 2005) projects water de

mand from resideu.ti.al and co=erci.al customers. While the SFPUC does project an increase 

in total d.em:m.d, it also expects residential water use to decline, even as popula.ti.on increases, 

because of increased conservation measures and efficiency. The 2005 Plan also relies on greater 

use of groundwater.supplies and recycled water. The UWMP projeets sufficient warer supply 

in normal years, though durlng drought y= demand will =d supply. During drought 

years, plans are in place to institute varying degrees of water rationing depending on the sever

ity of the drought. 1he 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 billiop WSIP will ensure that safe and 

reliable drinking water service will be provided to meet proje=d San Francisco rera.il customer 

demand anticipated in the UWMP through 2018 .. 

The WSIP will maintain compliance with srate and federal drinking water srandards while 

· ensuring thar the system will be functional in the event of a uatural 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 compoPents of the City's water delivery 

and distribution infra.structuce. 

The SFPUC has comm.ltted to a number of programs to reduce water demand, whidt .a.re· 

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 iu; wastewater trearinent syst:errr 

to bring it into full compliance with federal and state dean water regulations. Because San 

Frari.cisco has a combined sanitary and stormwater system,_ the largest volume of wasrew:tter 

occurs during wet wear:her. 

fu 2005, the SFPUC launched a. citywide $150 million, Five-Y=r Wastewater Capiral Im

provement Program (WWCIP) ro improve the reliability. and efficiency of San Francisco's 

combined wastewater and storm water system. ~r the next few years, this program will help 

address the most critical needs ·of the aging wa.stewate.r system, improve the capacity of sewer 

ma.ins, and upgrade treatment facilities. 
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The Warcr Pollution Conrrol Division of me SFPUC reporu- char rreatrnent capaciry is available 

to serve expected growth. However, chere are areas where local sewers, which transport waste 

to the treattnent system, might be undersized and will need to be examined on a case by case 

basis. In 2012, che SFPU_C w'Jl begin a public process tO update the completed dean Water 

Master Plan to identify the future course of the City's wastewater and storm water collection. 

and ~eatment system, including repair or replacement of scructurally-inadequate sewers to 

address localized flooding problems. So~e proposed arta plans or very large devdopment 

projects may need local infrastructure improvements to connect to che City's system. 1 

In 2006, pursuant to SB 1087 and Government Code Section 65589.7, che SFPUC approved 

Resolution 06-0185 ~doptlng a wrinen policy to provide water and sewer service to new 

devdopments on an inco.me-neutral basis: The SFPUC will also give priority to applicants 

for devdopments that include the sale or rental of housing that is affordable m lower-income 

households during aojr period when supply, treatment, or distribution capacity is limited. 

Sao Francisco's solid waste is transferred to the Alramont Land£11, in Alameda County. In 

1988, the City signed a long-term disp~sal agreement that provides for che disposition of up 

to 15 million tons of solid waste ar Alramont. As of January 1, 2008, approximatdy 11.875 

million mns of this capacity had been used, leaving a balaoce of 3.125 rnillion tons. The 

Solid Waste Program is activdy working to increase recycling, resulting in less disposal ar the 

laodfill. Current City in=tives co Norcal Waste Systems to decrease waste disposal even 

further would allow landfill capacity at Al~ont ·to extend to 2015 •. The City is exploring 

long-term options for solid waste ~posal for when Abmont capacity has been reached. ~ · 

Despite recent supply problems, future gas and dectricicy supply should mee: projected needs. 

Paci.fie Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) has filed a aLoad Forecast" for San Francisco 

through 2014 with the California Energy Commission. This forecast is the basis for capital 

and operating plans, and myers both residential and commercial demand. PG&E is planning 

fur a 20% increase in demand between 2006 and 2014. In ~ddition, the City an~ County.of 

San Francisco in 2004 commenced the San Francisco Elect£!.c Reliability Project that calls for 

a new City-owned power plant to operate during periods of peak dcrnaod. 

g. Environmental Features 

San Francisco is a built-up city. The sites inventory in the previous section identified par

cds that ate suitable for infill 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 potenrially flood-prone. 

This list 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 ensuie mar.any land at risk offioodingwill be raised 

above the floodplain pri~r to redevdopmenc. 
------·-···---·-··---.. --·------·-----------... -------·--·----·-·--
1 Greg Braswdl San Fnncisai Dcp:utmcac of Public Works:, Bun:2u. ofEnginecrin'° E-mail communici.;.cion, August 22. 2008. 
2 This infurmztion is: 0.11 the Solid Wzstt: Progran's web.sire: www.sll::nvimomc::ar.org. 
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San Francisco has several brownfield designatfoi;is that have been identified under th.e Califor

nia Environmental Quality Art (CEQA). San Francisco has initiated planning efforts in each 

of these areas to fucilitate 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 extensive 
clean-u_p since the mid 1980's, when the Santa Fe Pacific Realty Corporation began to 
remediate and redeyelop the former railyard at Mission Bay in California.. The redevel
opment: plan is now more than 60% complete. 

• Hunter's Point Shipyard: The Htµlters Point U.S. naval shipyard, a federally designared 
Super:fund 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 clean up the site and add 10,500 homes (32% affordable), as 
well as 320 acres of parkland and open space was certified. Clean up on the site was 

initiated this YeaL 

• Eastern Neighborhoods: The industrial character of many sites in these neighborhoods 
meant cliat individu_al dean up efforts may be necessary. Recently, several sites have 
been fully cleaned and converted to residential activities, most recently the Deres Lofu, 
where .a fotmer paint manufacturing plant converted into 500 units. 

• Schlage Lock Site: The former Schlage Lode factory operations polluted the groundwater 
at their site and on adja=t parcels. Ingersoll-Rand, the longtime owner of the Schlage 
Lode Co. factory that existed on the ~ire, transferred the property m a developer, UPC, 
who has Bi',<eed to spnsor site dean-up. In 2009, the Board of Supervisors adopted 
the Visit:acriori Valley/Schlage Lode Redevelopment Plan" which will provide silpport 
for clean-up activities. Demolition and remediation activities began immediately after 
adoption. 

San Francisc.o'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 

re,,aulat:ion requires site history and soil analysis reports foi:: all building permit applicants in 

areas where dll.!Ilping 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 Hazardo~ 
Waste Progra= staff continue to review and process the reports required in the Analyzing rlie 

Soil for Hazardous Waste Ordin~ce (Maher) and oversee activities in the City. 

Like most coastal cities, San Francisco is vulnerable to sea level rise. However, recent plans for 

· shoreline devdopment include measures to protect developmenr from rising sea levels. The 

Treasure Island Master Plan concentrate development at the island's center, elevates the build

ing pad for the island's proposed developed area, and protects the buildings with a levee and 

a wide setback. Hunters Point Shipyard also elevates the total building pad for development, 

and also designed a flexible managem.ent strategy including incremental strategies on how 

to deal with shoreline based on acrual rise levels. San Francisco staff continues .to collaborate 

with the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) on overall 

adaptation straregies for the City. 

Finilly, San Francisco has taken seriously the impacts of greenhous.e gas emissions. In 200 l, the · 

City adopted Resolution No_ 010-01, which mandated local efforts to curb global warming, 

in duding adoption of a greenhouse gas emissions reductions goal~ for the City and County of 
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San Francisco and continued actions toW;irds achieving these goals. A primary component of 

meeting these goals is directing development towards transit-served areas, to reduce greenhouse 

gas emissions from mwsport:arlon. The Gry's area pl~ serve ro direct development to transit 

served arcis, and numerous policies in Part Ii of the Ciry's Housing Element also support ihls 
aim. 

h. Community Acceptance 

San Francisco has a strong tradition of public involvem.ent in policy discussions and pos

sesses a very engaged citize~ on development issues. This acrivism often takes the shape 

of organized oppositjon to housing projects across_ the City, especially affordable housing for 

low-income residents and even towards well planned and designed developments. Sudi vocal 

opposition poses very real impediments to proj_ect sponsors and can lead co significant time 

delays, additional cost, or a reductio~ in the number of residential units produced.. The City is 

committed to the involvement of citizens in the plaoning process and to the need to expound 

on the importance of working towards cityWide housing objectives. Two recently approved 

planning initiatives - the Market/Octavia plan and the Eastern Neighborhoods Community 

Planning plan and re-zoning - have engaged .residents, property owners, workers, and other 

stakeholders and sought broad public community backing through participatory programs of 

education, public dialogue and input, and consensus building. 

The number of Discretionary Review requests initiated by members of the public ranged 

from 281 in 2001 ro 126 in 2008. The relationship between Discretionary Review requests 

~d building permit applications (as a percentage -of total p=its filed) has been relatively 

.constant with a recent high of 9%_ in 2.005 and low of 6% in 2007. The current Discretionary 

Review process does not produce eonsistent or fair results, makes the development process 

more lengthy and costly for all involved, and takes tl.me away from the Commission to address 

larger plannmg issues. . 

3. Governmental Constraints 

.Housing production in San Francisco is affected by a number of governmental regulations, 

fi;om 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 contro!S have 

been earefully crafted over time to balance citywide needs and address public concerns. These 

regulations were established to be consistent with the City's General Plan priorities to conserve 

· and protect existing housing and neighborhood ch:iractcr. They also regulate new develop- · 

ment to be compatible with and not detrimental to the area with respect to size, shape, traffic 

and its generated noise, open space and urban design requirements. The rime required to 

administer and approve projects can add to the. cost of housing production. But without 

these standards, an even greater check on n~ housing constniction 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 concems. 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 devdopment to be compatible with· neighborhood 

charaCt:er; and not detrimental to the area with respect to size, shape, traffic and its generated 

noise, open Space and urban design requirements. The time required to administer and ap

prove proje= can also add to die cost of houfilp.g production. But without these standards, 

an even greater check on new housing construction could.r_esult from public opposition to 

devdopment 

To address these issues, the City has made a number ~f improvements to remove hurdles in the 

City's General Plan and Planning Code, including: 

• Using community planning processes to adopt str=lin.ed regulations around discre
tiomuy process and reducing _Conditional Uses; 

• Using community planning pro=ses to increase devdopment capacity; including 
height, density and required lot sizes; 

• Reduction of parking and open space requirements. 

a. Entitlements 

Proposed developments that deV:iate from or ex=d permitted development standards, or that 

bring up other planning or environmental concerns, are subject to additional ass~ment and 

woµld require conditional use approvals, variances, and discretionary reviews. All these special 

p;:rmi.ts take longer to process as they require greater srudy and_ analysis, public noti.fi~tions 
and hearings, and approvals from the Planning Commission or the Zoning Adminisrratoi: 

The Commission may impose conditions or mitigation measures. 

I) Land Use &gulations and Community Plans. The Planning Code, in particular, 

can pres~t constraints tb housing development. Height and density limits, parking and op~n 

space requir=ents, for example, can constrain housing form and increase production costs; 

discretionary processes such as Conditional Use authorizations can =end both the timdine 

fur and the cost: of housing construction.· 

The San Francisco Planning Depamnent has prepared a number of community plans intended 

to shape growth in our nrban neighborhoods, by encouraging housing where it makes sense 

and by using rhat housing growrh to strengthen neighborhoods. The co=unity planning 

process provides a naghborhood-based forum to ·grapple with issues such as appropriate height 

and densiry. 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.ardPotrero Hill, and Mission). Adoption of these plans into the City's General 

Plan enabled clearly stated housing development policies. Each new neighborhood plan is 
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also accompanied by a set of new regularions, including amendments to the General Plan, 

PI:i.nnlng Code, and ocher required documents. The goal of these amendments is to establish 

parameters fur new development that give resid~ts and developers a clear sense of what is and· 

is not allowed in these neighbo~hoods. Amendments. reduce discretionary processes such as 

Conditional Use authorizations as much as possible while still ensuring adequare co=.unity 

review (in the Better Neighborhoods and Eastern Neighborhoods kea Plans, most housing is · 

permitted as-of-right, and c~nditional use requirements for design aspects such as height have 

been eliminated)._ In many cases, the amendments a!So include a clarified public review and 

approval process ~ reduces permitting time and hearings. 

Planning Code amendments adopted with each new neighborhood plan a!So seived to expand 

potential development capacity in each of these· areas, using tools such as height increasi;:s, 

removal of maximum densities, and removai · ~f ~um required lot sizes .. This increases 

flexibility fur development on all sites in the project ar~. and has resulted in an expanded · 

development capacity which is detailed in Append.ix D. 

2} Parking &quirementr: Providing parking repres~ts a significant ccist to develop

ers and can affect housing prices, adding as much as $50,000 to the pr;ice ofa new unit. Sur&ce 

level parking a!So takes up valuable real estate thar could be devoted to housing oi: other uses. 

As such, parking requirements can act as a constraint to housing development. 

Parking requirements vary throughout the City's zoning districts, based on fu.ctors like density 

and transit access. For example, in the City's low density districtt (one-, two- or three-fun.ily 
. "housing districrs), one parking space is required fur ·each dwelling unit. The City's high-density 

residential districts, including RC-4, RSD, and other mixed use areas, require one paili.ng 

space for every four units. In DowntoWD. distticrs such as the DTR, NCT, RTO or C-3 

Districts, n~ parking is r~uireci. ProviSi.on of guest parking is not required by the City for 

any hOusing developmCQI; it is only required for temporary stay uses such as hotel, motel or 

medical institution. Parking is n~t: required fur housing designed for and occupied by senior 

citizens, fur group housing or for single-room occupancy dwellings; parking requirements for 

100% affordable housing projects can be modified as a "virianceu to reduce the 1:1 paclcing_ 

ratio requirement. 

Recent amendments to the Planning Code =oved parlcing requirements altogether iii. a 

nwcl,er of zoning disn:icts; .instead, a maximum number of parking spaces serves as a cip. 

Newly adopted zoning districts such as Downcown Residential. (DTR), C-3, Neighborhood 

Co=ercial Transit (NCI), and Residential Transit Orient:ed (RTO) Districts, have been 

established in several parts of the City do not require parking; provision of parking spice 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 uunbundling" of parking 

spaces has a!So been institutionalized through the Planning Code. The newly adopted Sec

tion 167 of the Panning Code requires that parlcing costs be separated &Om housing costs in 

housing developments of 10 or more units. Off-street parking spaces that arc 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 ~elling units, so potential rentcrs 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 there were a single price 

for both the residential unit and the parking space. 

3) Open Space Requirements: The City's Planning Code currently requires thac all 
new multi-funily residential development provide outdoor open space, ~ 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, oi in spaces such as balconies, terraces or 

roofi:ops. 

To reduce the burden of open space requirements, as well as ro gain the benefits that common 

space provides (collective place for residents. to gather; residents get to know their neighbors 

well; space can foster a sense of commuriity; etc.), the Planning Department has reduced open 

space requir=ents for developments which provide usable open space as publicly accessible_. 

The Depart:mem is ilia proposing amendments ro its General Plan which would provide this 

and other reductions to promote the provision of common open space. 

4) Redevelopment Project . .A:reas: The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency uses the 

state tool of redevelopment to revitalize local neighborhoods where appropriate. Redevelop

ment provides several tools thar aid with th.e preservation of, rehabilitation of arid production 

of affordable housing for low-and moderate-income families. San Francisco's local redevel

opment ordinance specifically requires r:hat 50% of redevelopment rax increment funds be 

committed to housing programs. 

The unique power of being able ro use rax increment revenue allows SFRA to commit signifi

cant dollars towards housing development, as well as to other project area improvements which 

encourage priva~ development to do the =e. In addition to the existing redevelopment 

_plans which have removed institutional barriers co housing and spurred the development 

of significant amounts of new housing (Bayview Hunters Point, Mission Bay, Transbay and -

Yerba Buena.Center), a redevelopment plan was cecently adopted in VISitacion Valley; another · 

redevelopm=t plan is underway for the India Basin/Hunters Poirit Shoreline (Area C) Survey 

Area. 

5) California Environmental Q~iry.Act review procedures: Like all projects in Califor

nia, proposed residential projects in San Francisco arc silbject ro environmental review under 

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). CEQA can act as a constraint to housing 

development because it can increase both the ~sts and the time associated with develop

ment review. Environmental analysis can take upwards cf 18-24 months to complete. In San 

Francisco, environmental review fees are calculated based on a project's calculated construction 

costs and can easily =eed $100,000; independent consultants. are ofi:en involved, also at a 

substantial cost. Moreover, under state law CEQA det~rminations may be appealed directly 

ro. 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 rime and 

costs associated with environmental analysis. 
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The Department is implemmting a variety of initiatives to increase the efficiency of the eii.

vironmmtal review process and thereby reduce the rime and costs associated with this effort. 

CEQA itself affords a variery.of opportunidcs to streamline environmental review for urban 

infill and/or affordable housing projects, particularly in locado~ under~ adopted area plan. 

Th~ Planning Depamnent takes advantage of these opportunidcs as available; however, v;:hen 
a project could result in significant environmental impacts (such as impacrs to historical re

sources) the ability to streamllne environmental review is substancially :i:edUced. 

. Some co=on environmental impacts and their mitigadons ar; relativdy staridard and could 

_be add:i:essed on a legislative levd by ordinance and thereby incorporated. into the building 
permit process. The benefit of this approach is thar it would make more projects digible for 

~emption ·from environmental r~view; ~use the necessary measures [Q avoid significant 

enviro~entai im.paccs would be requir~ for ccimplia:ncr with relevant code provisions. The 

Board ~f Supervisors has enacred such legislation such as adoption of the Envii;onment Code, 

the Green Building Ordinance, and the establishment of the Department of the En-tlrorunent, 

and others with. regard to several air quality-rdated. concerns; other such ordinances could be 

pursued in the fuprre to address other areas of envirorunental impact. 

Wii:h regard to_ the time and fees required for envirorunental review,· sponsors of 100% af

fordable housing projects· are granted priority permit processing status and are also digible 

for deferred payment of environmental evaluarion fees. These measures reduce the amount 

of time that a project is in the environmental review process and fu:illrare the initiation of 

applications for environmental review. 

6) Discretionary &view: The Discretionary Review process can result: in a signific;mr 

cost ro devdopers. The costs are typically-the result of architectural fees, holding costs associated 

with-extended rime ddays, and compensati~n that is sometimes requested by the Discretionary 

Review requestor in order to mitigate concerns or withdraw J::b.e Discretionary Review Applica

tion. Due to the ambiguous outcome and undefined timeline associated with the filing of a 

Discretionary Review Application, many project sponsors forgo projecrs altogether because 

of the additional tiine and financial burdens caused by this process. In 2008, almost 8% of 

all building permits reviewed. by the Planning Department had Discretionary Reviews filed 

by a ~ember of the public. The additional time and costs caused by Discretionary Review 

Applications are absorbed into the price of new or renovated dwdling-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 tbe Planning Commission's authority to review 

Code-complying projects and take action if the Commission finds that the case demonstrates 

"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 minimwn Planning Code srandards and applicable design guiddinC!'.. The idea is 

that additional scrutiny might he necessary in some cases to judge whether the design guide

lines were applied appropriarely or if there are circumstances unique to a case that warrant 

further modili=tions to the project. The problem with the Discretionary Review process is 

that becaure there are no guiddines fur this process and no definition of aexceptional and 
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extraordina:cy circumstances", it eliminates a developer's sense of predictability and certainty 

in the endclem.enr process. There are no b:i.rriers to file a Discreriona.ry Review Application 

- other than a nominal fee of $300- and th.ere 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 approvc:d. with revised 

plans, and no perm.its were denied. 

The Discretionary- Review process is most frequently used as a response to· devdopment in 

the City's low density distriets, (RH: - one-, two-, or three-family housing districts). From 

2001 throu..gh 2008; the Southwest quadrant of the City received the most Discretionary 

Reviews, with the Northwest quadrailt receiving the .second most number of Discredonary 

Review fili~gs. The costs associated with Discretionary Review in lower density distriets have a 

greater impact r:o the affordability 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 

cosr: of $300 for a Discretionary Review Applicarion does nor nearly reflect the actual cost of 

processing the Application, which is about $3,225. The Department recovers the difference by 

adding a surcharge fee of $81 to the cost of every building perm.it 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 ofhou.sing devdopment. 

As part of tb.e Department's Action Plan, the Department is seeking to reform the Discretion

ary Review process .. One _of the goals of this reform .dforr is to provide more certainty ·=d 

predictability in the development process. This will eliminate some of the costs associated with 

developing housing in the City, _and will improve a pro=s that currently constrains housing 

devdopmen.L. · 

b. Permit Processing 

A typical·timel.i.ne for a medium-density; multi-funily residential project (50 to 100 units) is 

about one year to 1 lh, years from. the initial conceptual project review with the Planning De

partment to corntnence~ent of constrUction. This schedule assumes concurrent procedures 

for review ·under the· California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) =d a conditional use 

application requiring Planning Commission review and approval. If an environmental impact 

repon is reqllired, 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. Applicarions can be filed at 

the same time or filed and heard upon completion of the environmental review. Both proce

dures are subject to public comment and apj:Jeals periods.- Tue conditional use·permit can be 

appealed befu+e th!! Board of Supervisors wicb.in 30 days following the Planning Commission's 

approval Once planning entitlements are secured. the proj= sponsot can prepare detailed 

building plans t:0 be reviewed and approv;ed by the Department of Building Inspection. De

pending on the proposed project's complexity, the plan. preparations, reyiew =d approval 

process can -rake 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, 

buildlllg construction can begin. B"ut if this o/Pical project has received a conditional use, then 

the Bureau o£PermitAppeals has no jurisdiction. 
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Min~r alterations aa.d n.eW ho~g projects of up to three single-family dwclling units or up 

to six units in _a single structure may i;i.ot require substantial envirorunental review. Proji:cn; 

proposing principally permitted uses (or "as of right") meeting all applicable Planning Code 

requirements and· not:" niggering staff-initiated discrecionary 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 Pkµning Department, the Department of 

Building Inspection, an~ other related agencies have a signifi.cant.effect on the efficiency of the 

housing consa:uction process. To address this, the Pla.uning Department initiated in 2008 an 

Action Plan containing procedural and operational reforms to improve the professio~alism 
and efficiency of r:4e Oty's planning process. Improvements to the Planning Code. and its 

effect on permit processing are already underway. Other key feai;ures of the two-year program -

include improved applica,rion precessing, including priority processing for favorabie applica

tion types; creation of an ini:egrated, on-line permit tracking systtm, rueamlined California . 
Environmental Quality Aa. review procedures, and improvements to the dis=tionary review 

processes. 

I) Pla:rming Code Improvements: The Planning Code in;elf could be considered a de

facto constraint on housing production, because ofits complexities. Macy-projects, particularly 

larger projects, might require a Conditional Use authorization for aspects .such as dwelling 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 

dilapidated building .. 

Acknowledging _this,-and as an effort to establish a single and mor~ straightforward entitlement 

path, the Department has adopted a new 'one-stop' review path in the recently rezoned eastern . 

portions of San Francisco. Hous.ed in Planning Code Section 329, this authmiza.tion process is 

an effort to provide greater certainty and expediency for those developm~t applications which 

meet the fundamental requirements of the Planning Code, i:egardless 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 projea:s of mo_dciate scale (small projects have laigely been made 

as-of-right) and requires a single public hearing and =ti.clement by the Planning Commis

sion based mainly on the physicality of the pro_Posal rather ·th= the land use and density 

chantcteristic:S. 

2) .Application Processing: Processing rime ~r projects can be a constraint to housing 

devdopment, especially during economic bocim times when multiple applications are submit

ted simultaneously. Staffing levels, staff workloads and level of review required. Ca.n all affect the 

Planning Department's processing time, staffing levels, applications that were filed consecu

civdy may have diifercnt processing times, Planning, entitlement and other permitting fees 

- to be discussed in a separate section below- totaled less than 2 % of development costs. 

The San Francisco Planuirig Department: adheres to a set of Application Processing Guidelines, 

· to eiisure that all project applicants receive equitable rreamient as the Planning Department 

reviews applications in the order received. However, .under those guidelines, the .Planning 
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Def>artment has established priority criteria to ensure that housing projects that help. meet 

rl}e Cicy's identified Housing Element or other General Plan goals are prioritized. Affordable 

Housing Projects, "green" housing construction projects (Le. those that meet or =d a Gold 

Rating using the LEED Building Ra.ting System" or that achieve high sustainability standards 

under anot:her "green building" rating systems approved by the Director); and o_ther applica

tions which are needed to secure tlie health or s;ifety of users, promote disahl~ access, etc, 

receive prioritized review by st:a.££ 

The overwhelming majority of projects which seek, to cri;:ate additional"housing are subject 

to some level of neighborhood notification. Such notice can stem either· from a required 

discre?-<;>nary entitlement, such as a Conditional Use authorization, or fro~ Planning Code 

provisions -which apply to as-of-right projects and are seek to in.furm and solicit input from the 

broader co=uniry.. Required notifico:tion periods generally span 10 to 30-days and include 

notices mailed_ to property owners and/or <:>ccupants'. notiees posted at a project site, noti~ 
appearing in local newspapers, and all combinations thereo[ An dforr is currently underway 

to establish a single "Universal Planning Notice" applicable to all projects which will be more 

efficiem for both the Department and Sponsors and more a effective public communications 

tool 

3) Permit Tracking: The Planfilng Department· is also pursuing the development 

of an integrated permit tracking system to coordinate and streamline planning and "building 

perrnitti°:g processes. This system will establish a single intake application system fur all Plan

ning and Builrung cases to provide ea:r-1y and comprehensive infurmation to- applicants, and 

should have a signi£cant effect on processing time. 

c. Permit Application ?fld Development Impact Fees 

The Planning Department and the Department of Building Inspection require fees for entitle

ments and building permits based on a project's estimated constructio·n costs. Projects of 

much 0maller scale - such as interior rehabilitation, minor alterations or upgrading - gener- · 

ally require over-the-counter Planning Departri:tent approval and a building permit. Projects 

that are broader in scope, however, may require additional permits, such as c:Onditional use, 

demolition, and coastal rone permit, or may require other actions such as a variance, a· zoning 

re-classification, a subdivision, or a more in-depth environmental evaluation. Payment of an 

application fee may be required for these additional permits. The application fee for most of 

these additional permits is also based on the total estimated cost of c_onstruction of the project. 

·Other ne~ housing construction fees include warer and sewer hook-up and school fees. Table 

I-61 on the following page provides an example of various fees imposed on ;_ew construction. 

New housing development in the City of San Francisoo is subject both processing fees, which 

support staff review of development proposals, and developmeo.t impact fees which. sup

port additional infrastructure needed to support new residents, such as transit, open space, 

community centers,' sch~ols, affordable housl.ng, and water capacity. According co the state 

· Depar=ent of Housing and Community Development's 1999 Pay to Play survey; residential 
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Tn.ble 1-61 
Fees tar Various 

Development Permits 
by Construclion Costs, 

San Francisco, 2008 

development fees in San Francisco were lower than Bay Area a!!d California average develop

ment fees (including entitlement and pernutting fees). According to rhis report, for example, 

development fees for an in-fill house in San Francisco totals $15,476 while che Bay Area aver

age is $25,859 and California, $20,327. 

- - - - ·- .. - - -- ·-· -- ~-~R_!'!_Ui'I'.~ . -~ __ ; - ~ _::_ -._ =-
Eslima:ted New Buildmg Pfrmil Gity Planning Plan Check CondittonaJ Use Valiance · Coas!al Zone - · Environmental· =-

Construction.Cost ~I)~_ F~rB~n~!!'.~ _ _Ie~ _ -£:~ _____ F~ _ ·. - _ _ Evaluation 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 $186,51"6 

$354,570 $28,894 $90,324 $3,495 $18,082 $233,816 

$554,570 $31,395 $90,324 $3,495 $18,082 $250,616 

50\JRCE, SF Pbnning Dcp=mm< 5~ Dq=nm••>t ofBuUding ln.p=!oo 

Table I-61 summarizes current processing_fees for new devdopment by cost of construction. 

Lai:ger projects generally require more review from envi.roni:nental planners, land use planners, 

and building inspectors; however economies of scale generally result in a lower per unit cost · 

· for processing. Projects that are Consistent with the planning code and general plan and .do 

not require variances or conditional use authorization, have lower processing co.tts_ The Ciry 

generally updates fees ;rnnu.ally based· on· inflari.on. Periodically proressiog fees are evaluated to 

insure accurate cost recovery fur staff time, materials, and .overhead. · 

Devdopment impact fees fund public· infrastructure to support new residents. Tl).ere are a · 

numbei- 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 adclitionai localized 

impact fees which have been imposed to fund the infi:ast:rucrur needed to support growth, 

including transportation i.nfras~ open space, childcare, and other community facilities: 

These comm.unity based planning processes enabled the City to more closely evaluate localized 

iofrastructure needs, especially in areas whe~ zoning was adjusted to accommodate additional 

growth. New impact fees were determined through. a needs assessment, nexus study and a 

financial feasibility analysis befure their 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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- - - - -- Avera.a~ DeViloiiinent Impact Fees toi a 1~000 square fOOt ~ouslng-Uru1 in San Francisco _ -. -. 
: :. -_ - ·_ - -_, - - . - _-- - . - . - .-. 

: - : Planned De~e!LlpmenHlreas with _ -- - _ -: . Cilywide 
-- - -Re&eJ11 Re-Z~_s__: _:: --- - --- -- -- --

Affordable Housing $ 55,000. $ 55,000 -
0

$ 60,000 

Transit, Open Space ahd Community Facilities $0 
$ 4,500 - $ 18,000 
average: $ 9,000 

Water and Wastewaler "$2,162 $ 2,162 

Schools $2,240 $2,240 

Total Average Impact Fee per new1 ;ooo SF unit $59,402 $74,402 

Average Processing Fees per 1 ,ODD 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 rhe infrastructure necessary for 

maintaining rhe service levels. Table I~O (page 75) shows entitlement fees are an insubstantial 

proporrlon of development costs and are !1.01: seen as a s~cant constraint 011 housing d_evel

opmenr. Development projects by no11~profi.t housing organizations are eligible for reduced 

or deferred City Planning permit fees pursuant to City Planning Code Section 3 51 (a), (e), (g), 

(h), and (i). 

d. Building . Code_ Standards . 

San Francisco's Building Code is based on the 1007 California Building Code. San Frwcisco 

made certain amendments to the California Building Code, which local gove=ents are 

permitted by the State to do if these amendments-are proven and justified by local topography, 

geology or climate. The Building Code is intended to assure health and safety. _ Some San 

Francisco amendments to the State ~ode, while mainrailling healtl;i. and safety standards, ease 

the production ofhousing by recognizing the particular local conditions. For example, the San 

Francisco Building Code permits fue escapes for certain requi_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 th.a11 housing elsewhere in California. 

Federal and state l~s require that commer:cial and public use buildings, and new housing, be 

designed and co11structed to be a=ible to persons with disabilities. Local agencies do not 

=force rhe federal American with .Disabilities Acr (ADA) prohibiting discrimination against 

persons with disabilities. The Sm Francis~o Dep_arrmenr of Building Inspection, implement

ing the San Francisco Building Code, requires a!! new collStrucrion and rehabiliratio11 projects 

to comply wi;rh the Code's disability access requiremems. (San Francisco does not make a11y 

amendments to the California Co&'s disabled access provisions.) Generally; one and two

funil~ dwelling~· are not required to be accessible. Exis~ privately funded multi-family 

dwellings can- generally undergo alrer:ations wi_th little ·or no accessibility upgrade. All 11ew 

buildings of three cir more uruts must meet the accessibility standards of rhe Code. Exceptions 

may be ~anted If compliance would result in ~ unreasonable hardship, in which case a11y 

reasonable a=ssible features will srill be required. 

In addition, San Francisco's 2007 Electrical Code consisrs of the 2007 California Electrical 

Code with local amendments.. Sirnilady, the 2007 San FranciscfJ 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:ivdy; wich local amendments. The 2007 San Francisco Eriergy 

Code is essentially che 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 consrraint to 

housing development as r~uired. by Government Code Section 65583(a)(S). 

The Planning Depamnent's regulatory capacity can encoti:rage hou5i.Ilg- especially affordable 

housing - development and conservation. But actual housing production or rehabilitation 

can only be realized with adequare financing. _Some of ilie costs of providing housing occur at 

one time (capital expenditures srich as land acquisition, eonstruction or rehabilitarl:on co~). 

Consemu:ion of affordable: housing, however, requires =rring annual funding for rental 

subsidies, operating subsidies anci supportive sc:Mces. Ass~bling the necessary funding to 

produce and maintain adequate affordable housing for the City's low- and moderate-income 

residents =ai.ns an enormous challenge. 

In light of the rc:=t national financial crises, it is difficult to determine the availability of 

appropriate financing. 

a Private Rnancing Sources 

.Private lenders offer construction loans on a conservative loan to appraised value ratios and pay 

particular attention to a project's costs. This limits the lenders' risk 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 costs tend to be higher 

as devdopers provide more amenities and that units may take longer to sell, stretching the 

period to recover construction costs. 

Private financial inscitutions provide financing to a.ffurdabk: housing projecrs - ofi:en as con

·structi.on loans - to comply with the Community ~vesiment Act requir=ents. Private 

lenders also participate in fust-time homeownership programs that enable moderate-income 
. . 
households. 

b. Public Rriancing Sources 

Affordable housing devdopment and conservation depends largely on the availability of public 

funding sources. Table 1-62 lists the various federal, sta.te ~d local funding available for . 

·affordable housing production for fiscal yc:ar 2008-2009. Oeady,_ these funds will not cover 

.the tremendous affordable housing need described in previous sc:ction~. 

Public financing covers capital funding for the acqulsition, rdiabilitation, consrruction, and 

preservation of affordable housing. Other public financial programs also provide for sup

portive services, rental assistance. and assistance to fust-time home buyers, and a.d.mlnistra.tive 
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. . 
cosrs to cir:y agencies and· non-profit corporations that provide affordable housing and other 

comio.unity: devdopm~nt and human services. 

Some of the funding programs above - such as CDBG, HOME - are expected to be stable 

sources of a.ffordablchousing funds. However, these are also subject i:o budgetary constraints. 

Similarly state funding sources are vulnerable to the budgeting process, although addition:tl 

state funding b=me available with voi:ers' approval of new bond issues in Noverp.bi:r 2002. 

Most local sources such as the Hord Tax Fund and the Jobs-Housing Linkage Fund are even 

more dependent on economic trends. One signifi~t local affordable housing bond (Proposi

tion A) was fully committed in 2003; issuance of additional bonds fell short of receiving 

rwo-i:hlrds of San Francisco voters' support. 

fiin®l!!t:rogr.im -
, Funding Sources TOlalAIJocation Set-Asltle for AvaHablB for - . 

~~ Pl~~~jects.: NeWProjeC!s -. 
- - ' --- - --

.> 
Supportive 
Housing 

CDBG,.HDME, 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 
Rehabifitation 

Public Housing $5,250,000 $5,250,000 

Existing Affordable 
$9,678,063 $9,67B,063 

Preservation 

Existing 
Non-Profit Housing CDBG,HOME $2,906,2.93 $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 ment funds . 

TOTALS $141 ,694,448 $125,610,691 $16,063,557 

SOURCE: Drafr 20tJ8-20(19 Acriun Plan, Mayor's Offi.a: uf Cumm~ity Dcvdopm.::n[, M~yorS Office of Hu Using. S:zn Fnnciscu Rs::di;ydop.mcnc A.,;,r::nr:y 
CDBG: Communky Dr:vdopmenr Block Grant HOME: Home: lnvcstm~r fl.Imc::rship 'Progi::a.m 
HOPWA.! Housi~DppormniticsfurfcrsonswithAIDS CERF: . CodeEnfura:mr:.nrR.cluibilicar:ion Fund 

Some public funds are restricred to particular housing types andlor population groups; for 

example the dderly housing pro~ (Section 202, Hord .Tax Fund), ilie disabled housing 

program (Se~rion 811, Hotel and Tax Fund), andHOPWA (Housing Opportunities for Per~ 

sons with.AIDS). Administrative costs are also not covered by most public funding soilrces. 

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 dµ:ee or 

more sources of funding to become feasible. Different funding sources may have to be tapped 

for pre-development, .c;orurrucrion, and permanent financing costs - leading to considerable 

transaction and legal costs and delays in the development process. 
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C. QUANTIFIED HOUSING GOAL 

The state Department ofHqusing and Community Devdoprnent, wirh the Association of Bay 

Area Gov~nments, determined San Francisco's f.tlr share of.the regional hous·ing. need for the 

period covering January 1999 th.rough.June 2006 at 20,372 units. Even with very aggressive 

policies and programs, given char San Francisoo is a mature, built-up city with limited large 

tracts of wideveloped land and the previous d=des' housing production recbrd, the "fuir 

share" of affordable housing units was not achieved. Table I-63 below shows char 86% of 

rhe state m.ancfued production targets and 47% of the affordable housing production for 

the period covered by rhe 2004 Residence Element were achieved.; this statistic is a result of 

the overproduction of market rate units. Appendix A pro-irides details of the City's housing 

production perf<;>rmance in the evalu,ation of the 2004 Residence Element. 

--
Hcuslng Actual 

- Goals _ Pro!lucliDn % ol ProUuC!ion Produclion 
Household-Affordability 1999·2006 I 1999-2005 Target Achimll Dellcit 

- -Toi--=,~-· -Tatal =, (SIHPIUS) 

" - ---- - - -
Very i:ow Income (below 50% AMI) 5,244 4,342 82.8% 902 

Low Income (50% - 79% AMI) 2,126 1,113 52.4% 1,013 

Moderate Income (80% - 120% AMI) 5,639 i2s 12.9% 4,914 

Market Rate (over 120% AMI) 7,363 11,293 153.4% (3,930) 

TOTALS 20,372 17,473 85.8% 

More rhan the performance in the production of very low- and low-income housing, the 
deficit of 5,750 ~ts affordable to moderate income households has heen 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 ho1;15ing affordable to I~- and moderate

income households. 

Extremely Lew (< 30% AMQ 3,294 396" ssst 1,405t 1,548t 3,904 [610) 240 1,500 

Vety Lew (31-49% AMQ 3,295 395• 556t 1,406t 1,548t 3,905 (610) . 239 1,500 

Low (SG-79% AMI) 5,535 ':ica 149t D Z7t -485 5,050 106 500 

Moderate (80-120% AMI) 6,754 569 533; 573; 1,193t 3,166 3,5!l6 0. 

Mall<et (CYel 120% AMI) 12,315 4,349 4,723 3,250 6,759 19,081 (6,766) 0 9 

TOTALS 31,193 6,48:l 6,616 
0

6,634 11,075 31,543 592 3,500 

Unics 2fforcbblc: to Exm:md.y l.n\11" :md Very Low Income: Howdi.olds do nor indudc chose: uoits ch.at: h2.'VC been. :icqLJiru! :and/or ttb.abbed ;rs pc:rmiacd 
byHou.ingE==I..w. 

""' This d~ not induck m:i.jcrr projcctt under Plmniog: revi::w indudi:o.g Puk.M~,-~ Is:bnd, or Dndlcscick Poin'C I Honll::n" Puinr Shipprd 
Phase II wbic:h arc cxpc:acd- to be compbc:d ~the 201( rcporring period. The limired. pipeline zssumption indudc proji:c:tS tb.ar :a.re; c:w::rcn.tly under 
consmaccion. cntitkd: pmjer:u (approved by Plann.111.g Dqnmnem: :znd Dcp:zmncn[ of Building Inspeo:ic:m), and projcas of 250 u.n:il:I" or I= aim:udy 
uc,dc:t Pbnnlng Dqnmm:nt review tb11t uc-apccrd.10 be mmpletcd. by 2014.; also =umts Sf Hope is- cornplCIC:d by 2014.. 
Based 012 affordablr: housing projc:c:u i:ponsctcd br, thr: M:i.1ocS Office of Housing. die: SF lL:drvclopmcntJ.r.enq md chr: SF Homing Authority. 
B:ascd ·on c:stim:ttcd indllSion:q afford~lc. housing uni~ in pmjc:cts undCI' construction. en tided and 1mdi:r Pbnnlng oc Dnl review. 

SOURCE. ABAG; SF Pl20nmg Depa== 
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D. REALIZATION OF HOUSING POTENTIAL 

1. Projects in the Pipeline 

In addition_ to new housing completed r=ntly, homing in the production pip~e is an 

important indicaror of furore development. For ·the purposes of tbis report, the Planning 

Departmen c: de£.nes the pipeline as those projem under constrirction, projec:t:S that h:i-ve been 

approved by the Building Department within the past three years or filed within the past five 

Y=- It should be noted that project applications and permitting acrivities in the near future 

could ini::rea.se _rlie n~ber of new housing production in the·n= ~ve years. 

Housing proje= move through a multi-tiered approval process .. A devclopment proposal is 

first reviewed by the Planning Department for compliance with the Planning Code and con

sistency with the General Plan. The project then goes through review by the Departm'ent of 

Building Inspection (DBI) for approval and issuance of a building permit. 0 nee con.Struction 

is finished and the project passes inspection by DBI, it is issued a certificate of final comple-. 

tion. Only when a project receives a certificate of fui.al completion can the housing units be 

officially counted as part of San Francisco's housing. stock. 

As of Decem.ber 31, 2008, the Planning Department was reviewing 148 projects, comprising 

32,160 reside.nrial units (Table I-65). At that time, 101 projects, consisting of 4,040 units, 

had been approved by the Planning Co_mmission but had yet to apply for building permirs. 

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 p=its. A number of these projects have already 

started construction, and several are nearly complete, but are yet to reccive DBfs certificate· 

of final completion. A total of 199 projects, totaling 6,820 un,its, 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 rrend,s over the last decade, however, show that as much as 

85% to 90% of pipeline projects units are completed within five to seven years. 

Type of Plpellne AciMly ND. of Projecls 
-- - - - --

Under Construction 199 

Building Permit Approved/ Issued 182 

Building Permit Application Ried 360 

Planning Department Approved 101 

Planning Department Flied 148 

Total Pipeline 990 

l\'D. DI Units 
-

6,820 

2,840 

4,350 

4,040 

32,160 

50,200 
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2. Housing Potential Under New Zoning Proposals 

Through multi-year community plann.ing dforts, the City of San Francisco has recently up

dated wning controls for over 113 or'me city. These pl~g efforts <kveloped appropriate 

zoning, heigb.ts, bulks, and densities in balance with infusttucture and funding strategies 

ro support new growth. A number of other planning effom are underw.iy in.duding Balboa 

Park, the Tran.shay Terminal District, and Japan.town which will result in increased residential 

development potential. 

Table 1-66 below· details the estimated additional potential capacity with rewn,in.g in p~ 
initiatives ai.m:ntly underway. 

- -
____ Jn~!C~~~~~~g ---~- Wit~~~pos:aRezoning_* _ 

~-- -

Additional 

Area . Undeveloped . Sett-Sites Total Esymate Total New Poler.tial-
.. - Estimate · · Units Witl1 

- Rezoning -- - ·- - -- - - -- ----- -- - -

Glen Park 5 6 11 100 89 

Japantown 99 514 613 To be determined 

Parl<Merced . 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 

Western SoMa 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 B,000 8,000 

TOTALS 1,616 1,898 5,014 33,100 28,844 

SOURCC SE' Pl""""i; Dq=tnio•" 

3. Plans for Future Affordable Housing Construction 

Stahle government support in the last few years covered al.i:nost all of the afforchble housing 

. production. Public subsidies tend to fund vr::ry low and low~income housing, with very limited 
grants allocated for moderate-income home buyers. The revised and expanded inclusion

ary affordable housing requirement is expected· to improve the' provision of new housing for 

households =ing moderate incomes. For =mple, an annual average of209 inclusionary 

affordable units were buik in the live years from 2004. to 2008 as a result of thls change. In 

comparison, only 128 in.clusionary units were built from 1992 'to 2000, or an annual average . 

ofl6 units. 
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Tables I-56 and I-57 indicated th.at there are more than enough in-fill housing opportunity 

sites ro meet the projected housing needs. Yet historic housing production trends, together 

with recent public .financing flows, could mean only some of these sites would be devdoped. 

Capital subsidies needed to bridge this ~ti.mated shorrfall can be enormous (Table I-67). 

Funds available for new affordable housing construction, rehabilitation and supportive service 

provision in 2008 totals just about $48.1 ffiillion. Tue estimated additional capital subsidies 

needed to meet the City's regional housing share would require over $ I.6 billion in funding. 

-- ---
lntllllle Category · Estimated Annual _ Estimated . Estimated C•Subsidies 

I S~orlfaD in ~jDR . AfkmlabifJty Gap · Req~ lo Meet Pro~w:tion_ Goals - - - ----- - - ~ - -- - -- . 

Extremely Low Income · 
0 $170,000 $0 

(below 30% AMI) 

Very Low Income 
0 $170,000 $0 

(30-49% AMf) 

Low Income· 
5,050 $200,000 $1,010,000,000 

(50%- 79% AMI) 

Moderate Income 
3,586 $180,000 $645,480,000 

(80%- 120% AMI) 

Total 8,636 $1,655,460,000 

• &sumc:s middle of rhc mnge, thus 15% of AN1I {EI.l), 40% of AMI (VLI),65% of.AM( (U) and 100% of AMI (Mod1:r:m~)> 2008 IncumeGuidcl°Jncs
..... 30% of annu.J housd:iold in Come 
SOURCE: SF Pbnniog· Dcpamncni:; SF M:i:yot's Office of Homing 

With the availability of future public subsidies impossible to predict at best, an oprlriustic 

assumption would anticipate funding that would sustaip d1e last decade's a:ffordable housing 

production. Achieving rhe housing production and affordability targets set by HCD-ABAG 

is clearly-very difficult. But setting r:b.e goals to be more "realistic" and ~achievable" could only 

. weaken efforts at seeking and obtaining resour~ necessar}r ro meet the City's urgent housing 

needs. 

A practical .solurion would be to uphold rhese long-term targets and annually assessing pri

orities against the reality of available resources. The City; therefore, will taler;: the production 

targets set by HCD-ABAG for its quantified housing production. objectj.ves. Each year, as 

resources are known to be, or reasonably expected to become available, shortfalls ID: achieving 

goals can be assessed, program targets shifted appmpriatdy, ~d resources allocated efficiently 

and effectively:. 

4. Opportunity Sites on Public Land 

Most San Francisco city a.gen.Ci.es do nor own.large tracts of land that do not serve as part of 

their stated mission. There are occasional exceptions; for example, when new technology 

results _in op~rational changes or when departmental objectives change over time. A few city 

agencies, notably the SF Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA, formerly Muni) an~ rhe 

5730 

Tai& f-67 
Estimated Capital 
Subsidies Required lo Meet 
Production Goals., San 
Francisco, 2007-June 2n14 



CPC ADOPTED HOUSING ELEMEl{T 2009 

San Francisco Unified School Disrrict, have found over time that some of their parcels can be 

disposed of or can be utilized for a mixture of other uses (Table 1-68). 

• San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency: The SFMTA. in particular, has 
been exploring new uses for its surplus sites where fumre housing development might 
be possible. 

·Phelan Loop and Balboa.Park Station area -Alternative use options are being 

explored fur Muni property near Balboa Park as pm of the Better Ncighhorhoods 
program. The L~acre Phelan Loop {Ocean and Phelan Avenues) is =rently the 

terminus fur the 49-Van Ness-Mission, 9AX-San Bruno Express, 9BX-San Bruno 
Exp=s, and 9X-San Bruno Exp= lines. This site has the capacity to accom
modate ground floor commercial uses and some 80 dwelling units. In addition, 
SFMTAand Bay Area Rapid Transit{BART) properties colleaively called Upper 
Yard and BART Station area, with some in-fill devdopment along San Jose Avenue 
can together have capacity for more than 400 new units. 

;presidia Trolley Coach Division (at Geary and Masonic) - Covers 5.4 acres 
and services about 170 trolley coaches. It is an attractive location for retail, office 

and housing devdopmcnt. ff rezoned from P (Public) to.NC-3 {Neighborhood 
Co=ercial-Moderate Scale) like the adjacent properties along Geary Boulevard, 
the site has a capacity of 392 units · 

Woods Motor Coach Division (adjacent to the 22nd Street Caltrain Starion) 
-At the end of the Dogpatch's ~ neighborhood co=ercial street, this 3.9 
acre site is ideal for high-density, mixed. use residential developinent. Ir lies within 
the Central Waterfront plan area and is estimated ro 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 puking garage above the yard, ot market-rate and affordable housing. If 

· developed as a Planned Unit Development (PUD), this site could accommodate 
318 units. . 

18th & Castro Streets - The SFMIA. is also i,n. conversation with the AIDS 
Housing Alliance to develop the rwo parking lots in the Castro for some 100 

housing unitS specifically fur p~ple with HNI 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 devdop.fllcnt. The SFUSD's Seven!Eleven Committee for Long-Term 
Leasing and Property Sales has dereIIDined that approximately 20% of the District's · 
current square footage is considered surplus. They have engaged Bay Area Economics 
to.srudy the potential and viability ofhousing for some of these areas. SFUSD expects 
the srudy and its· recommendatiolis to be complered by January 2009. 1 

• San Francisco Community College District (SFCCD)/ S~ Francisco Public Utili
ties Commission (SFPUC): Both the SFCCD and the SFPUC's Water Dep~ent 
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-
-·----------------·--·-

] Convam:ioi:i vrith Phillip Smith, Director of the San f13nc:ism Unified School Dimia's Red bare: and..Am:r. M~cm~t sc:aion, Aucmc 21. 200& 
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ning estimates between 575 to 1,000 new housing uni11; could be built on th.is site. 

Central Freeway Parcds: Demolition of the Central Freeway freed up some seven 
acres of public lands fur residential developmenL The freeway parcels have an esti

mated housing development potential capacity of 900 units. About"half of these public 
lands 'Will be dedicaied to affordable housing. 

MTA Phelan Loop Turnaround 1.4 so. 

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 ReseNoir 15.0 425 

Central Freeway Parcels 7.0 900 

TOTAL 56_6 4,112 
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i. SU f\!1M.ARY. Or OBJECT!Vt:S & POLICIES 

ISSUE 1: 
ADEQUATE StTES 

OBJECTIVE1 

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE 
FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE 
SITES TO MEET IBE CITY'S HOUS
ING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMA
NENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

POUCY1.1 

Plan for the full range of housing needs 
in the City and County of San Francisco, 
especially affordable housing. 

POUCY1.2 

Focus housing growth and infrastructure• 
· necessary to support growth according 
to communrry plans. Complete planning 
undeiway in key opportunity areas such 
as Treasure Island, Candlestick Park and 
Hunter's Point Shipyard. 

POLICY 1.3 

Work proactively to identify and secure 
opportunity sites for permanen1ly 
affordable housing .. · 

POUCY1.4 

Ensure community based planning 
processes are used to generate changes 
to land use controls. 

POUCY1.5 · 

Consider secondary units in community 
"plans where there is neighborhoocj 
support and when other neighborhood 
goals can be achieved, especially if that 
housing is made permanently affordable to 
lower-income households. · 

POUCY1.6 

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 .. 

POUCY1.7 

Consider public health objectives when 
designating and promoting housing 
development sites. 

POUCY1.B 

'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. 

POUCYUD 

Support new housing projects, especially 
affordable housing, where households 
can easily rely on public transportation, 
walking and bicycling for the majority of 
daily trips. 

ISSUE2: 

CONSERVE .AND IMPROVE 
EXISTING STOCK 

OBJECTIVE2 

RETAIN.EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, 
AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAIN
TENANCE STANDARDS, Wm-tOUT 
JI;OPARDIZ!NG AFFORDABILITY. 

POLICY2.1 

Discourage the demolition of sound 
existing housing, unless the demolition 
results in a net increase in affordable 
housing. 

POUCY22 

Reteip exis1ing housing by rontrolling the 
merger of residential units, except where a 
merger clearly creates new fam'ily housing. 

POUCY2.3 

Prevent the removal or reduction "of 
housing for parkjng. 

POUCY2.4 

Promote improvements and continued 
maintenance to exis1ing units to ensure 
long term habitation and safety. 

POUCY2.5 

Encourage and support the seismic 
retrofilling of the existing housing stock. 
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OBJECTIVE3 

PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF 
IBE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK, 
ESPECIALLY RENTAL UNITS. 

POLICY3.1 

Preserve rental units,espet:ially rent 
controlled units, to meet the City's 
affordable housing needs. 

POUCY3.2 

Promote voluntary housing acquisition and 
rehabilitation to protect affordability for 
exis1ing occupants. 

POUCY3.3 

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. 

POUCY3.5 

Retain permanently affordable residential 
hotels and single room o=ipancy (SRO) 
Uflits. 

ISSUE 3: 
EQUAL HOUSING 
OPPORTUf\!iTJES 

OBJECTIVE4 

FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT 
MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESI
DENTS ACROSS LIFECYCLES. 

POUCY4.1 

Develop new housing, and encourage the 
remodeling of existing housing, for families 
with children. 

POUCY42 

Provide a range of housing options for 
residents with special needs for housing 
support and services. 

POUCY4.3 

Create housing for people with disabilities 
and aging adults by including universal 
design principles in new and rehabili\ated 
housing units. 
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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 ofthi! City's 
neighborhoods, and encourage integrated 
neighborhoods, wT!h.a dive!"Sity of unit . 
types provided at a range of income levels. 

POLICY4.6 

Encourage an equitable distribution of 
growth according to infrastructure and site 
capacity. 

POUCY4.7. 

Consider environmental justice issues 
when planning for new housing, especially 
affordable housing. 

OBJECTIVES 

ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS 
HAVE EQUAL ACCESS TO AVAIL

ABLE UNITS. 

POUCY5.1 

Ensure all residents of San Francisco have 
equBI access to subsidized housing units. 

POUCY52 

Increase access to housing, particuiarty 
for households who might not be aware of 
their housing choices. 

POUCY5.3 

Prevent housing discrimination, particularly 
against immigrants and households with 
children. 

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. 

POUCYS.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 most in 
need, including faf!'lilies and immigrants. 

ISSUE4: 
FACIL!TATE PERMANENTLY 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

OBJECTIVE7 

SECURE FUNDING AND RE
SOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY 

AFFORDABUE HOUSING, INCLUDING 
INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE 
NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON TRADI
TIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL 

POUCY7.1 

Expand the financial resources available 
for permanenttv affordable housing, · 
especially permanent sources. 

POLICY72 

Strengthen San Francisco's affordable 
housing efforti; by planning and 
advocating at regional, s1B1e and federal 
levels. 

POLICY7.3 

Recognize the importance of funds for 
operations, maintenance and services 
to the success of affordable housing 
programs. 

POUCY7.4 

Facifllate affordable housing development 
through land subsidy programs, such as 
land trusts and land dedica1ion. 

POLICY7.5 

Encourage the prpductiDn of affordable 
housing 1hrough 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. · 
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POUCY7.7 

Support housing for middle income 
households, especially through programs 
that dD not require a direc::t public subsidy. 

POUCY7.B 

Develop, promote, and improve ownership 
models which ·enable households to 
achieve homeownerahip within their 
means, such as cjown-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. 

POLICYB2 

Encourage employers located within San 
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 FEDERAi., STATE DR LOCAL 
SOURCES. . 

POUCY9.1 

Protect the affordability of units at risk of 
losing subsidies or being converted to 
market rate housing. 

POUCY92 

Continue prioritizalion of preservation of 
existing affordable housing as 1he most 
effective means of providing affordable · 
housing. 

POLICY9.3 · 

Maintain and improve the cond"rtion of the 
eXisting·supply of public housing, through 
programs such as HOPE SF. 
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I. SUM!\t1ARY OF OBJECTIVES & POLICIES 

ISSUE 5: 
REMOVE CONSIRA!NTS TO 
THE CONSTRUCTiON AND 
REHABILITATION OF HOUSING 

OBJECTIVE 10 

ENSURE A STREAMLINED, YET 
THOROUGH, AND TRANSPARENT 
DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 

POUCY10.1 

Create certainty in the development 
entitlement process, by providing clear 
=mm unity 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. 

POLlcY 10.4 

Support state legislation and programs 
that promote environmentally favorable 
projects_ 

!SSUE5: 
MAINT.Li,.IN THE UNIQUE 
. AND DIVERSE CHARACTER 
OF SAN FHANCISCO'S 
NEiGH50RHOODS 

OBJECTIVE 11 

SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DI
VERSE AND DISTINCT .CHARACTER 
OF SAN FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBOR
HOODS. 

POUCY11.1 

Pro mote the construction and 
rehabilitation of well"des!gned housing 
that emphasizes beauty, flexibility, and 
innovative design, and respects existing 
neighborhood character. 

POUCY11.2. 

Ensure implementation of accepted design . 
standards in project approvals. ' 

POLICY 11.3 

Ensure growth is accommodated without 
sub~ially and adversely impacting 
existing residential neighborhood 
character. 

POUCY1.1-4 

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 compatJbnity with prevailing 
neighborhood character_ 

POUCY11.6 

. Foster.a sense ofcommunity through 
architectural design, using features that 
promote c~mmunity interaction. 

POUC?Y 11.7 

Respect San Francisco's historic fabric, 
by preserving tandmark buildings and 
ensuring =nsistency with historic districts_ 

PDUCY 11.B 

Consider a neighborhood's character 
When· integrating new uses, and minimize 
disruption caused by expansion of 
institutions into residential areas. 

POUCY11.9 

Foster development that strengthens local 
culture sense of pla~ and history. 

ISSUE 7: 
BALANCE HOUSING · 
CONSTRUCTION AND. 
COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE 

OBJECTIVE12 

BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH 
ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT 
SERVES THE CllY'S GROWING 
POPULATION. 

POLICY12.1 .. 

Encourage new housing that relies 
on transit use and_ environmentally 
sustainable patterns of movement 
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POUCY12.2 

Consider the proximity of quafrt:y of life . 
elements, such !!S open space, child · 
care, and neighborhood services, when 
developing new housing units. 

POUCY1.2.3 

Ensure new housing is sustainably 
supported by the City's public 
infr~structure systems. 

ISSUES: 
PR!ORlllZiNG SUSTP.iNABLE 
Df::VELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVE 13 

PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVEL
OPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND 
CONSTRUCTING NEW HOUSING. 

POLICY 13.1 

Support •smart" regional growth that 
locates new housing close to jobs and 
transit 

POLicY 13.2. 

Work with localities across the region to 
coordinate the production of afford ab! e 
housing region wide a=rding to 
sustainability principles_ 

POUcY13.3 

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 dement law mandates that local governments 

adequately plan to meet me existing and projected housing 
needs of all economic segments of the co=unity. The City 
of San Francisco h:aS_ 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 Pan: one. The Housing Element is intended to 

provide the policy badgrnund for housing programs and 
decisions; and to provide broad direction towards meer
ing the City's housing goals. As with ocher elements of tlie 
General Pkn, it provides the policy fu.mewor.k for future 

planning decisi~ns, and indicares the n= steps the City 
plans to take to implement the Housing Element's objec
tives and policies. Adoption of the Housing Element does 
nor modify I.and use, specify areas for increased height or 

density, suggest sped.fie controls for individual neighbor

hoods, implerne~t changes to the Zoning Map or Planning 

Code'. or direct funding· for housing development. Any 
such changes would require significant community and 
related legislative processes, as well as review and public 

hearings befor:e 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 
residmts. As a hub for the region; San Francisco hosts a 

significant proportion of the City'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 - ;iowl.y :.. growing, particularly in 
the categories of linancial and professional services, ~d 
knowledge industries such as biotechnology; digital media, 
and clean technology. With new employment oppori:uni
!ies comes the increased demand for a variety. of ho~fu.g 
typa. ~ 

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 will be from low and very 
low income households (hou~eholds earn:mg under 80% 
of area median income), and another 22% alfo~dable from 
households of moderate rp.eans (earning betwee~ 80 and 

120% of area· median inco~e). The policies and pro~s 
offer srrategia ro address these speciJic 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, die Stare Department of Housing 

and O;immunity Development (HCD), with the Associa

tion of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), estimates that San 

Francisco must plan for rhe capacity for roughly 31,000 

nevi units, 60% of which should be suitable for housing 

for t):i.e extremely low, very low, law and. moderate into~e 
householck, in the na:r Housing Element period. to meet 

its share of the region's pro jeered housing demand. Because 

San Francisco also shares diese state and r~onal objectives 

to increase the supply of housing. improve the regional 

jobs-hous~ balance, protect the environment, and pro

mote a more efficient development pattern, di.is Housing 

Element works to.meet those rugets. 

The City's Housing Values 

In developing the 2009 Housing Element Update, the City 

wodced closely across agencies and broadly with San Fran

cisco neighborhoods, community o~ganizations, housing 

DRl\FT l<CIEIS\r>G ELEMENT W09 PART ii 

advocates, and residents. 1hr~ugh a broad outreach process 

that included a Community Advisory Body; srala:holder 

sessions, over 30 community workshops, moui:hly office 

hours, and interactive web o~treach. including an onl.ine 

survey; four housiug values were developed to guide the 

2009 Housing Element 

1: Prioritize permanendy a.ffordahk. homing. Across 

the City, participants acknowledged that the .cost of 

housing in San Francisco was an issue affecting ev

eryone, from working families to the very poor. Thus 
the Housing Element focuses on creating the right 

type of housing, to meet the financial, physical and 

spacial needs of all of our residents who cannot afford 

market-rate housing. This requires nor only creating 
new housing, hut addressing th"e numerous housing 

types needed for San ·Francisco's diverse popularion. 

and preserving and maintaining the exi.srin.g housing 

stock, which provides some of the City's most afford.

able units. 

2. Recognize a1ul. pres~e neighborhood character. 

Rt:sidrots nf San Francisco, from its wealthiest ueigh

borhoods to its lower income areas, prioritized their 
own neighboi:hoods' physiotl and cultural character. 

Therefore the Housing Elemenr. recognizes that :my 
plans for housing, from individ~ projects to com.

~unity plaus, need to acknowledge th.e unique needs 
of individual neighborhood which th.ey are located. 

No individual strategies proposed in this Housing 

Element are appropriate univcrsally; each needs to be 

considered within the neighborhood conrext. By us

ing community planning processes that are driven by· 
the input of the community itself, rb.e City earl. ensure 

that the best: qualities of ncighboihoods are not only 

maintained, but strengthened. · 

3. Integrate plamting of housing, jobs, transportation 

and infrastruaure. Participants stressed that ~ousing 

does a.or occur in a vacuum- that suc=sful housing 

must be considered as a part of a whole neighborhood, 

one that includes public infrastrucnm: such as transit, 

open space and community facilities, and privacely 

provided. infustrucrure such as retail and neighbor

hood services." As one considers tb.e needs of various 

household types, steps must be taken to ea.courage 

amenities required by families, such as child care, 

schools, libraries, parks and other services. 

3 
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San Francisco General Plan. 

. 4. Cultivate the City as a sust:ainable. model of devel

opment. The City's residents recognized the 'Ciry's 

social, practical and legislative responsibility to address 

housing needs fi:-om both the local and the regional 

perspectiv:e, given San Francisco's role as a job center 

and a transit nexus. Thus, the Housing Element pri

oritizes increasing rransit availability ~d a=sibiliry, 

and prioritizing housmg development where transit 

and ot:her mode options are improved, to reduce the 

impacts of greenhouse gas emissions. It promotes 

a green= developme.i:it in both new and reconstruction. 

Ir does not, however, promote growth at all coSts: the 

Housing Element recognizes that a truly sustainable 

San Francisco balanc~ housing production with orher 

major values discussed 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 

d=ands, rb.-e Planning Department has eDg2ged several 

neighborhoods in specific comm.unity p~ efforts. 

Ten comm.unity plans- rhe Candlestick and Hunters Point 

Shipyard Plans, Rincon Hill, Market & Octavia, cC:irra! 
Waterfront, East SoMa, Mission, Sho'wplace Square/Potrero 

Hill and Balboa Park Area Plans, and the Visitacion Valley 

Master & Redevelopment Plan - have been adopted since 

rhe 2004 Housing Element update. Togethci rhese recently 

adopted Plan Areas are projecred to add growth of ai.n:;_ost 

40,000 new units, which, in combination with cirywide 

infill potential provides .sires which can accommodate over 

6,000 new units, as cited in Part 1 of the Housing El~ent. 
Ongoing community planning effom, including major 

redevelopmem: plans at Mission Bay, Treasure Island and 

Hunter's :roinr: Naval Shipyard, will add even more capac

ity over the next 20 years. 

Im.pl=entarion of these plans, both on the housing and 

infrastructure side still requires significant planning and 

support. The City has made. strides in devdoping new 

housing to serve di.at growW:g population - ahour 18,960 

new ho~g units were added to rhe City's housing stock 

since 2000 - housing affordabilicy continues to be a major 

policy issue. Even with very successful policies and pro

gr:arns, and an all~rim.e high a:verage production rate 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 au affordable ho~ing prodU:ction. 1 Because . 

of the high cost of housing subsidies required to provide a 

unit to low and very low income households r.mges fi:-om 

$1_70,000 to $.200,000 per unit. _Total costs to meet the · 

rota! need projected by the RHNAs exceed $2 billion do!~ 

hrs, 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 rhe 

short term. 

This Housing Element addresses residential development 

during a period of national recession, against a backdrop 

of reductiop.s in sale and rental values, pacldogs of u.nSoid · 
units, and a dearrh of funding for new h~using develop

ment. Working within. this context, rhe Hotising Element 

Stresses stabilization rnategies that respond to th~ ~o- . 

nomic downturn. Creative new context specific strategies 

in dude: 

• Sn;i.all-site acquisition and rehabilitation, where rhe 
City: takes an active role in sectui.ug and stabilizing 
existing units as permanently affordable housing .. 

• Owner-initiated rehabilitation, where r:b.e City sup-. 
. pores- financially or otherwise - owner or landlord 
initiated improvements t~ existing housing, par
ticularly at-rislc rental units. 

• Projecrp=erships, fostering relationships between 
affordable and market rate developm on new sites, 
or on projecrs· which may have scalled, to expand 
affordable housing.opporruniries. 

• Providing assistance in foreclosures, including as
sistance to existing. homeowners and working to 
secure foreclosed units as affordable opportunities. 

Howev:er, even with these .strategies the City will not likely 

see the development 31,000 new units, particulady its af
fordability g:oals 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 El=ent support further 

housing development. HoweVer, realizing the City's hous

ing targets requires tremendous public and private financ

ing - given the state and local economy and private finance 

conditions is nor: likely to be availabl~ during the period of 

this Housing Elemenr. 

--··--·--·-·--··-·-----··-·--·-·--·····-···-··------···--···-·-··--·-····· 
l Note: Other major cic~ such ~ OUb.n.d. :md l.cs Angeles, 5.cecl the- amc- d:Wlc:ng~ 

mccring on :i~c only 30% of chci.r :afford.ability r::zr:cr:s 
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For the City is rn be truly su=sful in achieving the 
type and arn.ounr of housing targeted by the RHNAs 
and mandated by. local and regional susrainability goals, 

a full partnership with the state and the region is required. 

Funding ar the state and regional levcls need to continue 

to consider. - and prioritize - San Francisco's share of the 
~tewide housing, particularly its affordability challenges, 

when allocaring funding for afford.able housing and for 

public infrascrucru= Only th~~h this partnership, and 

if in.6:asrmcrure and housing funding prioriries are coor

dinated. with region.al growth objecrives, ~the City truly 
· move towards these housing production targets. 

Acknowledging Tradeoffs 

The Housing Element is intended to be an integrated, 

intCmaJJy consistent and compatible statement of policies 

for housing in San Francisco, based. upon the goals of the 

citizens of ili.~ Ory. However, many of these goals have a 

narural tension berween them. For example, the relation- · 

ship of market rate to affordable housing can often seem. 

competitive, ~d even oppositional. Yer increased levds of 

affoidabl!= housing' cmnot be achi~ withom: the private 

· developm.;.m: sector, which bring; significant funding to

wards affordable housing and its needed services through 

taX reven~~, incluslonary requi.=ents and other fees. In. 
balancfug this reiationship, the City needs to consider haw 

all ryp~ 'iihousing coo.tribute to ovetall g0als.. 

Another tension exists between the demand for more hous-
. ing in San· Francisco and the impact __: real or perceived. · 

- thar new development can have on neighborhoods. To 

meet local and regional sustainability goals, mo:fC housing 

and greater density is required, but growth needs rn be · 

shaped;~ that'it does riot occur·_at the expense of valued 

San :Fraricisco ne~bc:irhood qualities. Co=unity plans 

balance these factors to increase housing equitably while 
mu_ preserving what pec:iple love about their neighbor

hoods. 
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Another major.issue to balance is the rdationship between. 

housing and in&asrructure The qty's goal is ro locate hous

ing in areas that already have access to infrastructure and . 

services, many sires large enough for affordable housing are 

often found in tranSitioning areas thar require additional 

infustrucrurc. The City needs to seek.equilibrium for hous

ing opporrunities by priorititlng increased infrasrrucrure or 

services to these transitioning areas. 

The purpose of this Housing Element is not to resolve all of 

those tensions, burro provide.a framework the City can use 

to highlight concerns that should be balanced by qecision 

makers, to achieve the City's stated housing goals. 

The Document 

The objectives and pol.icies that follow are intended to 

~s the State's objeccives and the City's most pressing 

h~using issues: identifying adequate ho~ing sites, con

serving and improving existing housing, providing equal 

housing opporrunities, facilitating permanently affOrdable 

housing, removing government co~ts to the con

struction and rehabilitation of housing, maintaining the 

unique and diverse charatter of San Francisco'; n~i?;hbor
hoods, balancing housing ccinsttuction with community 

in.&astrucrure, and sustainability. ·Ea.ch set of objecrive.5 

and related. policies is accompanied by impl.ementingpro

grams - a detailed schedule of actions that will implement 

the housing element including timelines, steps, projected 

outcomes and entities responsibl_e for. each action. Also, 
each ser of objectives and-policies is full!Jwed by ~series of 

strategies for farther review~ ideas which w= raised over 

the course of the Housing Element devdopment and our

re:ach. which require further =mination, and potentially 

long-term srudy, before they can be direi:tly implemented. 

These ~es will be examined in more detail with the 

appropriate agencies over the course of the drafi: Housing 

Element's. review, to determine if such strategies arc 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 in.creased, and more people seek to live closer 
to where they work. The need ·fur housing comes from 
households of all income levels. . 

In an effort to manage the regional growth and accommo

date projecred. housing needs throughout the Bay .Ar.ea, the 
Association of Bay Area Go~ents (ABAG) allocates a 
number of housing units at various income levels to each' 
community in the region based on projected job growth.. 

. ABAG has allocated more _than 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 110% 

of Area Median Income) or bdow. 

Reaching ~ese 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 identi.fi.ecl Housing sites must be considered 

=.fully in order to make the most of a limited land sup
ply while ensuring that new housing is. in keeping with 
odsting neighborhood character. Specific criterfa should 
be considered when plannin.g for, and securing, sites for 
housing. To enable easy access and movement throughout 
the City; h1::msing should be located close ro transit, and · 

to other necessary public ~crure such as schools, 
packs and open space, as well as quasi-public or privatdy · 

. provided services such as child caie and health facilities. 
To enable a=s to retail and services, new housing should 

· be located through.out the City in a mixed-use .fyishion.. To 
ensure the health of residents, housing should be located 

away from concentrations of heali:h-impacting land o,ses. 

New housing is not the only answer to addressing housing 
needs in S:;n Francisco. Other strategies; such as retention 

of existing Un.its, and making existing units _p=anently 
affordable, as discussed in 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 affo.rdable 
housing. 

San Francis~ are a diverse population, with a diverse set 
of housing needs. Furore housing policy and pla:aning ef.. 
forts must take into account the diverse needs for housing. 

The RHNA projections inPJc:ate housing goals for va,ri-. 
ous income 'levels, these provide basic planning goals foi 
housing affordability. San Francisco's housing policies and 

programs should provide strategies that promote housing 
at each income levd, and furthermore identify sub-groups, 
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ruch as middle income and exo:c:m'.ely low income house

holds. tlw: require specific housing policy: In addition to 
planning for affordability, the Cky should plan for housing 
that serves a variety of household types ~d sizes. 

POUCY1.2 

Focus housing growth and.infrastruclure-necessary 
to supp9rt growth according to community plans. 
Complete planning underway in key opporti.inity 
areas such as Treasure Island, Candlestic~ Park and. 
Hunter's Point Shipyard. · 

In order to increase the supply and affordability ofhonsing, 
the City has en~oed in significant planning fur housing 
through.Area Plans_ (portions of the General Plan which fo

cus on·a particular part of the City), Redevelopment Plans 
(community i:evi~on plans authorized and organized 
under the provisions of the California Co=unity &de

velopment Law), ahc;l ?1-ajor development projects created 
in partnership with private sponsor$. Adopted c:o=unity 
plans include Balboa Parle, Market and Octavia_ and the 
Central Warerfrom ncighhomoods; the Eastern Neighbor

hoods progn=. including the Mission, South of Marker, 
Showplace Square and Potrero Hill; Candlestick,. and 
Hunt= Point Shipyard; and severu &development Area 
Plans, most recently Visitacion VaTiey/Schlage Lock. 

Plans underway include Glen Park, Western-So.Ma and 
Executive Park. Orher majorprojem" in development with: 
che City include Th:asure Island; Park Merced and the 
Transb2y Transit Center. These op.going community plan
ning c:fl?rtS should coi;i.tinue. These ptojecis 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. 

···-.! I . 
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Together, these planning efforts could provid~ capacity 
for significantly more than the 31,000 units allocated for 
this planning period (2007-2014). However these plans 
will require significant investment in infrastructure and 

supporting services in order to support ~ growth. Each 
adopted pl.an contains related programs for affordable 
housing (directing the mix of ho using types, tenures and. af

fordability needs), io:fuistrucrure a:ndcommunity services, 
they alSo contain design guidelines and co=unity review 
procedures. The. City should prioritize public investmeni:: 
in these pkn areas, according to each plans' .infu.struccure 
and community improvement program. These· plans will 
also require diligence in their application: each plan con
tains numerous policies and principles intended to ensure 

neighbm:hood 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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, . . Estimated New Housing 

P!an Area' Maior Proiect · Construciion Potential* 

Balboa Park Area Plan 1,606 

Marke}/Qcfuvia Area· Plan .6,000 

Central Watertront Area Plan 2,000 

1,700 .. 

East SOMA Area Plan 2,900 

Sh~lqce-Sq~are.f.Pi:itre_rq f:lil\ Area:· Pian '' .· o,- · ..• _,... ·'' .. · .. 3,200- . 

Rincon Hhl Area Plan 4,100 

.. Visitacior] Valley Redevelopment Plan 1,500 

Transbay Redevelopment Plan 3,400 
-----

Mission E?aY. RE!O.~E!lopment Plan .... 3,000_, ----
10,000 Hunters Point Shipyard/ Candlestick 

Point · 

Executive .Park 1,600. 

Glen Pa,rk 100 

Park Merced 5,600 

Transit Center'DistrlCt 1;200 

West SOMA 2,700 

Treasure Island 7,000 

· TOTAL 57,800 

POLICY1:.3 

Work proactively to identify and secure opportunity 
sites for permanently affordable housing. 

While in previous years ~d pri\:es have dramatically in
creased, rurrent land prices s= to have stabilized. This 

may provide opportunity for sires for permaiiently af_: 
fordable housing development that should be ~ely 
pursued. . 

Publicly-ownetl land offers unique opponunity for devel

opment of affori;f.able housing. The City should regularly 

review its inventory of surpfus, vacant or rinderused public 

property; through an annual reporting process thar pro

vides such information to the Mayors Office of Housing. 

Public property no lon!!P' needed for current or foreseeable 

.·I 
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future public operations, such as public offices, schools or 

utilities should be considered for sale or lease for devdop

ment of permanently affordable housing. The City should 

ensure that furore land needs for transit, schools and other 

services will be c;ons.idered before public land is repurposed 

to support affordable housing. Where sites are not appro

priate for :Ufordable housing, revenue generated &om sale 
of surplus lands should continue to be channeled into the 

City's Affordable Housing Fund t.µlder the San Francisco 

.Ad.minlstrarive Code Sections 23A9 ·- 11. 

The City's land-holding agencies should also look for cre

ative opportunities t~ partner With affordable housing de

velopers. This mar include identifying buildings where air 

rights may be made aviilable for housing without interfer

ing with their Ci:Lrrent public use; sires where housing could 

be located over public parking, t:ranslt facilities or warer 

storage fu.cilities; or reconsrruction opporrunities where 
public uses could be rebuilt~ part of a joint-use affordable 

housing projecr.1).gencies should also look for opportUni

ties where public facilities could be relocated to other, more 

approp.ri;ite sites, thereby making such sites available fur 

hoU:Sing devdopment. For example, certain Muni fleet 
storage sites located in dense mixed-use or residential areas 

could be relocated., thereby allowing in-fill mixed use or 

residential development. The City should proactively seek 
sires for affordable housing development by buying devel

opmentli that are no longer moving towards completion. 

This may include properties that have =ived some or 

:all City land use entitlements. properties that have begun 
construction but cannot continue, or properties that have 

completed. construction, but whose owners must sell.· 

; POL1CY1.4 

Ensure community based planning processes are 
used to generate chal)ges to land use controls. 

Community plans are an opportunity for neighborhoods 

to work with the City to develop a strategic plan for their 

furore, including housing, services and amenitie~. Such 
plans can be used to target growth strategically to increase 

infill development in locations dose to transit and other 

needed services, as appropriate. Community plans also 

devdop or . update neighborhood specific design guide

lines, infrasuuctuie. plans,· and historic resources surveys, 

as appi;opriate. As noted abo~e; in recent yea.rs the City has 
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undertaken siga.ifiamt rommunity based planning efforts 

to accommodate- projected growth. Zoziliig changes that 

involve several parcels or blocks should always involve sig

nilicant co=unity outreach. Additionally zoning changes 

thar involve several blocks should always be made as part of 

a community based. planning process. 

Any new community based planning processes should 

be initiated in partriership with the: ncighbothood, and 

involve the full range of City stakeholders. The process . 

should be initiated by the Board of Supervisoci, wirh the 

support of r:he District Supervisor, through their adoption 

of the Planning Departnient's or other overseeing agency's 

work program; and the scope of.the pro=s should be ap

proved by r:he Planning Commission.. To assure that the 

Planning Department, and other agencies involved in land . 

use approvals conduct adequate community outreach, any 

changes to land use policies and controls that result from the 

community planning process may be proposed only after 

an open and publidy notieed process, after review of a drafr 
plati and environmental review, ·and with comprehensive 

opportunity fur co=wtlty input. Proposed changes musr 

be approved by the Planning Commission and Board of 

Supervisors at a duly noticed public hearipg. Additionally, 

me· Depanment's Work Program .allows citizens ro know 

. whar areas are proposed for community planning. The 

Pla:nn.ing Depamnent should use the Work Program as a 

vehicle to info= the public about all of its activities, and 

should publish and post the Wprk Program to its webpage, 

and make it available:; for review at the Department. 

POLICY1.S 

Consider 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. 

Within a communiiy planning process, the Ciry- may ex

plore where secondary units can occur without adversely 

affecting the =erior appearance of the building, or in . 

the case of new construction, where they can be accom

modated within the permitt~d building envelope. The 

process may also examine where existing secondarj units 

can be legalized, for example through an amnesty program 

that requires building owners to increase their safety and 

. habitability. Secondary units shollld be limited in size m 

control their impact. 

POLICY1.6 

Consider greater flexibility in number and size 
of units within established building envelopes in 
community based planning processes, espeeially 
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 oflotarea. This limitation.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 apa.rnnent both count ~ a single unit. Setting 

density standards encourages larger units and is particularly 

tailored for lower density neighborhoods consisting pri

marily of one- or rwo-fumily dwell.iiigs. However, in some 

areas which consist mostly of taller apartments and which 

are well served by transit, the volume of the building rather 

than number of units might more appropriately eanrrol 

the density. 

. Within a c:;om.munity 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 reside;ntial square footage, 

rather than density controh thar are not consistent with ex-S=ndary uniu (in-law" or "granny units") are smaller 

dw~ ui:tits within a structure containing. another much 

larger unit, frequently in basements, using space that 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 units at 

relatively low rents. 

. isring patterns. In setting allowable residential densities in 

established neighborhoods, consideration should be given 

ro the prevailing building type in the surrounding area 

so that n~ development does not detract from existing 
. character. In some areas, such a.S RH-I and RH-2, existing 

height and bulk patterns should be maintained ro protect 

neighborhood ~aracte~. 
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POLICY1.7 

Consider public health objectives when designating 
and promoting housing development sites. 

A heakhy neighborhood has a b~ce of housing and the 

amenities needed by residents at a neighborhood level, such 

as neig~orhood serving retail, particularly stores offering 

fresh produce, child= and medical services. Community 

planning efforts should include requirements, incencives 010 

bonuses to encourage necessary amenities as appropriate. 

Land use and rransportarion planning decisions are directly 

related to environmqiµl health ahd justice issues in San 

Francisco. For example, SFDPH environmental heal.th 

inspectors frequently observe that (amilks live in buildings. 

that cause a variety of health outcomes such as astlui:ia and 

lead poisoning. Undemanding ID;e imparu of past uses on 

me soil, the proximiry to currently opei:acing heavy indus

trial uses, and the surrounding air quality ~e critical when 

developing housing. 

In 2007 the San Francisco Depa=ent of Public Health 

completed the Healthy Development Measure . Tool 

(HDMI}, a system to evaluate health impact& of new de

velopment. The HDMf proposes a checklist for evaluating 
a range of project types from smaller housing developm=ts 

to neighborhood wide·co=unityplans. Th~ HDMf cav
ers six· topics: <;nvironmental stewardship, sustainable and 

safe rransportation, p!J.blic infrastructure (ac= to goods· 

and services), social oohesion, adequate and healthy hous

ing, and a healthy economy, with over 100 benchmar~ 
in total. The level of analysis the rool provides can be very 

useful in developing housing policy. and prog=Ils for 
a large area. as it can aide in identifying gaps in services 

and aa;lenities to be addres5ed at a policy level Beaiuse of 

HDMr t<?Ofs breadth, iris important that it be used in the 

appropriate contert. Therefore !;he HDMf should be used 

to provide :i general review of overall comext, particularly 

in the ckvelopment 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.· 

DP.AFT HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 PART II 

San Francisco has a strorig tradition of mixed-use neigh

borhoods, allowing residents to talre advantage of the City's 

rich niix of servic;es and amenities on foot and by rransit. 

Mixed-use buildings in San Francisco allow residents to 

live above street-front commercial space, services or instj.

tutional uses. Housing ~hould continue.to be considered as 
a joint use with all compatible non-residential uses. While 

separation of some uses will always be requir>:d.to protect 

public health, the majority of the City's non"residential 

uses, sucb as retail, services and WOI:kplaces, 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.artlcularly the need for affordable 
housing for lower income workers and students. 

New commercial or other non-res.idenrial development 

ptojecrs increase the City's employment base, tliereby 
increasing. the demand for horising. Sunilarly; 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 existing housing stock. 
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The City's Jobs-Housing Linkaf;e Program, whiili collecrs 

fees for affordable housing production from commer

cial developm~nts, should continue to be enforced and 

monitored. Higher educational institutions should assist 

in ·the provision of addirional housing, including afford

able housing, as well The City should use the insritutional 

~aster plan. (IlviP) process required by the City's Planning 
Code to encourage insdtutions to provide housing, should 

support new construction of student housing that could 

reduce pressure on the existing hou.i-ing stock, and should 

consider incentives for student housing develop~ent: 

POLICY 1.10 

Support new housing projects, especially affordable 
housing, where households can easily rely on pu.blic 
transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority 
of daily trips. 

San Francisco enjoy> an extensive network of transit lines, 

including a nu.mber of major transit lines that provide 

nearby residents with the opportunity to move abo~t the 
.City without need of a car. Because of proximity to· transit 

and bicycle nerwoi:.ks, .neighborhood serving businesses 

and job centers, some 29% of the City's households do not 

own cars and 33% of San Franciscans take public transit 

ro work, with higher rares for households in transit-rich 

areas. Infill housing in transit-rich areas can provide lower 

income households, :affordable. unsubsidized. housipg of>

pon:imiries. 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. 

In reviewing .i;eliance on public transportation, it is impor
tant to ~sh areas tb.ar are utransit-rich," and locatec{ 

along major transit lines, from those that are simply served 

by transit. For the purposes of this Housing Element, "ma

jor transit lines" are defined as those ~ have signifi=t 

ridership and ·comprehensive service -. meaning almost 

24-hour service with minimal headways. This network of 

major transit: lines includes BART's heavy rail lines, MON! 
Metro's lighc rail syorem including the F, J, K, L, M and N 
lines, :;nd Mui:ti.'s major arrerial, high-ridership, frequem 

service local nerwork lipes. These lines are defined and 

prioritized in Munfs Transit Effecriveness Project (TEP) a5 

rhe. "Rapid Network," pending environmemal review. The 

Depar=ent should support housing projects along these 

major transit lines provided they are consistent with cur

renr_zoning. and design guidelines. 
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Issue 2: 
Conserve and Improve "Existing Stock 

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 furure generations .. Nearly 
all of San Francisco households will make their home in 

existing housing- RHNA goals for new housing represent 
l~ rhan one percent of t:he erist:ing housing st:ock. There
fore, conserving and improving t:he eristing ~tock is critical 
to San Francisco's long renD. housing strategy. Reraining 
exis~ housing reduces the needs fur resources to build 

· new housing. Policies and programs under this objective 

fucilitare conservation and improvement of the variety of 
unit types physical conditions. 

Housing .r;naintenance includes routine mainrenan~e, ma

jor repair pro jeers, and previ;utive care - especially seismic 
work. The health of the existing housing srock requires that 

. all types of maintenance be pursued to the =ent possible, 
while not overburdening low-income· groups. The seismic 
sustainahiliry- of the existing st:ock is of· particular local 
concern. 

~OUCY2.1 

Discourage 1:he demolition of sound existing 
housing, unless the demolition results in a net 
increase in affordable housing. 

Demolirion of erist:ing housing often results in the loss of 
lower-co,sr rental housing.units. Even if the exisrini hous

ing is replaced, the new units are generally more costly. 
· Demolition can result in displacement of residents, causing 

personalhardship and need to relocate. Older ho~stock , 
should only be considered for demolition and replacemem 
when the resulting project results in a significant increase 

in unit affordability. 

There ar.e environmental and natural resources consid- · 

erations when demolishing housing stock that is physi
cally sound.. Therefore, a determination. of'sound housing' 
should be based on physical conditiqn, not economic value. 

San Francisco's ~lanning Code and Planning Commission 
guidelines require public hearing and deliberation for 
demolition .of units, discourage the demolition. of sound 
housing stock, especi.ally historically s~cant strucrllres, 
and require that: replacement projects be· entitled before 

demolition perinits are issued.. The _City should continue 
th~ policies.· . · 

PDLICY2.2 

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 short term mar:ket trends. The City 
must protect: the existing units and their relative afford
ability while recognizing the need for some flexibility to 

· support funily housing. Merging of rwo units, espci:ially 
small unirs, 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 the resulting unit is often 
less affordable, thus amplifying both problems of hous
ing supply and affordability. All proposals to merge units 

s~ould be ~efully considered within the local cont= and 
housing trends to assure that the resulting unit responds to 
identi.fied housing needs, rather than =ring fewer, larger 
and more expensive units. 
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POLICY2.3 

Prevent ttie removal or reduction of housing-for 
parking. 

Maintaining eieisting space m: buildings that is dedicated 

to housing reduces the need fur the production of new 

housing to support existing and furore households. The 

more habirable space in a structure, the greater the abil
·ity of the structure to adapt to a variety of lifecycles, and 

the. more flaibility provided fur the growth of families. 

Space currently dedicated to. housing people should not 

be converted inro parking. Flli.-th=ore, the City should 

encourage the con~fon of ground floor space to housing, 

provided such a conversion does not impact the long term 

seismic·sustainability of the eristiog structure. · 

. POLICY2.4 

Promote improvements and continue.d maintenance 
to existing' units to ensure long_ term habitation and 
safety. 

As the City's housing stock ages, maintenance becomes 

incr=ingly important. ~e majority of San Francisco 

housing ·is more th.an 60 years old. Property owners should 

be encouraged and supported in. dfo~ · to ID?intain 
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'enfou:ing appropriate seismic and 

safety standards. But in some circumstances such as low 

income homeownei:s, senibr homeowners, or n:eglected or 

abandoned property, the City should take a more active 

role through funding and programs in order to fucilitate 

mainteaance and improvements and -e the long term 

habitability of the housing stock. 

Although code ~nfor=ient should be act;ively pursued, 

f!exibilio/ 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 secondaiy IJ.aits should be considered, "?"h~e Code 

violations do not create a public safety hazard, in exchange 

for designating the unit permanently for senior or afford

able housing . 

POUCY2.5 

Encourage arid support the seismic retrofitting of 
the existing housing stock. 

A major ~quake could jeopardize 8,600 to 100,000 

·houshig units. Scism.ic retrofitting of tjre existing housing 

stock increases the possibility of sound housing afi:er a 

seismic event. 

·.-._,:-. 
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The City should prioritize public resources to address the 

most imminent risks: .o srrucrures at high risk of collapse 

and therefore pose the highest public safety risk, such as 

soft-story buildings; 2) srrucrures that house low income or 
· vulnerable populations; and 3) SU1lctures that are vulner

able due to consrruction type. DBI should focus seismic 

upgrade programs towards vulnerable geographies ind soils 
typ~ (as identlfied by CAPPS), populations (areas with 

low median-incomes or high population of seniors) and 

building types (older, rent-controlled and soft story). 

The City should also continue to educate a:nd assist prop
erty owners in rheii efforts to make seismic safety.lro.prove

ments. Currently property owners can find information on 

DBfs earthquake preparedness web~ite, attend lunchtime 

talks, or reference the Seismic Safety FAQ for 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 families, low in~me 
households, and many oth<;rs rely on the avaikhility 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 rentdl ho~ 
is of major importance to meet the City's housing needs. 

Regulations protecting the affordability of die existing 

housing stock have traditionally focused on rental housing, 
such as renr control and its associated.renants 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 qualiry 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 dive.rsiry of 

the housing stock the Ciry should work to preserve this 
approximate ratio of rental units. ·Tu.e City should pay 

particular attention ro rent control units which contribute 

to the long term ex:istence and affordability 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~ntdl units from physical dete

rioration include programs that support landlord's etforts 

to maintain rental housing such as: maintenance assistance 

programs, programs to support and enhance property 

management capacity; especially for larger companies, and 

programs-to provide financial ~dvice to landlords. 

POLICY·3.2 

Pr9mote voluntary housing acquisition and 
rehabilitation to protect affordability tor existing 
occupants •.. 

As the majority of San F~ancisco's housing units are over 60 
years old, maintenance issues, particlllarly in rental proper

ties, often impact the overall livability of sorrie housing. 

The level of investment required for signifi.=t mainte
nance can jeopardize the affordability of th.; 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~sr 
clfective way for the Cit}r to secure permanently affordable 

housing, this su:i-regy ~ust o= with full participation of 
the property owner, and must not reSult in displacement of 

eristiiJg 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-restriaed to an affordability kvd, so 

that: the owner ca.a. sdl his/her unit for a price up to rhar 

maximum affordability level Opponunities t:o create af

fordable homeowner5hip opporrunities through programs 

such as limited equity cooperarives should be supported. 

Llmi~ed conversions of rental stock: to condominium5 

also hdp achieve affordable homeownership, prcWiding a 

category of housing stock for moderate income housing 

needs. Thus, while the City needS to consider t;he impact 

of conversion of rental units to ownership srarus, 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 ~e prohibited. 

POLlcY3.4 

Prese..Ve "naturally affordable" ht;>using types, such 
as smaller and older ownership units. 

A review of cu=t sales prices. reveals that new homes 

:ue priced considerably higher than existing, older hous

ing stock. This is particularly rrue of smaller writs, such 
. as the mid-a:.iltury construction in, certain lower density 

residential neighborhoods. These housing units provide a 

unique homeownership opporrunity 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 benefirs of higher density in terms of housing afford.

ability. To the extent that lower density older housing units 

respond to this specific housing need, without r~uiring 
public subsidy; they should be preserved. Strategies detailed 
under Objective 2. .to retain c:xisting housing units, and 
promote their life-long stability, should be used to support: 

this housing stock:. 

POLICY3.5 

·Retain pennanently affordable·resldential hoters·and 
single room occupancy (SRO) units. 

Residential or single-room o=rpancy hotds (SROs) offer 

a unique housing opportunity fur lower income dderly, 

disabled, and single-person households. Tue proximity of 

most SROs to the. downtown area has fuded i;iressure to 

.-·_·-:-
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convert SRO's to tourist hotds. In response t~ this, the City 

adopted its Residential Hord Ordinance, which regulates 

and protects the eristing stock: of reside.a.rial hotds. This 
ordinance requires. permits for conversion of residential 

· hotel rooms, requires replacement: on a 1 J:o 1 levd, and 

requires 80% of the co~ of repla=ent to be provided to 

the City in the case of conversion ~r demolition. 

Residential hotels lo=ed in predominantly resicknrial 

areas should be protected by zoning t:har d.oes not permit 

commerC:ial. or tourist use; in non_-residenq.al =s, con

version of units to other uses ·shocld.not be permitt~ or 

should be permitted only where a residential unit will be, 

or has been, replaced with a comparable .unit elsewhere. For 

those hotds that are operat~d as niixed tourist/permanent 

resident hotels, strict enforcement is needed to ensure that 

the availability of the_hotd for permanent residential oc

cupancy is not diminished. City programs should support: 

the retention of ~dential hotels, restrict conversions and 

d=olitions, and require mitigations to i.iny im.pacn; on the 

affordable ho.using stock. 

.. ' 

~ 
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Issue 3: 
Equal Housing Opportunities 

OBJECTIVE 4 

FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS 
THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS 
LIFECYCLES. 

Population diversity is one ·of San Francisco's _mos~ iai

ponant assets; San Francisco's residents span ethnicities, 

income levds, household types and sizes. Supporting 
household diversity requires the City support: a variety of 
housing opportunities, so that everyone has the opportu
nity to live in a suitable home that they can afford. 

A diverse housing stock provides housing fur people 
throughout rheir lifecycle, as they move from being a singl.e 
household, -co families wit:b. children, to aging and eldedy. 
Ir accommodates different types of households, from tra

ditional married couples to cooperative living households, 

from f~ale-headed · h~useholds to multigenerational 
families with adult children who live at home. It provides a 

range of housing options fo~ people's varying needs, which 
m.lght span illness, disabi).i.ty, or unique supporrive service 
needs. Designing housing that can accommodate all physi

cal abiliries is critical to maintaining housing diversity. 

A diverse housing stock provides unit cypes that spa"n 
financial abilities as well as personal choice, in diverse, 
economically integrated neighborhoods that offer a posi-

. rive quality of life. Households should be able to choose 

the form of tenure most suit~d to 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 
neighb"oi:hoods, free from con=rrations of pollutants 
such as aging induscrial uses, power plants, and sewage 
treatment facilities. 
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POLICY 4.1 

Develop new housing, and encourage the 
remodeling_ of existing housing, for families with 
children. 

Families with. children are very much part of the City's vi
tality and diversity. While currently funilies with children 
constirute a small portion of San Francisco households, 

·wimonly 12% of the City's total popularion being 14years 
old and younger. the changfug demographics of the C:iry 
illus~te th.at the need for family housing is growing, as 
larger, =ended f.unilies increase and as more and mi:ire 

· households desire to stay in the City as th.ey have children. 

Much of the new housing constructed in the last decade 
was smaller srudios and one-bedroom units. New multi
bedroom Un.its are often too expensive for the average San 
Francisco funily. Many large f.u:n.ilies; espeCially th.ose 
newly im.rrllgrated to th.e United Stares, are crowded inrn 
units designed for much smaller households. As a result, 
San Francisco's families with children are leaving or are 
eiqieriencing overcrowded conditions. 

· While all agencies in the City acknowledge the need fur 
housing for families with. children, partiatlarly low 2nd 
very low funi.ly_ needs, th.ere still is no ac:cepted definition 
of family housing. The Department of Children .Youth 
and Families has devdoped a number '?f recommendations 
for action towards° fami1j housing, including a proposed 
definition of family-friendly housing. "Th.is work should be 
codified into a formal city delin.idon that can be ~ed to 
shape housing requirements, .and inform housing construc
tion approvals. 

For f.unily sized units to work fur funilies th.e City needs 
~o look beyond the provision ofhou5ing to ensure that th.e 
other amenities critical to families are provided_ Proximity' 
to schools, t~ open space, and to affordable child care are 
critical fur th.e well-being of funilies. 

_POLICY4.2 

Provide a range of housing options for residents 
with special needs for housing support and 
services. 

There are a number 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 meiital illness, cognitive impairment; or dementia; · 
or those suffering from severe illness such as Aills. They 
also include _people undergoing -itions, such as th.ose 
trying to ode homdessness, aging out_ of foster care, leav
ing a hospital or instirurlonal care; or populations in need 
of special security, such as transgender individuals. Many· 
of these groups need housing with supportive services 
provided either on-site or nearby; :i;iany fu:e bias in their 
C:xisting housing siruations, and many are at risk of losing 
housing due to disruptive behavior, deterioraring medical 
conditions, or an inability to afford rent. 

Another category of at-risk individuals i.i;>.cludes th.e City's 
re=t .immigrants, particularly refugees and undocument
ed workers,_ including day laborers and domestic workers. 
Many of th.ese new arrivals need low cost housing and · 
support services including multiculrural and multilingual 
assistance. Many have f.mlllies whom they sµpporr, and are 
stressed .frcim overcrowding and substandard living condi-

R.e=t community planning dforrs promote th.e con- tions; many are homeless. 
struction of new housing for fam.ili.es by requiring rruu. a 

minimum 40% of new units constructed have two-bed- The City should cake-an aclve role to encourage th.econ-
rooms or more. This -practice should be continued where struction of new :&c:ilities, and the expansion of th.e avail-
appropriate. Existing units can also offer opportunities for able housing units, in appropriate locations suited to needs 
"family-sized" housing through expansion and in some of these groups. The City sho?ld also support efforts by 
cases unit metgers. A number of existing units are already : potent:ial sponsors to identify and develop sites for special 
sized for family households, especially single family homes. · users and work cooperariv.ely with. social service agencies 
The City should offer support for dderly people who seek and housing providers. The City should also seek to reduce 
to downsize their homes, and encourage people who may institutional barriers to development of innoVarive form& 
·be better served by alternatives, particularly in term of size, . of housing th.ai: would b~tter serve th.ese individuals, from 

upkeep and budget, to downsize. . group housing to supportive housing to residential treat-

ment facilities. One category of need th.at is ~ected to 
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"increase dramatic:ally in coming years , due to a reduction 

in custodial Ca.re for older adults at hospitals and in nurs

ing facilides,is dementia care.. Also, there will be a grow

ing.population of people with cognitive impairment and 

dementia in San Francisco between 2010 to 2030. A broad 

range of residential =e :fucilities will be needed to provide 

step-down 24-hour _=e. A range of =e settings, fi:om 

Residential Care Facilities for the Elderly or Residential 

Care Facilities for the Chronically Ill t:o new, more flexible 

models,- such as the GreenHouse model, a group-home 

facility for seniors, should be ex:Plored. 

Of particular importance are the ancillary social and medi

cal service facilities, employment or advocacy services that 

er:iable positive living for members of in-need populations. 

The link 'to services is qitiCal- in some eases, intensive 

·case management anci availability of seryices cin make the 

difference between someone becomiqg instituriona.liz.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 fi:om residences. In partir:ular, board and care facilities, 

group h~~es, and services that allow at-risk or disabled 

persons i:o live at home while still receiving daily support, 

should be permined to locate close to i:hcir clients. Where 

new residential care facilities are consrru=d, they should 

be locared dose ro existing services, and in underserved 

. ne.ighborhoods to 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 an~ rehabilitated housing units. · 

Despite the cost of housing, Sari Francisco remains amac

tive to seniors and people wim disabilities becaU:Se of me 

City's tran.spoit:atlon, healm services, ~d other rc;sources. 

_While some of the disabled and elderlywill require.housing 

that provides supportive, long-t= = arrangementt as 

discussed 'above, many will remain largely independent_ for 

longer periods of time, needing only physical accommoda

tions to enable active living. Yet people with disabilities and 

...gmg San Franciscans ofren have d.ifficu1:ty finding hous

ing constructed to meet their physical· accessibility needs. 

While the current San Francisco Building Code requires 

all new construction exc.ept one and two-&mily dwellings 

to comply with the_ Code's disability access requiremenrs, 

much of the City's existing stoCk is inaccessible, and 

existing privately funded multi-family dwellings are not 

- required to include a=sibility upgiades when completing 

alterations. TJ;iose with physical disability issues are further 

at risk in obi:aining housing because they often have lower 
than average incomes. . . 

The City's community planning processes should foster . 

. private and publicly supported housing designed according 

to universal design principles, meaning thar it is accessible, 

or can be made a,laptable, to the disabled or elderly. "k
~ible" m~s that the housing presents no physical bar

riers to handicapped or elderly people. ".Adaptable" means 

housing whose entry and circularion are designed and 

constructed so that relatively minor adjusrments 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 rehabilir.:ited as permanently affordable housing, so 

accessibility and adaptability design requirementt should 

be made flexible for r=nstructio:n projects. 

Similar to me discussion above regarding housing for 

people with suppordve needs, of particular ll;nportance 

are the everyday services and activities thar sustain healthy, 

independent living for those with cog:D..itive impairments, 

physical constraints and low mobility. . Co=unity plan

ning processes should also foster direct, walkable access to 

re=tional facilities and open· space, to co=ercial areas 

and shopping, and to co=unity services. They. should go 

beyond phyiical access to ensure that people with cognitive 

. impairment, dementia, other disabilities and aging adults 

feel comfortable and safe. Inclusion of public realm features 

that promote security; such as dearly~iblc signage, bright 

lighting and surveillance features that iinprove public 

.safety; can go a long way towards =ting age and disability 
friendly co=unities. _ 

POLICY4.4 

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 

. shifiing, as low vacancy rates and high rents indicate a 

strong d=and for ·rental housing, and as lending practices 
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shift in favor of projects witli a long--termsourcc of income 

·(rents). The City should make a concert~d effurt to do what 
is within its control to encourage the coni:inu~ develop

ment of rental housing tliroughou~ the City, including 

market-rate rentals that can address moderate and middle 

income needs. 

Recent corrununiry planning efforts have explored incen

tivei such as fee waivero, or reductions in indusionary 

housing requirements, in return fur th.e devdopment of 

deed-restricted; long-tenn rental housini;. The City should 

also seek ~ew ways to prom:ore new, permanently afford

able rental housing, such as by l~oking to existing sites 

or buildings for acquisition by the Ory as p=anently : 

affurdabk units; this would require a local fund that is 

srructured to act quickly to enable such purchases as they 

become available. 

POUCY4.5 

Ensure that new permanently affordable housing 
is located in all of the City's neighborhf?Ods, and 
encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a 
diversity of unit types provided at a range of income 
levels. 

Eco.nomically-integrared, diverse· neighborhoods provide 

residents with a "number of benefits. Crime levels,. school 

attendance aod graduation rares, employment oppo.rtwiity 

and health starus of residentnend to be markedly inip.roved 

in integrated neighbcirho?ds, as compared to =:l.usively · 

lower-income areas. 

Wb.ile San Francisco's neighborhoods are more ~nomi
c:ally integrated than in; suburban counterparts, con=

rrations of low-income households still crist. Special 

efforts should. be made ~ expand housing oppotrunities 

for households ~f lower-income levels in other areas of 

the city, and co=unity plannirlg efforts should include 

policies and programs that fuster a ~ integrated 

housing srock. These planning efforts should also include 

protections against the displacement of Oisting low- and 

moderate-income households by higher income groups. 

The City's Inclusionary Housing Program, which requires 

that afford:ilile housing units be pro\rided on~site, provides 

one method for on-site integration (Map Il-2: Below 

Market Rate Housing Projects). Consrruction of new af-
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fordable housing projects should likewise be distributed 

through.our the City, to ensure equitable neighborh~ods ~ 
well as equal access to residents living in different parts of 

San Francisco (Map Il-3:AffordahleHousing Projects). F~r. 
· =mple, the homdess population lives in many neighbor

hoods i:hrollghout the City and would benefit &om having 
housing reso.urces in the neighborhood in which they work 

and live. All' neighborhoods of the city should be expected 

to accept their fair share of affordable housing, whether 

it is through the City's inclusionary affordable housing 

policies, construcrion of new 100% affordable projeets, or 

rehabilitarion projec!J>. 

POLICY 4.6 

Encourage an equitable distribution of growth 
according.to infrastructure and site capacify. 

Equii:able growth brings economic opp~rtuni.tf to all 
residents, provides for intelligent·i:nfusirucrure investment 

and offers a range of housing choices. Distriburing growth 

equii:ably ineans that each part of the City has a role in 

planning for growth, and r=ives an equii:;;_ble distribution 

of growth's benefits. It is as much about revitalizing and 

redeveloping transitionirig 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 rhe City's 
resident's should have access to public infrasrrucrure, ser

vices and amenities. In ideal ciicumstances, infiasttucture 
will be available before or in_ concert with new housing. 

Therefore growth should be directed through community 

planning to areas where public infrastnl.cture exists and 

is underutilized; or where there is significant s.ite capacity 

and new infrastructure is P._lanned in cooperation with new 
development. 

POUCY4.7 

Consider environmental justice issues when 
planning for new housing, especially affordable 
housing. 

The term d environmental justice" wai ham out of a concern 

that minority and low-income population5 bear a dispro

poroonate share of adverse health 2lld environmental m;__ 
pam 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 sites thar do not 

have negative health impaas, near services and suppli~ so 

thar"residents have access to transit and healthy fresh food, 

jobs, child care and youth programs. The City needs to also 

ensure chat the coSt-. of hoiising do not lead to other en

virqnmental justice impact:S, such as sacrificing nutrition, 

healthcare, and the needs of their children. 

OBJECTIVES 

ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HAVE EQUAL 
ACCESS TO AVAILABLE !]NITS. 

Previous policies have discussed the need to maintain and 
add new housing to meet San Francisco's ideµtified needs; 

the policies that full~w under th:i.s Objective _are intended 

to make sure that aU residents have access to those units. 

Gov=mental 'red. tape', including byzantine application 

systems and disparate -housing application processes; can 

make accessing the supportive housing system extremely 

·difficult, partic:ulatly for people already burdened by lan
guage or other social barriers. Social and economic .fu:tors 

can ~criminate against certain population groups and · 

·limit their access to ~ousing oppormnities, 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 resid!!nts of San Francisco have equal 
access to subsidized housing units. 

Federal fair housing laws proh!-bit disc:tiin.ination against 

prntected 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 

Frap.cisco, have adopted some form of local preference, 
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provi~ priority for people who live-and/or work in 

the municipality ro affordable and/or workforce housmg 

sponsored and/or supported by.the City. However, smaller 

geographic preference areas, or any specific racial or other 

preference, put: local governments at risk of violating fair 

housing laws and constlrutional law. To ensure all residents 

have access to housing, public agencies should· make special 

efforts to a~c:t cultural, racial or ethnic groups who might 

·not normally be aware of their housing choices, parricu

larly those who have suffered discrimination in the past. 

.Marketing and outreach dforn should encourage applica

tion by households who are least likely to apply because of 

characteristics prorected by fair housing law. 

POLICYS.2 

Increase access to housing, particlilarly for 
ho4seholds who might not be aware of their housing 
choices. 

Currently, subsidized housing is offered through a number 

of City agencies, including the San Francisco Housing 

Authority; the San Francisco Redevdopment Agency; the 

Ma;yor's Office of Housing, and the Departn::ient ofHe.akh 

and Human Services; by nonprofit entitles managing the.ir 

own housing developments; and even by market-rare 

developers in the case of the City's Indusionary Housing 

Program. The result of so many programs, With differem 

administrating entities, creates diffia.iky in n;rvigating the 

City's affordable housing placement sysrein, and places a 

high burden on housing advocates and service providers. A 

comprehensive, single-stop soure;e of all available housing 

is needed to link residents to prospective homes in a timely 

matter. 

Effon:scoimproveaccessshouldfocusparticularlyongroups 

who might not be aware of their housing choices, including 

those with lower incomes, language and comprehension 

barriers, and mose wl).o have suffered d.iscriminati.on in the 
past. The City should therefore· partner wim community 

providers already serving those groups. Available housing 

should be advertised broadly, with targeted outreach to at

risk populations and communities, in multi-lingual media 

to ensure fuir rriarketing practi= And information about 

housing tights, such as safeguards against =essive rent in

creases, should be given the same =keting and outreach. 
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POUCVS.3 

Prevent housing discrimination, particularly against 
immigrants arid ho4seholds with children~ 

Housing discrimination is defined as the denial of rights . 

to a group of persons by direct providers of housing whose 
practices making housing unavailable to certain groups 

of ~ople. Disaim..ination can be based on race, color, or 

nation"al origin; religion; ·sex: or gender; F.unilial status; and 

disability; and furt:hermore on factors suc:h as HIV/AIDS 

status, weight or height, source of income, and economic 

discrimination. Discrimination in housing is governed pri

marily by the federal Fair Housing Act. To ensure hotising 

opportunities for all people, die City should assist hi th,e 

implementation of fur housing and anti-discriminarion . 

. laws.. The Human Rights Commissio~ enforces the City's 
Fair Housing Law arid handles complaints of housing 

discrimination. 

Households with children ai;e one gtoµp that is often ~ 

as having difficulty finding suitable housing because some 

landlords discriminate against children as tenants. The 

Ciry should continue enfor=ent of the 1987 ordinance 

p~hibiting_ residential apanm.ent owners from discrimi- . 
nating against funilies based on household size unless the 
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Building Code does not p~t oCcu.pancy of the dwelling 
by a family of that size. In publicly subsidized housing, · 

households_ with. dependent children should have multiple 

bedroom units. 

· Th~ State and City have developed numerous tenan~' rights 

laws and fair housing starutes. Education of residents and 

tr::nants is a:itical·to ensure implementll:ion of these laws, 
and the City should work not: o!J.ly ~ uphold such laws, 
bur to broaden their affect by partnering with co=un.iry: 

sc:rvice providers and housing rights advocates to expand 

both knowledge and .protections. 

POLICYS.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 _type, such as a personal 

need, illness oi: disability; t:he birth of a child; o~ a change in 

economic siruarion or job oppornmity, can affect t:he type 

of unit a household requires. Once reS:ident:s do achieve 

housing, they are also challenged in "moving beyond t:hat 

~t to another hou~ing unit that may be more appropriate 
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for their current life stage. To meet the diversity of need 

demanded by the residents of San Francisco, a i:ange of 

housing types must be provided, and the ability to move 

between th.ese types-- 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.ucb. of the housing aimed at meeting this need 

is temporary, rent:ing by the week or month, and intended 

only to provide short-term housing until another option 
can be · foUI1.d. Other options, and support service that 

help move- people berween these options, is required_ To 

make such :n:i.overnent possibie, the City needs to make a 

concerted effort to link its various programs, and provide 

counseling for residents in aspecrs of those programs so 
they have the ability to move between them. The City also 

needs to provide financial sµpport needed to start at the 

next level, w-hetb.er that is a rental depgsit for .an apartment: 

or a down payment for a fust home. The City should also 

look to helping people on the other side of the housing lad
der, such as those who might be downsizing, l?articularly 

from single family homes into either smaller units/condos 
or ~ental units_ 

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 poilcies of 

the 1980s t:bat .regarded temporary shelter as an acceptable" 

housing plan for homdess households has been superseded 

by an increased focus on permanent supportive housing 

programs, as well as p.rogr= such as Project Homeless 

Connect {where volunteers conn= homeless individuals 
to services), Care Not .Cash (which redistributes general 

relief support in the form of housing & other services), and 
eviction prevention services that a=.pt to stem the onset 

of homelessness befure 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 :i-U r_aces; immigrants and fa_mjµes. Special categories of 

~k include veterans, those with subst:ance abuse problems, 

and transgendered individuals. 
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POLICY j;.1 

Prioritize permanent hoQsing solutions while 
pursuing both short- and long-term strategies to 
eliminate homelessness. 

While shdtezs c:ui provide an alternative to sleeping on the 
~, they do little to address .the underlying causes. A 
permanent solution ro homelessness requll:es permanent 
affordable housing. San Francisco has focused homeless 
housing efforts on providing very low-income homeless 
singles and families a range of supportive options that are 

intended to stabilize their ho~ing situation for ·the long 
term. Programs sponsored. by the Human Services Agency · 
indude Permanent SRO Housing for Single.Adults through 
the Master Lease Program, Rental Housmg Subsidies for 
Single Adults and Families with Disabilities induding 
mental health, substance abuse and.for HIV/AlDS, and. 
Permanent Supportive· Housing for _Families. 

In addition to perman~t housing, temporary shdters and 
~ces are still needed.; particularly services that provided 
in an unbiased, multi-lingual and mulriculrural context. 
Im.mediate housing will be needed to serve socio-economic 
groups that will be particularly impacted by the recent 
economic trends. In particular, more home-improvement 
workers and da.y laborers, fucing more competition and 
a dwindling number of construction jobs, are becoming 
homdess. Yet few Jkx:ible opdons for housing - meaning, 
ho~ing that is not already reserved for a specific progrun 
- exist in the ueighborhoods they call home, reswting in 
·people shuttling .from neighborhood to neighborhood to 

find an open bed. 

The City's "Contiuuum of Care: Frve-Year Strategic Plan," 
created by the San Francisi:o Loeal Homdess Coordinatiog 
Board (the p~ City policy board responsible for plan
M:lg and coordin.aring homeless programs in the city), is 

inten.ded to provide a comprehensive roadmap for policy 
and services directed. towards pe0ple who are homeless 
and at risk for homelessness. Its "priority" sc;crors of action 
indude permanent, subsidized. housing; transition fro!Il 
incarceration, foster cU-e .and hospitals as well as avoiding 

. evictions; interim housing in shelters as a stopgap uotil 
perman.enr hOusing is available; improVement of access to 

housing an.d support services; increased economic stability 

. I. . 
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through employment services and educarion; an.d respect
ful, coordinated Citywide action dedicated to individual's 
rights. The City's "10 Year Plan to End Chronic Home
lessness~ focuses more deeply upon p=anent supportive 
housing for the chronically homdess induding families, 
which make up an esci!Ilared 20% of San Francisco's home
less population.. Both plans should continue to be =cured 
and implemented, and creariop. of the housing types they 
promote·- both permanently affordable and necessary ad
ditional shelters - should be located equitably across the 
City according to need. 

POLICYS.2 

Prioritize the highest incidences of homelessness, 
as.well as those most in need, including families and. 
immigrants. 

Between 60 to 80% of all homdess individuals in San Frari.-

cisco =y suffer from physicil disability; mental illness, or 
substance addiction.. The City's ~Continuum. of Care~ plan 
prioritizes stable, permanently housing fur th.is-group. 

Families, while not the highest incidences of homelessness 
(lasr year's count by the Human Services }q;,eney found 
thar 91 % of the homdess Were single adults, and 9% were 
in fumili.es) are an important category of need. Homdess 
funiJy housing is excremdy limited; focusing on the O.ty's 
chronically ho~dess ofi:en leaves out families, who tend 
to beco!Ile homdess situationally, based on current job or 
economic conditions. 

Refugees and i.mm.igran.t5 also fu.ce housing hardship. 
Language barriers and, frequently, the additioual hurdle 
of illegallq.. can create ~que bartiers to housing ac:cesS. 
Homdess people who are undocumented can face prej~dice 
in trying to secore beds or units, inability to communicate, 
.and frequently have dilliculry accessi.Dg beds on a regular 
basis, or the !IlO.re stable, long-term furms of housing 
.that might enable th= to move up the h~using ladder. 
Both funilies and immigrants should be given particular 
considerarion in the Oty's ho!Ileless policies and housing 
creadon. 
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Issue 4: 
Facilitate Permanently Affordable I:Iousing 

. . 

OBJECTIVE 7 

SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR 
PER)VIANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING, 
INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT 
ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON TRADITIONAL 
MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL.. 

Responding to the needs for affordable housing is the most 

critical housing objective in San Francisco .. San Francisco's 

projected afforc:hible housing needs far.outpace the capacity 

for the City to secure subsidies for new affordable. units. A 

su=sful funding srra.regy will require a range of remurces 

including federal, stare. and. regional panners, and the 

City. 

Fust; the City must continue to proactivdy pursue addi

tional fed.era!, State and regional affordable housing and 

infrastructure dollars ro support projected housing needs. 

Second. the City must continue to .~ively develop 

local programs to fund affordable housing, including strat

egies that :in.ore efficiently use odSting subsidies to work 

towards the desired mix of affordable housing optioiis. 

Third, the City needs to look beyond. dollars for creative 

ways to facilitate affordable housing development that 

make sense in the cu.rrent =nom.ic climate. such as land 

subsidy programs, process and wning accommodations, 

and acquisition and rehabilitation programs. 

POUCY7.1 

Expand the financial resources available for 
permanently affordable housing, especially 
permanent sour~es. 

San Francisco should continue to be a leader in identifying, 

;ecuring ancl. mandating funding for permanently afford

able housing. Buikl.i.ng on a good track record for se=ing 
federal"and state funds, the Ciry shall continue to lobby for 

necessary funding in coordiilliti.on with regional entities: · · . 

Local programs such as HOPE-SF, inclusionary housing 
and 50% set asides of Redevdopment A=d Tax Incre

ment Financing dollars demonstrate a strong dedication 

to providing local funding to affordable housing. These 

programs should be continued and ~ded as feasible. 

The Stare should also con~ider methods of increasing fund

ing for affordable housing. Ballot measure5 do not promote 

long-term 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 effurrs co identify a permanent srate fund that would 

finance housing for low- and middle-income households. 

A dedicated, permanent source of local funding for housing 

programs will also hdp address the need for affurdability 
. over the long-term. Currently. local funding for a1furdable 

housing is dependent on annual budgeting, which makes 

long-term planning diffi.cult. It also creates a situation · 

wh= a1furdable housing funding is dramatically effected 

. by downturns in the economy, which further ==bares 
issu75 already faced by low-income f.unilies. illtimarely 

San Francisco's affordable housing programs should have a 

permanent funding source. 

POUCY7.2 

Strengthen San Francisco's affordable housing 
efforts by planning and advocating at regional, state 
and federal levels. · 

Housing affordabilicy 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 iricreased housing development that supports alterna

tive uansporration modes, the State and region's policies 

project that a large proportion of the region's growth will 
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continile in San Francisco. Thus, th~ City needs to advocai:e 
strongly for a coordinated regional sttate.gy that takes into 

account the planning and capital: required to ==odate 
the household growth in a sustainable way. 

Also, because the RHNAs originate from state allocations, 
state funding sources :need to program fun.ding for afford
able _housing and infrastructure according to growlh fore
casts. Senare Bill 3.75, Cali.forniis landmark si:nart growth 
bill adopted in 2008, l~lates the reduction of greenhouse 
gases through regional and. local planning dforts, and re

quires rhar any transpoi:taJ:ion projeccs and programs _that 
.receive state funding must be co~r with these green
house gas reduction plans. How_ever, the State should seek 
to go further in tying funding to sµiart growth allocations, 
by directing housing and infustrucrure funds towards ju
risdiction5 accommodating that smart growth; and federal 
stimulus fund dforts should follow this same model. The 
Gey needs to use it's planning and redevelopment dforts, 
which outline a land use and infustructure fumework for 
growth, to more strongly advocate ar the state and federal 
funding world. 

; -
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POLICV7_3 

Recognize the importance of funds for operations, 
maintenance and services to the success of 
affordable housing programs_ 

A holistic approach to affordahk housing includes careful 
consideration of the operation, services and maintenance 

programs necess;uy to maintain the hoi:ising once iris built. 
As the income level of households decreases, me income 
subsidy neei:J.ed to cover the gap between eligible operating 
costs and project income b=mes deeper. 

OpEraricin~ and maintenance costs should be considered as 

a.n~ aspect of publicly subsidized affordable housing 
proj= Onepotem:ialstrategyisthedevelopmentofafund 
eannarked for operations and maintenance costS affurdable 
ro very low-income persons, based on the supplement to 

rent revenue required to cover ongoing operating expenses. 
Services plans should ~dude resident pla=ent and·Su.p

porrive services, including job p~ent, 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 ot affordable housing 
development cosrs. Land trusts a,nc;l land dedication PIO:" · 
grams can reduce those costs - mus reducing the overall 
subsidies required to build new affordable housing_ units. 
The Ciry shall support and encourage land based subsidies, 
especially when land is well suited for affordable housing . 

development. 
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land trusrs ;ely on individuals or groiips'to purchase the 

land and lat:er devote rhat land to affordable developmen~ 
entities; this model is appropriate for public agencies or 

larger employers as a way of supporting affoniable housing 

development. The S~ 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 resqicrions. 

La.rid dedication allows propeITy- owners to desig=te 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 Lancl has a program which promotes.dedication for 

open space purposes by providing major rax deductio~; a 

similar program could be' developed for charitable contri

bution of land for housing purposes. 

POUCY7.5 

Encourage the production of affordable housing 
through process and zoning accommodations, 
and prioritize affordable housing in the review and 
approval processes. 

Public processing rime; srnffing, and fees related to City 

approval make up a 'c:.Onsiderable portion of affordable 

housing development costs. The City should crpedite the 

review pro=ss and procedures as appropriate; to reduce 

overall development costs and increase i;he performance of 

public invesunent in affordable housing. 

Local planning, zoning, and building codes should be 

applied to all new development, however when quality of 

life and ~e-safery standards can be maintained wn.ing ac

commodations should be made for permanently affordable 

housing. For v-.ample =prions to specific requirements 
· including open space requirements, exposure requirements, 

or density limits, where they do not affect neighborhood 

qualiry: and m.eet with applicable design standards, includ
ing neighborhood. specific design guideline, can facilitate 

the devdoprnent .of affordable· housing. Current City 

policy allows affordable housing developers to pursue these 

zoning accom.niodations rkough rezoning a,r;_d application 
. of a 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 Application Pro--

cessing through coordination with the Plinning Depart

ment, Department ofBuilding Inspection, and Department 

of Public Works. This process could be further enhanced by 

designaring a planner(s) to coordinate governmental acrivi

tiei ~elated to affordable housing: 

POUCY7.6 

Acquire and rehabilitate existing housing to 
maximize effective use of affordable housing 
resources. 

Th: Citf's existing housing stock provides a resource which 
can be !lSed to fulfill a number of affordable housing needs; 

The City should pursue and facilitate prog=S that en

able househ~lds 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 th.at provides 

stability in existing low-.income neighborhoods,_ where 
units may be at. risk of poor safety or. conversion. Such 

housing acquis!tion and rehabilitation shonld happen o:aly 

on a voluntary basis, and must not.displace occupants. 

San Francisco should ~o explore opportunities to take 
advanra,,oe of projects that are delayed, abandoned or are 

on the market. Having a readily accessible pool of fund

ing available for purchase of such projects would enable 

affordable housing developers to rake over the land and 
entitlements of such projeccs. The City should explore a 

number of options ro assist in securing these opportunities 

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 th·at do not require a 
direct public subsidy. . 

Market rate housing in the Ory of San Francisco is gener

ally available to households making at or above 180% of 

median income. Affordable housmg programs, including 

City subsidized affordable housing and inclusionary 

housing, are provided to households at or be1ow 120% _of 

median income. This leaves a gap of options for h~useholds 
in between those two categories, referred to as urniddle 

income" households and defuied for the purposes_ of this 

Housing Element as housing affordable to households 
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making between 120 :ind 150% of median inrome. Un
fulfilled. demand for middle income housing impacts the 
supply and pressure on housing srock: for lower income 
hol.!Seholds. 

San Francisco prio~tizes federal, srue, and local subsidies 
for lower income households; therefore the City should 

. support innovarl.ve market-based programs and practices 
that enable middle income housing opportunities. Creating 
smaller and less =pensive unit types that are "affonkble by 
design" can assist in providing units ro households fulling 
in t;his gap. Development strategies that reduce construe
tion costs, such as pre-fabricated housing and other iow 
cosr consrruction types can_ decrease overall housing cosrs, . · 
making it affordable to middle income households without 
subsidy. Ind~ wood construction tech.Iliques used 
in lower density housing and light-weight prefabricated, 
pre-stressed concrete construeti1;m in mode.rate and high 
density housing also have the potential of producing great 
savings in consttuction time and cost. 

POLICY7.B 

Develop, promote, and improve ownership 
models which enable households.to achieve 
homeownership within their means, such as 
down-payment assistance, and limited equity 
cooperatives. 

Affordable homeownership opporrunities are pan: of pro
viding a diversity of housing opporrunities in the City. 

San Francisco should continue homeownership _assistance 
programs including counseling. doMi payment assistance, 

silent second mortgages and programs that support teach
ers.. Other programs t:har reduce the burden of homeown
ership such as limited equity cooperatives, which can be 
created through co=unity land trusts and are discussed 
in Policy 3.2; should be supported by the City. 

Recent homeownership and foreclosure trends have resulted 
in potenrial opportunities for affordable homeownership 
programs. To the extent that San Francisco experiences 
foreclosures,_ San Francisco should provide . assistance to 
existing homeowners and wo.i:k: to secure foreclosed units as 
affordable ownership opportilnities. Where larger, multi
unit buildings become avail.able via foreclosures, the Ory_ 
should look to acquire them as permanently afford.able 

DRAFT HOUSlHG ELEMENT 2009 PART !I 

un.its; 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 B 

BUILD PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR 
CAPACITY TO SUPPORT, FACILITATE, 
PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING. 

The dev-elopment of affordable h9usingis critical ta thelong 
.= health, sust:ainahility and diverSity of.. San Francisco. 
In order to successfully deliver affordable housing the City 
and privare sector must have the tools they need to develop 
and rehabilitare affordable housing. Ir 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 chat are necessary to deliver affc;irdable housing . 

. Key functions ~dude techniCal support and services, and 

political support an~ developl'.I\ent of public awareness. 

POLICYB.1 

Support the production and management of 
permanently affordable housing .. 

Non~pro.fit housing development corporations develop 
most of San Francisco's subsidized affordable housing. The 
City sb.01,!ld continue to provide technical and financial 
assistance to support continued operations and enhanced 
capacity of these entities. One =egy is to facilitate part
nerohips, such as linking nonprofits with privai:e developers 
for joint development opportunities, or with lenders to 
cqiand fi!-nding optionS. Another is providing information 
and advice, such ·.as aain.ing on design, green building and 
energy efficient remodeling, and information about con
struction products. 

Additionally .the Ory should invite parmerships towards 
affordable housing development with ma.i:k:et rate develop
ers, major employers, religious organizations, other phllan
thropic organizations and trade unions. These orgariizations 

. may offer development ~r organ.izittional capacity, funding 
or land resources .. 
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POLICY8 __ 2 

Encourage employers located within San francisco 
to work together to develop and advocate for 
housing appropriate for employees. 

Local employers, particularly larger employers, have a 

vested int=e:st; in securing housing necessary- to support 

their work force. The City should foster stronger housing 

advocacy amo~g employers, who could advocate for h.ous

ing proje= and types. The City should also conn= maJor: 

e:mployers t_o hath market-rate and affordable de:Vdopers, 

. especially those with a vested imeresr in Workforce hous

ing; such partnerships could provide devdopers with a 

funding resource, or a pool of committed residents, which 

could redu= the risk of devdoping a project, while secur

ing housing for employees. 

POLICY8.3 

Generate greater public aware.ness about the 
quality and character of affordable housing projects 
and generate community-wide support for new 
affordable housing. 

Affordable housing projects are sometimes ddayed qr with

ikawn because of community opposition. Greater public 

awareness of alfordable hou,sing challenges and paten.rial 

solutions· would generate broader long-= support fur 

housing. San Franciscans, fa.ced with one of the most ex

pensive housing markets in the City; generally sup pan· the 

notion of providing more affordable housing options and 

understand rhe range and severity of affordable housing 

needs in the City. However when. individual projecrs are 

presented the macro understanding of the affordable hous

ing. crisis get:s lost in. fears about changes to an individual 

neighborhood or block. The City, in coordination with 

affordable housing providers, ~hould work to ~howcase suc

cessful aiford.able housing projects thar improve neighbor

hoods, help households, ·and provide much needed workers 

·for our City .. 

OBJECTIVE9 

PRESERVE UNITS SUBSIDIZED BY THE 
FEDERAL, STATE OR LOCAL SOURCES. 

In 1997, in response to a change in federal guiddines that 
allowed the affurdahility provisions on subsidized housing 

to e:x:pire, San Francisco created a program to preserve af
fordable housing. Through this program the Mayor's Office 
of Housing and the San Francisco Redevdopment Agency 

has acquired and transferred. a number of at-risk devdop

·mems to non-profit entities for p~manent affordability. . 

·Continuing to maintain the existing stock of subsidized 

units is a critical component of San Francisco's affordable 

housing strategy. As units provided by the Redevdopmenr 

Agency and MOH~ which currently apply life-long afford

ability res~ctions to their projects, are not particularly at 

risk, efforts need to focus on properties not financed by 

these entities. Additionally, the City should continue to 

provide long term funding strategies to new subsidized 

units, ro protect the public's investment in affordable hous

ing and maintain housing stability. 

POUCY9.1 

Protect the affordability of units at risk of losing 
subsidies or being converted to market rate 
housing. 

Existing affordable housing units should be maintained and 

preserved at their currendevels ofaffordability. Through the 

Housing Preservarion Program (HPP), the City's housing 

agencies work to resuucni.re funding terms of Community 

Development Block Grant funds and housing office bonds 

_to extend affordability termS of stilisidized 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 subsidized units remain affordable when a-specific sub

sidy expires. T~ protect affordability, preservation program 

efforts need ro begin early, prior to the contract's e:x:piration 

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 thru: limit profit 

· from market-rate con.versioo5 of resrricted un.irs, thereby 
motivating HUD con.tract rencwals. These in.dude the Rent 
Control Oi:din.an.ce (Adm.in.istrative Code, Chapter 37), the 

.Assisted.Housing Preservation. Ordinance (Adm:i.n.istrarive . 

Code, Chapter 60), the Source oflncom~ Ordinanc~ (Oty 

Police Code, Article 33, Sei::tion. 3304), an.d the Just Cause 

Eviction. Ordinance (Residential RemStabilizarion. andAr

bicration. Ordinance, Chapter 37.9). The implementation. 

of these ordinances should be conri.nued. . 

POUCY9.2 

Continue prioritization of preservation of existing 
affordable housing as the most effective means of 
providing affordable housing. 

Financial support is required to continue to suppornhe 

preservation of existing affordable housing. The HPP 

program has used tax:-exempt bond financing. low income 

tax. credits an.d federal funds to fina.nc.e acquisition and 
·rehabilitation costs. In addition, the Asz,enr:y has engaged. 

=ants and built organizing capacity to support acquisi
tion ~tiations with owners of such d,evdopmentt. 

The City should continue these mechanisms ro q>mplete 

acqllisitions of existing~ at-risk subsic!ized un.its.. 

I . . 
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Addition.ally; orher agencies in the City should look to 

retain. existing affordable housing stock with supportive 

programs and policies. Privatdy owned and operated rental 

housing is under conri.nuin.g pressure to convert to maclcet 

rate housing, and programs such as the acquisition and 

rehabilitation. model discussed previously can aid in their 
retention. 

.POLICY9.3 

Maintain aRd Improve the condition of the existing 
supply of public housing, through programs such as 
HOPE SF. 

The San Francisco Housing .Authority is the largest land

lord in San Francisco with over 6,200 units, and is one 

of the most important sources of permanently. affordable 

housing for low-income households. The devolution of re

sponsibility for public hou5ing from a federal to local level 
requires increased local res?onsibility fur public housing 

devdcipm:enrs. The City should continue to pursue ~ova
-rive local financing techniques, energy efficiency measures, 

and creative property management and customer service. 

Innovative programs such as HOPE SF, which d.istillfilllsh 

San Francisco as a leader in public housing.redevelopment 

should be continued with City investment and support. 
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Is~ue 5: 
Remove Constraints to the Construction and 
Rehabilitation of Housing 

OBJECTIVE 10 

ENSURE A STREAMLINED, YET THOROU~H, 
ANO TRANSPARENT DECISION-MAKING 
PROCESS. 

. Many factors can consrrain the development, maintenance,· 

and improvement of the housing srock. Market conditions, 
sucb. as the cost of land, the availability of materials, and 
i:he rate ~flahor, are diffiailr ro :rlfect through government 
actions. Local requirements, sucb. as noticing procedures, 

review periods and public co=enr periods, are necessary 
to ensure opportunities fo, nelghborhood participation. 
However, pro~ding clarity of planning and permitting 
requiremenis, processing time, application and review 

procedures, and environm~tal 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 uSe controls. Certainty 

in the development regularions simplifies the pro=s for 
applicantt, and allows neighbors 'to understand an,d antici~ 

pate the likely outcomes of changes in their neighborhood. 
It alsci reduces misunderstandings between developers and 

communities before proposals have been designed to a 
level of detail where change can be very costly or tlme
consurning. The ultimate goal of a "certain" development 

entitlement process is to create greater transparency and 

accountability in the process for all parties, empowering 
borh the public and developers. 

Agoalofi:ecentPlanningDeparrmentco=unityplanning 
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 ari.d urban form to =te 
development that is of a character and qualio/ specified by 
the co=unity; through clear Planning Code provisions as 

well as neighborhood specific Design Guidelines. 

It is critical_ that the spirit and letter of these adopted· 
area plans are implemented. Full implementation of the 

Co.p:miunity's vision requires consistent application of 
plan policies and project rr:view. 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 
rquirements. Monitoring reports adopted as a part of each 

area plan should be used to improve consistency and results 

of the regulatory process. 

.Affordah[e housing projects are often granted exeeptions to 
general requirements to further the City's ability' to meet 

affordable housing objectives. Ofi:en simple =ceptions 
raise: confusion and concern among community members. 

Where additional support- may be required for projects 
which meet rhe qty's targeted 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 provid.ed within the Qty or contracted With an outside 

non-pro.ti~ entity to provide ftee 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 pan: of the Action Plan, the Planning Depamnent is 
exploring a n~er of proceduxal and operarional reforms 

intended to reduce project delays and increase co=unity 

review. 

To provide a more efficient review process that also provides 

ili.e potential for earlier community review, the Planning 

Department is implementing a "Revised .Development 

Review Process," based on the concept that earlier input 

and coordination by all division's of the Planning Depart
ment on larger. more complex: projectS results in a more 

efficient review overall The efficiency is gained by idcntifr 

ing and ~dressing significant project issues, and providing 

developers more comprehensive prc;>cedural information 
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early in ·the review process. This approach also improves 

the likelih~od that co=unities surrounding potential 4e

velopment proj=s Will be more aware early in die review 

prqcess. Togetb.~ t;hese features reduce the overall review 

time for a project, allow for earlier co=unity awareness, 

and-perhaps mosr importantly-ultimately result in bet

ter projects being approved and built. 

To iniW,tc: neighbor co=unication early on in me devel

opment process, and provide the project sponsor the op

portunity to address neighbor-concerns about the potential 

impa(:!:S of me project prior to submitting an application, 

the Department has also i.mp~ented a required Pre-Ap-

. plication Process that requires eligible project sponsors 

to rondua community meetings prior to filing any en

ritl=ent, inviting all relevant Neighborhoo.dAssociations, 

abutting property owners and ocrupants. This process 

allows the co=unlty access to planned projects, and al-· 
lows the projeC:t sponsor to identify; and address, issues and 

concerns early on. 
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POLICY10.3 

Use best practices to reduce excessive time or 
redundancy in local application of CEQA.. 

The Califomia Environmental Quality Art was initiated to 

open development decisions so char a:ction could be taken 
to offset negative environmental effecrs, and as a .mecha

nism fur community review of projects. Ar its basis, CEQA 
offers a tool to balance environmental values with concrete 

developmeo.:t decisions, and as such, was one of t:he early 
tools citizens and agencies had to promote environmentally 

faVQrable proj=s, and'reject, or reduce the impact_ of, n~

rive ones. However, irs provis~ons hav'e created numerous 

. con=ns about delay and misuse of CEQ.A; policymakers 
have rece;ntly started 4iscussing reform of CEQA to help 

address con=s about misuse and delays to good hous

ing projects- Reform should.be pursued in a way that does 

· not u;i.duly limic neighborhood participation in revieW- of 

. development proposals.· 

Using best practices,· Community P_lan exemptions and 

tieced environmental reviews can help enable CEQA to be 

more closely ru.ned. to ii:s initial intent, :i..nd to become a 

strong mech.an.ismfor smacr growth planning and develop
ment. In particular, the City should c:xplore mech=isms 

that: will maintain the strength of CEQ/I.. and its use as 

a tool for environmental protection while eliminatirig 
aspects of its implementarion th.at are not appropriate to 

t:he City's co mext. One such improvement underway is the 

i:ec~t Board of Supervisocs direction to study the updat

ing of automobile "levd of Seivice" (LOS) with .All.to 

Trip Generation (ATG) as a more meaningful measure 

of tnffi.c Un.pacts in an urban context. The City should 

ensure best practices do not impact ~y co=uniry's abil
ity to understand., and provide input towards, ifilpaccs of 

· proposed proj=ts. Resid~ts should continue to have due 

process ·available co them to participate in furuce of theic 

neighbocb.oods. 

POLICY 10.4 

Support state legislation and programs that promote 
environmentally favorable projects. 

Senate Bill 375 legis'lates the reduction of greenhouse g;i.ses 

through. regional and local planning efforts, to achieve state

wide sustai.nahle development goals. SB 375 provides some 
regulatory "relief for "sustainable projeccs" to reduce project 

tosts, processing time and legal risks, including reducing 

some CEQA pro0s.ions. Ir also hints at lin1cing furore State 

in.fustructure funding, specifi.Cally transportation funds, to 

achievement of smact growth goals, including lowi:r vehicle 

miles traveled.. Allocation of affordable housing resources, 

pa.rtia.i.larly for new production, should be consisrem: with 
smart growth principles. 

SB375, and future regional ~d state efforts, shou!d be ac

companied bythe kind offundingt:b.arwillenable growth to 
truly be "smarr". Lin.king funding directly to efficiem: land 

use, rather than rd population or regions, would encourage 
smarr land use patt=s. The implementation of SB375 

should be mocltored., and addressed with amendments if 
necessary; to ensure it s~sfully provides me tools n=

sary ro meet its smart growth goals in San Francisco. 
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Issue 6: 
Maintain the Unique anq Diverse Character of 
San Francisco's Neighborhoods 

OBJECTIVE 11 

SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND 
DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN FRANCISCO'S 
NEIGHBORHOODS. 

San Francisco is a City of neighborhoods, each with a 

distinct c:h.aracter and quality. While the Housing Element 

provides a citywide housing straregy, no policy should ·be 

applied without fu:st: examining its applicability ro each 

specific neighborhood's ·unique context.. Its. implementa

tion shollli:I. be applied and expressed differently in each 

neighborhood.. The existing character, design context 

(including neighborhood specific design guidelines), his
toric and cultural context, and land use patterns of each 

neighborhood shall inform and define the specific applica

rion of Housing Element policies and programs. As each 

neighborhood progresses over time the distinct characters 
. will funn the foundation to all p!ailning and preservation

work in the area.. Just as the City seeks a variety of housing 

types ro meet the diversity of needs, the_ Ory also values 

a variety .of neighborhood types to suppo~ the varying 

preferences and lifestyles of existi~ and future households. 

Changes planned for an area should build on the 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 stan9ing history of beautiful and 

innovative architecture that builds on appreciation for 

beauty and mnovative design. Residents of San Francisco 

should be able to .live in well-designed housing suited to 

their specific needs. The City should ensure thar housing 

provides quality living environments and complements the 

character of the suirounding neighborhood, while striying 

ro achieve beautiful and innovative design thar provides a 

flexible living environment for the variety of San Francisµi's 

household needs. 

J!i.e City should conru;u.e to improve design revi.~ to 

ensure that the review process results in good design that 

complements existing c;haracter. The City should also seek 

our creative ways to promote design excellence. Possibilities 

include design competitions that foster innovative think
ing, and encouraging designers to ~eet with other local 

. archirecrs to provide peer revi~ New York City recently 

implemented asimilar initiarlVe tharawards public projects, 

including affordable housing, based on talent and experi

ence rather than to the lowest bidder, which has resulted in 

several buildirigs with lauded design-

POLICY 11.2 

Ensure implementation of accepted design 
standards in project approvals. 

As the. City's Residqitial J?esign Guidelines srate, San :fran

cisco is known for its neighborhoods .and the visual quality 

of its _buildings. Its architecture is diverse, yet many neigh.

borhoods are made up of buildings with common rhythms 

and cohesive elements of archirectw;al expression. Fo.r all · 

new buildings and major additio~ die fundamentals of 

good urban design should.be followed, respecting the ex

isting neighborhood characrei-, while allowing fur freedom 

of architectural expression. A variety of architectural styles 

(e.g. Vlcroru.n. Edw=lian, Modem.} can perform equ:all.y 

well Proposed buildings should re1are well to the street 

and i:o other buildings, regardless of sryle. New and sub

stantially altered buildings should be designed in a manner 

that conserves and respects neighborhood diaracter. High 
quality materials, aiid a strong attention to details, should 

be carried across all styles. And buildings should represent 

their i:ra, yet be tirridess. 
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Planning Department review of projects and development 

of guidelines should build on adopted local controls, in

cluding re=tly adopted .Aiea Plans, neighborhood ·specific 

design guiddines, and historic preservation diruicr docu~ 

menrs. Planning staff should be aware of, and be a resource 

for, on-goln.g individual community efforts that support 

good pfuu:ung principles, such as neighborhood-specific 
Covenants, Conditions, and Resuictions (CC&R's) and 

design guidelines. New development and alterations or 

additions to existing srrucrures in these neighborhoods 

should refer to these eontrols in concert wim the citywide 

Residen1;ial Design Guidelines, although only i:hose guid~ 

ing documents app~oved by the Planning Commission 

may be legally enforced by Planning staff. A4o projects in 

historic preservation disuicrs should refer ro rda_red design 

documents. 

POLICY 11.3 

Ensure growth is accommodated without 
substantially and adversely impacting existing 
residential neighborhood character. 

Accommodation of growili should be achieved without 

dama@ng ex:isting residential neighborhood characrer. 'rn 

co=unity plan ar~, i:his means development projects 
should adhere to adopted policies, design guidelines and 

co=unity review procedures. Ill existing residential 

neighborhoods, this means devdopment proj= should 

defer to me prevailing height and bulk of the area. 

To ensure character is not impacred, rhe City should 

continue ·ro use community planning processes to direa: 

growth and change according to a community-based vi

sion. The Planning Department shC!uld utilize residem:ial 

design guiddines, ncighborhood specific d~ign guidelines, 

. and orh~ documents describing a specific neighborhoods 
character as guideposts to determine compatibility of prO-: 
posed projeers with existing neighborhood characrer.· 

The Depanmem should support the adoption of neigh

borhood-specific design standards in order to enhance or 

conserve neighborhood characrer, proviP.ed those guide

lines are consistent with overall good-planning principles 
and help foster .a more predictable, more t:inidy; and less 

costly pre-development process. Tq this end," the Depart-

rnenc should develop official _procedures foi: submitral of 

neighborhood-initiated design guidelines, fur review by 
Department staff, and for adoption or endor=ent. 

POLICY11.4 

Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to 
a generalized residential land use and density plan 
and the General Plan. 

Current zoning districrs result iii land use and density pat

terns shown on the accompanying Generalized Permitted 

Housing Densities by Zoning District, Map 6; and the ac

companying table illustrating those densities, Table 1-64, in 

Part 1 of the Housing Elemenr. The parameters contained 

in the Planning Code under each zoning disrricrs can help 

ens!!-fe that new housing does not ~~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 density i:hroughout the 

City. When proposed zoning map amendments are con

sidered as· part of the Department's co=llnity planning 

efforts, they should conform generally to these .this ma.p, 

although minor variations consistent with the general land 

use and density policies may be appropriate. They should 

also conform to the other objectives aµd policies of the 

General Plan. 

POLICY11.5 

Ensure densities in established residential areas 
promote compatibility with prevailing neighborhood 
character. 

Residential density controls should reHect prevailing build

ing types in estahlished residential neighborhoods. Par

ticularly in RH-1 and RH-2 areas, prevailing height and 
bulk patterns should be maintained to protea neighbor

hood characrei. Other strategies to mainciin and protect 

neighborhood characrer should also be explored, including 
"neighborhood livability initiatives" mat could =mine 

guidelines and princi.p_les to preserve what is beloved about 

the area. Such ~ initiative could result in strategies to 

improve rhe appearance and accessibility of neighborhood 

commercial districts, or neighborhood: specilic design 

guidelines for specific RH-1 and RH~2ncighborhoods. 
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POUCY11.6 

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 fur people to meet and 

interaet.informally and· shape the neighborhood's range of 

social experiences and offerings. Buildings shape views and 

affect the amount of sunlight tha.t reaches the street. And 

the frontage o(birildings can encourages inrerattion, while 

providing safety and increasing surveillance of the s=t. 
Thus, buildings should be designed with a human scale, 

consist~t with each individual area's i:=lltional pattern. of 

devdopmem. Design feanires such as regular entrances and ' 

windows along the street, seating ledges, outdoor sea'ting, 

outdoor displays of wares, and attractive signage, the use of 

stoops and po?icoS; and limiting blank walls all assist in 

ensuring an inviting co=unity environment. 

The ~es ~fbuildings and their relationships to one another 

can also affect the variety, activity, and livdiness of a place. 

Zorung . fur a mix of use, open spaces and co=tµllty 

facilities in appropriate locations, such as neighborhood 

commercial centers, can increase opportunities fur social 
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int=ction. Mixing compatible uses within buildings, such 

as housing with retail, services or small-scale workplaces, 

. can build activity for friendly sneers and public spaces. In 
the best cases, the defining qualities of buildings along the 

street create a kind of ~urban room"~ the public life of 

the neighborhood can thrive. 

POUCY11.7 

Respect San Francisco's_historic fabric, by 
preserving landmark buildings and ensuring 
consistency with his~oric districts. 

Landmarks and historic buildings are jmportant to the 

character and quality of the City's neighborhoods and are 

also important housing resources, A number of these suuc

tures contain housing units particularly suitable for larger 
households and families with children. 

New buildings adjacent to or with the potential to visually 

impacr historic contexts or srrucrures should. be designed to 

co~plement the character and scale of thdr environs. The 

new and old can stand next to one another with pleasing 

effects, but only if there is a successful rransition in scale, 
building furm and proportion, detail, and IDat:c:rials. 
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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. 

Tue scale and design of permit:ted commercial and instl
rutional buildings shou).d adaiowledge and respond to the 
SUiro~ding neighborhood conteir, ~corporating neigh
borhood specific design guidelines whenever possible. To 

enSUie a su=ful integration of these uses, especially large 
instit:utions, th.e City shciuld pay close arremion ~o plans 
for expansion through master planning efforts. Analysis 
should include needs generated for housing, transporta

tion, ped=ian amenities, and other services. 

POLICY11.9 

Foster development that strengthens local culture 
sense of place and history. 

In addition to the . fu.crors discussed above, including 

physical design, land use, scale, and landmark clements, 
neighborhood character is also defined by long-standing 
heritage, co=unity assets, inSrirutional and social char
acteristics. Maintaining the linkages that ~ch dements 
bring, by connecting residents to their pasr, can contribute 
to the distinctiveness of community character and unique 

sense of place; as well as foster community pride and par
ticipation. 

Elements of community heritage can include the public 

realm, including open space and streets; and the built envi
ronment, instirutions, markets, businesses that serve local 
needs, and special sites. Other, non-physical aspects can 

include ethnicity, language, and local uaditions. Devdop-'. 
merit of new housing should consider all.of these factors, 
and how theycan aide in connecting to them. Housing 

types that re.late to the community served, particularly the 
incomC, household and tenure type of the comm.Unity, can · 

h~p to address ~egative changes in socioeconomic condi- . 
tions, and reduce displacem~t: Constructing housing that 
includes cornm~ity components that btiild upon this sense 

of place, such as public plazas, libraries, co=unirj facili

ties, public art, and open spaces, can buil~ a sn:onger sense 

of commun\r:y hericige. And th~ development of ncighbor
hood-specific design guiddines, as discussed above, should 
review lDcal 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 neighborho<;>ds. It is important to recognize,· how
ever, that local culture is not.static- S= Francisco's cultural 

character and composition have shifted as social, et:hllic, 
and political groups have moved across the City's landscape. 
Plans and programs, including housing developmei:rts, 
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',s p~ should take into account all 

elements of a whole neighborhood in ~ordination with 
new housing. Citywide and neighborhood specific plan

ning should ~nsider neighborhood infrastructure such as 

pai:ks, recreational facilities and schools, and neighborhood 

servi= such as grocery stores, drug swres and orher com

mercial services. 

The City must continue to plan for the necessary in&astruc

rure, especially t:ran...<partation and water services, to support 

exiscing and new households. These fundamental services 

should be planned at a system level by ea.ch relevant agency 
. and coordinated with new growth. Additionally, standard 

developmenr pioj= review procedures should continue to 

consider rhe relationship betw= new development and 

necessary in.fi:asnucture. 

Orher important ~eighborhood · el=ents maintain rhe 

healrh, well-bebig, and social standards of our City, includ

ing publicly provided fi;nctions such as schools, parks; 

libraries; as well as privately devdoped on.es such as grocery 

Stores and neighborhood retail, child care, art and cul=al 
facilities. These elements are critical to maintaining and 

enhancing rhe 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 ncighborhoo.d serving 
businesses, employment centers, recreation fucilities, and 

regional centers. To the extent possible these .trips should 

be easily. acco=odated on. the existing rransport:ation net

work with, increased servi=. To that end the city should 
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p:romote housing devdopment in areas that are well served 

, wii::h. transportation WTastrucrure including Bart trains, 

and Muni light rail trains. However, ~c:S tci the Plan- . 
.o.ing Code to further accommodate housing near rranslt· 

will occur through a community based planning pro=s. 

Encouragement·of the use of public transit and car-shar

ing must be acco.mpanied. by improving rhe reliability and 

usability of public transportation and broadening access to 

and location of car share options, as ways ·to make these 

alternarives more attractive. Additionally; bicycle amenities 

can and should be an integral component ro housing and· 

. supporting the City's Transit First policy. The City m~t 
maintain and improve the transportar:ion network in co

ordination with new developmenL Long range transporta

tion planning should consider actual and projected. growth 
panenis. Tools such as impact fees should facilitate the 

coordin~tion of new growth. with improved transportarion · 

iofi:astruc:ture. & the Ory has been direcring planning ef
forcs to shape housing construction in rran~it-riCh locations 

through its RaiCV-dopment, Better Ncighborhoods and 
other community plannfug processes, its funding drons 

should prioritize these parts of the City . .To ensure that new 

neighborhood ~cture. partic:Ularly tta.a.si.t,. is pro

vided concurreni;ly with new growth, agencies within the 

City should prioritize ·funding or planning efforts w:irhin 
these planned areas, especially for disq:etionary funding 
application processes such as the state's Propos~tion 1 C. 

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' suppcrt a Va.riety of life 

choices th.rough the quality of life elements they provide. 

Such elements include open space, child = facilities and 

· .. i .. 
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other neighborhood services such as libraries,. neighbor

hood-serving retail (induding grocery stores); co=unity 

centers, µJ.edical offices! personal services; lc;>cally OWlJ.ed 

businesses, and i. pedestrian a.iid bik;e-ftien.dJy . ~virOn
menL These elements enable.residents to ~ntinue to live 

in their neighborhood as their n~ change, arid encourage 

neighbotbood relationships. Access to these a.n+enities and 

services at a neighborhood level enables residents ro make 

many trips ~n foot or public transportation. 

Some ofthe5e amenities are maintained by the Oty; such as 

open space and some child =_facilities. The City should 

ronsider projecred. growth patterns in plans for the growth 
and maintenance of these quality of life amenities. Other 

neighborhood ·serviees such ~ grocery stores, drug srores, 

and restaurants are provided. by private pW:ies - the City 

should rupport and encourage the adequare proVision of 

these services whenever possible. 

POUCV12.3 

Ensure new housing is sustainably supported by the 
City's public infrastructure systems. 

Projected growtlt will affect our local public ·infrastructure 

systems, especiallyrransportarion in&asrrucrure and systems 

such as water, sewer and power: Realizing this, the Oty and 
County of San Francisco has taken a proactive dfori in 

working towar~ interagency soiutions: :flo~ because 

provision of major infuso:ucrure transcends City boundar- · 

ies, long-term snategii: planning also requires coordination . 

with, and support from, SC!l:e and regional agencies. It is 
critical that State and regional i.nfuso:ucrure funding be 

d.U:ecdy linked to the .Regional Housing Needs Allocations 

(RHNA),.and award.plans f?r infill growth, rather than 

awarding vehicular capacitj throughout the region. 
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With regards to transportation, i;he ·City's long-'range 

Countywide Transportation Plan guides future inves=ent 

decisions. Managed_ by the San Francisco County Trans

portation Authority; the Plan. looks at "projecred growth 
in jobs and housing in San Francisco, regional treads and 

chanimg n=ds, to provide the city's blueprint for trans

. portation system development and investment over the 

n=30years. 

With regards to ooter supply; the San Francisco Public 

Utilities Com~sion (SFPUC) plans for growth via the 

Urban Water Management Plan, which is updated every 
five years,· and is pursuing .mategies to addressing increased 

growth by m.eans such as innovative co~ervation practices, 

use of recycled water; and increased use of groundwater. In 

coujunction with these plans, the PUC.has established new 

connection fees to ensure that new development pays for 

the impact it places upou the supply network. The PUC 

has also r=ntly adopted rate increases to fund vorer-ap-' 

proved sclsmic improvements to the pipe network and the 

combined sewer/ storm.water system. 

The City's power netwo.cks need to be given rhe 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 .i.o..frastructurc:, funding constraints and ·deferred 

maintenance highlight the need for continued master plan

ning if the emerging vision for a more susr;ainable system. 

is to be achieved. 
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Issue 8: 
Prioritizing Sustainable Development 

OBJECTIVE· 13 

PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN 
PLANNING FOR AND CONSTRUCTING NEW 
HOUSING. 

The United Nations' definition of sustainability, "also used 
by the San Francisco Sustainability Plan, states thar. aA 
sustainable society meets the needs of the prese~t witbout 

-sacrificing the ability of future generations to· meet their 

own needs." Accordingly, sustainable development in San. 

Fran~co aims to meet all human needs - environmental, 

economic and social - across time. 

·San Francisco is ofu:n seen as a leader in urban sust:llnable 

development, b~use ofits early adoption ofa Sustainabil

ity Plan (1997), and subsequen,t policies, from prohibitions 

on plastic bags and bottled water to the recently adopted 

Green Building Ordinance. However, sustainable develop
ment does not forus solely on environmental lssues. It 
should enco~pass the way we promote economic growi:h, 
so that the mosi: vulnerable, disadvantaged residents get an 

equal share .of the benefits of growt4, Also c:ritiqi.l is the 

concept of social equity; which embraces a div=ity' of val
ues that are not perhaps as ~ily quantified as greenhous~ 
gas emissions oc matlcetplace dollars, such as housing & 

wodcing conditions, health, educational services and recre

ational opportunities, and gene.al quality ofl.ife. 

While San Francisco's ttanSit accessibility and role as a 

regional job cen= does prnmote its role·as a n=s fur new 

housing development, sustainability does not ni= growth 

at all costs. A truly sustainable San Francisco balances hous

ing prodi:iction with affordability needs, i.nfu.stru.=e pro- · 

vision., and ncighborhood cultw:e and character. Thus, as 

the City prioritizes sustainability in housing development, 

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 th.at funher impact ouc 

resources; by promoting economic vitality so that all citi

zens have access to housing that "is with.in their means and 

dose to theic workplace;· and by prntecting the righrs of all 
citizens, induding pceven1;illg their displacement. 

POLICY13.1 

Support "smart" regional growth that locates new 
tiousing close to jobs and transit· 

In San Francisco, and in many of the other job centers in 
the Bay· Area, workers scruggl.e to find housing they can 

afford. Ar. the saroe· rime, employ= have difficulty recruit

ing employees, because of the lack of affordable options 

near their locarions. These trends =cerba~ long-distance 

commuting. one of the primary sources of greenhouse gas 
emissions; they also negatively impact me working families 

sauggli.ng witli such commutes by demanding more U;ayel 

time and higher travd costs_ 
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The City should support efforts to construct more housing 

n= jobs, and n= cransir. Yet,. sustainable development 

requires consid~tion of the impacrS of new housing. Plans 

for smart growth must work to prevent the unintended 

consequences on low-income residents, such as gentrifica

tion and displacement, and to maint:Un the character and 

composition of neighboi:b.oods for rh:e 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 co=ercial or =idential growth - affect other com

munities in the regioIL SB 375 attempts to addr= this at 

a state level, but com:inued efforts are required to ensure 

new residenrial_developmentis planned region wide to take 

advantage of the av.ailability of employment oppo:riunities, 

efficient tran.spon:ation system_s, and community services. 

It is imperative that governing entities such as the Asso
ciation of Bay Area Governments and the State Structure 

funding and other incentives to direct local government 

policies to house their fair, "smart" share of the labor pool, 

panicul.ady those locations close to transit. San Francisco 

should rake an· active role in promoting such policies, and 

discouraging funding that would enable ?-ousing develop

ment that is not attached to the use of public transit. The 

· City should also pky a greater role in ensuring local and 

regional growth · management strategies are coord.inarc:d 

and compleme,nrary.. 

POLICY13.2 

Work with localities across the region to coordinate 
the production of affordable housing region wide 
according to sustainability principles. 

Becaus~ the need for housing rel.ates to jobs which are 
provided across the region, planning for housing requir~·a 
regional srraregy. in a true jobs-housing balance, the work

ers are the residents of nearby housing, and housing costs 

are afford~le to the local worlctorce. Pmvided the type 

and cost of housing consrrucred are taken into account, 

smart growth srrar~es can address the housing needs of 

low-income residents, while contrib~ting ro diverse com

muniries. 

Construction of housing affordable to a. mix _of incomes 

must be p~ovided not only in San Francisco, but through

out the region, to allo:w low-income residents to reach jobs 

as well as needed services like grocery stores and. child-care. 

Anhe p=ent time, most of the region's subsidized.housing 

for low- and moderate-income households is concentrated 

in the central cities, induding San Francisco, Co= unities 

throughout the Bay Area, particularly those who provide 

working opportunities for this same population, should ac-. 

cept responsibility for housing low- and moderate-income 

households as we!L One way of addressing a:lfordability 

. needs across municipal boundaries is to explore the =tion 

of a regiorud affordable housing fund, which could a=pt 

funds from both public and privare sources. An.other is a 

permanent state fund r:hat would finW:ce housing for low

and middle-income househo.lds, which would ease some of 

the funding uncertainty that occurs during difficult budget 

years. 

·POLICY13.3 

Promote sustainable land use patterns that integrate 
housing with transportatioq in order to increase • 
transit, pedestrian, and bicycle mode share. 

Sustainable land use patterns include those located do~ 
to jobs and transit, as noted above. But, they also include 

easy access to, and multiple travel mod.es between, other 

services, shopping and daily needs. This' could mean all ser

vices needed are located within an easy walk of the n=by 

housing; it could also mean that Su.ch services are available 

by. bike ·or transit, or in the best cases, by all modes. The . 
co=on f:actor in sustainable land use patterns is that r:b.e 

~d for a private car is limited. 

To encourage walking, Cycling and transit use, compre

hensive systems must be in.p4ce. A Cirywide network of 

walkable str=:s, blh lanes that are safe for chil~ as well 

as the elderly, and reliable,· convenient, rransit must. be in 

place. The City should continue dforts to improve such 

networks, to make th= more attractive to users. The Ciry 

~hould also con~ue requirements and programs that link 
developers of housing to contribute towai:ds such systems. 
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Sustainable design that includes improved streets and 

transit"stops adjacent to devcloped property, as wdl as the 

inclusion of ni.id-block crossings, ,Jleys and bike lanes at 

l~ multi-block developments, can funher incentivize 

non-automotive movement. 

POLICY13.4 

Promote the highest feasible lev~ of "green" 
development in both prtvate and m~icipally
supported housing. 

Green development specifically relates to the environmen

tal implications of development. Green building integrates 

the built environment with natnral systems, using site 

orientation, local sources, sustainable material selection 

. and window placement to reduce energy demand and 

greenhouse gas emissions. 

San Fraiicisco has for several y= had a municipal green 

building ordinance, and in [giveyc:ar] adopted stricr green 

building srand2rds for private consirUcrion as well The 
City also promores several incentive programs to encoll:r

age development to go beyond the requirements of me 

ordinanc:es, including Priority p~tring for LEED Gold 
certified projects,_ solar rebates at the local, si;:u:e and federal 

level, and rebares. for energy and water efficiency. 

DRAFT HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 PART il 

Preservation and rehabilitation of existing buildings is in 
and ofitself a "green~ sttategy; normally consuming fu less 

energy than demolition and new construction. But truly 

addressing climate change must include upgrades to these 

buildings as well Often, features that add to the initial cast 

of a structtire are highly cost-effective in terms of the life 

cycle or operating ~sts. For example, weatherization of 
existing housing can usually pay fur itself in a short time, 

. reSulting iri lower utility bills and housing costs. Energy 
costs, particularly, can be a burden on low-income families; . 

reducing energy costs, can leave niore money fur housing. 
wkre die City coordinates on implementation of sustain

ability P.rogran;is, priority should be given to programs 
based on i::b.eir clfectiv=ess and feasibility; 
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ABBREVIATIONS 

ABAG Association of Bay Area Governments 
AfJA Americans with Disabilities Act 
AGI Adjusted Gross Income 
AMI Area Median Income 
BART Bay Area Rapid Transit 
BIG Building Improvement Cmmittee 
CAP SS Community Action Plan for Seismic Safety 
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 
CERF ·code Enforcement Rehabilitati_on Fund 
CHRP San Francisco Community Housing Rehabilitation Program 
CPC Capital Planning ·Committee . 
DAAS Department of Aging· and Adult Services 
DAH Direct Access to Housing ProQram 
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 
DPW Department ~f Public Works 
DR Discretionary Review 
HSA Human Services Agency 
HDMT Healthy i;:>evelopment Measurement Tool 
HOPE VI · Housing Opportunities tor People Everywhere 
HOPE SF Housing Opportunities for People Everywhere San Francisco 
HPP Hpusing Preservation Program 
HRC Human Rights Commission 
LEED Leadership in Energy and Environmental .Design 
MOH Mayor's Office of Housing . 
MONS Mayor's Office~ Neighborhood Services 
MTG · Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
MUNI San Francisco Municipal Railway 

·NC Neighborhood Commercial 
OEWD Office of Econ~mic and Workforce Development 
Prop 1 C State of California Proposition 1 C Grant Program 
RHNA . Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
RPO City and County of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department 
SB 375 State of California Senate Bill #375 
SFHA San Francisco Housing Authority 
SFMTA San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
SFPUC San Francisco Pi..iblic Util.ities Commission 
SFRA S~ Francisco Redevelopment Agency 
SFUSD San Francisco United School District 
SOMA 
SRO 
SUD 
TOM 
TEP 
TlDF 
VMT 

South of Market 
Single-Room Occupancy Units 
Special Use District· 
Transportation Demand Management 
Transit Effectiveness Project . 
Transportation Impact Development Fee 
Vehicle Miles Traveled 
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CPC ADOPTED HOUSING ELE"ENT 2009 

Evaluation· of the 
2004 Housing Element 

As part of the Housing Element update process, Califo~a 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 Element goals, objectives and policies and the effectiveness of the hous

ing element in aCh.ieving those goals and objectives; and, 3) an evaluation of the progress in 

implementation of the housing element. 

A review and evaluation of the 2004 Housing Bement 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 evaluaring implementation progiam.s initiated during the repof!ing period 

will all serve to. strength.en the revised Housing Element and help address the Cirf s ongoing 

housing challenges. An evaluation of the implementation programs is presented in a ma.triX at 

. the ~d of this appendix. 

Housing Targets and Production 

The: State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) and the Association 

0£ Bay Area Governments (ABAG) set San Francisco's fair share of the regional housing need 

for the 1999-2006 reporring period at 20,372 units. This Regio~al Housing Needs Allocation 

(RHNA) process also established that 64% of these lia.irs (13,009 units) be: affordable to lower . 

income households W:d the remaining 36% (7,363 units) oould be met by market rate housing 

production. The 2004 Hausing El.ement suggesn;d that the total number of housing units 

allocated to San Francisco by the RHNA process was not re:µistic given the constraints and 

impediments to housing production, but still a=pted rhe allocation as its quantified housing 

production goal. 
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PART 1, DATA f·~EEDS & ANALYSIS 

A.2 

Although San Francisco fell short of meeting the state mandated fuir 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 target was produced. Th~ City 

also exceeded the marker-rate housing target by over 53%. The greatest deficiency for the 

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 the previous. 

Housing Element update reporting period (1989-1998), where San Francisco met only 61% 

of its total l?-ousing production targets, producing only 40% of both its very-low and low

income housing targets, and 12 % of its mode.rare-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: Hausing l.nvcmmqr. Mayoi's Office cf Homing. SF Rcdcvdopmcnt.Agcai:y 

*Acquisitiori.fRdiabilicu:ion a:rUi:s indwkd t0 die o:rent allowed. hy Housing E&cmcnr: 1zw. >qnisition/Rd2ahilicu:iori projctt umbctt provid~ by M:z.yor$ 
Offiao ofHnwmg .. d me SF Ro&v~np"'!"'"W'''l'· . 

While San Francisco did improve the production of housing affordable. to low and very-low 

income h~useholds earning less than 80% AMI, it did not substan~y improve the produc

tion of moderate-income housing for households earning berwecn 80% ·and 120% AMI. The · 
primary obstacle to the production of moderate-income housing i.ri. high land cost marketx 
such as San Francisco is profitability. Moreover, unlike low and vefy low income housing. few 

subsidies exist for building housing for moderate income households. ABAG's 2007 study, A 
Place CzlledHome, shows that other c:Ommunities.in the Bay Area with. high land values have 

also fulled to produce sufficient moderate-income housing. Almost all of the moderate-income 

housing produced during the reporting period came from the inclusionary housing programs 

~d, with increasing land and produ~on co~, th.ere is little reason. to think this trend will 
change. 

Production of market-rate housing during the reporting period continued to exceed RH.NA 

targets, with over 150% of the target for this income category produced. during the reporring 

period .. 
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24.8% 82.8% 

6.4% 52.4% 

4.1% 12.9% 

64.6% 153.4% 

100.0% 85.8% 
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Housing Programs and Initiatives 

The 2004 Rousing Element retained most of the policies in the 1990 &sidence Element, but con.:. 

solidated and reorganized the City's 12 housing objecti~es. The 2004 Housing Element places 

greater emphasis on identifying appropriate locations for new: housing dtywide, especially 

increased density near downtown; on implementing area plans to build new neighborhoods 

in appropriate locations; on improving the livability of existing neighborhoods through good 

design, mixed-use development, increased deil.sity near transit, improved infrastructure and 

public ameniries, and reduced parking requirements; on protecting the affordability of existing 

housing and building more new ~fford.able housing; on streamlining the ~ousing production 

. process through program EIRs and Area Plan EIRs; on creating mixed-income communities; 

on providing more fumily housing; and on managing homelessness through supportive hous-

ing. 

The objectives and policies of the 2004 Housing Element underscored four main housing 

themes: I) iricreasing housing production, especially affordable housing; 2) pre5erving and. 

maintaining th~ City's housing supply; 3) increasing housing 9,ensities in areas well served by 

transit in order to create. a more livable City, meet the City's goals for housirig production, 

reviraliz.e 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 neighl;>orhood shpps. 

and services are concentrated. 

• The Better Neighborhoods Program was s=ed in 2000 and used intensive commu
nity-based planning to incorporate reciJgnition 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 future programs in other parts of the City. The Market Octavia 
Plao 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 proc~ in December of 2008. · 

• The Eastern Neighborhoods (EN) planning process is a large-scale co=unity plan; 
ning effort in several neighborhoods in the eastern portion of San Francisco originally 
including the South of Mar.l;:et, Mission, Potrero Hill/Showplace Square, Bayview; 
and Visitacion Valley neighborhoods. Eventually the Bayview, (adopted by the San 
Francisro Redevelopment Agency in June 2006), and Visitacion Valley (adopted in 
De=ber 2008) neighborhoods underwent separate planning and plan adoption pro
cesses. The Central Waterfront was incorporated into the EN environ.mental review 
and plan adoption pro=s. 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 fur 2,200 
units; some 1,460 of diese units have since been entitled.. The Thnsbay Redevelop

ment.Area was adopted in 2005 and will add approximately 2,600 new uni.ts. Success
ful completion and implementation of these plans.will create vibrant new comm.unities 

adjacent to employment centers and regional transit hubs, consistent witl:t the policies 
and prngrams contained in the housing elemen.L 

• .kea plans for India Basin and J apantown were initiated in 2007. 

Program Environmental Impact Reports 

A major new policy in die 2004 Housing Elemmt encourages the preparation of detailed 

Prngram EnVironmental Impact Reports (EIR) and the use of·subsequent co=unity ·plan 

=mptions, where ·appropriate, for new planning areas in order to streamline environmental 

review by reducing duplication in the EIR process. Aiea. Plans in ·these program areas would 

also sedc to reduce the ~umber 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 fo!IDP...r freeway parcels where the plan fores= specific residential 

~owth. The Market/Octavia program EIR was completed in the summer of 2008; subse

quently the.Planning Department has established a_ community plan exemption processes, 

'which enables new consmrction ro benefit from die analysis completed in die Market and 
Octavia ElR Other area plans adopted in 2008 also approved programmatic E!Rs. The 

prngrarn EIR. and community exemption model will streamline the entitlement process new 

infill housing units. · 

Affordabie Housing 

San Francisco faces a continuing shortage of affordable housing fur very low and low-income . 

residents. In response to ~e high projections of housing needs for Sa.i;i Francisco set forth in 

the 2004 and previous Housing Elements, San Francisco has instituted several ~tegies for 

producing new affordahie housing units. These strategies seek to support affordable housing 

production by increasing site availability and capacity fur pennan.ently affordable housing, and 

to encourage the disaibution of affordable housing throughout all neighborh~ods, thereby 

offi:ring diverse housing choices and promoting economic and social integration. 

• Planning Department- Inclusionary Housing Program. In 2001, San Francisco greatly 
increased the capacity for alfurdahle housing producrion through expansion ofits Inclu

sionary Housing Program and increased fe~ to the Affordable Housing Fund. During 
the 1999-2006 reporting peP.od, the inclusfonary program produced 869 uni~; mostly 
in rhe South of Marlcet. 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 Housing 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 units; 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 ~nsrrucclng affordable units; and 
required off-site affordable units to be rental affordable to households makipg up to 

60% of the San Francisco Area Median Income {SFAMI) - or if for ownership, units af
fordable to th.ose making80% 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 ID.come, program affordability levels are tied to the metropolitan 
median income or SFAMI .. This better reflects local conditions and further enhances 
program affordability. 

Io. late2009, the Second District Court of Appeal issued Palm.er/Sixth Street Properties 
vs. City of Los Angeles, which held" that the California Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing 
Act. pre-empts local municipalities from mandating that newly constructed dwelling 
units be rented at low-income rents. As this case impacts future rental units provided . 
through San Francisco's lnclusionary Program, the City is proceeding with amend~ 
1!1-ents to this legislation which would clarify the Progr:im as fee-based, and retain the 
option of building the units on-site or qtf-site rn. for-sale projects only, ya offering 
rental projecrs the ability to take advantage of on-site or off -sire options should they 
wish to waive th.cir Costa-Hawkins rights. · 

• &development Agency - Housirig Participation Policy. Changes to the Redevelopment 
Agency's Housing Participation Policy also occu,rred in 2002, with required unit p~
centages ~d affordability requirements similar to the City's Inclusionary Affordable 
Housing Program .. The Redevelopment Agency's program produced 480 affordable 

·units during th.e 1999-2006 reporting period, and should p~oduce substantially more 
units in th.e next period if the Agency's r==endation to adopt new inclusionary 
requirements similar to th.ose adopted by the City in 2006 is approved. 

• Jobs Housing linkage Program. In February 2001, th.e Office-Affordable Housing 
Production Program {OAHPP) was revised and expanded; it was also renamed the 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Program (JHLP). The original OAHPP required office develop
ment project sponsors to directly provide housing or to contribute land or in-lien fees 
to a housing developer as a condition of approval for large-scale office ckvelopment. 
The JHLP was expanded in scope and application to include all types of commercial 
development {e.g., hotels, entertainment, R&D, large retajl 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 El.ement reporting period of 1~89-1998. Also, in response to increasing 
development c:Osts, fees were increased substantially in 2008. JHLP funds raised ill 
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 City developed the 2006 HOPE SF program to inc:rease affordable housing productioa.. 

Modeled after th.e federal HOPE VI program, HOPE SF provides funding to replace existing 

public housing and add- mixed-income units. The HOPE SF also plans foi: 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 u.nderurilized sites. They found 

that, in addition to replacing the existing affordable units, that these sires could accommodate 

an addition~ 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 homdessness was modified to focus 

on providing supportive housing opportunities for funilies ind single pqsons under a Hous

ing First model The plan esrahlished a 10-year goal of producing 3;000 =:its of supportive 

housing, and over 1,500 units have been produced rhrougb. 2007. · 

At-Risk Affordable Housing 

The number of affordable housing units at risk of converting to marker rare, induding Single 

Resideut Occupancy (SRO) units; has been substantially redu=l. by the Mayors Office of 

Housing. (MOH) and rhe Redevdopment Agency (SFRA) .. At risk units were transferred to 

norr profits and provided operating subsidies, errsuring their long term affordability. As called 

for in the 2004 Housing Element capital improvement projects were implemented for distressed 

public housing, and several public housing projects, such as Hayes Valley and Valerrcia Gar

.dens, were rebuilt during the reporting period using federal HOPE VI funds. 

The Residential Conversion and Demolition Guiddines, the Condominium Conversion Or-· 

dinance (which limits the annual number of aparrrnent:S rhai: can convert to condominiums), 

and the City's Rent Control policies all continue to limit the demolition or conversion of 

existing affordable 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) Cii:ywide and Regional Concerns. 

1. CONSTRUCTION AND CONSERVATION OF HOUSING · 

Objectives l, 2, and 3 detail San Francisco's strategy for increasing ~ overalf net supply of 

housing. Production of new housing and in=sing density of devdopment was the primary 

strategy. Retaining the existing supply of housing, particularly rental housing, affordable units 

and residential units located in commercial and industrial areas, and maintaining existing 

housing in d~t condition, were also important strategies for increasing.the supply ofhous

ing in San Francisco. Several programs were su=ssful in hdping achieve these objectives, 

which continued several of the policies from the 1990 &si.dence Ekmmt rdatc:d to retaining 

the existing ho~ing 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 aclded a net increase of 17,473 units. AB stated 

previously; although San Francisco fell shon of its RHNA targets, this still represents 86% of 

its overall housing production targets. This unit gain reflects the cumulative efforrs of a range 

of public agency programs and private investment throughout the City. This total is the net 

balance of new c~nstruction, demolished units, alterations, and allowable acqu.isitioolrehab. 

Major Plans and Developments· 

. A number of area ;u;_d community planning dforrs were also initiated betweenl 999 and 2006/ 

'The resulting plans and rewning in these areas increase potential hou.Sing capacity. AB shown 

in Table A-2 below; these programs created ~city for growth estimattd to be over 40,600 

uruts. 

·Pmgra1fr Sub-Area Program Estimated Plan-
-- --- -- - -- --- ~roWl!l 

Mission Area Plan 1,700 

EastSoMa Area Plan 2,900 
Eastern Neighborhoods 

Central Waterfront Area Plan- 2.000 

Showplace Square & Potrero· Hm Area Plan 3,200 

Western SoMa Area Plan 2,700 

Better Neighborhoods 
Market & Octavia ·Area Plan 6,000 

Balboa Park AreaPlan. 1,800 

Downtown Neighborhoods 
Rincon HiU Area Plan 4,100 

Trans bay Area Plan 3,400 

India Basin Project/Plan 1,300 

Candlestick Project/Plan 7,500 
Bayshore 

Hunters Point Project/Plan 2,500 

SchlageNisitacion Valley Project/Plan 1,SOD 

Total 40,600 

In addition, there were several other initiatives pursued by the City from 1999-iOOG to create 

more h~using unics. 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 mec:b.an.ism., but were deemed politically infeasible due 
to neighborhood opposition. The initiatives proved quite conaoversial in some neigh
borhoods, as they failed to convince residents that reduced parking requirements for 
secondary units would not have adverse ncighborbood effects, even for.those located 

near =it and services. Thus, rhe City's housing interests might lie better served· 
by exploring support fur second units in Area Plans or orher neighborhood focused 
planning efforts. Although 72 secondary units were legalized from 2000-2007, 185 
were r=oved during the same perlod.. 

• Institutional Master Plans. The City requires that large institutions create Instiru
tional Master Plans (IMPs} whose purpose are to provide the public with informa
tion regarding instlnuional operations including fu= expansion, construction, and 
property acquisitioIL 

Although IMPs are infurmational only and do not explicitly require that institutions 
provide hou5ing fur its students or workers, the process has directly contributed to in
creasing the amount of housing large institutioru must plan to accommodate demand. 
For example, through the IMP process, San Francisco State University increased the 
amount of.student housing it planned to provide from 845 to 1,200 units. 

During the 1999-2006 reporting period, a total of nine IMPs were compler~ includ-
ing: . . 

I. 50-70 Oak Street. Conservatory of Music 

2. 380 Ellis Saeet, Glide Foundation . 

3. 100 Phelan Avenue, San Francisco City College 

4. 800 Chesmut,. San Erancisco Art Institute 

5. 200 McAllister, U.C. Hastings College 

6. 1 Beach, CA School of Psychology 

7. 1692 Haight, Haight Street Free Clinic 

• HO.ME 15/5. The Mayor announced the. HOME.15/5 initiative on August 3, 2005. 
This initiative established ;i. goal of 15,000 new homes to be built by 2010, includ
ing 5,400 new homes affordable to low- and moderare-income ·families. Table A-3 

below shows the progress in meeting HOME 15/5 goals. In FY2007-08, the budget 
· for afforda!ile housing is $226,2 million, an in=e over the $211.9 million in the 
FY2006-07 budget and the $135.2 million in the FY2005-06 budget. 

2005 .. 2006 200T 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 2,345 13,530 

Units Completed 2,112 1,995 2,679 3,340 10,126 
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• Fimily Housing. The construction of new family housing, especially affordable &mily 
housing, was a major goal of the 2004 Housing Element. A total of 2,214 ullits of 
designated affordable family housing. consisting of three or more bedroo.ms, was pro
auced during the 1999-2006 reporting period. This represems 56% of all affordable 
housing constructed in the City or 15% of total housing production during thlt time. 
In addition, 626 single-fumily homes were ~ompleted during the reporting period., 
representing 4.2% of all new construction. 

OBJECTIVE2 

RETAIN THE EXISTING SUPPLY OF HOUSING. 

• 1he City has codiEed conaols on applications that propose the loss of dwellings :md . 
.live-work units by merger, conversion or demolition. Except in the case of unsound or 
unsafe housing, or the most expensive single family homes, dwelling removal requires 
a hearing before the Planning Commission, and applicants inust meet a majority 
of the criteria for dwelling loss to be approved, in order to retain the ciry-'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 ~eplacement 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 Ull.it merger policy was codified in 2008 m require Planning Com
mission review of any proposal to merge dwelling unitS. Planning Code Section 317 
establishes criteria to evaluate such proposals, and emphasizes the importance of exist

ing units to the city's homing stcick.. 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. 1his 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 convened to ownership 
p~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 ponion of any condo subdivision to remain 
permanently affordable, and construction of an equivalent numb~ of simil:u units 
off-site or payment of an in-lieu fee. .These programs did not receive support and the 
existing rent cont:r?lled apartment stock continues to decrease, particularly in two-unit 
buildings. 

• .The Residential Hotd Conversion Ordinance preserves the Ci.ty's valuable supply of 
si.!!gle room ocrupancy. (SRO) residential units and restricts their conversion to com
mercial uses. Originally adopted in 1980 and suengrhened in 1990, this program 
is still in effect and the.loss 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 iri.creased 
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from 15% in 1999 to 25% in 2006, thereby pemianendy protecting their affordability. 
The SRO Hotd Safery and Stabilization Task Force conrinues co monitor SRO unilS 
in the City. 

Several measµreS have been implemented ro slow the loss of single-room occupancy 
(~RO) residential hotd: unilS in San Francisco," suc:b. as increased ·safety regulations, 
transfer of residential hotel buildings to non-pro.fit organizations, ensuring the long- . 
term affordability of these uni IS, and the reauthorization of the Single Room Occupancy 
Hotel Safety and Stabilli.ation Thk Force that was set to expire in 2003. Many SROs 
in the City have now been transferred to non-profit ownership or management, help
ing ensure the conrinued viability that these important affordable housing resources 
·provide, but op~g and rehabilitation subsidies are needed for many of the proper
ties acquired 10-1~ years ago. New affordable SROs are being built with supportive. 
services for thiS population. . · 

A number of new for-sale SRO units have been completed in the South of Market 
as well These units have been controvqsial because they are rdat:ively expensive on· 
a per. square foot basis and take advantage of zoning controls ori,,oinally intended to 

accommodare affordable, rental SROs. 

• Several attempts were· made over the past 20 years to legalize some of the estimated 
20,000 illegal secondary units scattered throughout the City as a way to retain this 
supply of housing that is generally more affordable. This policy met with substantial 
opposition from residents concerned. with the lack of parking for these units, and was 
never adopted. Significant issues with meeting Srate-mandared builrung codes were 
also problematic. 

OBJECT1VE3 

ENHANCE THE PHYSICAL CONolnoN AND SAFETY OF HOUSING 
WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING USE OR AFFORDABILITY. 

• Publicly Funded &habilitation.. The City sponsored the rehabilitation of 2,051 units 
during ~ lasr reporting period. Funding from these programs, administered by the 
Mayor's Offi~ of Housing and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, enabled the · 
wtlts to be revitalized. while retaining afford.ability. 

Historic .&sources. Several buildings were designated ·1W:dmarks during the 1999-2006 
reporting period including the Glazer Keating House at 1110 Taylor Street, 557 Ash
bury Street, and the; Shipwright's Cottage at 900 Innes.. Historic Surveys were also 
initia.ll:d for all the Better Neighborhoods and Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas as 
wellJapantown, and all of these surveys have· either been completed onvill be complete 
by 2009. As new plan areas are established, an evaluation of historic resources will 
be performed where appropriate.· The Planning Department ·will also· be revising the 
historic rontext statement fur the City, which provides a framework for the evaluation 
of the significance of potential historic resources. 1his work is also expected to be 
co~pleted in 2009. 
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• Federal Hope VI-Program. The federally established HOPE VI Program assists local 
Public Housir\g Authorities with the rehabilitation of distressed re5idential unirs and 
buildings. The San Francisco Housing Authority has received $118.5 million to sup
pprt the rehabilitation of five public housing developments, leveraging these grants imo 
an additional $166.8 million in private and public funding. The H!=msing Authority 
rehabilitated 650 units fmm 1998-2002 with these funds, and another 700 units are 
currently under construction. 

• HOPE-SF Program. As previously discussed, the City 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 co=unities with neighborhood services .. An important -
part of the HOPE-SF program is the one-to-one replacement of subsidized housing 
units and the programs establish~d to ensure right of return for existing residents. 

• Unreinforced Masonry Buildings. There are currently 102 units in six unreinforced 
masonry buildings that require seismic upgrading. The Department of Building In
spection is currently pursing abatement action~ for these structures. This number is 
down from 11,850 units and 399 buildings in 2002. Most of these rehabilitated unirs 

-are in r~idential hotds (SROs) ~d apartment buildings occupied by lower income 
households. -

• Propetiy Maintenance Assistance. The CERF/CHRP programs continue tci assist low
income property owners in repairing code violations that might otherwise lead to 
abar=ent of housing units. N~ CERF loans average four to five per year, and new 
CHRP loans average 10-15 per year. · 

2.-AFFOROAB!LllY 

Both the 1990 Residence Element ~d 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 pernianencly affordable 

housing. Several objectives and policies from the 2004 Housing Element made significant corr

tribµtions to San Francisco's efforts to provide, retain, and fund affordable housing citywide. 

OBJECTIVE4 

SUPPORT AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION BY INCREASING SITE 
AVAILABILITY AND CAPACITY. 

• lnclusionary Housing Program. The Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
adopted new code language in 2002 that placed a 10% affordable requirement on all 
housing projects over 10 units and a 12% affordable requirement on developments 
over IO units that seek conditioB.al 'use approv:il Prior to this adoption, inclusionary 
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 
the units produced in the last two years. 
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The City. modi.lied and expanded the requirements again in 2006, resulcing in 546 
inclusionary afford.ab!~ unirs produced between 2007 and 2008. The program was 
expanded by eliminating the distinction for conditional use application5, and now 
requires 15% on-site inclusion:uy and 20% off-site. The program was also expanded 

to include projecrs conrain.ing. five to ri.inc units. A proposal to require condominium 
conversions to be subject to the indusionaty ord.uiance was suggested by the 2004 

Housing Element, but was not incorporated in the 2006 changes. 

San Francisco has structured this Program. to balance t:his burden for affordabk: hous
ing with irs private development partn= in a -way that will not constrain new housing 
production. In July 2006, the City's consultant perfonned an Inclusionary Housing 
Program Sensitivity Analysis, undertaken to examine the economic impacts of adjusted 
inclusionary requirements on marker-rate housing projects ("Sensitivity Analysis"). The 
study was gllided by the Planning Department and MOH and informed by a Techni
cal Advisory Committee comprised of a variety of experts including San FrancisC::O 
h_ousing developers. Based on the findings of that report, rhe 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 development, 
including: ~ percentage requirements of the ordinance; the application dates of the 
ordinance to grand&ther more existing projects;. and to require further study on some 
issues by the Planhing Department and MOH. Additional, subsequent amendments to 

. the program have focused on reducing the burden furthedor particularly difficult proj
ects and. have eX:empted student housing, provided a· reduction in iiiclusionary 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 fur a housing project, the requirements of the Indusionary Housing Program are 
gen.erally financially feasible for pro jeer applicanrs to meec. 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 mirigation fees if the project applicant 
can show di.at imposition of these. requirements would create an unlawful financial 
burden. 

• &development Agency Housing Participa#on Policy. Changes to the San Francisco Rede
vdopment Agency's Housing Participation Policy also occurred in ·2002, with required 
unir percentages and affordability requirements similar to the City's Indusionary Af
fordable Housing Program in· effect ar that time. .The Agency's program produced 
480 affordable units during the 1999-2006 reportlli.g period.. In September 2008, the 

Agency recommended adoption of new requirement:S similar to those ad.opted by the 
City in 2006. 

• Density Bonuses and FAR limiJs. The City has continued. the policy of establishing spe
cial use districts (SUDs) and height exceptions intended to support .the development 
of affordable housing by allqwing Q.ensity bonuses for higher percentages of affordable 
or special needs housing. Almost all new Area Plans initiated during the 1999-2006 
reponing period also include these policies, as wdl as additional affordable housing 
impact fees. Floor area ratio (FAR) limitations have been removed in the downtown 

areas to encow:;ige housing development. 

• Housing Deilelopmmt on Public ~nd. Over the p~ ten years, the City has engaged 
in several major planning efforts which include the identification of housing oppor
runities on public lands. In particular, the City se~ to take advantage of new and 
rehabilitated housing on former military properties in San Francisco - the Hunter's 
Point Naval Shipyard and T=sure Island. Through the Planning Depara:neor's Better 

Neighboi:hoods Program, the City is pu.truing the development 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 & Oceari 

195 Portola 
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on several signllicant public sites. The Marker-Octavia Plan calls for che development 
of up to 900 units of housing on the former Central Freeway parcels, one-half of 
which could be affordable and/or senior units. The Balboa Park Plan reco~ends the 
consrruction of affordable housing on portions of the Phelan Loop owned by che San 
Francisco 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. 

• Su.rplur Public Lands. In 2004, the City adopted the Surplus City Property Ordinance. 
This ordinance requires that surplus public land be identifi~d arid 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 shouid be sold to raise money for affordable housing 
development. The r=oval of the Central.Freeway created a variety of surplus parcels 
in the Market-Octavia plan area that Will be developed as housing, and seveial publicly 
owned sites in the Eastern Neighborhoods· are also being considered fur affordable 
housing development. Table A-4 lists other sites that have been transferred t:o MOH 
for consid~ration as affordable housing 

OBJECTIVES 

INCREASE THE EFFECTIVENESS AND EFFICIENCY OF THE CITY'S 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION SYSTEM. 

• Program EIRs. The Market & Octavia Are.a Plan was developed with a program EIR 
designed to include sufficient detail to avoid the need for additional pro jeer EIRs, and 
thus streamline the ho!ISing production pro=. As the program EIR was re=tly 
approved, it remains to be seen whether it will have the intended effecr of reducing 
the amount of environmental review necessary for-subsequent ·projects within the plan 
area. The City also continues to advocat~ for changes to CEQA that facilitate transit-
oriented development. -

• Entit_feinent 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 (DBf) -is actively working on these issut;S. Additional staff at both agencies-was 
hired during the reporting period to expedite entitlements and permitting, representing 
a 23% increase in staffing at the Planning DeparrrD.ent and 12% increase at DBI since 
2005. 

The Ory also invested $600,000 in new tedmology to streamline permitting activities 
among various agencies, including Planning, DBI, Fire, and the Department of Public 
Works. The Business Pro= Review was initiated by D BJ during the reporting period 
to further streamline the issuance of building permits. A policy was implemented early 
in 2007 that require5 immediate-assignment of affordabie housing projects, eliminating 
a four to six month delay. 

• Consolidated PLtn.. 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 opponunities 
for the homeless; 2) create affordable rental housing opporrunities for individuals and 
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families wirh income5 up to 60% of the area. · 

median income (AMI), and; 3) create hom
eowri.ership opportunities for individuals and. 
f.unilies wirh incomes up to 120% AMI. 

The Mayor's Office ~f Housing (MOH} and. 
Sari Francisco Redevelopment Agency (SFRA) 
continue to collaborate with. the Department 
of Public Heath. and Human Ser..ic.es to de

velop supportive housing opportunities that 
directly and. effectively address rhe needs of 

. Year· --
1999 

2000 

2001 

2002 

2003 

2004 

2005 

2006 

Total 

Amount -

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 

homeless persons. Additionally, MOH and . 
SFRA have continued to develop high quality aJfordahle .rental housing opporninities 

for households.at or below 50% AMI,· along wirh administering new homeo~e~
ship opportunities (most arising from San Francisco's inclusionary housing policy) for 
households genernlly ranging from 80% to 120% AML 

• Non-Profit Support. The Mayor's Office of Housing continues to administer Housing 
Program Grants from rhe 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;uld local capacity and. 

suppon housing activities. c.onsistent with.. the c.onsolidated plan. 

OBJECTIVES 

PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF EXISTING HOUSING. 

• Rent Control The San Francisco Rent Ordinance was enacted effective June .13, 1979 
by rhe Board of S11pervisors and. signed by the Mayor ro alleviate rhe City's-affordable 

housing crisis. The Ordinance applies to most rental units built before June 1979, and 
places ll.mits on rhe amount of rent increases which can be charged. and on rhe reasons· 
for evicting a tenant. Although the number of rent controlli;d units continues to de

. dine, part;icularly 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. 

• First-time Homeowner .ksistance' Prograrru. The Mayor's Office of Housing offers sev

eral funding programs t? as5ist moderate and low-income households in purchasing 
'their first property. These funds include the Downpayment Assistance Loan Program 

(DALP), City Second Loan P~gram, andMorcg:ige Credit Cenilicate Program (MCQ 
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 reponing 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 40(:! households. 

• Permanmt Affordability. Long-term or permanent aJfordability 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 exrension of rhe term of affordability. In addirion, du: lead role plajed by non
profit entities in sponsoring affordable housing 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 for pw:poses consistent with rhe 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 iffordable hous
ing opportu:nities in San Francis~o. Land trusts and orher limited equity ownership 
models may be an effective"way of retaining affordability in tighr housing markets. 

Apilot project sponsored by the Sau Francisco Community Land Trust (SFCLT) was 
approved in 2006 at 53 Columbus Avenue and is nearing completion. The building 
containS 21 apartments housing 80-plus tenants, primarily elderly Chinese immigrant 
fam.ilies. SFCLT will retain ownership of the land. but will sell the aparnnents to 
existing tenants as a cooperative. Resident-owners will own a limited equity stake 
allowing rhem to sell their units in the future, but rhe resale price will be controlled 
ro ensure permanent affurdabiliry. SFCLT sectued a $2 million loan fro.in the city ro 
pay for seismic upgrades, as well as support from the Ciry's Lead Program; and from 
the Mayor's Office of Housing. In addition, tenanu; have agreed to a five percent rent 
increase and a $5,000 down paymenr. The 011tcome of this projecr will help determine 
the viability of this merhod of ensuring permanent affordability. 

• Affordable Housing Monitoring Programs. The Mayor's Office of Housing manages a 
number of programs to set and implement monitoring standards and proeedl1fes for 
projects receiving housing subsidies. Monitored s11bsidies include loans for owner-oc
cupied single-family homes, mtilti-family rental units, and the refinancing of aifordable 
·housing projects. Through an annual recertifiCatlon process, MOH sraff·review man
agement practices, income and rent levels, and occupancy status at subject properties 
to ensure compliance with affordability requirements. MOH significantly improved its 
Asset Management and BMR and Inclusionary monitoring programs nc;ar the end of 
the repoi;ting period through investments in technology and process improvements. In 
2007, MOH and the Planning Department also updated the Inclusionary Procedures 
Manual that contains proced!1fes for monitoring and enforcing the policies that imple
ment the program. 

• .kquisition of At-Risk Affordable Housing. The acqrrisition of a:ffo.rdable housing rrnits 
at-risk of converting to market rate due to expiring HUD mortgages or other subsidies 
has b= an important part of the City's effom w increase the stock of affordable 
housing. Concerted efforts by MOH and SFRA have resulred in seCl1fing financing · 
for most of these pr~perties to come under non-profit ownership to ens11te permanent 
aifordability. From 1999 to 2006, a total of 1,66l affordable units were preserved 
through. these efforts.· Assisted horrsing devdopments include multifamily rental 

. housing complexes that receive government assistance from federal, State, and/or local 
programs (or any combination ofi:ental assistance, mortgage msu:rance, interest reduc
tions, and/or dir~ct loan programs) which are eligible to change to market-rate housing 

· due; to termination of a rn.nt subs~dy cono:acr (e.g., Housing Choice Vouchers, Section 
· 8) mortgage prepayment (e.g., fl-LV, 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 affo.rdabiliry and community stability of rental housing 
stock restricted by the City's ient stabilization ordinance. Because many such sites are 
mo small foi traditional local financing models Oess than 20 im.iu;) MOH is =rently 
working on a "small site" program that could allow the acquisition and rehabilitation of 
smallei: sites, requiting a creative model addressing the specifics of these properties. 
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• Single Resident Occupancy (SRO). Residential hotels in San Fcancisco are regulaced by 
Adminisrrative code Chapcer 41 - the Residential ~fotel conversion and Demolition. 
Ordinance, en.acted in 1981. 1his ordinanCC? 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 hotel _rooms existed 
in San Francisco; 75% were in for-pro.fit residential hotels and 25% were in non-pro.fit 
hotels. Moreover, reiidential !"Corns in non-profit residential hotels have been increas-

. ing in each of the past five years: 40% from 2003 to 2007. 

• Other Programs. The Condominium Conversion Ordinance puts the cap on the num-
. her of rental units converced to ownership units at 200 per year in order to limit the 

loss c;;f rental units that are generally mor7 :i.ffordable housing opportunities. The Rent 
Control Board also continues to implement rent control as a m~e to retain a.ffoi:d
ahility in rental housing. Howc:Ver during the 1999-2006 reporting period,.1,77{ 
units were converted to condol;I).iniuins iii rwo-unit buildings. Two-unit buildings 
continue to be =mpted from the condominium. converi;ion ordinance and.in 2007 an 
additional 522 units were converted to condominiums in these buildings. From 1999-
2007, a total of 2,296 renral"units were lost due to tl>l'.o-unit building condominiu.ril 
conversions. 

OBJECTIVE7 

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 QHLP). For example, JHLP. fees totaled almost 
$42 million during fiscal 1999-2006, compared with less than. $9 million during the 
fiscal year 1986 (when rhe program was established) to 1998 period. Ten develop
ment projects, totaling 743 housmg units, received funds from rhe JHLP ·between 
1999 and 2006. These fees were increased subsui.nrially during the reporting period in 
order to more equitably share the burden of housing 
proyision in San Francisco, and JHLP funds raised 
in fiscal 2007-2008 were·over.$21 million. Funds 

. a.re expected to increase during the next reporting 
period. due to planned pipeline development. 

Fiscal Year - Amount Colfecle~ 

• Iru:lusi.orzary In-lieu Fees.. The City's revised and 
expanded indusionary program, and increased in.
lieu fees, resulted in payments of $23 million to the 
Afford.able Housing Fund dui:ing me 1999-2006 
reporting period. Like the expected increase in 
JHLP revenue, dramatic increases in the payments. 
to the AHF are also expected from the indusionary 
program, as in-lien fee payments under the revised 
program were almost $51 million in fucai 2007-
2008 alone .. 

- -
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2000-2001 

2001-2002 

2002-2003 

2003-2004 

2004-2005 

2005-2006 

2006-2007 
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• AfferdaGle 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 ro·aifordahle housing programs administered by the Mayor's 
Office of Housing. The program dedicated 85% of rhese funds to the development_ of 
affordable rental housing, and 15% to down payment assis=ce-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~ A bond money during the report
ing period. A similar affordable hc;using bond app=d on the San Francisco ballot 
in 2002 but failed to receive the required two-thirds vote. Although not a bond and 
therefore passable with a majority vote;. Measure B on the 2008 ballot promised to 

establish an aifordable housing fund financed by a small property tax aSsessments over 
_a15 year period; nevertheless, Measure B also failed to gamer sufl:icient voter support. 

3. CI1YWIDE AND REGIONAL CONCERNS 

The 2004 Housing E!ementcominued several 1990 Residence Element objectives that encom

pass citywide and regional concerns and priorities related to the production and allocation of 

housing, including improving a=s to housingoppo-rruniries, adjustingaifordabilicysrandards, 

preventing discrimination, minimizing or mitigating displacement, increasing production of 

fumily-sized units, creating mixed-income neighborhoods, reducing homelessn<:Ss and the risk 

of homelessness, revitalizing neighborhoods to-improve quality of life, increasing density near 

transit, provi-ding neighborhoods with adequate transit and ~enities, increasing -available 

fundllig for transit-oriented development, =panding reii.onal transit systems to discourage 

commuting by car, and promoting increased· aifordable housing production across the region. 

OBJECTIVE B 

ENSURE ;EQUAL ACCESS TO HOUSING OPPORTU""JTIES. 

Prevmting DiscriminatUm. The Fair Housing Unit of San Francisco's Human Rights 
Commission (HRC) investigates and mediares complaints of disCrimination in hous
ing based on race, rellgion, sexual orientation, and numer:ous other characteristics and 
qualities discrimination against funilies with children. Protection from such discrimi
nation stems from ~everal local ordinances, including five sect!-ons of the Municipal 
Police Code that prohibit specific kinds of housing discrimination. HRC staff also 
provides counseling on fair housing-and general housing rights, offers referrals to other 
agencies, conducts research on fair housing practices, and hosts train.inf; and educa
tional sessions. · 

• Fair Housing. The producE of a multi-agency effort coordinated by rhe Mayor's Office 
- of Housing, the City released an updared Analysis of Impediments to Fair HollSing 

report in 2004. The reporr discusses the.challenges of affordability, accessible hous
ing, and alleged discrimination in i:he City's housing market. The p:i.per also offers 
recommi:ndatiori.s on inc_reasing cornmucicy acceptance of affordable housing and the 
promotion of Et.fr housing practices in public housing. These action items are incorpo
rated into the City's 2005-2010 Consolidat~d Plan and its associated Acti0;n Plan. 
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• Density Bonus. The City has continued the policy of establishing Special Use Districts 
(SUDs) to allow density bonuses in certain circwnsrances, such as affordable or special 
needs housing. The following SUDs were adopted during rhe 1999"2006 r_eponin.g 
period: 

• Alabama and 18,i, Nfordablc: Housing 
• Third and Oakdale Affordable Housing 
• Van Ness and Market 
• Trinity Plaza 
• 901 Bush 
• Folsom and Main 
• Scott Srreet Senior Housing 
• Fourth and Freelon 
• Haight Street Senior Housing 
• Downrown Housing Demonstration 

• Economic Irztegration. 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 rhe provision of affordable WJ.irs in development projects 
wirh five or more units and discourages rhe provision of off-site uni_rs to meet rhis 
requirement; moreover if the required affordable units are built off site, rhey must be 
located within one mile. Over time, this will lead to greatcr economic integration of 
unin; within housing developments. · · 

The HOPE-SF program launched in 2006 will rebuild existing public housing projects 
as mixed-income developments, at increased dc:nsity and with additional public ameni
ties. The pilot project at Hunter's View is scheduled to break ground in 2009, and rhe 
success of th.is projecr will serve: as a modc:l for increased economic integration. 

• Afferdabilit;y Targas. Since adoption of rhe 1990 &si.derzce Element, rhe Mayor's Office 
of Housing (MOH) and rhe 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 exceed 60% of area median income (AMI). Most ownership unin; can range 
from 80% to 120% AMI, but must average 100%AMI. 

Changes to the City's indusionary program in 2006 require any·off-site BMR unin; to 
be eirh~ rental uclts, 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 for each program. For example, notices of funding availability 
for family rental housing cwrently require that units targeted toward households with 
extremely low incomes (ie., at or below 20% of area m~ ineome) be included in 
the development. 

OBJECTIVE 9 

AVOID OR MITIGATE HARDSHIPS IMPOSED BY DISPLACEMENT. 

• ·&rzt Control and Tewzrztr' Rights. The San Francisco Human Rights Commission 
administers numerous programs to invesi:igare and mediarc: conflicts around alleged 
housing discrimination. The City's Rent Stabilization Board Commission - comprised 
of tenant, landlord, and neutral representarives - oversees rhe Rent St.!hilization·Board, 
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the City agency charged with monitoring and enforcing the city's rent"control ordi-
. nance. The Rent Board offen; counsding and referral services to tenants faced with 

property management problems or the threat of eviction: The City's Rent Control 
ordinance requires property ownen; to comp~te 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 Ac:t 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 largdy 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 ena_ble retum'is also provided. 

·. I 

OBJECTIVE 10 

REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THE RISK OF HOMELESSNESS IN 
COORDINATION WITH RELEVANT AGENCIES AND SERVICE PROVIDERS· 

• M;;.ster Lease Program. The City created a Master Lease Program in 1999 that provides 
housing with supportive services for persons leaving homeless shdters_ This program 
was expand~d significantly from 2003 to 2007 to focus on providing supportive hous
ing. In July 2000, the City completed the renovation of 100 units at the Presidio as 
supportive housing geared towards homdess veterans-

• 10-Ymr Pl.an io End Chronic Homel.essness. Recognizing the need for an integrated 
service.system, the Ciey adopted the Continuum of Care Plan in 1995 in an effort m 
better coordinate housing, health, and human services for homeless individuals and 
families. This plan was updated in 2001. -

Th~ City dropped the Continuum of .Care approach ro providing services in 2004, 
with Mayor Gavin Newsoms 10-Year Plan to End Chronic Homdessness that em-

. phasized building supportive housing for the chronically homeless under a ~housing 
first" approach. Under this plan, the Ory proposes a total of 3,000 units in supportive 
housing by 2014. As of 2008, approximatdy 1,500 units have been created, mostly 
from the acqllisition and rehabilitation of existing units as wdl as formaj agreemen~ 
with existing SROs. ,An April 2007 commitment tu double the production of family 
supportive housing was made in response to the concern that the City's supponive 
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 NEIGH.BORHOODS. 

• ResideTi.tial Design Guidel.ines. In 1989, the Planning Department proposed a set· of 
design guiddmes to help ensure thar 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 Are4 Plans. Thi-ough the Berrer Neighborhoods and other area plan programs, rhe 
Planning Department continues to explore ways to develop and enhance rhe quality 
and l.iv.ibiliry of existing residential neighborhoods. The Eastern Neighborhoods neW 
area plans initiated during the 1999-2006 reportiog period and r=rly adopted in 
2008, identify core element3 that hdp create vibrant neighborhoods, such as walk

. ability, availability of smices, transit acr:ess, housing choices, and unique c:haracter. 
These new area plans incorporate these ideas into the.development of community goals 

· and neighborhood improvements. 

• Housing Deve:lopmm.t in &siden.tial Neighborhoods. Al.most 4,550 units of housing 
were developed in San Francisco's existing residential ru::ighborhoods from 1999-2006, 
representing 30% of all housing production in rhe City during th.at time period. This 
figure includes all new uclts con.strucied in the city's naditionally residenrlal RH and 
RM districts (Residential House and Residentiil _Mixed). 'Th.e;Q.ty has be~ able to.· 
locate this substantial amount of new housing in e:iliri.ng· ~4=rial areas without 
significant adverse impacts to prevailing neighbomood character. The Better Neigh
borhoods and Eastern Neighborhoods programs provide for an increase in the number 
of housing units built in these districrs near transit and other services. 

• Parking Requirrmen.tr. Neighborhood planning policies seek to reduce parking re
quirements below one space per unit in areas near transit iu order to increase density, · 
discourage automobile use, and create more walkable neighborhoods. 

• Green Building- Qfuility-of Life Improvements. The City has. made a substantial effort 
tci incorporate green building principles and green design into devclopm=t projects 
during the last several years. In 2006, the Planning Depari:ment and other permit
ting a,gencies began to expedite permits for Leadership iil En~gy- and Environmental 
Design (LEED) certified. gold buildings. Moreover, iu 2008 .the City 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. 

• Regumal Grrtntr. San Francisci:i was Sw:cessful. in advocating for language in rhe 2007-
2014 Regional Housing N:eeds Assessment (RHNA) process to direct more transporta
tion money to jurisdictions that agree to take on greater housing growth. Recently, 
the Association of Bay &:ea Go-vemments FOCUS program, which seeks to encourage 
growrli near transit in the Bay Area, designated several neighborhoods in San Fraii
cisco as Priority Development Areas (PDAs). PDAs are regionally-designated. areas 
prioritized for housing development, and therefore eligible for grant funding. Planned 
PDAs would be eligi"ble for capital infrastructure funds, planning grants, and tedm.ical 
assistance while Potential PD& would be digible for planning grants and technical 
~ce, bur l).Ot capital infrastruc.rure funds. Currently; ·a number of neighborhoods 
have been. identified as PDAs. These "areas represent approximately 40% of the city's 
land area. 

Tabl.e A-1 is a review- of all the implementation programs of the 2004 Housing Bement: 
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Review of lmplomontatlon Programs !ram 2004 Housing f.lement 

1 I . 1 Canlinue/ · · 
Oll/ecli11e/ l'oUcYJ lmp/emontatia11 (Polley/ Program} Result :. Euatuatlon 11 Modify {Delete 

HOUSINQ SUPPLY 

OBJECTIVE 1 Somewhat successful. Continue/ 
To provide new housing, especially permanently affordable housing, in .Modify 
appropriate locations which meets·Jdentllied housing needs ancj takes 
Into account the demand for affordable housing created by einptoyment 
demand. 

Policy 1.1 Encourage higher residential density In areas adjacent to The City added a total of 17,473 net units, 35% of which are at: Somewhat successful, 
downtown, In underutlllzed commercial and Industrial areas proposed for fordable. Of these affordable units, 2,214 are family housing, although RHNA 
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 affects, 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 - incr'eased. 
and character where there Is. 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 HJll and others, potentially increase housing ca• anq guide growth In 
particularly blue-collar jobs or d.lsaouraglng new employment opportunities. paclty by over 55,0oo and oapltallze on existing neighborhood .appropriate areas 

commercial and transit infrastructure where present. These were suocassfully 
plans also require a percent of larger family sized units. adopted, 

Policy 1.a ldent.lfy 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 ar~ 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 Sch I age 

Lock factory, where clean-up costs are not prohibitive and 
residential neighborhoods can be established. 

Policy 1.5 Support_ development of, affordable housing on surplus public The City continues to evaluate surplus federal or state lands as On-going 
lands. an afibrdable housing resource. 

Policy 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 1.7 Encourage and support the con.strucllon of quality, new family 
housing. 

Polley 1.B Allow new seoondery 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 Planning Department Increased height limits, eliminated 
density requirements, modified off-street parking require
ments, and generated additional funds for' affordable housing 
through new Impact fees In the Rincon Hill Plan Area. Similar 
changes are proposed for the Transbay Plan Area. 

The Planning Department continues to Implement the Van I On-going 
Ness Avenlle Plan, which requires residential units. over com-
mercial uses. There are currently 929 units In the development 
pipeline for this area. 

The Planning Department adopted new zoning that requires a 
minimum percentage of larger family units, ranging from two to 
four bedrooms, In new major residential pro)ects. 

The Mayor's .Office of Housing and the San Francisco 
Redevelopmenl Agency continues lo administer programs for 
development of affordable family rental housing with priority 
given to projects that Include affordable family units for the 
homeless and those at-risk of homelessness, and Include 
supportive services for residents. 

Student housing was Increased due In part to nine rnstltutlonal 
Master Plans adopted during the 1999-2006 reportlng·perlod. 

New residential design guidelines were adopted easing Infill 
development In existing neighborhoods. 

RTO zoning adopted that encourages the cr.eatkm of second
ary units, 

The Planning Department will continue to support the Jobs 
Housing Unkage Program, which requires that commercial 
development provide housing or pay an In-lieu fee. Neady $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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Obfeplive/ f4llGV/ ~mpte"}enrauim (Palic¥t,l'mgram) .. I Result ' · · } · Euatuai/an · :! :O~f &'tbeie~e 
HOUSING RETENTION 

OBJECTIVE 2 Successful" Continue 
Retain the existing supply of housing. 

Polley 2.1 Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing, The City 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. 

Polley 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. 

Polley 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. 

Policy 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. 

Policy 2.6 Consider. legailzatlon of existing Illegal secondary units where 
there is neighborhood support, the units can conform to minimum Code 
standards of safety and livability, an~ the permanent affo'rdability of the 
unit's Is assured, 

HOUSING CONDITION 

OBJECTIVE 3 Successful Continue 
Enhance the physical condition and safety of housjng 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 displacing low-Income 

2,051 units were rehabllltated during the reporting. period. Successful 

households, 

Polley 3.2 Preserve at risk; privately owned assisted ~ouslng. Several buildings were landmarked and Historic Surveys were Successful 
Initiated for most area plans undeiway. 

Pollcy·a.3 Maintain and Improve the condition of the existing supply-of The Housing Authority received $118.5 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 $166.8 million. 
Some 660 units were rehabilitated, with another 700 units 

· under construction. 
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Polley 3.4 Monitor the correcllon of serious continuing code violations to 
prevent the loss of housing. 

Polley 3.5 Improve the seismic stability of existing housing without reduc
ing the supply of affordable housing. 

Policy 3.6 Preserve landmark and historic resldentlarbulldings. 

HOUSING AFFORDABILITY 

OBJECTIVE4 
Support affordable houslnl:j production by. Increasing site availability and 
capacity . 

Policy 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 was initiated and will use City funds to 
rebuild 2,500 units of public housing. 

Seismic retrofits of UMBs have been completed on most of the 
11,850 units Identified following the 1989 earthquake. Retrofits 
are pending for the remaining 102 units. 

The CERF/CHAP programs continue to assist low-Income 
property owners In repairing code violations;· 

The Department of Building Inspection continues to ensure 
that residential units meet building code standards by 
responding to· complaints and through periodic inspection 
of apartments and hotels, as well as mandating the seismic 
retrofit of unreinforced masonry buildings. 

The City continues to implement the Proposition M p,ollcy that 
landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

The City's Affordable Housing Fund, derived from payment 
of fees by office, entertainment, .hotel, and retail developers. 
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 psrlod. 

The City's lncJuslonary 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 2006. An additional 
546 units were produced in 2007-2008. 

The Redevelopment Agency Increased affordability require-
ments In redevelopment areas, resulting In 480- affordable 
units during the 1999-2006 reporting period. 

Affordable housing special use districts (SUDs) that Increase 
densities fO( more afforqeible units continua to be established. 
Almost all new area plans also Include these policies as well 
as requiring addltlonal affordable housing impact fees, · 

To be determined 
upon completion. 

On: going 

On-going 

On-going 

Success!UI 

On-going 

On-going 

On-going 

On-going 
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Policy 4.5 Allow greater tlexiblllty In the number and size of units within 
establlshed building envelopes, potentially Increasing the number of afford
able units In multl·fam\ly structures. 

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. 

OBJECTIVE 5 
Increase the effectiveness and efficiency of the city's affordable housing 
production system. 

Policy 5.1 Prioritize affordable housing pro)ects In the planning review and 
approval proces'ses, and work with the development community to devise 
methods of streamlining housing projects. · 

Polley 5.2 Support efforts of for-profit and non-'profit 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 ho.using projects and generate community-wide supp.art 
for new affordable housing. 

Policy 5.4 Coordinate governmental activities related to affordable hous
ing. 

OBJECTIVE 6 
Protect the alfordablllty of existing housing 

Policy 6.1 Protect the affordability of units in existing buildings at risk of 
loslng 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 calls for the develop-
ment of up to 900 units on former Central Freeway parcels. 
The development of additional affordable housing continues to 
be Investigated.for various other plan areas .. 

Additional staff at Planning and DBI were hired to expedite 
the permitting process and the City Invested $600,000 In new 
technology to streamline permitting activities among various 
agericles. In 20Q7, a policy was implemented that requires Im, 
mediate assignment of affordable housing projects eliminating 
a 4-6 month delay. 

f0ostly successful. 

On-g.olng 

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 Human Services 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 mllllon 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 lost In 2-unit 
buildings. Upon vaca
tion rent control price 
resets to market price. 

On-going 

Continue. 

Continue/ 
Modify 
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Policy 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. 

Polley 6.6 Monitor and enforce the affordability pf units provided as a 
condition of approval of housing projects. 

OBJECTIVE? 
Expand the financial resources available for permanently affordable ~ous
ing. 

Policy 7 .1 Enhance exisllng revenue sources for permanently afford<1ble 
housing. · 

Policy 7.2 Create new source!! of revenue tor permanently affordable 
housing Including dedicated long-term financing for housing programs. 

The Downpayment Assistance 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-
2006 reporting period; 428 households' received DALP or city 

. second loan assistance and the MCC program assisted° 406 

. households. 

Permanent affordablllty remains a priority for all City housing 
programs with most now havJng affordability terms of 50 to . 
76 years: as.most affordable housing Is owned and operated 
by nonprofit agencies, affo'rdabillty beyond this term Is also 
ensured, 

The city continues to explore community land trusts with a pilot 
project at 63 Columbus approved 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 significant technology and process 
Improvements to Asset Management and the Below Market 
.Rate and lncluslcinary monitoring programs. · 

MOH and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (SFRA) I On-going 
acquired financing tor' the 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 flnan<'.lng models: 

The Condominium Conversion Ordinance continues to limit to \ On-going 
200 per year the number of rental units converted to ownership 
units. 

The Jobs-Housing Linkage Program (JHLP) continues· to 
provide substanllal funds for affordable housing. During 
the reporting period $42 mllllon was collected, assls.tlng 1 O 
developmenJ projects totaling 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 

,, 
l> 
:; 
"" .. 
~ 
-1 
)> 

~ 
~ 
VI 

•• 
)> 
z 
)> 

!::.; 
r.n 
o; 



C11 
co ...... 
co 

)> · .. 

~? 

Policy 7.3 Develop greater Investments In and support for affordable 
housing programs by· corporations, churches, unions, foundations, and 
financial Institutions. ' 

HOUSING CHOICE 

OBJECTIVE· 6 
Ensure equal access ta 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 affordablilty that accurately reflect 
the demographics and housing needs of San Franciscans . 

Polley B.3 Ensure affirmative marketing of affordable housing. 

Polley 6.4 Encourage greater economic Integration within housing 
proj_ects and throughout San Francisco. 

Po/fey 8.5 Prevent housing discrimination 

Pelley 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 \ On-going 
non-profits to provide credit oppartanlties to low- and moder-
ate-Income Individuals.and households. 

The Human Rights Commission continues ta Investigate and 
mediate complaints of discrimination In housing. 

lnclus1o·nary requirements were amended in 2006 to reflect 
San Francisco median Income Instead of the SF-Marin-San 
Mateo area median Income. 

Successful, given that \ Co.ntlnue 
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 far affordable or special 
needs housing. 

Economic Integration in ho!Jsing has been fostered by the \ On-going 
· City's revised and expanded lncluslonary Housing Ordinance 

that requires below market r!lte units (BMRs) to be built as · 
part Of new development, The HOPE-SF program will also 
rebuild existing public housing projects 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 law and very low Income households to the 
maximum extent possible. 

The San Francisca Redevelopment Agency and the Mayor's 
Office of Housing continue ta rn'onltor leasing and sales of 
assisted housing developments to ensure comp/lance with 
affirmative marketing goals and income and rent restrictions. 

On-going 
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Polley B.7 Eliminate discrimination against households with children 

Polley B.B Promote the adapiablllty and maximum accessibility of 
residential dwellings for disabled and elderly occupants. 

Policy 6.9 Encourage the provision of new home ownership opportunities 
through new construction so that Increased owner occupancy does not 
diminish the supply of rental housing 

Policy B.1 o Ensure an equitable distribution of quality board and care 
centers, and adult day care facllltles lhroughout the City. 

OBJECTIVES 
Avoid or mitigate hardships Imposed by displacement. 

·Polley s.1 Minimize the hardships of displacement by providing essential 
relocation services. 

Policy 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 

Polloy 10.1 Focus efforts ori the provision of permanent affordable and 
service-enriched housing to reduce the need for temporary homeless 
shelters. 

The City's affirmative marketing programs for affordable I On-going 
housing continue to require outreach to minority communities, 
including advertlslrig In multi-lingual media. 

Successful 

The Human Rights Commission continues to investigate and I On-going 
mediate charges of housing discrimination. 

The Rent Stabilization Board continues to enforce the city's I On-going 
rent control ordinance which requires property owners to com-
pensate teinants that are evicted as well as ottering c~unseling 
and services to tenants faced with property management 
problems or eviction threats; the number of total evictions 
represented by Ellis Act 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 mln,lmum of one-to-one I ·on-going 
replacement of all housing lost. 

The HOPE-SF program to rebuild public housing Includes I On-going 
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. · 

Somewhat successful; 
although tha City 
continues Its' efforts, 
homelessness con-
tlnues to be a major 
problem. 

The Master Lease Program, established in 1999 to provide On-going 
housing with services for homeless persons, was expanded 
slgnlflcantly during tile reporting period. The City completed 
the renovation of ·100 units of supportive housing at tlie 
Presidio. 

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 ho.me
less families and children 

The Treasure Island Homeless Development lnWatlve (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 1 o-year plan to end chronic home- I On,-golng 
lessness by constructing 3,000 units of supportive housing by 
2014. 

The Residential Hotel Unit Conversion and Demolition Ord!- I On-going 
nance continues to minimize the loss of residential hotel units 
through conversion and demolition. 

The Department of Haman Services (OHS) continues to fund ) On-going 
non-profit agencies to provide on-site supportive services for · 
formerly homeless Individuals and families living in supportive 
housing. OHS coordinates development of these .Programs 
with lhe Mayor's Office of Housing and the Redevelopment 
Agency, which provide funding for construction and rehabilita-
tion of affordable housing, Including supportive housing. 

MOH, the San Fran'olsco Housing Authority and the Redevel
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 vary-low · 
income Individuals and families at risk of homelessness 
to maintain their housing by paying past due rent to avoid 
eviction, and offering legal services, counseling, and other 
supportive services. ' 

On~golng 

On-going 

·OHS continues to fulid non-profit contractors to provide I On-going 
after-care services for homsle·ss families once they are housed 
to help them maintain housing, become stable and prevent 
recurring episodes of homelessness. 

The City continues ta operate its Homeless Services Team, I On-going 
whlr::h conducts outreach to homeless persons living on the 
street with the 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 ser1,1e adults with dependent children 
where participants receive financial support and .a lull array of 
services for 18-24 months as they work with an Employment 
Spectallst to follow an indlvlduallzed Employment Plan. 
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·: 11 . . 'j Continue/ 
ObjecUve/ ~olicy/ lmplem1111/alior1 (Policy/ Program) . ; Re.suit . i · EuarualiaIJ . · 1 Modify/ lle/ele_ 

HOUSING DENSITY, Dl;:SIGN, AND QUALITY OF LIFE 

OBJECTIVE 11 
In Increasing the supply of housing, pursue place making and neighbor-

Successful Continue 

hood bullding principles and practices to maintain San Francisco's deslr-
able urban fabric arid enhance llvablllty In all neighborhoods. 

Polley 11.1 Use new housing development as a means to enhance The Planning Deparlment's Residential Design Guidelines was On-going 
neighborhood vitality and diversity. updated in 2003 to help ensure that new residential develop-

ment ls compatible with existing resldentlal development. 

Policy 11.2 Ensure housing ls.provided with adequate public Improve-. All new area plans Initiated during the reporting period include On-going 
ments, services, and amenities. enhancements to the quality and llvablllty of neighborhoods; 

walkabllity, avallablllty of services, transit access, and housing , 
choices are all Incorporated Into the .development of com-
munlty goals and neighborhood Improvements. 

Palley .11.3 Encourage ·appropriate neighborhood-serving commercial The Planning Department 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 vibrancy. 

Polley 11.4 Avoid or minimize disruption caused by expansion of lnstitu- Alrnost 4,550 units of housing, or 30% of all housing produc- On-going 
lions, large-scale· uses and auto-oriented developmen't Into resldentlal lion from 1999-2006, were developed In San Francisco's 

.·areas. existing neighborhoods without significant adverse Impacts .to 
prevailing neighborhood character. The remaining new units 
were built on Industrial land . 

Policy 11.5 Promote the construction of well-designed hou_slng that Planning policies encourage the reduction of parking be)ow On-going 
enhances existing neighborhood character. one space per unit In areas n~ar transit to Increase density, 

discourage automobile use, and create more walkable 
neighborhoods. 

Polley 11.6 Employ flexible land use controls Iii 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 Ordinance that requires new construction to 
planning process while maximizing the opportunity for housing near transit. meet green building standards. 

Policy 11. 7 Where there Is· neighborhood support, reduce or remove The Department of Building 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.-B Strongly encourage housing project sponsors to take full The Mayor's Office of Housing oontinues to provide funding · On-going 
advantage of allowable building densities In their housing developments for the physical and financial preservation of non-profit owned 
while remaining consistent with neighborhood character. affordable rental housing that requires energy efficiency 

Improvements In order to protect its affordablilty. 
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Polley 11.9 Set allowable densities and parking standards in residential 
aieas at levels that promote the City's overall housing objectives whlle 
re_specting neighborhood sci;ile and character. 

Policy 11.1 o Include ener11y· efficient features In new residential develop
ment and encourage weatherization in existing housing t.o reduce overall 
·housing costs and the long-range cost of maiotenance. 

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 reglonw\de 
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 lri the responsiblllty to confront the regional affordable housing 
crisis. 

Policy 1 ?.4 Foster educational pro.grams across the region that increase 
public understanding of the need for affordable housing and generate 
support for quality housing projects. 

Policy 12.5 Support the State of California In developing and implement-
ing stale affordable housli:ig plans and programs. 

The Department of Building Inspection continues to enforce 
Title 24 energy code requirements, as well as the Resident\1;1\ 
Energy Conservation Ordinance (REGO) that affects all resi
dences at time of sale or at lime of meter conversion, major 
Improvement or condominium conversion. 

The City continues to work with the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) and the Metropolitan .Transportation 
Commission (MTG) to shape 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 
Program on behalf of the San Francisco Eligible Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (EMSA), whi_ch 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 lake on greater housing growth as part 
of the 2067-2014 Regional Housing Needs Allocation process. 

At the regional level, the City successfully coordinated with the 
Association of .Bay Area Governments (ABAG) 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 Modify 
continues (o engage 
on a regional level, 
and strives to carry Its 
fair share of regional 
growth. 

On-going 

On-going 

On-going 

On-going 
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DRAFT ii HOUSING ELEMENT 2009: P,ll,RT 1 

Public Participation 

The 2009 Housing Element Update is the product of a comprehensive community-based 
planning effort. The Planning Department worked. closdywith community leaders, 
stakeholders, city agencies, and community members to gather input. The Planning 
Department maintained a Housing.Element website to keep community members infurmed 
about key m_eetings, events, and working documents. A.ddit:ion,.Uy the Department circulated 
postcards about the projecc to all comm.unity organizatlons, decred. officials, and special 
interest groups; the postcards provided·people with a connec;:tion to the project and website. 
Additionally staff presented periodic updates at Planning Com.mission hearings on the 
progress of the data and needs assessment and policy work, 

The outreach strategy hicluded a range of furui:ns. The Community Advisory Body (CAJ3} 
acted as a focus group developing the first: drnft: of the update. The Stakeholder Sessions 
provided learning furwns for staff and CAJ3 members to learn about specific policy and 
program issues. The Citywide Outrea.cb. 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 Com.mission 
held several informational hearings to ensure the public was up-to-date throughout the 
Housing Element update process. 

Throughout i:he outreach 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:/ /housingelemenr2009.sijilan
ning.oq::/ fur those interested. in speci.fi.c comments receiVed during the course of the outreach 

process. 

0. Citywide Preparation: Summer 2008 

181 Meetings/discussions with all supervisors, July 2008 
181 Citywide Roundtable with all related City agencies, August 12, 2008 
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I. Communrty Advisory Body: September 2008 - January 2009 

In the full of 2008, the Planning Department appointed 15 individuals to the Community 
Advisory Body (CAB). The: CAB included individuals from each Supc:rvisorial Discricr, as 
well as several housing experts in the City. Over the course: of six months, the CAB worked 
with staff on the devdopment and refinement of a draft version of objectives, policies and 
implementation programs. Work products and notes from CAB meetings are a:vailable online at 

· J:itt;p://housingdement2009.sfplanning.org/. · 

181 Sept=ber 3n1 - Introduction of the Housing Eleµient &.Review the drafr Part I 
181 October 1" - Policy Working Session: Part 1 (Adequate Sites, Facilitate the Devdopment 

of Affordable Housing) . · 
181 November 511> - Policy Working Session: Part 2 {Maintain Existing Housing Stock) 

. 181 November 19.i. - Policy Worlcing Session: Part 3 (Protect Af Risk Housing Stock, Equal 
Housing Opportunities, Remove Constraints: Government;tl 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 7rr. - Review draft set of objectives and policies 
181 January 28.i. - Identify impl=entation actions 
181 January 27"', 2010 - Review Draft l 
181 Throughout 2010-2011- Correspondence via email 

II. Stakeholder Sessions: October- December 2008 

The Planning Department hosted fourteen stakeholder sessions in the fall of 2008. These sessions 
aimed to gaiJ;t an understanding of the needs and policy intcrc:sts of special interest housing 
groups and organizations. The sessions encouraged focused discussion of specific issues such . 
as seniors, families, or affordable housing in relation to the Housing Element. Key topics for 
stakeholder sessions wc:rc identified.by staff; CAB members, and advocacy groups. Groups rdated 

: to the topic at hand were invited to each session, and sessions were open to all 
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DRAFT II HOUSING ELEMENT 20G9: PART 1 

Ill. Citywide Ot.itreach -Janur;iry through May 2009 

Broad citywide outreac;h provided numero~ furums fur general public comment about housing 
. priorities and nee_ds, "and input on the overarching values and topics. Over the course of five 

months Plan~ Depar=ent staff attended nearly 30 community meetings, coordinating 
with existing neighborhood 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 Visitacion Valley CAC 

3/24/2009 Upper Market 

3/25/2009 Western SOMA Gtizen Planning Task Force 

3/26/2009 District2 

3/31/2009 District 5 

4/2/2009 Mission Neighborhood 

4/6/2009 
Duboce Tnangle Neighborhood Association Land 
Tfo<> r. 

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 Wo.od Comm.unity Board 

4/15/2009 
San l"'rancisco Da.y Labor Program; vvoman's 

nl11::i.,..--avt-"' 

4/15/2009 ·Planning Association for the Richmond 

4/15/2009 Tenderlqin Neighborhood and Homelessness Issues . 

4/16/2009 S~or 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 Pea.ks 

. 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 

Scaff held regular drop-in sessions to receive public comment, ·answer questions, and be available to the 
public for all Housing Element related items. All ses5ions were ~dd at Planning Department offices. 

~ March 9th 
~ April 13m 
~ May 11m. 
~ June 8th 

V. Director's Forums: December 2010- February 2011 

Two ,sessions were scheduled as informal "sit-downs" with the PlanriingDirector. These sessions were 
intended to provide interested participants an opportunity ro di~etiss their 1hlm~ts about the Housing 
Element directly with the Direcror. Both sessions were advertised, hdd in.th~ evenings tc;; maximize 
participation, and open to the public. . 

VI. Planning Commission Hearings: June 2009 - February 2011 

Throughout the Housing Element update process, staff has hdd a series ofinformarional Hearings 
intended to convey information to the public and decision.makers, in preparation for adoption · 
hearings, slated t:o begin in Mardi 2011. 

B.4 
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CPC.A.DOPTED HOUSiNG ELEM.EN:T2009 

Imp I em en t i'n g . 
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 sta:ff shall provide data to the Planning Commission on the expected unit type 

and income level of ai::ty proposed pro jeers or ~plans under review, including how such 
units would address the Ciry's fair share of the Regional Housing Needs. 

Luui.Agmcy: l Planning Department 

Funding So= i Annual Work Program 

Schekk:.; Adoption as pol,icy by the end of 2010. 

2. Planning shall continue to make dat;a on housing production available to the.public 

through the annual Housing Inventory, and increase its nori.fication and distribution to 

neigh:borhood org;µllz.arions. 

Lead.Ag=y: ; Planning Department 

Funding Sou.=: ! Maintain in annual Work Program 

Schethdc j Continue existing efforts 

3. All agencies subject to the Surplus Property shall annually report surplus property to the 
DRE/Assessor's Office, for use by MOH in land evaluation. MOH shall continue evaluating 
swpius publicly-owned land for affordable housing development potential. To the extent that 

land is not· suitable for development, MOH shall sell surplus property and use the proceeds 
for affordable housing development for homeless people consistent with the Surplus Pro perry 
Ordinance (this should all be together and mirror the ordinance). 

L·adAgrnry; ! Mayor's OffiC:e of Housing 

Supporting Agrnda: ·~ All City Agencies 

Fu,;,;;_ng Sou=: i Maintain in annual Work Program 

Scht:dulc ; Continue existing efforts 
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4. MOH shall continue to actively pursue rurplus or underused publicly-owned land for housing 
potential, working with ~cies not subject to rhe Surplus Property Ordinance: such as the 
SFPUC, SFUSD and MfA to identify site opponunities early and quickly: City :lJSencies shall 
continue to survey rhcir propertles-for affordable housing opportunities or joint use potential. 

l.eadAgau:y: Mayor's Office: of Housing 

SuppurtingAgmd= San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, San Francisco Unified School 

District, Municipal Tunsportation Agency 

Funding Sou=: Maintain in annual Work Program 

Schedule Continue existing efforts 

5. Consistent with the SFMT.A:s Climai:e Action Plan, MTA shall continue Transit-Oriented 
Development efforts, including identifying large MIA sites (rail, stof3JSc: and maintenance yards) 
that can serve as potential housing sites and working with MOH and the private sector towards 
rheir development. 

l.ead.Agau:y: ~ Municipal Trailsportation Aurhority 

StpportingAgau:i= : Mayor's Office_ofHousing 

Fund#ig Sour= j Annual Work Program 

Schethdc ~ Phelan Loop (first housing project on SFMTA/TOD site) rn begin construc

i tion Sprhig 2011; completed Fall 2012. 

6. To further smaller scale TOD opportunities, Planning and MIA shall evaluate smaller surplus 
MIA-owned sites (typically surface parking lots) and identify barriei-i. towards their redevelop
ment, such as Planning Code issues, neighborhood parking nc:c:ds and.community senti.mc:.O.t:.. 

l.ead.Agmda: i Municipal Transportation Aurhority; Planning DeparOOent 

Suppurtinr; Ag=i= i Mayor's Offiee of Housing 

Funding Source: : Annual Work Program 

St:heklc l Initiate in Fall 2010 

7. The Redevelopment Agency shall continue to set-aside sites in redevelopment areas for affu1:d- · 
able housing development. 

l.uid.Ag=y: f San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 

Frmtling Sour= t ~tain in annual Work Program 

Schdak: i Continue existing dforts 

8. Planning, ·Redevelopment and MO~ shall complete long range planning processes already 
underway: Japan.town, Glen Park, the Northeast Embarcadero Study, Candlestick./ Hunters 

Point, India Basin Shoreline Co=unity Planning Process, and Treasure Island.. 

· lead Agency: ; Planning Department 

Supporting Agenda: ~ San Francisco Redevdopmmt Agency, Office of &anomic and Workforce 

' ; Development, San f rancisco Housing Authority 

Funding Source: ~ Maintain in annual Work Program 
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Schedule Projected approval dates: 
Candlestick!Hunters Point Shipyard - adopted Summer 2010 · 
Japan.town - expected Wmter 2010. 
Glen Park- expect;d 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 are underway. This annual work progt2ill shall be Iota.red on the 
Department's website after it is adopted by the Board of Supervisors. 

Lmd:A.genry; : Planning Department· 

Funding Sou;r:c ; Annual Work Prop 

Sch<drde: ; Publish final work program in Summer 2010 and ·annually thereafter, subse

; quent to Board of Supervisors approval 

I 0. At the initiation of any community planning process, the Planning Department shall notify 
. all neighborhood organizations who have registered with the Planning Departmem on its Neigh
borhood Organization List and make continued ouueach e:lforts will all esrablished neighborhood 
and interest groups in that area of the City. · 

.LmdAgenry: '. Planning Department 

F:mdi.ng Sour= ' Annual Work Program (part of outreach for community planning process 
i budget) . 

Schedule ; Implement at the beginning of every co=unity plail.n.ing pn_>cess. 

11. Ar the conclusion of any community planning process, the Planning Commission shall 
ensure that the community pi:oject's planning process has entailed substantial public involvement 
before approving ·any changes to land use policies and controls. 

LutdAgenry: '. Pla.nnb:ig Commission 

Funding Scurcz: ; Annual Work Program (part of outreach for community planning process 
: budget) 

Schahdc j Implement at the beginning of every community planning p~o=s. 

12. Planning shall continue to requir~ inregrari~n ·of new rechnologi_es that reduce space required 
for non-housing functions, such as parking l.ifu, tandem or valet parking, into new zoning 
districts, and shall also incorporate these standards as appropriate when revising existing zoning 
districts. 

Lead.Agenry: : Planning Depai:tm.ent 

Funding Sourc<:. Annual Work Program 

Schedtde: Ongoing 
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13. When considaing legalization of secondary units within a community planning processes, 
Planning sh.ould develop design controls that illustrates how secondary units can be dev:eloped to 
be sensidv~ to th.e surrounding neigh.b~rhood, to ensure neighhorh.ood character is maintained. 

L..,,,I.Agrncy: i Planning Department 

FundingSo=c ! Annual Work Program 

Schedule: l Ongoing 

14. Pkutlng sh.all continue to impose requirements under the Jobs Housing Linkage Progi:arn, 
and sh.all work with new or expanding commercial and instirutional uses to plan for th.e related 
housing need they generate. The fee structure should also be reviewed regularly to ensure that 
developers condnue to contribute adequately to tb.e costs creai:ed by me· demand for housing 
caused by their projects, while nor damaging project feasibility. 

LadAg=J: l Planning Department 

Suppor#ngAgencit:s:: Mayors Office ofHousing 

Funding Sou=: l Annual Work Program 

Sch<thk : Ongoing 

15. Pl.an.ning should work wh:b. DPH to tailor tb.e use of tb.e Healthy Development .Measurement 
Tool (H_DMI) in development of neighborhood or citywide plans to be effective given the 
t:radeoffi inherent in achieving afford.able h.ousing, and utilize th.e information received in the 
developmei:i.t of policy and programs. 

LadAg=:y: ~ Planning Department 

SupportingAgenr.Ur. : Department of Public Health 

Funding So= j Annual Work Program 

Schekle: : Ongoing 

16. Planning sh.all condnue to implement City requirements for Institutional Master plans 
(Section 304.5 of the Planning Code) to ensure char institutions address h.ousing and other needs, 
with full participation by the Planning Commission, community and neighborhood organiza
tions, orb.er public and private agencies and the general public. 

Laul.Ag=y: ~ Plannin:g Department . 

FundingSoru=; Not required 

Schduk: ! Ongoing 

17. The Planning Department shall require the preparation of an analysis that includes a site 
survey ro identify potential noise-generating uses within two blocks of the project site prior to 

completion of the environmental review for all ~dential projects located in areas =eeding 75 
Ldn.. Tue analysis shall include at least one 24-hour noise measurement (with maximum noise 
level readings taken ac least every- 15 minutes). The analysis shall-demonstrate with ~asonahle 
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certaincy that Title 24 standards, where applicable, can be met If there are particular circum
stances about the proposed project sire that appear to warrant heightened concern about noise 
levels in the vicinity; the Depamnem: may require the completion of a detailed noise assessment 
prior to the first pi;ojecr approval action, in order to demonstrate thar acceptable interior noise 
levels consistent with those in the Title 24 standards can be attained; 

L<JtdAgmcy: i Planning Depamnenr 

Funding Source j Not required 

Schedule : Ongob:J.g 

18. To minimize effects on devdopment in noisy areas, for new residential uses located in areas . 
exceeding 75 Ld.n, the Planning Department shall, through. its building permit review process, in 
conjunction with noiSe analysis, require that· open space required ~der the Planning Code for 
sui::b. uses be protected, to the maximum. feasible =ent, fro~ existing ambient noise levels that 
could prove annoying or disruptive to users of the open space. Implemeiitation of this measure 
could involve, among other things, site design that uses_ the building itsdf to shidd on-site open 
space from the greatest noise sources, construction of rioise barriers between noise sources and 
cipen space, and appropriate use ofboth common ind private open space in multi-family dwell
ings, and implementation would also be undertaken consistent with other principles of urban · 
design. 

LetuiAgrocy: f Planning Department 

Funding Sour='. Not required 

Schedule : Ongoing 

Strategies for Further &view 

• MOH should ~plore programs thar promote donation of!and for alfordahle housing 
devdopment 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 In=tive promoted by the Trust for Public 
Land for open space·pwposes, where =payers can deduct up to 50%. of adjusted gross 
income (AGI) fur donations or bargain sales. of qualified conservation easemenrs. · 

• Plauning ~hould continue to explore area-specific strategies to maximize .oppon:unicies for 
affordable housing, such as identifying affordable housing sire opporrunicies, or devcloping 
additional ·indusionary 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-µse devdopment projects 
in mix~ use zoning districi:s, (such as Neighborhood Commercial zoning districts) .. 

• Planning and MOH should explore incentives for student housing. Student housing 
is already exem,pt from the City's Inclu5ionary Housing Ordinance, but additional 

modili=tions. may assist in in~ta.sing the feasibility and supply. o_f srudenr housing. 
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CONSERVE AND IMPROVE EXISTING STOCK 

OBJECTIVE 2: 
RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, AND P-ROMOTE SAFETY AND 

·MAINTENANCE STANDARDS, WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILllY. 

19. Planning shall contin"ue to implement the recently adopted Planning Code Section 317, 
which codifies review criteria fur allowing housing demolition, conversion and mergers, amend it · 
when ueces.sary, 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 i:hat all publicly subsidized housing units be replaced one for one.. 

Wu!Agmcy: i Planning Department 

FundmgSorirr:c j Not required 

~ch'4uic ~ Ongoing 

20. Planning shall continue to require Discretionary Review (DR) for all dwelling unit n;ierger 
applications. 

Wu!Agmg: '. Planning Department 

Funding So-ur= \ Not required 

Sch'4ulc : Ongoing- existing process 

21. The Department ofBuilding IJ:ispection (DBI) shall continue its earthquake preparedness 
programs, such as the uMB Loan Program, the Building Occupancy Resumption Program, 
which allows San Francisc-0 building owners to pre-certify private post-earthquake inspection of 
their buildings, and the Community Action Plan for Seismic Safety, under which DBI is devel
oping a program which mandates seismic upgrades for "sofMtory" l:iuildings. 

L=!Agrncy: ; Department of Bull~ Inspection 

Supporting Agenda: i Planning Department 

Progrzzms: : Unreinforced Masonry Building (UMB) Loan Program _ 
! Building Occupancy Resumption Program (BORP) 
[ Community Action Plan for Seismic Safety (CAPSS) 
1 City Policy Concerning Seismic Retr-0fit Upgrades for Soft-Story. 
1 Wood-Frame Construction -

Funding Sour= ! Bond Reallocation 
I 

Schedule ; 2010 

22. The Mayor's Office, in cooperation with the Departmenr of Building Inspection (DBI), shall 
pursue programs, both voluntary and mandatory, to promote seismic upgrades for "soft-story? 
buildings._ 

Lem!Agrncy: Mayor's Office 

SupportingAgau:i= Department of Building Inspection 

Funding Soufcr: Not Reqwred 

Sch,,J,,lc VolU:Urary seismic strengthening legislation 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-strucrural improvements that assist in long-term 
~ty; such as sei;;uring water heaters and developing househ?ld emergency plans. 

LwJAgaui= i Department of Building Inspection, Mayor's Office of Housing 

Programs: l ''What You Should Know" Publication Series . 
! Brown.bag Lunch Seminars and Video-On-Demand 
! MOH's Homeowner's Resource Information website 

FundingSourr:c j Annual Work Program 

Schduk: l Ongoing (O'.isting program) 

24: DBI sh.all continue to provide and improve public information materials for residents and 
property owners about best praccices and programs to maintain. and enhance their home(s), 
including advertising of funding sources. DBI shall provide lai:iguage rranslation of all materials, 
and shall o:plore methods of working through neighborhood organizations to expand knowledge 
about programs. 

Le.adAgauy: ~ Department of Building Inspection 

Programs: i Code Eqforcement Outreach. Pro~ 
; "Meet the DBI Pros" Summit 
: Participation in the "Big Rumble" Resource Fairs arid other co=unity 
; events. Recent events include Chinatown Community Street Fair, Qnco de 
j Mayo, Excelsior Festival, Fiesta on the Hill, Bernal Heights Street Fair, Sunset 
i Community Festival and West Coast Green Conference & Expo 

Funding Source l Annual Work Program 

Schduk: : Ongoing (existing program) 

25. The Mayor's Office of Neighborhood Services shall expand the capacity of the Neighborhood 
Empowcrment Network (NEN), a partnership ofCicy Agencies, local non pro.firs and committed 
co=unity·lc:ad.ers, tci share information to prepare homeowners and residents for natural 
disasters. 

UadAgauy: ! Mayor's Office of Neighborhood Services 

Programs: ; NEN Empowerment Summit 
f NEN Clean and Green Summit Community Challenge Grants 

S11fptming Agrnt:W: i Member organizations of the Neighborhood Empowemient Network 

Funding Sourr:c ;. Annual Work Progi:am. 

Schdu.lc : Ongoing 

2,6. DBI shall co~tinue to ensure that residential units meet builrung code standards by 
responding to complaints and through peri~dic inspection. · 

l.ozd.Agmcy: : Department of Building Inspection, Building Inspection Divisi~n 
.FundingSourr:c: Anni.Jal Work Program 

Schedule j Ongoing 
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27 _ The City shall continue to seek outside funding IO hdp low and moderate income home

ownm to address building code issues related to acce;sibility, heali:h and safety as well as funding 
for energy efficiency and green energy. · 

LatdAgmry: ! Mayor's Office of Housing 

Programs: ~ CalHome Loan Program (major rehabilitation) 

Code Enforcemenr ]lehabilitarion(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, including HUD's Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control; 

and local sources such as CERF and CHIRP 

Schahdc Ongoing 

Strategies For Further Review 

• DBI shoiild consider additional programs th.at support voluntary home mainte=nce and 
seismic retrofitting, including expedited plan review and fee rebates. 

• MOH and DBI should explore methods to, and seek funding fur; programnhat can increase 
~tenance and safety standards while not unduly in=ing rents or displacing low-income 
households, such as a City-funded. loan program: aimed at meeting the needs of lower-income 
owners, similar to Chicago's H.O.M.E.'s Upkeep and Repair Services Program. 

• The BIC should evaluate the current uses of the Code Enforcement Rehabilitation Fund· 
{CERF) and determine whether the program could be improved or expap.decl. 

• As a part of the CAPPS Program, DBI should evaluare the need for revisions to the San 
Francisco Building Code; the need. for the_ retrofit of designated shelters or the determination 

of :alternate seismically safe locations; and the need for mitigation programs fur critical non.
ductile concrete build4igs. 

DBI should evaluate alternative uses of the Seismic Safety Loan Program, and consider 
. makfug it available for use in rehabilitating properties for conver5ion 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. 

LatdAgmcy: ! · Department ofBuilding Inspection· 

SupportingAgtnci= '. Department of Public Works 

Fundi:ngSo=; Annual Work Program 

Schduk: j Ongoing 
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29. Planning shall continue to enforce the Residential Hord Unit Conversion and Demolition 
Ordinance. . . 

l.&dAgency: : Planning Department 

Frmdmg Sourer: ; Not required 

Scheduk: ! Ongoing 

30. The Department of Health and Human Services (HS.A) shall continue to facilirate the 
rransfer of residential hotels to eJfective non-profit housing organizations; and HSA, DPH, and 

. MOH shottld devdop programs that further encourage non-profit operation of SROs . 

.&adAg=y: i Health_ and Human Services 

SupportingAgau:i= ; Department of Public Health, Mayor's Office of Housing 

funding SouTCf' j San Francisco General Fund 

Schduk: i Ongoing 

31. M 0 H shall implement -the Small Site Acquisition and Reliabili~ation Program using 

indusionary in-lieu fees rn enable non-pro:fits to acquire existing rental propei-ties under 25 units 
for long-term affordability; and shall explore .other methods of support, such as low-interest rate 
financing and technical assistance for small sire affordable development. 

.&adAgency: ; Mayor's Office of Housing 

FuruimgSource: : Inclusionary Housing.Program 

Schd.uk: ; Ongoing 

32. MOH I SFRA shall continue funding the acquisition and rehabilitation of landmark and 
historic buildings for use as affordable housing. · 

LeadAgmcy:. Mayor's Office of Housing 

SupportingAgau:ies:; San Francisco RedevdopmentAgency 

Funding Source ; State grants, Hii;roric Presc:rvation 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:"'-maclcet-rate housing units originating from the City's Inclusionary Housing Program 
to insure that they are sold or rented ar restricted prices. ' 

Lead.Agency: ~-Mayor's Office ofH<;msing 

Funding Source : Inclusionary Housing Program 

Schedule: . Ongoing 

Strategies For Further &view 

• The Ciry should evaluate the role of rent-controlled units in meeting affordable housing 

needs, in ~rder to dfWelop policies that eJfecriveljr continue their protection, and possibly 

impl=ent requir=ents for their repla=ent. Al; part of this work, the City should consider 
pursuit of state legislative efforts that eliminate housing displacement pr=ures. 
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• The Rent Board should explore requiring proof of full-time resideney for renr 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, partiatlarly outside ·of well-served locations 

such. as the Tenderloin and SOMA. 

• MOH, SFRA and DBI should work cooperativdy with affordable housmg groups to identify 
and devdop tools that would f.a.cilitate rehahili.tation of at-risk rental units on an ongoing 
basis. . 

EQUAL HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES 

OBJECTIVE 4: 
FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS 
ACROSS LiFECYCLES. . . 

34. The Mayor's Office of Housing shall develop, and City agencies shall utilize, a common 
defi.niri.011 for family housing (2. or more bedromru), to guide the pro~ion of funily units in both 
private and public construction. · 

l.pu{Agerzcy: ) Mayor's Office of Housing 

Supporti7zg Ag=ia: l Planning Department, Department ofBuilding ln~pection 

Fumlirzg Sourr:c ; Annual Work Program 

Sch"""1c ~ 2010 

35. Planning should evaluate tb.e impact of requiring minirnwn p~tages of fumily units in 
new recently adopted community plans, by tracking tb.e number of tb.ese units proposed and 
produced with.in required monitoring reports. Planning shall continue the practice if th.is evalua
tion demonstrates that tb.e requirement promotes futnily housing accessible to residents. 

LeadAgerzcy: i Plaiµiliig Department 

Ftmt.lmg Sourr:c i Annual Work Program 

Sch"""1c : ReCocd data annually and evaluate as part of tb.c required periodic monitoring 
! 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 fur and/ or acquiring sites for 3,000 f.un.ily units by 
2011. Units will be completed based on funding availability. 

Lead.Agemy: Mayor's Office 

. Supporting Ag=ia: Mayor's Office of Housing, PlanningDepartment 
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Pror;rams: Iuclusionary Housing Program 
Lead Remediared Rental Unit Funding Program 
Community Devdopment Block Grant Recovery 
_HOME Investment Partnership 
SFRA Housing Program. 

Funding Source: Federal and local sources as per above. 

Schedule Construct or acquire 3,000 family units by 2011. 

37. The Departmen_t of Aging and Adult Services (DAAS), 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. 

"L=iAgmcy: ; Department of Aging and Adult Services 

. Supporting Agencies: : Communiry Living Furid Linkages Program 

Funding Sour= : San Francisco General Fund 

Schedule ~ Ongoing 

38. Planning shall continue to implement Planning Code Section 209, which allows a density 
bonus of twice the number of dwelling units otherwise permiued as a principal use in the district, 
when the housing is specifically designed for ~d occupied by senior citizens, physically or 
mentally disabled persons. 

Ua.dAgmcy: ; Planning Department 

Funding Sourrr. : Not required 

Schedule: : Ongoing 

39. Planning will devdop a legislative ordinance that will enable persons with disabilities who 
require r"1Sonable 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 Of appunenances such as access ramps oflifu and other non-physical accommod?-tioils. 

LeadAgmcy: ; Planning Department 

Funding Source: i Not required 

Schduk: j Fall 2011 

40. Planning will amend the San Francisco Planning Code to ickntify the appropriate districts, 
devdoprrient standards, and management practices for as of right emergency shelters, per Govern
ment code se~tion 65583(a), which requires the City to identify at least one zoning district where 
emergency shelters are allowed as of right. Emergency shelters will only be subj= to the same 
devdopment and management standards that apply to other uses within the-identified zone. The 
City will amend and aim to locate zoning for by-right shelters close to neighborhood amenities 
& 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. 

LeadAgeru:y: ; Planning Department 

Funding Source:: Not required 

Schedule i Within one year of adoption of the Housing El~rnent. 
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·41. Through its core staff of Historic Preservation Technical Specialists, Planning staff will 

continue to provide information about preservarion incentives to repair, restore, or rehabilitate 
historic resources towards rental housing in lieu of demolition, indud.ing local incentives, those 
offerCd through California Office of Historic Preservation, Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credits 

that can help subsidize rental projects, and creative solutions provided for within rl).e California 
Historic Building Code (CHBC). · . 

L=JAgency: ~ Planning Department 

Funding Sow= i Annual Work Program 

Sch.dulc i Ongoing 

42. MOH and SFRA shall encourage economic integration by locating new affordable 3.nd 
assisted housing opponup.it:j.es outside concentrated ~~income areas wherever possible, and 
by encouraging mixed-income development such_ as for-profidnon-profit partnerships. MOH 

and SFRA. shall and regularly provide maps and stU:istics to the Planning Commission on the 
distribution of projects. This information shall be induded in the annual Housing Invent!>ry. 

LeadAg=ier i Mayor's Office of Housing, San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 

Prognz:nu: ~ Mayor's Office of Housing Annual Report, online database 

; San Francisco Redevclop~ent~ency Database of restricted housing units 

i (updated annually) 

Ftmdin.g&= ~ Not required. 

Sch~ ~ Present to Planning Commission on an annual basis. 

43. Planning and MOH shall c:Ontinue to implement and update the Citywide Indusionary 
Housing Program, which promotes the inclusion of perinanently affordable units in housing 
d.evdopments of 5or more units. · 

LouiAg.ncus: '. Planning Department, Mayor's Office of Housing 

Programs: ; Citywide Inclusionary Housing Program 

Funding Souro::: ~ Not required. 

Schalulc: ! Ongoing 

Stra:tegier For Further &view 

• The Tai.Assessors Office should evaluate the primary inhibitors to downsizing, and examine 
the incentives offered. by Prop 60, which allows senior oWn.ers to move into uequal" or 

"lesser" value units while retaining theiJ: previo~y established Prop. 13 =hie values. 

• Planning staff should review the Planning Cod.e's incentives for senior housing development. 

• MOH, SFRA and other housing entities should exfilore methods of collaboratip.g 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 i:educe 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, particulady people with dementia... 

• DBI.should ·study ways to mco=ge inclusion of LJniversal Design" elements into new 
projects, especially small-scale, cost-elfecrive measures such. as installation of appliances 

and coumerrops at accessible heights, flar lighr switches, and l~ers and grab bars; resulting 
programs should balance the benefits of physical accessibility with. tli.e benefits of housing 

affordability. 

• 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 n=ing care needs that' can 

be imegrared into' exisring neighborhoods as infill development. 

• .DAAS, HS.A, and/or MOH should activelywo.rk towards the development of sites for 
resid~ntial care facilities that are close to existing services - one promising op_tion is to 
develop affordable r~idential care senings directly orirhe Laguna Honda Hospira! campus. 
Tuey should also work towards acquisition of horning that could be rehabilitated towards -the 
Green House model in the Bayview district, which is particularly underserved. 

• During community planning processes, Planning should explore partnerships with agencies 
such as RPD, OEWD, MOH and DCYF for cross-discipline efforts th.at may improve 

conditions in disadvantaged neighborhoods and increase access to housing; jobs, and public 
services. 

• Planning should =mine incentives such as density bonuses, or other zoning relared 
mechanisms th.at encourage long-term {i.e. deed~resuicted) permanently affordable rental 
housing. 

OBJECTIVE 5: 

.ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HAVE EQUAL ACCESS TO AVAILABLE UNITS. 

44. All housing agencies shall require associate~ project sponsors to provide the agency with an 

outreach program th.at includes special measur~ desig~ed to attract th.9se groups identiiied as 

least likely to apply. -

LwiAgenckr.; Mayor's Office of Housing, San Francisco &development Agency, 
'. San Francisco Housing Authority; . 

Funding Source: : Not required. 

Scheklc ~ Ongoing (part of project review) 

45. The Mayor's Office on Housing (MOH) shall work with theSFRA, SFHA. HSA, DPH, and 

nonprofit and private housing providers to develop a "one- stop" center providing infoi:mation on 
all affordable housing opportunities with.in rhe Ciry; 'including BMRs, providing specific informa

tion about the availability of units and tdated registration processes, and applications. 

UadAgerzi:y: i Mayor's Office of Housing 

s~pporli:ng Agenoo: San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, San Francisco Housing Authority, 

Human Services Agency, Pepartment of PublicHealrh 

Funding Source: Program funding 

Schd,,/c Online by the end of2010. Pursue a physicaUocarion folio~ the comple

tion of the online version is up and rurrning. 
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46. The Qty's Human Rights Commission (HRC) wiU continue to support and monitor the 
Fair Housing Aaess laws and advise the Mayor's Office of Housing and the Mayor's Office on 

Disability on issues of a=sibility and impediments to Fair Housing. The HRC will investigate 
and mediate discriminarion complaints. When appropriate, the HRC will provide referrals to 

other government agencies. 

L=!Agency: Mayor's Office ofHousing 

Supportin.gAgmcia: Mayor's Office Disability. Hnman Rights Commission 

Funding Sour= ; Ann~ Work Program 

Sdmluk: ; Ongoing...: existing program 

47. · The HRC _will continue to assist in resolving landlord-tenant problems in rental housing, 

including s~le room occupancy hotels. 

LmdAgency: [ Hnman Rights Commission 

Supporting Ag~ l Mayor's Office ofHousing 

Funding Source : ·Annual Work Program 

Schdulc: ' Ongoing - existing program 

. 4&. The Board of Supervisocs sh.all continue to uphold local measures prohibiting tenant harass

ment. Section Sec. 37. lOB of the City's Administrative Code prevents landlords or their agents 
from doing specified acts, such as abusing the ri,,aht of entry to the unit, threatening or atrem.pring 
to co= a tenant to move, or ir1.terferingwith the tenant's right of privacy. 

LmdAgrnr.y: i Board of Supervisors 

S!'J'Portin.gAgmda: l Human Rights Commission, Rent Board. 

Funding Source ; Annual Work Program 

Schdulc: i Ongoing 

49. DBI shaU enforce housing codes where such infractions adversely affect protected resident 
categories, and shall monitor the com:cti.on of such continuing cod~ violations to prevent the loss 

of housing. 

Luul.Ag=y: j Department of Building Inspection 

Funding Sour= ~ Annual Work Program 

Schak!e: • Ongoing 

50. The City and all ofirs partners· sh.all continue r~ provide translation of all marketing 
marerials, registration p~cesses, applications, etc. Such materials should be marketed. broadly and 

specifically target underserved populations. 

LuulAgmcy: ; Mayor's Office ofHousing 

S>;pporting Agrncia: l San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, San Francisco Housing Authority, 
'. Human Services Agency . 

FundingSouru: ; Annual Work Program 

Schedulc [ Ongoing 
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51. The I'olice Department will continue to implement San Francisco's Municipal Police Code 
under Article 1.2, whidi prohibits housing discrimination against families with minor children. 
This law prohi):>its the most common· fo~ms of discrimination, such as restrictive occupancy 
standards, rent surcharges and restrictive rules. 

LedAgau:y: f Police Department 

Supporting Agmcia: j Rent Board 

FzmtlingSourt:c / Annual Work Program 

Schedule 1 Ongoing 

52. The City will continue to promote access-to housing by families by enforcing Section 503(d) 
of the City's Housing Code, and supp6rting am.eodments that increase equity. . 

L=iAg=y: ; Mayor's Office of Housing 

SupportingAgmcia: : San Francisco Redevelopment Agengr, San Francisco Housing Authority; 

i H~ Services Agency, Rent Board 

Fu;ufing Source: [ Annual Work Program 

sch<ei,,Jc i Ongoing- existing program 

Strategies For Further Review 

• MOH should explore rn.erhods of partnering with community seITice providers and housing 
rights advoci!es to ex:pand community kowledge of, and access to, the "one-stop" center 

above. 

• All housing agencies should work together to explore how to expand assistance for residents 
transitioning from supportive services to rental housing, by providing credit help, dean slate 
programs, and security deposiI: assistance: 

The Board of Supervisors shall explore ways in which the City can support housing rights 
advocates, to assist in disseminating information to the widest possible audience. 

OBJECTIVE 6: 
REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THE RISK OF HOMELESSNESS 

53. The Depamnent oEPublic; Health, the Hu.man Services Agency; the Mayor's Office of 
Community Development; the Department on the Status ofWomen; the Depamnent of 
Children, Youth and Their Families; the Mayor's Office of Housing; and the San Francisco 
Redevdopment Agency shall continue to implement the City's "10 Year Plan to. End Chronic 
Homdessness" and the ~Continuum of Care: Five-Year Strategic Plan of San Francisco." 

LeadAgency: Human Services Agency 

SupportingAgencier San Francisco Local Homeless Coordinating Board, San Francisco 10 Year 
Plan Implementation Council, Department of Public Hea~, Mayor's Office 
of Community Development; Department on the Status of Women; 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 grants, CDBG 
and HOME funds 

· Sched,dc ·Ongoing 
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54. The San Francisco Local Homdess Coordinating Board (LHCB) will continue to work with 
rhe Mayor's Office of Housing, the Human Service Af,ency and the Department of Public Hcalch · 
to phase out ineffective shelter-based programs and to create 3,000 new units according to a 
"housing .firn: "model 

I.eat!Agency: : San Francisco Local Homdess Coordinating Board 

l'rOr;r= j Local Operating Subsidy Program 
j .Care Not Cash 
j Project Homdess Connect Local Outreach Team 

Fundi~.Soura: i San Francisco General Fund; private donations, 
i. government grants, 
l CDBG·and HOME funds 

Scht:duk: ! COmpletion of 3,000 new permanent supponive housing units by 2014 

55. HSA will continue to facilitate permanent SRO housing through its Master Lease Prag=, 
which renovates hotels to be m;µlaged 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 wich affordable housing 
developers. 

I.eat!Agazcy: i Human Scrvices kf,ency 

Progn=: \ Master Lease Prag= {SRO units) 
i P=anent Supportive Housing for Families (nonprofit partnership) 

Funding Suu=: l Program fun.ding 
Scht:dulc , Ong~ing 

56. DPH shall continue to offer permanent supportive housing and shdter programs; as wdl as 

services and clinics which ddiver a variety of health services to homeless persons; and to provide 
.on-sit:e case managers who can help residents avoid eviction. 

L=iAgency: ( Departmc:D.t of Public Heal ch 

Supporting Agqzcia: [ Human Scrvices Agency 
l'rogra.ms: i Direct A= to Housing (DAH) Program (permanent supponive housing) 

:. Homeless Death Prevention {shelter) 
l Wmter Shelter Program (shelter) 
: Community Housing Partnership (shdter) 

Funding Sou=: ~ San Francisco General Fund, State do.liars targeted toward mentally ill adults 
; who are homeless I at-risk of homelessness; Federal grants; Reim.burs~ent 
'. through the Federally Qua'!ified Heai.th Center synem, and revenue from 
: . 
j renant rent. 

Scheduk: ; Ongoing 

Stnaegies For Further &view 

• HSA should explore new ways to _provide permanently afford~le and serviee-enriched 
housing to reduce the need for temporary homeless shelters, and to place homeless people in 
housing directly off the streers, without first going chrough a "~diness 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 parrners such 
as the Coalition on Homelessness to expand ways to move homeless peopk currently within . 
the shelter system toward pcrroan~ntly affordable housing. 

FACILITATE PERMANENTLYAFFORDABLE HOUSING 

OBJECTIVE 7: 
SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING, INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY 
RELIANT ON TRADITIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL. 

57. The City shall continue to require rhat new development contributes towards the related 
affordable housing need they generate, either through financial contributions or rhrough develop
ment. of affordable housing units. The Ciry shall continue to monitor the indusionary housing 
program, including ann~ updating the nexus and feasibility analysis as appropriate. 

Lead.Ag=y: : Planning' Department 

. Programr. ! Indusio~ Housing Program (applied to residential development) 
. i Jobs Housing Linkage Program (applied fo nonresidential de:vel~pment) 

FundingSrJUr=: Self-funded (above programs) 

Schedule : Ongoing 

58. The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency will continue to maximize its 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 continue its practice of reauthorizing Tax Increment Financing in expiring 
redevelopment areas wherever possible to continue revenue for affordable housing purposes. 

lLadAgrncy: ; San Francisco Redevelopment Af,ency 

Progrrzms: SFRA Citywide Tax Increment Housing Program 
Housing Opportunities fur Persons With AIDS Program 
Limited Equity Homeownership Program 

Fwuling Sourri:: ~ Tax increment funding 

Schedule:; Ongoing 

59. HSA and DPH will continue to administer operating subsidies foe special needs housing 
through their supportive housing programs. 

LeadAgrnry: : Human Services Age~cy 

Progr=: 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) . 

SupportingAgencia: D~partment of Public Health 

·. F:mdi,,g Source: San Francisco General Fund; state and federal g=ts. 

Scheddc Ongoing 
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60. MOH, SFRA, and SFHA will com:inue efforts ro provide financial support to nonprofit and 
other developers of affordable housing, through CDBG and other funding sources. 

Lead.Agency: j Human Services Agency 

SupportingAgaui= 1 San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, San Francisco Housing Authority 

FundmgSour= i Annual Work Program, Co=unity Development Block Grants, others? 

Scheduk:. l Ongoing 

61. U~der the oversight of the Capital Planning Committee, the Oty shall formalize an inter
agency grant committee tasked with creating a· coordinated grant strategy for pursuing stimulus 
funds for housing and supporting in.frastru.crurC: 

LeAdAgau:y: Capital Planning COIJlil;littee 

Supporting Agaui= Mayor's Office. ofHoµsing, Depan:m~t 9f Public Works, Human Scrvi.ces 
Agency, San Ftancisco Redevdopment Agency, San Francisco Housing 
Authority 

FundingSoura: Annual Woi:kProgram(s) 

Sch<dulc Juoe2011 

62. The Ci.tis housing agencies shall keep apprised of federal and state affordable housing funds 
and other grant opportunities to fund affordable housing for the City of San Francisco, and shall 
work with federal Representatives to keep the abreast of the specifics of the housing crisis in San 
Francisco. MOH, SFRA and other agencies shall continue to use such funds for housing at all 
AMI levels below marlret. 

LeadAg=y: ~ Mayor's Office of Housing 

Supporting .AgazcUs: i San Francisco Redevdopment Agency, San Francisco Housing Authority 

.F.mding So= ; Local, state and. federal grant programs. 

Schdulc l Ongoing 

63. Planning shall monitor the consrruction of middle income housing under new provisions 
included within the inclusionary requirements of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, and 
consider expanding those provisions Citywide if they m,eet Housing Element goals. 

LedAg=y: 1 P~ Department 

SupportingAgaui= ~ Mayor's Office of Housing 

Funding Sour= i Annual work program (part of existing reporting requirements) 

Schdulc : Ongoing 

64. MOH shall coniinue to administer first dme home ·buyer prdgr.uns. 

Lead.Agency:_ Mayor's Office of Housing 

Proj;ra.rns: Cicy's Down Payment Assistance Loan Program, City Second Loans, Teacher 
Next Door Program (TND), Police in the Co=uniry Loan Program lnclu-
sionary; Affordable Housing Program. · 

Funding Sour= CalFHA, participating lenders. 

Scht:tfuk: Ongoing 
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65. Planning shall continue implementing the City's require.nient set furth in Planning Code 
Section 167 that uniis be sold and rented separately &om parking so as to enable the ·resident~ 
choice of owning a CaL . . 

.Lead Agency: l Planning Department 

.Funrli.Tzg Source : Not required 

SchetMc i Ongoi.rig 

66. The City shall pursue federal and stare opportunities to increase programs for limited equity 
homeownership, homeowner assistance pro~ 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 network to assure access to information and services to prevent 
foreclosure. · 

LeadAgau:y: j Mayor's Office ofHousing 

Supporting Age:ncies: ! San Francisco Redevelopment Agency? 

Prvgrams: '. MO H's Homebuyer Education Counseling Program 
~ a Don't Borrow Tcouble~ Campaign 

Funding Source ; Annual Work Program 

SchetM: ) Ongoing 

Strategies 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; ensuring .all.programs have~ significant prepurchase counseling program, and that 
.consumers are supported by a p~st-purchase services necwork to assure access ro info=tion 
and services ro prevent fureclosures. 

• The Board of Supervisors should explore the creation of a permanent local source of 
affordable housing funding for the City, such as a housing rrusr fund. The City should ;Jso · 
support elforrs at the stare level to establish a similar permanent state source of funding for 
affurdable housing. 

• Planning, in cooperati.on with other agencies, should explore rhe use ofTax Increment 
Fman.cing outside redevelopment areas to further the development of :iffor~le housing and· 
supportive infrastructure. 

• MOH and Planning should conti.nue to consider, within the context of a community 
planning process, zoning categories which require a higher proportio~ of affordable housing 
where increased density or other benefits are granted. Options include Affordable Hansing 
Only Zones (SLD; Affordable Housing Priority Zones (lJMu) or Specw. Use Diruicrs. 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, consrruction types rhar 
allow housing ar rhe ground floor of podiums, and either 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 strategics and 
priorities. to address the housing and community development needs of low-income San Francis

cans. 

L=lAgency. '. Mayor's Offic.e of Housing 

Programs: l atfwro_e Loan Committee, San Frzincisco's 2010-2015 CoTZSolida.ted Plan, 
~ 2010-2011 Action Plan . 

Fwuling Source j Annual Work Program 

Schedule: ~ Ongoing 

66. OEWD shall coordinate with institutions and employer organizations such as the Chamber 
of Commerce, to fu:ilitate their advocation, sponsorship or even subsidization of affordable 
housing, including the organization of a collective housing trust fund. As pan of this effort, 
OEWD shall explore targets for consttuct:ion of employer assisted hou5ing, similar to the City 
of Chicago's program that created a goal thar 10% of all "Plan For Transformation" units be 

employer-assisted. 

LeadAgrocy: : OffiC:e of Economic and Workforce Developmcat 

hnding S= '. Donations from private institutions, o~ns and businesses within 
: San Francisco 

Schd.uk: ~ Initiate efforts in Fall 2010, ongoing 

69. MOH, SFRA, and other housing agencies shall continue t~ provide support to nonprofit and 
faith-based organiza,tions in creating affordable housin,g. including both formal methods such as 
land donation, technical assistance and triUning to subsidized housing cooperative boards, and 
informal methods .such as providing informatlon about programs that reduce operations cosrs, 

such as energy efficii;nt design. 

LeadAg=y: j Mayor's Offi~ ofHousiag 

SupportingAg=ic: ~ San Francisco Redevdopment Agency; San Francisco Housing Authority, 

~ Department of Building Inspection 

FumlingSourrz: : Annual Work.Program: 

Schedu!r. i Ongoing . 

70. ·Planning, MOH, DBI and other agencies shall continue ro provide informatlonal sessions 
at Planning Commission, Department of Building lnspc:crion Commission and other public 
hearings to educate citizens about affordable housing. including information about its residents, 
its design, and its amenities. . 

udAgmg: Planning Department 

SupportingAgmd= Dep:irtment ofBuilding lnspeCtion, Mayor's Offic.e ofHousing. San Francisco 

Redevelopment Agency; San Francisco Housing Authority 

Programs: Planning's aBasics of Good Design" program (presentation by Planning =ff 
and SFAIA); MOlfs "In the Field: Best Practices in Construction and Design 
of Affordable Homing" 
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Funding Source: Annual Work Program 

Schedule: Initiated Fall 2008, ongoing 

71. Plann~ staif shall support affordable housing projects in the development review process, 
including allowing sponsors of permanently affordable hou,sing to take full advantage of allowable 
densities provided their projects are consistent with neighborhood character. 

Wu/Agency: l Planning Department 

Funding Source ! Annual Work Program 

Schedule: ! Ongoing, 

72. Tue City.shall encourage manufucrured home production,_ per Calif~rnia law (Government 
Code 65852.3), and explore innovative use of manufactured home construction that woclcs 
within rhe urban context of San Francisco. 

UadAgmcy: ; Planning Department 

Supportin~Agmcia: j Department of Building Inspection, Mayor's Office of Housing 

Fu.ruling Source: ; Annual Work Program 

Schedule: :. 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 permit~ are renewed, and review 
the appropriateness _of continuing the Conditional Use Authorization along with building permit 
renewal · 

Wu/Agency:~- Planning Department 

SupportingAgau:i= i Department of Building Inspection 

Funding Sourre.: ~ Annual Work Program 

Schedule:; Ongoing 

Strategies for Further &view 

• Planning, OEWD and MOH should ex:plore the option of allowing expired entitlements 
to continue if the site is sold to an affordable housing developei:; if pr:ojecr sponsors agree to 
increased alforda,bili.ty requirements. · 

• OEWD and MOH should explore partnerships between developers and employers, such 
as master lease programs that enSu.res ):hat a given number of units will be rented by the 
employer or their a sub lessee (the employee); or purchase guarantees to accompany the 
construction of for-sale housing, where an employer agr= to purchase a given number of 
units in a development if those units are not otherwise purchased, in exchange for price 
discounts for employe~. 

• MOH and Planning should explore expansion of the land donation alternative indu,ded. in 
the Ea:stem Neiii;hborhoods Area Plans as a way i:o fulfill Indusionary Zoning requirements, 
and should work with the Tax Assessors office to explore tax: incentives that could .facilitate 
the donation of land from private property owners to the City or non-profits for the 
development of affordable housing. 
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OBJECTIVE 9: . 
PROTECT THE AFFORDABILllY 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 pc;itentially at risk subsidized affordable 
· housing uniis, to. protect and preserve federally subsidized. housing. 

Uad.Agmcy: i San Francisco RedevelopmentAgency 

· Program: j .Assisted Housing Preservation Program (HPP) 

i:u:,,,JmgSour= j Annual WorkProgram . 

Scht:duk l Ongoing 

75. SFRA shall continue to ensure relocarion of all tenants who are displaced., or who lose 
Section 8 subsidies, through housing reconstruction and preferenrial consideration... 

UadAgau:y: l San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 

Program: j Ce.tt:ifica[e of Preference Program 

· Funding So~ j Tax increment funding 

Scht:duk ! Ongoing 

76. MOH shall continue to lead a citywide effort, in_parmership with SFR,A, SFHA and 

other City agencies to prioritize and facilitate the preservation and redevelopment of the City's 
distressed publlc housing according to the recommendations of the HOP:I;. SF task furce. 

Uad.Agmcia: ~ San Francisco Housing Authority, Mayor's Office of Housing Program: 
l HOPE SF . . 

Fundmg Sow= \ Local public funding, private capital, HOPE VI and other federal funding 
Scbet1u1c j Replace ail 2.,500 distressed units by 2017 

· Strategies for Further &view 

• SFRA, in cooperation with MOH :ind the SFHA. shall explore the creation of a residents 
andlor 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 authorlzarion is required, the Planning Code should provide dear 
conditions for delib=tion, providing project sponsors, the ~omm.unit:y, and the Planning 
Commission with certainty about expectations. 

I.at.dAgmcy: ; Pkruung Dep;utIIlent 

Funding s;un:<: ! Annual Work Program. 

Schaiulc ; Ongoing as communfry plans a.re completed and/or an:i.ended , 
. . I 

78. Planning shall implement a Preliminary Project Assessment phase to provide projecr 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. 

UadAgmcy: · Planning Department 

SuppmingAgmcies:: Department of Building Inspection, Department of Public Works, 
• Frre Department 

F=dingSou=: ~ Planning Department Application Fees 

Scheduk: ; 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 pa.rt of this process, Planning shall priori
tize projects which comply with CEQA requirements for infill exemptions by assigning planners 
immediately upon receipt of such applications. 

Letul.Agmg: i Planning Depa.rtinent 

Funding Sou=:; Annual Work Program 

Scheduk: : Implemented/ongoing 

80. The Department of the Environment, Plaoning and other agencies ~hall coordinate City 
dforcs to update the Climate Action Plan, create dirnatt protection amendments to the San 
Frandsc:o General Plan, and develop other plans for addressing greenhouse gases necessary per AB 
32 and SB 375 . 

.leadAg=y: : Department of the Environment 

SupportingAgrnci=; Planning Department, San Francisco Pu~lic Utilities Commission 

Funding Sour= : Annual Work Program, state grants 

Schctfule: , Complete Climate Action Plan by Fall 2011. 
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81. Planning shall implement tools to decrease EIR production time, such as creating an estab
lished pool fur consultant selection 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 ~ow project sponsors to 

initiate any required special studies while the application is waiting to be assigned to a planner; 
and adding Planning staff to incr~e in-house resources for rransportation environmental review. 

· Lau!Agazcy: j Planning Department. 

Funding Sow-= i Annual Work Program 

Schedule: ] Implemented.. 

Strategies for Further Review 

• Plannifig should continue ro examine how wrung regulations .cari be clarified., and design 
guideliiies developed through com:munity plallni.ng processes: Planning sraff should adhere ro 
such controls in reviewing and reco=ending 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 miff shall coordinate the City's various design guiddines and standards, including 

those in the General Plan, Planning Code, and Residential Design Guidelines into a comprehen
sive set of Design Standards. This effort shall include devdopment of Neighborhood Commercial 
Design Standards as well as updates to existing standards. · 

I.udAgmcy: j Planning Department 

F.uulmgSo= ~Annual Work Program 

Sckduk: ; Initiate Neighborhood Commercial Standards in Fall 2010, rest: ongoing 

83. Planning miff shall reform the Planning Department's mternal design review process to 

ensure consistent: application of design standards, establish a aResidential Design Team~ who shall 

oversee application of the standards on small projects, and continue the "Urban Design Advisory 
Team" to oversee di::Sigii reyiew for larger projects. . . 

Lead Agency: Planning Department 

FruulingSo= Annual WorkProgram 

Schedule: Initiated Fall 2009, complete by Spring 2010. · 
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84. Planning sral:f shall continue ro work.wirh the design community ro provide informational 
sessions at the Planning Commission, Department of Building Inspection Commission and in 
public forums to edncate decision makers and citizens about architectural design. 

LedAgenq: l Planning Department 

Programs: ! Pla.nning's "Basics of Good Design~ prog= (presentation by Planning staif 
~ and SFAIA.); Planning's "Good Design" Brown Bag Lunch Series; MOH's "In 
j rhe Fidd: Best Practices in Construction ~d. Design of Affordable Housing~ 

Fu:nd;,.,g SoU,.cc l Annual Work Program 

Schedule: i Initiate Brown Bag series in Spring 20 IO; rest ongoing 

8?. Pla:nning staff shall continue to use co=wiir:y planning processes to develop policies, 
.zoning, and design standards that are tailored to neighborhood character; ~d shall include design 
standards fur mixed use, residential and commercial buildings in development of new community 
plans (if not covered by rhe City's comprehensive Dciign Standards described above). 

L=lAgau:y: i Planning Department 

.Funding Source: ; Annual Wark Program 

Schedule: : Ongoing (community plancing processes will be identi.6.ed in rhe Deparnnent's 
( work program on an annual basis). 

86. Planning Depamnent staff shall continue project review and historic preservation survey 
wo.r:k, in co9rdination with the Historic Preservation Com.mission; and shall continue to integrate 
cultural and historic surveys inm community plannlng proje;cts. 

wdAg=cy: : Planning Department 

Funding So= ; Annual Work Program and gran~ from the Historic Preservarion Fund 

Schedule : Ongoing (community planning processes will be identi.6.ed in rhe Department's 
\ work program on an annual basis). 

· 87. Planning. Department staff shall develop a process for Neighborhood Design Guideline 
review and appr~v:i.L Sta.ff shall ensure any new guidelines fucilitate certainty in. the pre~develop
ment pro~, and_ do not add undue burden on planners or developers. 

LedAgmcy: j Planning Departtnent Legislative Division 

Fumling Source: i Annual Work Program 

Schedule· i Within one year ofHo11$ing El=ent adoption. 

88·. Planning Department staff shall reseacch mechanisms to help preserve the character of cernli.n 
distinctive neighborhoods and unique areas which are worthy of =ognition and protection, 
but which may not be appropriate as historical distriCt:s. Such mechanisms should recognize the 
particular qualities of a neighborhood and encourage their proteetion, maintenance and organic 
growth, while providing flexibilir:y of approach and sryle so as not to undermine architectural 
creativity, erlsring zoning, or create an undue burden on homeowners. 

LeJU!Ag=y. Planning Department, Citywide Division 

Fu:nd;ngSourre: Annual Work Program 

Scheduk.· Fall 2011, and ongoing. 

5852 

.;;.- ~ . .;. 
C.25 



I . 

PA.RT 1: DATA NEEDS & ANALYSIS 

:: ::-- .. ; 

C26 

89. Planning shall complete and ail.opt the Preservation Element of the General Plan. 

LaulAgarq: 1 P~ Department 

FurulmgSrm=: i Annual Work Program. an9. grant from the Historic Preservation Fund 

Schi:d:rJ.c ·) Complete drafi: by Spring 2011, with goal of full adoption by Fall 2012 

. Strategi.es for Further Review 

• Planning should e:x:plore ~ys to encourage property owners to use preservation incentives 
and federal tax: credits for rehabilitation of qualified historical resources, Mills Aa:. property 
taX abatement programs, the Stare Historic Building Code, and tax deductions fur 
preservation easements. 

• Planning should explore ways to assist in federal environmental review and review undcr 
Section 106 of the Natlonai'Historic Preservation Act for historically significant local 
buildings receiving federal assistan= 

• All agencies Should explore woys to incorpo~te design competitions and peer review on 

major projects. 

BALANCE HOUSING CONSTRUCTION AND 
COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE 

OBJECTIVE 12: 
BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT 
SERVES THE CITY'S GROWING POPULATION. 

90. Planning shall cooperate with infrasi:ructure agencies sp.ch as SFMrA and DPW to plan for 
adequate ·=porta.tion to support the needs of new housfug, and within each community plan
ning proci:ss shall devdop dear standards for transit and transportation provision per unit. 

LaulAg=cy: l Planning Departm!=Dt 

SuppumngAg=ks: : an Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority; Department of Public 
· ; Works, Bay Area Rapid Transit 

Funding Suu=: ~ Annual Work Program 

Schothdc j Ongoing (commnnity planning processes will be identified in the Depaiancnt's 
j work pfi?gram on an annual basis). 

91. Planning sliall ensure community plans fur growth are accompanied by capital plans and 
pwgrams to support both the "hard.D and "soft" elements of infrastructure needed by new 
housing. 

L=!Agi:ncy: Planning Department 

Furuli.ngSow= Annual W~rk Program (funded ~der the Implementation Group) 

Schduk: Ongoing (commnnity planning processes will be identified in rhe Department's 
work program on an annual basis). 
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92. Planning shall formalize an "Implementation Group" in the Plan-:Ung Department; to 

manage the implementation of planned growth areas after Plan adoption, including program
ming impact fee rc;vmues and coordinating with other City agencies· to e~sur~ that needed 
infrastructure improvements are built. 

Lau/Agency: Planning Department 

Funding Source: i. Annual Work Program 

. Schedule : Funding included in 2009-2010 Work Program for staffing needs 

93. Planning sh.all update CEQA review procedures to account for trips generated, including all 
· modes, and corresponding transit and infrastrucmre demands, with the goal of replacing LOS 
with a new metric measuring total number of new automobile trips generated (ATG). 

· L=iAgmcy. : Office of Economic and Workforce Devdopment; San Francisco County 
Transport.ation Authority (TA), Planning Department · 

SuppvrtingAgmcia: · 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 support projected 
growth. 

LeadAgmi:y: . Planning Department 

FundingSource:: Annual Work Program 

Schdulc . Complete Open Space draft by Spring 2010, with goal of full adoption by 
. W mter 20 IO; initiate T~sport.ation. Element in Fall 201 I, and initiate 
: Coµi.mnnity Facilities Element in Fall/Winter 2013. · · 

95. Planning and SFMTA sh.all coordinate housing development with implementation and next 
phases of the ongoing Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP), which adjusts transit routes to increase 
service, improve reliability, and reduce travel delay to better meet current and project travel 
patterns throughout the City.. 

LeadAgmry: San Francisco Mun.\cipal Transportatiqn Authority 

s,,pportingAgmcks: Planning Depa.r1Jnent 

Fundmg Sou=: : San Francisco Proposition K funding; outside grants 

Schd.&: : 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 devdopment and infi:asuucture costs. Fees to be updated include the 
Transportation Impact Devdopmcnt Fee, AI.ca Plan specific impact fees, downmwn impact fees, 
and other citywide impact fees. 

Lead.Ag=y: j Planning Deparnnent . 

Supporting Agcncia: ! San Francisco Municipal Tra:nSportation Authority; San Fr;u;cisco Unified 
! School District; Department of Children Youth & Families; Recreation ~d 
; Parks Deparnnent, etc. 

Funding Sou=:\ Annual WorkPrc;>gci:m 

Scbalulc l Ongoing 

97. The PUC will continU:C: tiYensure chargc;s for.syst~ upgrades art equitably-established, so 
that new growth will pay its way for increased demands placed on the system, while all r~idents 
pay for general sy~em upgrades and routine and defured maintenance. 

LeadAgency: i San Francisco Publlc Utilities Commission 

Fundi.ng Sourrz: ! Not required 

Schedule: j Ongoing 

98. The PUC will continue _to implement conservation regularions ~d incentives such me City's 
Greeri. Building Ordinan~ and the Storm.water Design Guidelines. 

LeadAg<ncy: i San Francisco Public Utilipes Commission 

SUfJp<m!ngAgmr:i= : Deparnnent of rhe Environment, Planning Department 

Ftm.ding 5.,<== ; Annual Work Program 

Schalulc j Ongoing 

.Additional Strl1llgies for Further Review 

• Planning shall consider incentlve programs such as requiring larger new housing 
developments 'ro provide: transit passes m their residents as a part of associatioi;i dnes or 
monthly rent; or requiring new developments that include car-sharing parking spots to 

encourage carshare memberships to their residents. 

• Plannlng shall explore the creation of a definition of neighborhood serving uses rhai:: rdlecrs 
use categories which cl=ly serve the. daily needs _of adjacent resid~ts, perhaps modded 
on North Beach SUD requitements which r~trict to·"ncighborhood-serving retail sales 
and personal services of a type which supplies co=odities or offers perional 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 ABAG shall continue to prioritize regional transportation 
decisions and funding to "smart" local land use policies that link housing, jobs and other land 
uses, including focusing on VMT reduction. The City -shall encollrage formalization of stare 
policy th.at similarly prioritizes transportation and infrastri.ictill:e dollars transit i.nfi:astructure for 
~smart gro'wth" areas such as San Francisco, rather th.an geographic allocation. 

Lau!Agi:nry: l Association of Bay Area Governments 

Supporting Agi:nci.a: i Merropoliran Transportation Council 

Fumling Soura: i Proposition 84, other grants 

Schduk:: j Ongoing 

100. The City shall coordinat:e wit:h regional entities ro complete the necessary planning 
document for SB 375, ~duding a "Sustainable Communities Strategy" (SCS) whlch promotes 
sustainable growth; and corresponding updates to the Housing, Recreation and Open Space, and 
Land 1Jse Elements of the General Plan. 

L:adAgrocy: ; Planning Department 

Supporting AgeruW: : Department of the Environment, San Francisco Municipal TI:ansportation 

f Ati.thoricy; Mayor's Office 

F:mding Source: ~ Annual Work Program, wit:h Proposirion 84 grant:s 

Schuk!e: ; Initiate cooperation wit:hABAG on SCS fall 2010; complete SCS in coordilla-
1 rion with RHNA and Regional Transportation Plan Devdopment by full 2014. 
l Housing Element and Recreation and Open Space Elements to be completed 
i in 2010. Development: of a Land Use Element could occur in 201~. 

101. The City shall advocate at the federallevd for the Federal Transportation Reauthoriz.ation 
Aa to include sustainable growth b,ngu.age that links transponation and laod use, a.i:td create 
strong liiJcs between transportation funding wd rraosit-odented development, such as mixed
income housing. 

L:adAg=y: Mayor's Office 

Supportint; Agenda: Planning Department, Sao Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority 

Fwuling Source: Not required. 

· Schduk:: Advocacy should occur during the development prior to pass~ of the bill, 
which is expected to be completed in 2010. 
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IO,'.? •. On a local level, the City shall prioritize pl=ned 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. 

iauiAgaicUx 1 :Mayor's Office. Board of Supervisor's 

Supporti.ng Agrncia: j Planning Department, Sarr Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority, 

l other.agencies as n~ 
Funding Sou=: 1 Annual Work Programs 

Schedule j Ongoing 

103. The Sarr Francisco Transportation Authority shall implernenr regional traffic solutions that 
discourage commuting by~ such as congestion pricing, parking pricing by demand, and shall 
continue to worl:: with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) on funding strate

gies. 

Letu!Agency: ; Sarr Francisco Tran:sportation Authority 

SuppurtingAgrocies: j Metropolitan 'Ii:ansportation Commission 

.. Progra.ms; : On-Street Parking Management and.Pricing Study 
! Congestion Pricing Program 
~ Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
: Geary Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 

· Funtl.ing Sow= j Proposition K Funding; state and Federal grants 

Schedule : Parking Management Study completed Fall 2009; Congestion Pricing~ 
: report and recommendarions in Wrnter 2010; Van Ness BRT to begin 
'. construction in Wmter 2012, with service to begin in 2013; Geary BRT to 
i begin construction TBD, with service potentiaJ!y beginning in 2015. 

104. The City shall continue to support efforts to use state or regional funds to give hi:,using 
subsidies or income tax credits ro' employees who Uve close co their workplaces, and shall consider 
offering housfug subsidies or income rax credits co employees who live dose to their workplaces. 

l.em!Agmcy: i :Mayor's Office 

Funding So.= ; Not required 

Sch<siulc l Ongoing 

l 05. The City will continue to support ~ir-related. 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 VJSita.cion Valley, Execu
tive Pad:: and Bayview; and shall explore local requirements that require new developments to 
provide residents with a MUNI FastPass as part ~fcond.ominium association benefits to prompte 
local transit use. 

Lau/Agency: Plarming Departme~t 

Supporting Agrncic: ,Sau Francisco Municip'al Transportation Authority, 

Sarr Francisco Transportation Authority 

Fzuuling Sourrc: Annual Work Program 

Schedule Establish local requiremeri.ts by Fall 2012 
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106. OEWD will facilitate employer-supported transit and ttanspo.n:arion demand management 
(TDM) programs, including rideshare matching, transit improvements, bicycle and pc;desrrian 
facility improvements, parking management and restriction of free parking; , and continue ro 
require that employers offer co=uter benefits per Section 421 of the Environment Code to 
encourage employees to use transit or carpool. · 

Lcu/Agem:y: Office of Economic and Workforce Devdopment 

Supporting~ San Francisco Municipal Tunsportation .Authority; 
Department of the Environment · . 

Progntms: Commuter Benefits Program (Environment Code Section 421, requires all 
employers -with at least 20 full-time employees to provide transit benefits) 

Funding Source Not required. 

Schcduk: Ongoing 

107. DBI, Planning, and the Department of Environment sh.all continue to 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. 

L=lAgencit:s: '. Planning Deparo;nent, Department of Building Inspection, 
; Department of the Environment · 

Program: ; Green Building Ordinance (Building Code, Chapter 13) 

Funding Sowrc ·[ Annual Work Program 

Schedule :_ Ongoing 

108. The City sh.all contiilu~ local and state incentive programs for green upgrades. 

L=lAgmcies: ; Department of Building Inspection., Department of the Environment, 
: San Frap.cisco Public Utilities Commission 

Programs: i Green Fmancing .Programs to Fund Energy an9' Water Conservation Improve
[ ments (allows building owners to fund these improvements with the financing 
i attached to the property and paid back through a special line item on the 
; properry =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 Sou=: ; Annual Work Program 

Sch•duk: : Ongoing 

.Additional Strategies for Further Review 

• DBI should work with the Rent Board and other l;>uilding-owner organizations to explore 
incentives that can be offered to landlords to promote_"green". capital improvements, such as 
enabling restricted tenant pass-th.roughs when such improvements will result i.o. a tangible 
financial benefit to the tenant. 
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Estimating Potential 
.Development Capacity 

INTRODUCTION 

The Planning Depa.i:nnenr faces many policy questions rdaring ro the furore devdopment, 

its location and rype, within San Francisco. To inform this disrussion, the Depar:unent relies 

on a number of data sources compiled into key databases to analyze existing and future land 

use rrends anif potential. The "build out" darahase is a collection of parcel-based data which 

quanti.fies existing land use conditions and, given .zoning and height information, estimates 

for each parcel the Potential for additlonal development. The database is set up with a series of 

scripts (see Atta.cb.ment D-1) enabling testing of possible rezoµi.ng scenarios with rdati:ve ease. 

The result is a cumulative estimate of vacant and underdeveloped sites' potential development 

ar less than the theoretical maximum capacity allowed under =rrent zoning. 1his estimate 

is necessarily conservarive as it takes into account neighborhood character wherein existing 

resid~tial structures 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: 

HmtSing Potential Sites:. These are sites suitable for residential development based 
·on criteria and site analyses of each district in t:P.e Ory. They consist of vac:a:n.t or 
"undeveloped" parcels and "soft sites,D which are determined. appropriate fur residential 
development based chiefly on ch,tabase analysis including s~ening based on existing 

uses and preliminary surveys. 

• Vacant or Near Vacant and Undeveloped Lands: A parcel is considered "vacant" or 
"near vacantD and undeveloped if development is 5% or less of the potential develop
ment. This criterion thus iildudes unimproved or undr:Vdoped lots used for open 

storage, surface parking, or other open aii- uses. Large lots with very small si'ru.ctures, 
for own.pie a.one-levd grocery store with a rdatively large parking lot, also fit under 
this description. These sites theoretically could be readily de.veloped for residential 

use. 

• Unt:lerdeveloped Si.t:es or "Soft Sites": A second category of housing potential Sites 

incl~des parcels which exceed 5% but not 30% of potential devdopment square foot
age but were considered reasonable candidates for redevdopment. These include sites 
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~th building uses that significantly underutilize the site such as. These sites may have 
structures t:har could be reused or rebuilt f~r residential use. . 

GENERAL APPROACH TO ESTIMATING 
POTENTIAL CAPACITY 

· The build out database uses zoning information to estimate the potential development for each 

of more than 150,000 parcels in San Francisco. Given the number of parcels in the city, it is 

not feasible to calculare capacity for parcels individually. Accordingly; a batch treatment, and 

thus larger d=sets of information, is needed. . 

Potential development is counted in residential units and in commercial gross square ~t. A 

parcel may have· residential, commercial or residential and commercial development capacity 

depending on the specific combination of whing and height district. .Atiachmmt D-2 sum

marizes pennitted land uses and general development standards fur 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 

disnicts; but mainly in the RH-l(detached) district], are built in the abuildable envelope" of 

the parcel. 

Once the development potential for residential and commercial space is calculated, informa
tion on e:risting housing uoio; and commcrcial square fo~tage can be used to calculate the net 

potential for each parcel. For example, for a parking lot or a one-~rey building in an 80-foot 

height zoning district, most.of the potential capacity remains unused or underdeveloped; for 

two-storey homes in mo~ residential neighborhoods, however, the potential capacity would 

be coD.sidcred built out. 

The degree to which a pared is· considered built otir is measured as its development "softness= 
and expressed as a percentage of how much of the parcel's potential development capacity ~ 

. . . . -
utilized, aggregating residential and non-residenrial uses. The softness categories in use are 5% 

and 30%; the categories are mutually e:x:dusive, and a parcel's softness is counted in the cat

egoij it f.tlls immediately beneath. For example, a parcel that is developed to 20% ofit:s zoned 

capacity will f.ill in the. 30% softness bracket. The total remaining potential is measured in the 

fidd Netsqft, while remaining housing potential is recorded in Netunits. Netsqft 

is total potential square feet minus total existing square feet. Netunits, similarly; is total 

potential units minus coµ! existing uii.irs. Rathcr than being mutually exclusive measures, or 

Netu_nits being contained in Netsqft, they measure different things.1 

For the purpose of determµllng remaining development potential capacity; the -Planning De~ 
partment does not consider any parcel developed to more than 30% of its capacity as a usofi: 

site," or a candidate fur additional square fuotage or intensific:atiori.. However, as net units 

are tallied separately as the difference between potential and existing uni~, a parcel is only 

considered soft if the actual building size is small enough to warrant a softness classification. 

----------------------------· 
l Nezsq& docsn"t discinguish. bctmen wh;i:rllS'CS cm:cand.coulci.cr:i.a: in a. building, hw ~stric::d.y:1..mcllw-c of haw luge cb.c bw1ding b: relative to the 

csti.rmttd. porc:ru:iti givca. r:hc mning-md. bc:i.ght c:omhinab.on.. Ncninits jn tum only c:nmp::m:s o:istlngaod poce:rui.d. rc::si4,c:ncial IUliG. If the ais:cingunic 
COUD[ happCl2S' to be small tcb.tivc to non-asidcncial tlSCS in oz. 'bu.ila.ing • die space fuL the ad.c:ticiod. or net unir:s: could. end. up o:>nsuming more space 
thm drc ncr rcmaluing blllldahl~£Pac:. h1 order fur d:1.1: nee ri:sid.ecd:d u11itt ttJ he dordoped. o.~would. apatt from :an ccp:msion. of die building, also 
need tn beacnn.vcrsinu nf ai5.1::ing-cammi:rc:ial uses ro residential. 1bis principle. if unaunn::znn in prutle!. k Dlusmi:tcd. in FtgUic D-1. 
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In orb.er 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 ttsofi:" as an increase in residential units would need to come at t:h.e expense of 

existing uses in the building (whet:h.er as a split of existing units, or conversion of commercial 

space) and not through building .expansloIL 

SPECIFIC APPROACH BY ZONING DISTRICT TYPE 

.Different devdopmenr assumptions were applied to parcels based on general zoning d~igna

. tions. In addition to development Standards specific to zoning, these assumptions are based on 

existing development patterns including co~ercial and residential mix. 

• Doumtown: In all C~2, C-3 and c~M districts, it is assumed that t:h.e primary use will 
be commercial and chis is th.us assigned 90% of the square footage with the remaining 
10% going to residential use. This is a conservative estimate as recent developments 
in these districts hav!= far higher residential shares. For example, _a 140,640 sq fi: office 
building was converted into a 100% residential building with 104 units. Another 
example is a low-rise tourist hotel was demolished and redeveloped rnto 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 districrs that a certain 
proportion: of the lots will be developed as .residential and t:h.e remaining will be de
voted to commercial use. This is also a conservative assumption as industrial buildings 
have been convened to 100% residential use as is the case in livdwork or loft-style 
developments. 

' • PDR Districts: Envelope is derermined as FAR times lot area. .FAR varies by height 
district. No resiilential uses assigned to preserve remaining viable industrial uses in San 
Francisco. 

• Downtown· Residential Districts: For these districci, bulk controls play a significant 
role in determining the amount of developable space, so floor plates was varied for 
different portions of the building depending on the height district..Residential to com
mercial uses was assigned in ratios 6: 1. 

• · Bast.em Neighborhoods ResU:lential Districts: For Mixed-Use-Residential and Down
town Residential-South Beach, residential to comineraal uses were assigned in a 3: 1 
ratio and 6: I ratio, respectively. Buildable area is stories times 80% oflot area. 

• Multi-USe: This covers all Residential-fyfixed (RM) districts. It a.mimes one primary 
use - residential - with no secondary use. Re5idential density ~its determine the 
number of units, constrained by the heighr 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, two units for RH-2, and three units 
for RH-3. For larger lots, the conditional use density limits apply. 

• ResU:lential-Transit Oriented: As no res,idenrial density is specified, an average. unit 
size of 1,000 sq fi: plus 20% circulation/building inefficiency was used. The buildable 
envelope was calculated using 55% lot cover fur each floor. No commercial uses as
sumed. 
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• Mixed: All neighborhood co=ercial districts and the Chinatown Mixed Use districts 
are assumed to have commercia.ras the primary use, built-out based on the FAR, with 
residential as a secondary usC:, built-out to residential density limits. Residential devd- · 

opment, however, is trimmed down bast;d on the height limits. 

• Neighborhood Commercial Mixul, No Density LimiU: A new; more Hc:xible class of 

neighborhood commercial distria:s has been introduced. not nominally constraining 
residential density, except for a requirement that 40% of units he two-bedrooms or 
larger. Height limit, rather than FAR was used to determine the built-out envdope. For 
these districts we divided evenly capacity between residential and commercial space. 

• Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Districts: A number of new zoning distriro .in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods emphasizl: use flexibility ap.d are less prescriptive in terms of 
allowed density for residential uses. For these district:S, FAR deti:r:mi.nes the build.able 
area, and FAR in tum varies depending on building height. fn tb.ese .districts, com

mercial uses are given priority, ranging berween 50% to 75% of buildable space. 

By taking into ac.count existing development patterns including commercial and residential 

rrllx, these assumptions are by design on the conservative side. · Ik=t residential devdopments 

in downtown, for =mple, have far =eeded the 90% commercial and 10% residential mix. 

Similarly. 100% residential projects have occured in industrial and South of Market districts. 

DATA 

The Department: rdies on a number of sources to provide the key information chat forms 

t:he basis for t:he capacity calculations (Table D-1). While each data set is subject tO errors in 

subSt:ance and time, we are confident that the merhod is meaningful in the aggregate assuming 

that errors are geographically randomly disf:ributed. We have not found evidence that errors 

exhibit clustering. 

T.rNeD··l 
Data Inputs and Sources 

:Cati ___ · ~ 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, UDAR* 3D data set. 
.. 

Historic Survey Rating Status Planning Department 

Pubfic Facilities Department of Telecommunications and Information Seivices 

Transfer of Development Right status Planning pepattment 

Development Pipeline Department of Building Inspection, Planning Department, San Francisco Redevelopment 
Agency 

Non:s:.., Ligbc Dcrec::ion and Ratt;ing; a. rc:mou:: sc:nsing sp:rcn um!. m collca: dnee..dimcmiocal topographic daa,. wu us:d ro csti.man: cmtlng bwUUng 
. sq=c foocgc. . 
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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 g~eral zoning 

district classes; for example, the over 20 distinct, named neighborhood co=ercial_ districts 

were grouped with general neighborhood co=ercial districts. Assumptions also include: rhe 

height of one floor or one storey was ~onsidered on average I 0 feet; square footage of a new 

dwelling uriit was estimated at. a gross 1,200 square feet, including circulation space, building 

inefficiencies, parkirig ere. 

The purpose of the build ~ut has been t~ determine buildable capacity. Given the variei:y of 

land uses allowed in most districrs, buildahle capacity is categorized at the most basfc level: 

residential or non-residentiall commercial use.. Accordingly; commercial space is· treated as a 

generic c.ategory for the purposes· of calculating p~tential non-residential space. 2 

limitations · 

For reasons of data architecture, Special Use Districts (SUDs) overlaid on zoning disrilcts 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 treared as a · 

downtown residential district. All o=ences of this Special Use District/C-3 zoning combi

nation coitld thus _be treared the· =e way. 

Another shoncoming of the build out seript is that it does not: at this time estimate the pos

sibiliri of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) option available to parcels larger than ;2 acre 

in single ownership. While PUDs allow slightly greater density; they allow less than the density 

allowed by a district one class denser in order ro 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 

th= cases, the more conservative zoning or height district was picked, and capacity calculated 

accordingly. For some larger sites, the height to be u5ed by the script: Was assigned manually to 

better reflect acrual _conditions. 

It is important to note that the buildout dataset lacks a time dimension and makes no assump

tions or claims about economic or political conditions. Construction on sites may or may 

not happen depending on ~conoinic conditions, and would need to go rhn?ugh the normal 

review channels prior to realization. Moreover, chis exercise of estimating the City's remaining · 

potential development q.pa.ciry 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 di.at exce~d 30% or even.50% ofits zoned capacity. 

-----·-----·····--··-·-··-··-·-··-·--·····---···-----·--·--·-·-·····--·--·----·-·----·--·-----·-········-···-·----
2 For mrne dismcu the saipt ac:munts for diffi::rcnt c:ommca:ial ~ria n:p:u:ndy to ba:rcr rdlc:a specific d.isrria limh::i.rions on o::rr.aic w~. 
,; Once we dlgicizc a. dcywidc height !z.rclj. thi& issue: an be bcttt:C" ad~ within 11. gcogaph.ic iafurmatioo sy:ncrn.. 

5864 

..... ··• 

D.5 



·PAEIT 1: D.•.TANEEDS & ANALYSIS 

7itble. D-2 
Buildout Calculation Algori(hm by Zoning District 

~----- ----------~--------- -- ------------~--- ---~-------------- - -
District ______ -Dis_ltii;t~-----_f.lgoritllm ---=------· _-_· __ -__:__ ___ ---~~~---___ -___ , 

RH-1, 
The suffix of the disbict determines number of 
possible units. A test is performed to see if lot !f average unit size times units is larger 

RH-1(D), Residential is large enough for Conditional Use additional 1han buildable envelope, subtract one unit 
RH-2, units. No commercial allowed. No non-residen- until units fit in ei:ivelope . 

. RH-3 tial assumed for 1hese districts. 

RM-l, The suffix: of 1he district determines the allowable If average_ unit size times units is larger 
- RM-2, Residential- density. RM-1, for example, allows one unit per 

1han 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 at 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 1han the total potential envelope, 

CCB 
1he limits of 1he density cap. add commercial space up to 1he allowed 

commercial FAR. 

C-3, 
Envelope is detei-mined by FAR. Assign 00% to Lots smaller than 7,500 square feet are 

C-2 
Downtown commercial, 10% to residential. Divide residen-

asslgned only half FAR. ti_al space by average unit size to get unit count 

Because floor plate for !his zone type is 

Envelope is determined by height. not by FAR. · constrained regardless of lot size, a check 
was included to allow extra towers on very 

Height less than 24 stories results in floor plate 
large lots to approximate square footage 

High Density 
of 7,500 sf, less than 30, 8,500, less than 35, 

if lot was split The constant used was 4, 
DTR Residential 

9,000, 36 and higher, 10,000 sf floor plate. Upper 
meaning that ID!s· 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 live-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 merc:ial, 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 

0.6 
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'Distrii:l · .- -<oiStiiticias~: hm -. -. ----. -_-·-- -. ---- constrliiiil ____ ·-·-; -.---. 
~~L'--------------~- ---------------------

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 

Mix:ed 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 c::lensity is specified, an average gross 

unit size of 1,200 sq.~ 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 
limit 

South of Market 
Divide the product of the residential share, M'ixed Use 

_ number of buildable stories Qimited by FAR) and 
. 75 lot cover by the average size of a untt; 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 qu.a.lify fur a softness !abd on metrics alone, but fur a nuID.ber of 

reasons .were exquded from the ?"erall softness tally. These cases are listed in Table D-3. These 

exceptions have been i;aken largely for practical reasons. For example, fire stations, schoois 

and other public community facilities may be in structures that do not fully utilize the parcels' 

potential capacity based on underlying z~ning standards. These buildings, however:, serve a 

public function and may· not like!y be tutning over for additional devdopment. Similarly; 

freeways and othei dedicated rights-of-way; even if these pari:els are roned for residential uses, 

_ are not co~idered as land suitable for devdopment. Also underu.tillzed parcels that may. 

have residential or mixed uses with at !east 10 units are not consid=d soft fur this exercise. 

It is assumed for the purposes of estimating land inventory that such sites will not likdy be 

de~olished and rebuilt. These =prions, as well as the asrumptions and limitations cited 

in previoius sections, therefore makt;: tbls a very conservative estimate of the City's remaining 

capacity. 
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D.B 

TablcD-J 
Solt Sile Exceptions 

iJl_!~~@_]rP~--:- -~~ - _: --==-::-oe~~Hon _ :~~~~~~~:__- -:~-:~~~'- ~ 
--- ----- ---
--------

Lot functions as open space for or oth-
Lot is deeded open space for adjacent development 

erwise tonnected to adjacent property 

Public or other large facility not likely to 
Rre stations, museuf(ls, schools etc. 

change -· 

Historic designation or otherwise 
Exdusion from the softstte 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 ov~rstaled. For example, the square 
footage reported represents only one condominium in a multi-unit 
structure. 

TOR Used If a Certfficale of Transfer was issued, lot was marked as not soft as 
qi.pacity has been transferred under § 128. 

Residential units 
If more than 10 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-

pipefine 
struction has already started or if the proposed project has received. 
planning entitlements and/or building permits have been ai)proved or 
issued. 

ROW Freeway_ or other dedicated rights-of-way. .. -

Figm·eD-J 

Relationship Betwe_en Building Envelopes, Net Square Feet, and Net Units' 

Building 
Envelope· 

Nel Square Feet 
Potential envelope - --:· 
Existing envelope 

·Existing 
non-residential 

-

_ Existing Units 
-=------=--= =---=-

Existing 

;: : N el Units: 
· · · Potential Units -

!=Jdsting Units 

Polential 
---·------ ---·---------·-·---------------··-----·-·-
' k nd: unii:s is. the nominal dilfcrcncc bctwccn cxi0ngznd proposed. unin, ·d:tc. ncrunitcm'.rmtcwill in .mmc CtS1:s presuppose Ih2t, in order m ro.litt the 

net unit 6gurc, o:ining nnn-rcsidcnrial hw1ding sp.cc "WJ1J bci:d tn ~ cnnvcnd. imn m:idc:ru:ial mc.. The figurc.ACJWS WK in i:L.c. uncnmmon ,:iniatinn 
when: :z butldingh:tS" fu mon: non-n:sidc:nri:d. th:m rcsidcnciit Sp.2C.C. znd dim c:zn :add a rd.ativdy l21gC number of nnirs-morc th-Jc amid typially fit in 
the net $qwtrc fi::cr aviibblc bctv.ttn che c::ciaing bnild.ing siu: :and. wbt muld. be builr if fully daidopc:d. 

5867 



CP"C ADDPfED HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 

A.t.Mthmenr FJ-1 

Main Build-Out Functions 

Note: These functions were used for rhe buildout calculations in Microsoft A=s's Vrrual 

Basic for Applications interface. 

Option Compare Database 
Option Explicit 

'Class MixedUseCapacity 

'------------------~-----~--------

Function MixedGeneral (inStories As Integer, i.n+-at.l<rea As Double, _ 
inresdensity As Integer, inFAR As Single, rearYard As- Double, flag As 

Byte)- . 

Dim variinits As Integer 
Dim varressqft-As Double 
Dim varcommsqf t 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 commercial far at 1 as a default. 
varunits = Int (inLotArea I iP.resdensity) -
varressqft·= varunits * grossUnitSize(l) 

_varcommsgft = inLot..~rea * farOverride 
vartotsqft = varressqft + varcommsqft 

'this compares totalsqft to the theoretical envelope given res/com mL~- If 
larger than 1, subtract units. 

potEnvelope = ( (farOverride * inLotArea) + {inStories - farO;verride) * 
(inLotArea * (1 - rearYard))) 
check = (vartctsqft / potEnvelope) 

Select Case check 'if envelope is not filled, a"dd commercial 
Case Is > 1 

'varressqft = potEnvelope - inLotAre·a 
'varunits = varressqft / grossUnitSize(l) 
varcornmsqft = potEnvelope - varressqft 

Case Else 
Do While potEnvelope > vartotsqft And varcommsqft < 

(inLotArea * inFJ>.R) 

'varulii.ts = varunits - l 

'potEnvelope = ( (faroverride * inLotArea) + 
(inStories - farOVerride) * (inLotArea ~ (1 - rearYardJ)) 

varcomrnsqft = varcommsqft + 1000 
'varressqft = vano:nits * grossUnitSize{l) 
vartotsqft varressqft + varconunsqft 

End Select_ 

Select Case flag 
Case 1 

Loop 

MixedGeneral 
Case 2 

MixedGeneral 
End Select 
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End Function 

Function C3General(ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As Dollble, 
ByVal inFAR As Single, ByVal inZoning As String, flag As Byte) 

'returns residential square feet f~r 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 
othe:rYise used. 

Di~ varunits As Integer 
Dim va.rressqft As Double 
Dim varc::omrnsqft As Double 
Dim vartotsqft As Double 

vartotsqft = inLotArea * inStories 
If inLotArea <= 75~0 And (inZoning 

Then 
Select Case inStories < 9 

Case True 

•c-3-0" Or inZoning 

i.nLotArea * inStories * 0.9 
inLotArea * inStories • O.l 

"C-3-0(SD)") 

varcommsqft 
varressqf t 

Case Else 'buildings taller than 10 stories will use 
only half the possible.FAR 

Else 

varcommsqft inLotAJ;ea * (0.5. * inFARl • 0.9 

varressqft = inLotArea • (0.5 * inF~.R) * 0.1 
End Select 

If inStoiies :> inFAR Tb.en 
varcommsqft = (inLot~..rea * inFAR * o. 9) 
varres.sqft = . (inLotArea * inFAR * O. 1) 

Else 
varcommsqft = inLotArea * inStories * 0.9 
varressqft inLotArea * inStories *" O .1 

End If 
End If 

Select Case flag 
Case 1 

C3General varressqrt 
Case 2 

CJ General 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, By'Val rearYard Af/ Sing"le, 
flag As Byte l As Long 
'works on sonia districts; uses average unit size rather than units relative 

·t;, 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 lotcoverage As Single 
lotCoverage = 1 - rearYard 
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varfar = O 

If InStr ( 1, inZoning, "SSO") > 0 Then 
Select Case inStories 

Case 4, 5 
varfar 

Case. 6, 8 
varfar 

Case 13 
v-a.rfar 

Case Else 

3 

4 

4.5 

varfar 
End Select 

in.FAR 

End If 

If varf ar = 0 Then 
var far i~AR 

End If 
varressqft inLotArea * (1 - inshare) * varfar * (1 - rearYard) 

If inStories <= varfar Then 
varressqft = inLotArea * (1 - inShare) * inStories * (1 - rearYard) 
varcormnsqft inLotArea * inShare * inStories 

Else 
varcommsqft inLotArea * inShare * varf ar 
varressqft = inLotArea * (1 - inShare) * varfar * (1 -. rearYard) 

End If 

Select Case flag 
Case 1 

SOMGeneral 
case 2 

SOMGeneral 
End Select 

End Function 

va=essqft 

varcomrnsqft 

Function ENMixed(ByVal inStories ~.s Integer, ByVal inLotArea As Long, ·flag 
As Byte) 

Dim retail As Long 
Dim office As Long 
Dim resSf As Long 
Dim FAR As Single 
Dim envelope As· Long 
Dim totComSf As Lpng 
'**Yreturns commercial square footage for eastern neighborhood zoning. 

districts. Allocates commercial. primarily based .on 
'***FAR (variable by height district) and leaving the rest to 

re·sidential: 
envelope = inStories T inLotArea 

Select case inStories 
Case Is <= 4 

FAR = 3 
retail = inLot..Zlrea * 1 
office = inLotArea * 1 
totComSf = retail + office 
resSf FAR * ·inLot..Zlrea - totComSf 

Case Is = 5 
"FAR = 4 
retail = i~otArea * 1 
off ice = inLotArea * 2 
totComSf =· retail + office 
resSf FP-~ * inLotArea - totComSf 

Case rs·= 6 
FAR= 5 

retail = inLotArea * 1 
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End 

office ·= inLotArea * 2 
totComSf = retail + office 
resSf FAR * inLotArea - totComSf 

Case Is.= B 
F1>.R = 6 
retail = inLotArea * 1 
office = inLotArea * 3 
totComSf = retail + office 
resSf = FAR * inLotArea - totcoinsf 

Case Is > B 
FAR = 7.5 
retail = inLotArea * 1 
office = inLotArea * 3 
totComSf = retail + off ice 
resSf = FAR • inLotArea - totComSf 

End Select 

Select Case flag 
Case, J. 

ENMixed res Sf 
Case 2 

ENMixed totCornSf 
Function 

Function NCTGeneral(ByVal inStories As Integer, 
ByVal inLotArea As Double, ByVal rearYard As Single, ByVal comShare ~ 
Single, flag As Byte) As Long 

'***Projects number of units on NC lots without density control. 
Dim envelope As Double 
Dim varunits As Integer 
Dim va=essqft As Double 
Dim vartotsqf t As Double 
Dim \.rarcomsqft. 

envelope =·inLotArea * (1 - rearYard) * inStories 
varunits = envelope * (l - comShare) I grossUnitSize [0 .5) 
varcomsqft envelope * comShare 
vartotsqf t = varressqft + varcomsqf t 

Do While ceil(vartotsqft I (inLotArea * (1 - rearYard))) > 
Nz{inStories, 0) 

varunits - 1 varunit.s 
varressqf t 
vartotsqft 

varunits * grossUnitSize(0.5) 
= varressqft 

Loop 

Select Case flag 
Case 1 

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 = BO 
circulationSqft = baseSize * circulationPercent 
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grossUnitSize = baseSize + parkingperunit ~ parkingSqft + . 
circulationSqft + usableDpenSpace 

End Function 

Function C2_resunits(ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As D~uble, 

ByVal inFAR As Single) As Integer 
'returns residential unit'? for C2 districts. Ful'l 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 

varcommsqft = inLotArea * inFAR 
envelope = inLotArea * inSt0ries 
varresunits = l~t(inLotArea / 800) 
varressqft ~ varresunits *·grossUnitSize(1) 

If ceil(varconlI!lsqft / inLot.l'.reaJ > inStories Then 
varcomrosqft = inLol:Ar-=a * inStories 

End If 
Do While varcommsqft +·varressqft >envelope And varresunits > 0 

varresuriits = varresunits - 1 
. var~essqft = varresunits * grossUnitSize{1) 

. Loop 

C2_rasunits.= varresunits 
End Function 

Function C2 sqft (ByVal inStories As Int'eger, ByVal inLot..Z\.rea As Double, 
ByVal ·in.FAR-As Single) 

Dim varcornmsqf t ~.s Double 
varcommsqf t = inLotArea * inFAP. 
rf ceil(varcommsqft I inLotAreai > inStories Then 

varcommsqf t = inLotArea * inStories 
End If . 

C2 sqft = va·rcommsqft 
End ~ction 

Function C3_ressqft (ByVal inStori.es As Integer, ByVal inLotArea 'As Double, 

ByVal inFAR As Sin$le, ByVal inZoning As String) 

Dim xy As New MixedUseCapacity 
C3_ressqft = xy.C3General(inStories, inLotArea, in.FAR, inZoning, 1) 

End Func.tion 

Function C3_cornmsqft(ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLot..Z\.rea As Double, 

ByVal inFAR As Single, ByVal inZoning As s·tring) 

Dim xy As New MixedUseCapacity 
C3_commsqft = xy.C3General(inStories, inLotArea, inFAR, inZoning, 2) 

End Function 
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Function DTR Commsqft(Byval inStories AS Integer, ByVal inLotArea As 
Double, ByVal inShare As Double; ByVal rearYard As Single) 

-Dim varTowerEnvelope As Long. 
varTowerEnvelope towerEnvelope{inStories, inLotArea, inShare, 

rearYard) 

DTR_Commsqft = (varTowerEnvelope • (l - inShare)) 
End Fu:q.ction 

Function DTR ressqft (ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inLotArea As Double, 
ByVal inShar~ As Double, ByVal rearYard As Single) 

Dim varTowerEnvelope As Long 
varTowerEnvelope = towerEnvelope(inStories, inLotArea, inshare, 

rea~Yardl 

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 

Di~ varLowerTowerFloo:rplateSqft As Double 
Dim varLowerTowerStories As Byte 
Dim varlowertowersqf t As Double 

Dim varTowerstories As Byte 
Dim varTowerEnvelope As Double 

Dim varUpperTowerFloorPlateSqft As Double · 
Dim varUpperTowerStories As Double 
Dim var\lpperTowerSqft As Double 

Dim varPodiumStories As Byte. 
Dim varPodiumSqft As Double 

Di.ro varTowers As Integer 
Dim varNextTower As Double 

Const areaFactor .As Byte 5 

If inStories <= 12 Then 
varPodiumStories = inStories 
varPodiumSqft = varPoaiumStories * inLotArea * (1 - rearYard) 

Else 
If inStories <= 24 Then 

varLowerTowerFl~rplateSqft = 7500 . 
varPodiumStories = B 
va:r:LowerTowerStories. 
varUpperTowerStories 

inStories - varPodiumStories 
0 

Elseif inStories <:= 30 Tb.en 
varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft = 8500 
varPodiumStories = B ·. 
varLowerTowerStories 
varUpperTowerStories 

inStories - varPodiumStories 
0 

Elseif inStories <= 35 Then 
varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft 

· varUpperTowerFloorPlateSqft 
(O .. l * varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft) 

varPodiumStories = 12 

9000 
varLowerTowerFloo:rplateSqft -

varTowerstories = instories - varPodiumstories 
varUpperTowerStorie's (l I 3) * varTowerstories 
varLowerTowerStories = (2 / 3) * varTowerstories 
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Elseif inStories > 35 Then 
varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft 
varUpperTowerFloorPlateSqft 

(0.1 * varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft) 
varPodiumStories ~ 12 

10000 
varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft -

var'ibwerstories. = inStories - varPodiumStories 
varUpperTowerStories (1 / 3) • varTowerstories 
varLowerTowerStories = (2 I 3) * varTowe.rstories 

End If 

varNext~ower = (varLowerTowerFloorplate.Sqft * areaFactor) 
varTowers = Int (inLotArea / varNextTower) 
If varTowers ·~ l Then 

_varTowers = l 

End If 

'***podium envelope 
varPodiumSqft = (varPodiumStories ~ inLot..llrea) * (1 - rearYard) 

'***lower tow~r envelope 
Select Case inLotArea 

Case Is >= va:tLowerTowerFloorplateSqft 
varlowertowersqft = [varLowerTowerStories * 

varLowerTowerFloorplateSqft) • varTowers 
Case Else 

v~rlowertowersqft = (varLowerTowerStories • inLotArea) * 
varTowers 

End Select 

~***upper tower envelope 
Select Case inLotArea 

Case Is >= varUpperTowerFloorPlateSqft 
va.rUpperTowerSqft = (varUpperTowerStories * 

varUpperTowerFloorPlate.Sqft) • varTowers 
Case E:lse 

varUpperTowerSqf t = (varUpperTov;erStories • inLotArea) * 
varTowers 

End Select 
End If 

varTowerEnvelope varPodiurn.Sq£:t + varlowertowe_rsqft + 
varUpperTowerSqft 

towerEnvelope = va:rTowerEnvelope 
End Function 

Function EN_com(ByVal inStories As Integer, ByVal inL0 tArea As Long) 

Dim xyz As New MixedUse.Capacity 
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 

Fu'nction 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 

districts'. 
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If inLotArea < 2500 Then 
Select Case inStories 

Case Is <= 4 

FAR= 3 

retail = inL~tArea * l 

office = .inLotArea * 1. 
PDR ~ FAR • inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf =retail+ office +·PDR 

Case Is = 5 
FAR= 4 
retail = inLotArea * 1 
office = inLotArea * l 
PDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + off ice) 
totComSf retail + off ice + PDR 

Case Is = 6 
FAR = 5 
retail = inLotArea • 1 
office = inLotArea .* ·1 

PDR = FAR ~ inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

Case Is = 8 
·FJ'.R = 6 
retail = inLotArea * 1 
office = inLotArea * 1 . 

PDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail ·+ office ~ PDR 

Case Is > 8 
FAR= '7 .5 

retail = inLotArea • 1 
office = inLot.l'.rea * 1 
FDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

End Select 

Elseif inLotArea >= 2500 And inLotArea < 5000 Then 
Select Case inStories 

Case Is <= 4 
FAR = 3 
retail = 2500 
office = inLotArea • 1 
PDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf = 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 =· i.nLotArea ·• 1 
FDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totCornSf ~ retail + office + PDR 

Case Is = B 
FAR= 6 
retail = 2500 
office = inLctArea • 1 

PDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

case Is > B 
FAR = 7.5 
retail = 2soo 
office = i~.LotArea • 1 
PDR = FAR • inLot.Area -. (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

End Select 
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Elseif inLotArea >= 5000 Then 
Select Case inStories 

Case· Is <= 4 
FAR = 3 

ret;ail = 2500 
office = 5000 
PDR = FAR *· inLotl>_rea - (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + off ice + PDR 

Case Is = 5 
FAA= 4 
retail = 2500 
office = SOOD 

PDR = F.l\R * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf ·= retail + office + PDR 

Case Is = 6 

FAR= 5 
retail = 2500 
office = 5000 
PDR = FAR * inLot...Z\rea - (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

Case Is = 8 
FAR= 6 

retail = 2500 
office = SOOD 

PDR = FAR * inLotArea - (retail + office) 
totComSf = retail ~ office + PDR 

Case Is > 8 
FAR= 7 .5 
"retail = 2590 
office, = 5000 
PDR = Fl>..R.·* inLotArea - (retail+ office) 
totComSf = retail + office + PDR 

End Select 
End If 

EN_PDR_com ='retail + office + PDR 
End Function 

Function SOM commsqft(ByVal inZoning As String, ByVal inLot.1'.rea As Double, 
ByVal inStories 1>..s Integer; 
ByVal inFAR As Single, ByV~l-inShare As Single, ByVal rearYard As Single) 
As Long 
'works on soma districts; uses average unit size rather than units relative 
to lot area:. Sinc;e these districts 

'are very permissive density-wise (1 per 200 sf lot area), using 
average size yields an estimate on the conservative side~ 

Dim xz As New MixedUseCapacity 

SDM_comrnsqft = xz. SOMGene.ral (inzoning, inLotArea, inStori~s, inFAR, . 
inShare, rearYard, 2) 
End Function 

Function SDM_ressqft(ByVal inZoning As String, ByVal inLotArea As. Double, 
ByVal inStories As Integer, _ 
ByVal inFAR As Single, ByVal inShare As Single, EyVal rearYard As Singlei 
1>.s Long · 

Dim pZ· As New MixedUseCapacity 
SOM_ressgft = pz. Sot-lGeneral (inZoning, iiiLot.'lrea, inStories, inFl>.R, 

inShare, .rearYard, l) 
End Function 

Function Mixed Comrnl(inStories As Integer, inLotArea As Double, 
inresdensity As Integer, inFAR As Single, rearYard As Double) 
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Dim temp Uni ts 
Dim xx As New MixedUseCapacity 

Mixed_Comml = xx.Mi.xedGeneral(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, assi9Ils rest t.o commercial up to FAR. · 
Dim ternpUnits 
Dim xx As New MixedUseCapacity 
Mixed_Units = xx.MixedGeneral(inStories, inLotArea, iiiresdensity, inFAR, 
rearYard, 1) 
End Function 

Fuziction MUR DTR S Comsqft{ByVal· inStories As Integer, ByVal lliLotArea As 
Double, ByVal inBh;;;:rn As Single, ByVal rearYard As Single) As Long 

Dim varcomsqft As. Double 
Dim yartotsqft As Double 

. '*"*companion function to MlJR_Ressqft. Com share set in separate lookup 
table and passed in. 

vartotsqft. = inLotJl.rea * inStories * (1 - rearYard) 
varcomsqft = {vartotsqft * (1. - inSha.re) ) 
MUR_DTR_S_Comsqft = varcomsqft 

End Function 

---------------------------------~-------------------~-------------------

Function MUR DTR S R.essqft (ByVal: inStories As Integer, ByVal inLot.Area As 
Double, ByVal insh;;;:re As Single, ByVal ·rearYard As Single) As Long 

Dim varressqft As Double 
Dim vartot.sqft As Double 

'***companion function to MUR_coms.qft. Com share set in separate lookup 
table and passed in. 

vartotsqft il!LotArea * inStories * (1. - rearYard) 

varressqft {vartotsqft * inShare) 
MUR_DTR_S_Ressqft = varressqft 

End Function 

Function NCT_ComSqft(ByVal inStories As Integer, 
ByVal inLotArea As Double, ByVal rearYard As Single, ByVal comShare As 

Single) As Long. 
'***Projects number of lJ!lits on NC lots without density control. 

Dim klm As New MixedUseCapacity 
Nc'r_ComSqft = klm.NCTGenerallipStories, inLotArea, rearYard, comShare, 2) 

End Function 

Function NCT_Units {ByVal inStories As Integer, 
ByVal inLotArea As Double, ByVal rearYard As Single, ByVal comShare As 

Single) As Integer 
'***Projects 'commercial use based on set share 

Dim kl As New MixedUs·eCapacity 
NCT_Units = kl.NCTGeneral(inStories, inLotArea, rearYard, comShare, 1.) 

5877 



CPC ADOPTED HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 

End Function 

Function RH_units(ByVal inZoning As String, ByVal inStories ~~Integer, 
ByVal in.LotArea As Double, ByVal rearYard As single) 

\***Projects number of units 
Dim va·runi ts As single 
Dim varressqf t As Double 
Dim vartotsqft As Double 
Const rhlnxt As Integer 

on RH-zoned lots 

· Const rh2nxt As Integer 
Const rh3nxt As Integer 
Dim rhzoning As Integer 
Dim rhnumber As Integer 

3000 
1500 
1000 

Then 

rhzoning = InStr(1; inzoning, "RH-") 

If rhzoning = 1 Then 
rhnumber = (Cint(Mid(Nz(inZoning, O), 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 inLot}\rea >= 1 * rhlnxt And Il1Str(l, inZoning, "RR-l(D)"') O 

varunits = Int (inLotArea I (rnlnxt)) 
varressqft = varunits ~ grossUnitS1ze(1)· 
vartotsqft = varressqft 
Do While ceil(vartotsq~t / (inLotArea * (1 - rearYard))) :> 

inStories 
varun.its =·varunits - l 

varressqft varuni.ts * grossUnitSize{l) 
vartotsqft = ;.-arressqft 

Loop 
RH_ units varunits 

Else 
varunits rhnumber 
varressqft = varunits * grossunitSize.(l) 
vartotsqft'= varressqft 
Do While ceil(vartotsqft / (inLot~.rea * (1 - rearYard))) > 

instories 

un,its 

Loop 

varunits = varunits ~ 1 
varressqft varunits * grossUnitSize(l) 
vartotsqft = \rarressqft 

RH_units = varunits 
End If 
'second of three blocks testing whether lot is large enough for CU 

Elseif rhnumber = 2 Then 
If iP..LotArea >= 2 * rh2nxt Then 

inStories 

varunits = Int (iI'..Lot.Ate0< I rh2nxt) 
varressqft = varunits * gr6ssUni tSiz.e ( 1) 

vartotsqft = varressqft 
Do While ceil(vartotsqft I ·(inLotArea * (1 - rearYard))) 

Loop 

varunits = varunits - 1 
varressqft = varunits * grossunitSize(l) 
vartotsqft =· ·varressqft 

RR units varunits 
Else 

1rarunits- rhnumber· 
varressqft varunits • grossUnitSizeil) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 
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Do While ceil (vartotsqft f (inLo_tArea • (l - rearYard))) > 

inStories 
varunits - 1 varunits = 

varressqft 
vartotsqft 

varunits:• grossUnitSize(J.J 
= varressqft 

Loop 
RH_units = varunits 

End if 
•third of three blocks testing whether lot is large enough for CU 

units 
Elseif rbnumber = 3 Then 

If inLotArea >= 3 * rh3nxt Then 
varunits = Int (inLotArea / (rh3nxt)) 
varressqft = varunits * grossUnitSiie(l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 
Do While ceil(vartotsqft / (inLot:Area • (1 - rearYard)J) > 

inStories 
varunits - 1 varunits = 

varressqft 
vartotsqft 

varunits • grossUnitSize(l) · 
= varressqf t 

Loop 
RR_ units varunits. 

Else 
varunits rhnumber 
varressqft = varunits * grossUnitSize(l) 
vartotsqf t = varressqf t 
Do While ceil(vartotsqft / (inLotArea *. (1 - rearYard))) > 

inStori<:s 
varunits = varunits -. 1 
varressqft varunits • grossUnitSize(J.) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 

Else 

Loop 
RH_units = varunits 

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 

'*r*Projects number of units on RM-zoned lots 
Dim varunits As Integer 
Dim vardensity As Double 
Dim varressqf t As Double 
Dim vai-totsqf t As Double 

vardensity = inLotArea I inresdensity 
varunits = lnt(vardensity) 
varressqft = varunits * grossUnitSize(l) 
vartotsqft = varressqft 
Do While (vartotsqft / (inLotArea * (1 - rearYard))) > inStories 

varunit.s = 
varressqft 
vartotsqft 

. Loop 

varunits - l 
varunits • gJ;OssUnitSize (1.) 

= varressqf t 

RM_Units varunits 

End Function 
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Function RTO Units(ByVal inZoning As String, ByVal inStories As Integer, 
,ByVal inLot:Area As Double, ByVal rearYard As Single) 

'***Projects numl:>er of units on R-zoned lots 
Dim envelope As Double 
Dim varunits As Integer. 
Dim varressqft ~ Double 
Dim vartctsqft As Double 

If InStr(l, inzoning, "RTO") Then 
envelope= inLotArea • 0.55 * inStories 
varunits =envelope I grossUnltSize(0.75) 
vartotsqf t = varressqf t 

Do While ceil(vartotsqft / (inLot..l\rea * (1 - rearYard))) > 

Nz(inStories, O) 
varunits = 
varressqft 
vartotsqft 

varunits - 1 
varunits * grossunitSize(l) 

= vai-ressqft 
Loop 
RTO_Units 

Else 
RTO Units 

End If 

End Function 

varunits 

Null 

Function RTO MixUnits(ByVal inStories As Integer, _. 
ByVal inLofuea As Double, ByVal rearYard .l'.s Single) 

• ***P.roj ects number of units on RED-Mixed-zoned lots in West Soma 
Dim resenvelope As Double 
Dim varunits As Long 
Dim varressqf t .l'.s Double 
Dim va:rcornsqf t As Double 
Dim vartotsqf t As Double 

If Lotarea >~ 1200 Then 
varcomsqft 1200 

Else 
va:rcomsqf t 

End If 
inLotArea 

res.envelope = :inLotArea. * · ( 1 - rearYa:rd) * inStories - varcomsqft 
varunits. = :resenvelope I grosslJr?-itSize(l) 
vartotsqft =·varressqft 

Do While ceil{va:rtotsqft / (inLotArea • (l - rearYard))i > 
lvz (in:;:tories, OJ 

varunit.s·= 
var:ressqft 
vartotsqft 

Loop 
RTO MixUnits 

End Function 

varunits - 1 
varunits .• grossUnitsize(l) 

= varressqft 

varunits 

Function height_stori~s(ByVal in_limit As .string) 
'***Returns number of stories allowed given the height limit 

Dim varstring As String 
Dim varheight 'As Integer 

\ 

If (InStr(l, in limit, "OS/") = 1) 
And (Instrcl, in_limit, "-") > o) Then 
varstring = 
varheight = 

Elseif InStr(l, 
var string 
varheight = 

Mid(in_limit, 4, InSti[l, in_limit, "-") - 4) 
crnt {varstring) 
in.limit,.~-"}> 0 Then 
Left{in_limit, I;,,,gtr(l, in_limit, •-•) - l) 
Cint (varstriug) 
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Else If InStr ( 1, 
varstring 
varheight 

Else 

in_lirnit, "X") > O Then 
Le;!:t(in_limit,- InStr(1·, in_limit, 
Cint (varstring) 

varheight O 
End If 

height_stories = Int(varheight I 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 
If Int (innurnber) > innumber Then 

ceil. Int(innumber) + 1 
Else 

ceil 
. End If 

End Function 

Int ( innumber) 

Function old unit size() 
'***Used-for ~ssumptions about square footage of existing units 
old_unit_size = 765 * 1.2 

End Function 

Function new_unit_size(ByVal in_option As Bool.ean) 
'***Use for calculating square footage of new residential units. 
'***Case true for live-work, case faise for everything else. 
If in_aption Then 

new_unit_size 1000 
Else 

new_unit_size 
End If 

End Function 

1000 * 1.2 

Function calc softness(ByVal intotsqft As Doubl.e, ByVal-insqft As Doubl.e) 
Select ca~e Nz (insgft, 0) 

cas·e o To (intotsqft + o. OS) 
cal.c_softness = 5 

case (intotsqft * 0.05) To (intotsgft * 0.3) 
calc_softness = 30 · 

case (intotsgft * .0.3) To (intotsgft "* 0.4) 
calc softness = 40 

Case (intotsqft * 0.4) To (intotsgft * 0.5) 
cal.c softness so 

Case El.se 
cal.c_softness Null. 

End Select 
End Function 
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RH·1 (DJ House, One-Family 
One dwelling unit per lot. Residential care facility for 6 300 sq.ft. per unit It private; 

(Detached Dwellings) (11 qu/acre) or fewer. Residential care facil\ty ror 7 or more. 400 sq. ft. per unit If com-
mon. 

One dwelling unit per lot; up to 

RH-1 House, One-Family one unit per 3000 sq.It. of lot .area I Residential care faclllty lo; 6 I Residential.care facility for 7 or more. 
I 300 sq.ft. per unit if private; 

(maximum of 3 units) with conditional 400 sq.ft. per unit if com-
CJ1 use approval. or fewer. mon. 
00 (17 du/acre) 
00 
N 

RH·1 (SJ House, One-Family Same as RH-1; or 2 dwelling units 
1300 sq.'ft. per unit If private; 

with Minor Secqnd Unit per lot with second unit limited to 600 Residenllal care faclllly for 6 Res\denllal care facility for 7 or more. 400 sq.ft. per unit If com-
sq.ft. of net floor area, or fewer. 
(35 du/acre) mon. 

Two dwelling units per lot; up to one Residential care facllft~ f~r 7 or more; 1 125 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
RH·2 House, Two-Family I unit per 1500 sq.ft. of lot area with Res\denlla\ care facility for 6 group housing, boarding, group hous- 166 sq.ft. per unit If c.om-

conditional use approval. or fewer. Ing, religious-orders; group housing, · · 
(35 du/acre) medical and educational institutions. mon. 

Three dwelling units per lot; up to pne Residential care facility for 7 or more: 100 sq.ft. per unit if private; t') 

RH·3 House, Three-Family · I unit per 1000 sq.ft. of lot area w.lth Residential care tacillty f'or 6 group housing, boarding; group hous-
-u 

133 sq.ft, per unit II com- 0 

conditional use approval, or fewer. ing, religious orders; group housing, )> •. 

(52 du/acre) medical and educational institutions. mon. 8 
-u 
-l I Residential care taclllty tor 
m I Three dwelling units per lot or one Residential care facility tor 7 or more; 100 sq.It. per unit if private; 0 

RM·1 Mixed (Apartments and 6 or fewer; group housing; :i: 
Houses). Low Density dwelling unit per 800 sq.ft. o( lot area. group housing, medical and educe- 133 sq.ft. per unit If com- 0 

boarding; group housing, c;: 
(54 du/acre) Ilona\ Institutions. mon. (/) 

religious orders. ;:;: 
(;) 

RM-2 Mixed (Apartments and I Three dwelling units per lot or one I Residential care facility for Residential care facl\lty for 7 or more; 80 sq.ft. per unit If private; m 
6 or fewer; group housing, i;; 

Houses), Moderate Density dwelling unit per 600 .sq.ft. of lot area. boarding: group housing, 
group housing, medical and educa- 106 sq.ft. per unit If com- a: 

(77 du/acre) t\onal Institutions. mon. m 
religious orders. z 
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RM-a Mixed (Apartments and 
Houses), Medium Density 

RM-4 Mixed (Apartments and 
Houses), High Density 

RC-a Residential-Commercial 
Combined, Medium Density 

RC-4 Resldentlal-Commerclal 
Combined, High Density 

RTO Residential Transit 
Oriented Development 

RTO-M Residential Transit 
Oriented Development, 
Mission 

Three dw.elling units per lot or one 
dWelllng unit per 400 sq.ft. of lot area. 

. (109.du/acre) 

Three dwelling units per lot or one 
dwelling unit per 200 sq.ft. of lot area. 
(21 B du/acre) 

Three dwelllng units per lot'or one 
dwelling unit per 400 sq.ft. of lot area. 
(109 du/acre) 

Three dwelling units per lot or one 
dwelling unit per 200 sq.ft, of iot area. 
(21 B ·~u/acre) 

Permitted 1 dwelling unit per 600 
square feet of lot area; may exceed 
this limit tor 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 lot area; may exceed 
this limit for BMR units, affordable 
housing, or other special uses; 
Density may exceed 1 uni! per 400 
and is then limited by height, bulk and 
unit mix requirements. 
40% required to contain al least 2 
bedrooms or 30% required to contain 
at least 3 bedrooms. · 
(109 du/acre) . 

Residential care facility for 
6 or fewer; group hou~lng, 
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 facility for 
6 or fewer; group housing, 
boarding; group housing, 
religious orders. 

Residential care faclllty for· 
6 or fewer; group housing, 
boarding; group housing, 
religious orders. 

ResideAtlal care faclllly for 
6 or fewer; group housing, 
boarding; group housing, 
religious orders. 

Residential care facility for 7 or more; 
group housing, medical and educa-
tlonal Institutions. · · 

Residential care faclllty 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) Institutions. · 

Residential care facility lor 7 or rnore; 
group housing, medical and educa-
tional Institutions. · · · 

Residential care facility for 7 or more; 
group housing, medical and educa
tional Institutions. 

60 sq.ft. P.er unit If private; 
BO sq.It. per unit If com
mon. 

36 sq.ft. per unit if private; 
48 sq.ft. per unit If com
mon. 

60 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
BO sq.ft. per unit If com-

. mon. 

36 sq.It. per unit If private; 
48 sq;tt. per unit It com
mon. 

1 CO.sq.ft. per unit II private; 
133 sq.ft. per unit If com
mon. 

1 oo sq.~ per unit if private; 
133 sq.ft. per unit if com
mon. 
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1 Zoning District 
l ' - . 

-1\ ~~1m~~ 0~0m00 ~~~-o~~suy · .,. . 1[ f~ff~~~~~e0~fW01~ij-·-~·='-'J f~J~i8l1~ 8t~~~5rJ~~~~~va~1. -- \I ~W~~,gf&w~ri~03ai~uira-.-
!.~~-l~H.BORHO~~'bo_MMEriQ:i~·[;:~i~i~1dis,·(~·c;D).·.~·.··.,,._·<.·: 

Pacific NCO 

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 NCO, 
Inner Clement NCO, 
Outer Clement NCD, 
Upper Fiiimore NCD, 
Haight NCD, 
Union NCO, 
24lh·Noe Valley NCO 

Broadway NCO, 
Upper Markel NCO, 
North Beach NCO, 
Polk NCO 

Ona dwelllng unit per 1,000 sqJt. of 
lot ar.aa. 
(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 dwelling unit per 400 sq.ft. of lot 
area. 
(109 du/acre) 

·:·· 

Group housing 

Group housing; residential 
care facility for 6 or fewer. 

. Group housing; residential 
care facility for 6 or fewer. · 

. Group housing; residential 
care facility for 6 or fewer. 

·;;~:-~.,'.~:~'~:~,~~:??.b.!t:6:~'.~F~·9,.;~~:-r~-+~·~\~;~):~!:~1;i?~s%M~t~i· ';..:·_ -,::: :<::-··,-:;,>,!'·· : · :-::::: .:; F~: : ... : :;· .,. 
Hayes-Gough NCTD, 
Upper Market NCTO 

NCT-2 Small-Scale NCTD 

No density limit; 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; residf!ntlal 
care facility tor 6 or fewer. 

Group housing; residential 
care facility for 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. 

Residential care facility for 7 or mor~. 

Residential care facility for 7 or more. 

• • 1'• • .~ ", I ' • ,' 

1 oo sq.ft. per unit If private; 
133 sq.ft. per unit If com
mon. 

1 oo sq.ft. per unit If private; 
133 sq,ft. per unit If com
mon. 

80 sq.ft. per unit if private; 
100 sq.ft. per unit if com
mon. 

60 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
BO sq.ft, per unit If com· 
mon, 

-1,:· ~=· 

60 sq.ft. per unit if private; 
BO sq.ft. per unit If com· 
man. 

100 sq.ft. per urilt If private: 
133 sq.ft. per unit If com" 
man. 
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NCT-3 Moderate-Scala NCTD, 
Mission NCTD. 

Valencia NCTD, 
24th-Mission NCTP, 
SOMANCTD 

No density limit; d~~slty 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 llrnlt, 40% required to 
contain at least 2 bedrooms or 
30% required to contain at least 3 
bedrooms. 
(N/A) 

Group housing, residential 
care facility. 

Group hquslng; residential 
care facility for 6 or fewer. 

Not appllcable. 

Residential care facility for 7 or more. 

~~;;*l§!:4i~\~1-:~t~i'.Ft~:\t~il.i:::~z;;_/:::'~-IS:j\/~i\},\::~~;'./i:i\:;:.·:}~;-;~::::;;r\/;::·:-:·:~_'."::: ~-::'?'?_'.::··._'-'.::-~/:·:~ :;:'./.~-'.~}/~~\f T.:/:·:_: ;:V'Yf ·:~-j ·: -~·., 
CCB Chinatown Community 
Business, 
CVR Chinatown Visitor Retail, 
CANC Chinatown Residential 
Neighborhood Commercial, 

RED Resldenllal Enclave 

SPD South Park 

ASP Residential/ Service 

' ' 
S LA Service/ Light Industrial/ 
Residential 

One dwelling 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) 

No density limit. 40% required to 
contain at least 2 bedrooms or 
30% required to contain at least 3 
bedrooms. 
(N/A) 

One dwelllng unit per 200 sq.ft. of lot 
area for projects below 40 fl; above 40 

Group housing, rasldentlal 
care facility. ' 

·SRO units. 

SRO units. 

ft., density determined by conditional I SRO units. 
use process. 
(21 B du/acre) 

One dwelling unit per 200 sq.ft. of lot 
area. I SRO units. 
(21 B du/acre) 

Not applicable, 

Residential care faclllty. 

Group housing; residential care 
facility. 

Group housing; residential care 
facility. 

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; 
1 oo sq.ft. per unit If com
mon. 

·>.i&.·?::·~;)\-·F:::<;:(;_:·.\:X':_ ... : 

48 sq.ft. 

60 sq. ft par unltlf all 
private; BO sq.ft. If common 
space. 36 sq. ft. per unit for 
live/work units. 

eo'sq.ft, par unit; 54 sq.ft. 11 
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 Seri/ice/ Light Industrial 

SSO Service/ Secondary Office 

RH-DTR Rincon Hiii Downtown 
Residential, 
SB DTR South Beach Downtown 
Residential 

MUQ Mixed Use· General, 
MUR Mixed Use· Residential, 
MUO Mixed Use -Office 

UMU Urban Mixed Use 

TB DTR Transbay Downtown 
Residential (Redevelopment 
Project Area) 

By conditional usa only if low income: 
otherwise, not permitted; one dwelllng 
unit per 200 sq. It. of lot area. 
(218 du/acre) 

By conditional use only; one dwelling 
unit per 200 sq.ft, of lot ·area. 
(218 du/acre) 

No density limit. 40% required to 
contain at least ·2 bedrooms or 
30% required to contain at least 3 
bi;idrooms. 
(N/A) 

No density limit. 40% required to· 
contain at least 2 bedrooms or 
30% !8qulred 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. 

·,·,, . .... , ... 
.:,· •'-,:"•I '•:' ~•' /, .. ::1., ,:~-~.~8~)~;~-~·g_i~µp,_~~fll:~::_:.· : .. _. :·i .. _>:· ... ::.::/;;:; ;:r?> -. .. . ., ........ _ .. 

. ~'..• -. ..;·:-

C·2 Community Business 

C-M Heavy Commercial 

Dwelling at a density of the closest 
R district, but In no case less be less 
than one dwelling unit per 800 sq.It. 
of lot area. 

By conditional use only; dwelllng at a 
density ot 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 faaillty. 

SRO units, if low lncorT)e; group hous
ing; residential care facility. 

Group housing; residential care 
facility, 

Residential cars facility. 

Student housing; residential care 
facility. 

Student housing; residential care 
facility. 

Not applicable. 

36 sq.ft. 

36 sq.ft. 

75 sq.It. per unit; up to 
50% may be pro\'.ided off· 
site if publicly accessible. 

80 sq.ft. per unit; 54. sq.ft. if 
·publicly accessible. 

80 sq.fl. per unit; 54 sq.It. If 
publicly accessible. 

16 sq.ft. per unit plus com· 
man space located In the 
center of each block 

... _:'~·}:':: ''.',t:;:~;c;~' :~:~.0,-:?fr;t:r~·;:·?~'-:· '.;·:>r~r\j(;~'{};V\;:.·:;}::.:'.: ,.:.~~:::~,: 

Not applicable. 

Not applicable. 

Same es the requirement 
for the nearest R district. 

36 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
48 sq.fl. 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 (SUP) 

No denslty'llmi\; density controlled by 

Van Ness SUD I physical envelope controls of height, 
setbacks, open space, and exposure. 
(NIA) 

No density limit; density controlled by 
Folsom and Main Residential/ I physical envelope controls of height, 
Commercial SUP setbacks, open space, and exposure. 

(N/A) 

One dwelling unit per 125 sq.ft. of lot 
North of Market Residential area; double density provisions do not I SUD Subarea No. 1 .apply. 

(348 du/acre) 

.1 
North of Market Resldenilal 
SUD Subarea No. 2 

Van- Ness and Market Down
town Residential SUD 

Lakeshore Plaza SUD 

One dwelling unit per 200 sq.ft. of lot 
area; double danslly'provlsions do no( 
apply. 
(216 du/acre) 

No density llnilt; density controlled by 
physical envelope cqntrols of height, 
setbacks, open space, and exposure. 
(N/A) 

By conditional use only: one dwelling 
unit per s,ooo sq.ft. of lot areB. on first 
and second stories.only; group hous- · 
Ing is not permitted, 
(16 du/acre) 

I Not applicable. 

Residential care iacllity for 
6 or fewar; group housing, 
boarding; group housing, 
religious orders. 

Group housing; residential 
care faclllly. 

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. 

Group housing; residential 
care faclllty, 

Not applicable. 

···~.: ."· . 

. . :".:·)y\::,,;. <_ .... ',).'·' ;::<· . .:-:?\'>: :.t·'.· .... > · .. 

Not applicable. 

Residential care facility for 7 or more; 
group housing, medical and educa-
tional Institutions. · 

Not applicable. 

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 lnslltullons. 

Not applicable. 

Residential care facility. 

Not applicable. 

36 sq.fl. per unit if private; 
48 sq.ft. per unit If com
mon. 

36 sq.ft. par 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 II private; 
48 sq.fl. per unit If com
mon. 

36 sq.ft. per unit If private: 
46 sq.ft. per.unit If com
mon; up to 40% may be 
provided off-site If within 

·the SUD or within 900 feat 
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-S 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.ft. of \ Group housing; residential 
lot area, Higher density permitted with care facili):y. 
condltlonal use. 
348 dLiLacre 
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. 
condltlonal use, 
348 du/acre 

Not applicable. 

Residential care facility. 

36 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
48 sq.ft. per unll If. com-
man. 

36 sq.ft. per unit if private; 
46 sq.ft. per unit if com
mon. 

... ,h§u~~~IA~A~.?·,p-:d.~j~~.~:op~f~~.~~,~?,i,~f~~.~·0Ti~~.;~N~~BE~~·1~)~8.1~I~:1F:I·~.-;~,~:~.~~-··~·:\';,:~:.:·'.:.·~~-.~~,0;:::~~;,:;:: .. :;'.0~~~;i:~/:A'.iff;\:'.~l~:'':t;::rti~idI:{+ 

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 oi 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 d1;1nslty 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) 

Residential care facility, Group housing; 

Not applicable. Group housing; 

Not applicable. Not applicable. 

36 sq.ft. per unit If private; 
48 sq.ft. per unit It com
mon. 

36 sq.ft, per unit If private; 
48 sq.It. per unit If com
mon. 

Not applicable. 
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FILE NO. 110397 ORDINANCE NO.· 106-~11 

1 [General Plan Amendments -: 2009 H.ousing Element Updatec:l 

2 

3 

4 

.5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

.14 

.· 

Ordinance amending the San Francisco General Plan by·ai;lopting fue 2009 Housing 
• • l • • • 

. . 
Ele~ent as the Hom~ing Elementof the San Francisco General Plan; making findings, 

including enviro11menfa.I findings and findings of consistency with the General Pian 

and the eight priority policies of1:he Planning Code Section 101.1. 

Note: Addjtions are single-underline italics Times Nw- Romari.; 
deletions are strikethrough italics Times i\Telv Ro'm;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 Franciseo: 

Section 1. Findings. 

A:.· ·.Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and Courify of_ Sa~· Francisco provides. 

that the P~arininQ Commi~sitm shall periodic;;i.lly recommend lo :the Board. of Supervisors, for 

15 approval o~ rejection, proposed amendments to the General::.lan. · ... · 

16 B._ · On __ Kar __ ch_ .. 3_1~,_2_0 ..... 1_1 ____ , the Board of S_upervisors receivec:f from the 

17 Planning Department the proposed General Plan amendm~nt which adopts the 2009 Housing. 

18· Element ("the Housing Element UpdateAmendment'}as the Housing Element of the San 

19 Francisco General Plan. 

20 c. Section 4.105 of the City Charter furth~r provides that if the Board of 

21 Supervisors fails to Act within 90 days of receipt of th~ 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 Planri_ing. Commission, which 

25 

Planning Department 
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1 refers to, and. incorporates bt reference, the proposed General Plan amendment. S~ction 

2 340 further provides that-Planning Commission shail adopt t~~ :eroposed General Plan 

3 q.mendmentafter a public hearing if it finds from the facts pres~nted that.the public ne~ssity, 

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 Supervi~ors, which .may approve or reject th~ amendment by a majority .vote. 

i E. On February 24, 2011, the Planning Commission ini~ated the adoption of the 

8 Housing Elerp_ent L:Jpdate, a~ an amendment to the General Pf an. at~ q1.ily noticed public 

9 hearing. 

10 F.· On __ Mar __ ch_Z_4--",,_2_0_1_1 __ , at a duly noticed public meeting, the Planning 

11 Commission certified the San Francisco ·2Q04 and 2009 Housing Element Final Environmental 

12 

13 

14 

15 

·15 

17 

18 

Impact" Report ("EIR") by ·Motion No.. 18307 
. . 

finding th.~ Final -El~ refl~ctecf the 

independent j_udgnie~t and.analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, 
. . 

accurate and objective, contains no significant revisions to m~·oraft EJR, and the content of 

the report.C!nd the· procedures. through which the Final E.IR was .prepare9, publicized and 
. : . . 

reviewed comply with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA'.') 

(California Pubiic Resources Code Section 21000 et s~.). the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. 

Code Regs. Sec~on 15000 ·et seq.} ~nd Ch~pter 31:of the San· Fr~n~is~ Administrative 

19 Code. A copy of th~ Final EIR ·is on file with the Clerk of the Board in Fiie No. 110397 

20 G. The project evaluated in the Finc:i-1 EIR includes the adoption of the _2009 
. . 

21 .Housing El~rnent Update as the.Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan. Thf? 

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 Commissio·TJ certified the Final 

25 EIR, the ~fanning C_ommission adopted CEQA Findings with r~spect t~ the approval of the 

Pfanning Department · 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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1 proposed Housing Element Update Amendment in Motion N<?. 18308 and adopted th~ 

2 Housing Element ~pdate Amendment in Resolution No. 183Q.9 . · .· · , finding that the 

3 

4 

puf)lic ne6essity, convenience and gener~I welfare requir~d the."p~opo~ed amendment The 
. . 

letter from the Planning Department transi:nitting the proposed Housing Element Update 

5 Amendment to the Board of Supervisors, the Fin~I EIR, the CE.QA Findings adopted by the , 

6. Planning Commission with respect to the approval of the Housing Element Update 

7 Amendment, including a mitig~tion monitoring and reporting _prog'ram and a statement of 

. a. overriding considerations, the Housing Element Update Amendment and the Resolution 

9 approving the Housing El~ment Updat~ Amendment are on fil~.with the Clerk of the Board in 

10 File No. · 110397 . These and any and all. other documents referenced in this Ordinan~ 
. . 

11 have b~en made available to, and have been reviewed by, the Board qf Supervisors, and may 

12 be found ir:i either the files of the c"ity Planning Department, as the cu·stodian 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~rtton B. Goodlett Place, ·s~n Fran~isco 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 a1_1d considered the ~EQA 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 prc:igrarh and the statement of overriding considerations, and hereby adopts as its · 

21 own. and. incorporates the CEQA Findings contained in Planning C~mmission Motion No. 

24 
23 

24 

25 

__ 18_3_08 ___ · .. by reference· as though such findings· were fully set forth in this Ordinance. 

J. The .. Board of Supervisors ·endorses the implementation of the mitigation · 

measures identified in the-Planning Commission's CEQA Findings. . . .· . . . 

Planning Department 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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1 - K The Board of Supervisors finc:!s t~at no substantial changes have occu~ed ·in the 

2 -· Housing Element Update Amendment proposed for· approval under thjs Ordinance that will 
. . . . . ' ... · . . .. . 

3 require -revisions in the Final EIR du~ to the invofvement of new signifiea_nt_environmental · 

4 effects or a·substantial increase in ~he-severity of previously-identified significant effects, no 
.. . 

5 substantial changes ~ave occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the 

6 Housi~g Elem~nt Update Amendm~nt:proposed for approval under the Ordinance are _ 

7 undertakeri which wifl require major.revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new 

8 environmental effects or a ·substantial increase in the s~verity of effectl;! iaentified in the Final 

9 EIR and_ no.new ir:ifo~?.tion of ;ubstantial imp-ortance to the H<2using Elem~~t Update 

-1 O 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_a.ntially m_or~ severe, (3) -

13. · mitigation nie_asure or alternatives found not fea,sible which wquld· reduce ·one or more 

14 

15 

significant effects have become feasibl~ or (4) mitigation me·~sutes o(~lternatives which are 

considerab_iy diff~rent.rron1 those in the Final EIR wo~ld subsfyintially rec;Iuce one or more 
. . . - . . . 

16 significant effects on the enyironment · 

·17 · M. · The Board of. Supervisors finds, pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, that the 

18 Housing Element Update Amendment set forth in the documents on file with the Clerk of the 

1.~ 

20 

Board in Fil~ No. . 110397 wilf seiVe the public necessity, convenienee and general . . 

welfare for the reasons set ~orth ·in Planning Commission Resolution No. 18309 and 

21 incorporates. those reasons herein by reference.. . . 

22 . N. The Board of Supervisors finds that the Housing Element Update Amendment. 

23 as set forth in the docum~nts on file with the Clerk of the Boa.rd- iri Board· File No. 110397 

· 24 is in conformity with the General Plan and the eight priority.policie5 of Pl~nning Code Section . . . . . 

25 101. :1 for ~he ~easor:is set forth in Plannin~ Commis5ion Resolution No._ 18309 . The 

Planning Department' 
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1 Board hereby adopts the findings set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 

2 __ 1_83_0_9_. _ and incorporates those findings herein by reference. · 

· 3 . Section 2. The Board of S~perviso~s hereby amends the San Francisco G~neral Plari 

4 by a?o.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 ~ommission on. 
'Ma~ch 24., 2011. . . 

6 · · .. · , and· referred to above. 

7 

8 

g 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17. 

18 

··19 

·20 

·21 

22 

23" 

24 

25.·_ 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

By: SC CLl-L 1 
Susan Cleveland-Knowles 

· Deputy City Attorney · 
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Ordinance 
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City Hall 
I Dr. C.:rlton B. Goodlett Place 
Sat> Fi:ancisco, CA 94102-4689 

File Number: 110397 Date Passed: June 21, 2011 

Ordinance amending the San Francisco Genera! Plan by adopting 1;he 2009 Housing Bement 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 Dev~opment 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 
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SAN FRANCi-SCO 
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 ~inal Enviionmental Impact Report for the 2004 and 2009 
Housing Elements Project (Planning Department File No~ 2007.1275E) 

This is the Draft of the Environmental 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 
"Coriunents and Responses," which will contain all relevant coriunents 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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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

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 Cornmission_ Secretary, Planning Commission 
Ols~n Lee, Acting Director, Mayor's Office of Housing 

FROM: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and .Economic Development 
Co1T1mittee, Board of Supervisors 

DATE: May21,2014 

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 se~tion 340 findings, and findings of 
consistency with the General Plan and the eiijht priority policies of Planning Code, 
Section 101.1. 

If you have any additional c6mments 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 Hous.ing· 
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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 looked again at the alternatives and suggested input from the public in detetmining their 

responses and sent it back to planning Un-approved. We have also 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 

altern.atives 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 of the 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 s~me 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 attach~d 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 litigation 
currently on the improper approval of the Parkmerced project based on the 2004 and 2009 Housing 
Element and SF General Plan which dictates that alternatives that do not destroy a· neighborhood. or 
its character be properly vetted and alternatives properly and adequately reviewed especially ones 
that showcase how to density without destroying a complete neighborhood. 

Did we learn nothing from the Fillmore? 

Sincerely 

Aaron Goodman 

1 
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BOARI>ofSUPERVISORS 

CityHaII . 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Roolll 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 · 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax: No. 554-5163 

TDDffTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

LAND l)SE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 

· NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Economic Development 
Committee will holc;f 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, J.une !;}, 2014 

Time:; 1 :30 p.m .. 

Location: Committee Room 263, located at CityHall 
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 enyironmental 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 FranciscoA(jministrative Code, Section 67.7-1, p~rsons 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 C9mmittee. 
Written comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, Room 244, 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton Gnodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information relating to this 
matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. Agenda infoff11ation 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 

·. ...._ . 

~~c~ .... 1iti....... · . 

l Angela Calvi I.lo'.. Clerk of t~e Board 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
l Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-51&4 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDfITY No. 544-5227 

LAND us~ & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
NOTICE REVIEW· 

Legislative File No .. 
Notice Type 

Initial: # 
Date: · 

140414 
General Plan - 2009 Housing Element 

.J 

Initial: dll ;J/ 
~~/____,..· P.r---;+-· -

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 

. with.in 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: 5/30 / ly 
Time: 

Location: 

Signature: _.,,..~-/=-k-;,·""-t· ,..,· -_. __ · __ · -· -~-_· ____________ _ 
.) 

Instructions: Upon completion, original must be fried in the above referenced file. 
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.. ! I• .. ! 

City Hall 

BOARD ofSUl'ERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. GoodJett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 

PROOF OF POSTING .. 

Legislative File No. 140414 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD!ITYNo. 544-5227 

Description of Items: 140414. Ordinance amending t_he 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 
cori.sistency with the General Plan, and the eight priqrity policies of Planning Code, 
Section 101.1. 

I, Lu lo ~arc . . 'an employee of the City and . 
County of San Franea, 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: 

Signature: 

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 Pfan Housing Element' 
140414.pdf; 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.an 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 and complete the proof of posting form and return to my attention for the file. 

!tndrt?4. ~ ffurberl'I{ 
Assistant Oerk . 
Land Use and Economic Development Committee 
San Frqncisco Board of Supervisors · 
Office 415-554-4442 . 
Website [ http://www.sfbos.org! 
Follow us! I TWitter 

• • «ei Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service 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 to· 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 -0/ 

. Supervisors and its committees. All written or orol communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk'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 website 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, 

Ausbeny, Andrea 
Wednesday, May 28, 2014 11:14 AM 
SF Docs (LIB) . 
LU - POST -140414- General Plan Housing Element 
140414.pdf 

Please post the attached General Plan notice of hearing. 

Tha.nkqou, 

!lJJdrea ~ A:arbemt 
Assistant Oerk 
Land Use and Economic Development Committee 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
Office 415-554-4442 
Website I bttp;//.w_wyt_sfbos.orgl 
Follo_wus! I Twitt§.!_: 

• 11€.® 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 a·rchived matters since 
August 1998. 

· D.iscfosures: Persona_( information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject-to discfosure 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~rsonaf identifying information when they communicate with the Board Qf 
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_wif/ 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 
Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 
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